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Comments on Initial Draft Discussion Paper #1 

Proposed Public Consultation Program

Warwick Landfill Expansion Environmental Assessment
January 2, 2001

This review is intended to assist the EASG in its process under the EA. I realize that my submission comes after two EASG meetings, but I am sure CWS will be willing to accept it in order to address all public concerns through the EA process. My comments are independent of WWLC submissions.
1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background

This EA process includes applications for approval of the site expansion, including all EPA and Planning Act documents. The EASG needs to have full understanding and information on these applications in order to provide accurate comments to CWS. 

Because the Warwick Landfill expansion proposal and the Richmond Landfill expansion proposal are linked by CWS in many ways, the minutes of meetings, reports, and peer review documents would be useful references for each group to provide further insight into the process. CWS will certainly be willing to facilitate this exchange of information in order to make the process as useful as possible. 

Recommendation:

1.1 a) That all applications for approval of the site expansion, including all EPA and Planning documents, be part of the EASG review process. 

1.1 b) That the Warwick EASG and the Richmond EASG minutes, reports, and peer review documents be available to each group for open communication.  

1.2 Purpose of this Discussion Paper

As a point of clarification, Discussion Paper #1 was not developed as promised in the TOR with the affected community partners but rather created by CWS and presented to the community. The WWLC objected to this process in August 1999 and recommended that CWS create a process in co-operation with the community. However, CWS has proceeded with its own public consultation process as outlined in Doc. #1.  Therefore, it’s critical that Doc. #1 be reviewed, revised, and approved by the EASG before CWS proceeds with further EA steps. 

It is in the best interests of CWS and the EA process to take adequate time and effort to establish a positive relationship and process in Doc. #1. 
Recommendation:

1.2 a) That this schedule and Doc #1 be reviewed by the public consultation peer reviewer hired by Warwick Council before being accepted by the EASG. 

2.0 Consultation Program Principles

CWS commits to identifying and addressing concerns early in the process and to document those issues and concerns as part of the project. These commitments are vague. Given the CWS made only negligible changes to the TOR despite many community concerns (tonnage volume, site life, traffic, service area, need, alternatives to, and site selection etc.), we need a clearly written commitment from CWS that our issues and concerns will translate into real and measurable changes in the EA documents. If the consultation process is to be genuinely useful to CWS and to the Warwick community, CWS will want to do far more than simply receive comments and record them; the company will demonstrate good faith and commit by actually changing the proposal in response to community concerns.

The public consultation process does not include its own evaluation process for the EASG or general members of the public. To be certain that the EA process is meeting the expectations and needs of CWS and the community, CWS needs to include evaluations of each review period. Outstanding issues about the process can be addressed and corrected as the group woks through each of the documents. The EASG and CWS can then be assured that the process is providing the kind of facilitation and information needed for the EA. An external public consultation reviewer, paid for by CWS, should conduct these evaluations.  

CWS needs to address the issue of its own responsibility in making the public consultation process work effectively. The burden of responsibility rests with CWS to inform, educate, and motivate the general public to participate in this process; it is not the responsibility of the EASG members or Warwick Council to fulfil the public consultation requirements of CWS’s expansion proposal. CWS and its consultants will certainly want to take the lead on this issue. 

Recommendations: The principles to conclude 

2.  a)  That CWS commit in writing to make actual changes to the proposed    expansion plan in response to community concerns.

2.  b)  That CWS commit in writing to revise Doc. #1 according to the requests     of the EASG and community, including an evaluation process concurrent with each document and review period. This process for evaluation and revision of the plan will be included in the planning timetable.  

2. c) That CWS pay for an independent public consultation reviewer to      conduct and analyze the evaluation; recommendations to be incorporated into the process and included in the final EA document.

2.  d)  That CWS acknowledge its primary responsibility to inform, educate, and   motivate the community to participate actively in the EA process. 

3.0   Key Stakeholders

The village of Watford residents face serious impacts from this proposal. While CWS said in the TOR that the village residents are included in the EA process, that statement does not appear in Doc. #1. In order that CWS include all the appropriate parties, each EA public consultation document and all other EA documents needs to identify in writing the village of Watford residents as living within the vicinity of the landfill. In this way, CWS can consult   effectively and fairly the affected residents. 

Recommendation: 

3. a) That CWS refer explicitly to the residents of   the Village of Watford as local residents living in the vicinity.

3. b) That CWS make explicit the definition “local residents” as including the village of Watford residents,  define the exact area,  and identify all  residents who live in the landfill vicinity. 

4.0 EA Study Review Process

It is a principle of effective public consultation that the participants have confidence their issues and concerns will be incorporated into the proposal, that their comments and recommendations will actually improve the proposal in terms of their interests. This principle needs to be reflected in this process more clearly, especially in Steps 5 & 6. To ensure that their recommendations are actually included and that all outstanding issues have been properly represented in the documents, CWS will want to provide the EASG with a second opportunity to review the finalized Discussion paper before making it part of the formal EA document.  

Recommendations:

4. a) That CWS make Step 6 a second review of the discussion paper, so the EASG can see if, and how its recommendations have actually been incorporated into the EA documents and where actual changes have been made. The EASG would then have the opportunity to identify outstanding issues and recommendations before the comments are finalized. Step 7 would then be CWS finalizing the document for inclusion in the EA document. 

4. b) That CWS include in each discussion paper outstanding issues that have been identified but not satisfactorily addressed in the discussion paper. 

5.0 PROPOSED Public CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES: EA Phase 

5.1   Overview

The activities listed here are going to be “reviewed on an on-going basis to ensure they meet the needs of both project stakeholders and CWS.” This review needs clarification.

CWS indicates there will be further opportunities for the public to provide comment, but needs to provide complete information on those opportunities.  

Because of the very close proximity of the Village to the site and the many direct impacts of this expansion on the village, CWS will want to consult actively and directly with all residents of Village of Watford.  

Recommendations:

5.1  a) That CWS explain this review process explicitly here in Doc. #1 so it can be reviewed by the EASG as part of Doc. #1.  

5.1 b) That CWS in consultation with the EASG review and implement the review process 

5.1 c) That the review process include

· goals and objectives

· participants

· timetable for implementation

· participation of EASG members

· the public consultation expert hired by Warwick Council

· criteria to determine how the process will successfully meet the needs of both project stakeholders and CWS.

· steps for improvements or changes to the process

5.1   d) That CWS explain and identify the “ further opportunities” to be provided to the   public. 

5.1 e) That CWS consult actively and directly all residents of the Village of Watford as part of the public consultation process for local residents in the vicinity of the landfill. 

6.0 Table 1: Proposed Public CONSULTATION Milestones, ACTIVITIES, and Objectives 

This timetable is outdated and has perhaps already been up-dated, but my copy begins in late winter 2000 and ends in Spring 2001. 

Using this Table as a guide, however, CWS needs to be more explicit in its timetable for events, with details provided in each category. 

Recommendations:

6.1 a) That the timetable be revised following the completion of public consultation on Document #1.

6.1 b) That CWS clarify discussion of the TOR  (Initiation of the EA) process, the purpose, and process. I see no mention of it in the following steps.

6.1 c) Doc. #1 forms the basis for the public consultation process and is listed in the Initiation of the EA Phase and then in Evaluation of Alternatives, yet CWS is proceeding with Doc. #2 before Doc. #1 is finalized. CWS needs to include specific consultation steps for adopting/approving/revising Doc. #1 before proceeding to further documents. 

6.1 d) That CWS

· identify the specific issues being discussed in small group meetings with local residents

· provide complete information and support documents related to Social Impacts and Assessment study to local residents before meeting with them, 

· provide independent resource person(s) so the participants can be informed for the discussion. 

6.1 e) That CWS include all residents of the Village of Watford as local residents for these small group discussions, distribution of all documents. (not only at libraries and municipal offices). 

6.1 f) That CWS take all further documents into small-group discussion meetings for review and comment. 

6.1 g) That CWS not submit the final EA document to the Ministry until the EASG and the affected community has reviewed it in its entirely, with sufficient time for comments and recommendations. 

6.1 h)  That CWS include in the final EA document all EASG comments and recommendations. 

6.1 I) That the EASG and CWS develop a transparent decision-making process whereby timelines can be changed to meet the needs of the EASG, including clear criteria by which timelines can be extended for more complete review. 

7.0 Appendix B: PROPOSED ORGANIZATION of the EASG

7.1  EASG Member Roles and Responsibilities

The time commitment for members is onerous and the remuneration offered by CWS needs to reflect that commitment. CWS suggests that in addition to the 3 hours of meeting time, members will need 4-6 hours of preparation time, a total of 7 – 9 hours, not including travel time. CWS will want to reflect this time commitment fairly and realistically in the remuneration for EASG members.

If CWS believes that giving the community $1000 for each EASG meeting is useful, then the money should be entirely at arms length from the EA process, including the EASG. There may be a perceived conflict of interest with the EASG managing the money. If it is community money, give it to the community through a local group – separate from the EA and EASG – and have that group decide where it is to be spent. 

To encourage public interest in the EA process, a separate group of local residents would manage and direct the funds for any activity that benefits the community whether it’s related to the landfill expansion issue or not. The decision should be entirely up to the community how to spend the money.  

Recommendation

7.1 a) That EASG members log their hours both in and out of meetings, their travel time, and expenses, including meetings and reporting back to their stakeholder groups so CWS can fairly compensate members for their time. CWS can use a ratio of payment based on the rates they pay the other EA consultants, advisors, and Warwick Councillors.  

7.1 b) That CWS provide the EASG members with the opportunity to revisit the remuneration rate over the course of the EA process and re-confirm or revise their compensation rate. 

7.1 c) That the EASG transfer the responsibility of allocating the EASG funding ($1000 per meeting) to the community so the funds are entirely independent of the EA process and CWS. 

7.1 d) That Warwick Council provide accounting services paid for by CWS for fund management with the local group, including quarterly reports from the community group filed with Council for public review. 
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