Warwick Watford Landfill Committee               WWLC


TO: 

IER and CWS

FROM: 
Rhonda Hustler, WWLC

Date: 

February 25, 2003

RE: 

Outstanding questions and concerns  from previous correspondence

Thank-you for your response to the WWLC  correspondence on four separate issues related to the public consultation process for the CWS Warwick Landfill Expansion Proposal EA:

1. Rhonda Hustler WWLC Comments on Open House #4: DP #5 and DP #6 February 1, 2003 

2. Rhonda Hustler WWLC Memo to Chair EASG Steve Morris, December 15, 2002

3. Rhonda Hustler WWLC Comments on Public Consultation in draft Discussion paper #4, January 27, 2003

4. Rhonda Hustler WWLC Comments on Open House #4 and draft Discussion paper #5

Your memo of February 6, 2003, informed us that CWS would not respond to our further comments on these four items. We disagree that our comments were “largely reiterative” of our original comments. In particular, we asked several specific questions which you have not answered. Following are those questions again and requests for clarification; we would appreciate very much your response. We would also ask that CWS bring the answers to these questions and comments to the EASG meeting March 11, 2003 for discussion. 

Rhonda Hustler Memo to Chair EASG Steve Morris, 

December 15, 2002

1. Independence of the Chair of the EASG

a) Can the chair speak for himself? 

b) Does the Chair know and agree to have CWS answer his mail? 
c) Did the Chair direct CWS to speak for him?  If so, why? 
d) Will CWS continue to speak for the Chair on correspondence to the Chair?
e) If we have questions or discussion points for the Chair, do we contact him or simply contact CWS?  

Request: Please explain 

· The role of the Chair

· His independence

· The role of CWS

· Specific roles and responsibilities about the EASG meetings, agenda, and scheduling of meetings. 

.

2. Meeting Quorum, Agenda Items Related to Consultation

At the December 16, 2002 meeting only three of 10 public members were present, yet the Chair convened the meeting anyway, finishing consultation on DP #4 and then proceeding to DP #5.  

We had sent in written comments on DP #4 for that meeting, but the discussion of documents at the EASG meetings is an essential component of this process.  Fully two thirds of us did not have the opportunity to discuss DP # 4. 

Request: 
that the Chair 

1. Bring the matter of quorum to the next meeting scheduled for March 17, 2003 to develop a policy in agreement with the EASG members about what constitutes a quorum to conduct an EASG meeting.

2. Include on the next agenda an item for CWS to explain its process and issues surrounding the consultation process related to DP #1. 
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Request that the Chair include on the next meeting agenda March 11, 2003

1. Time and opportunity for those absent from the December meeting to ask questions on DP #4.  

2. Review of Appendix D before CWS finalizes the document 

Page 7: 
CWS now states unequivocally that they have responsibility for designing and conducting the public consultation program.  This statement means that the failures of the public consultation program rest entirely with CWS, but that the Chair is responsible for the EASG process.  

However, Appendix B: Environmental Assessment Study group (pp. 15- 18) DP # 1 Public Consultation Program, identifies no roles and responsibilities for the Chair, none whatsoever.  Now CWS has identified roles and responsibilities to the Chair, which the members of the EASG certainly did not know about.  

1. Does Mr. Morris, the Chair, know about his new accountability? 

2. Has CWS made the Chair completely aware, in writing, of his responsibilities?

3. Does the Chair know and understand the full implications of these responsibilities? 

4. Does he agree that he and he alone will take responsibility for conducting the meetings and the process of the EASG? 

5. Does he understand and agree to fulfil these responsibilities at a possible EA hearing or legal challenge to CWS’s EA process, the CWS proposal as a whole, or the public consultation process? 

6. Has CWS agreed to provide him, if necessary, with a lawyer and cover all possible costs?

Rhonda Hustler WWLC Comments on Public Consultation in draft 

Discussion paper #4, January 27, 2003

Page 2: CWS 
CWS wrote: Regarding holding one open house to introduce each discussion paper, an amendment was made in the text of Final Discussion Paper #1 that was not reflected in Table 1:

Please explain this statement. 

1. What amendment was made?

2. By whom? 

3. When? 

4. When was the EASG consulted?

5. Where is that discussion with the EASG recorded in the minutes? 

6. Did the EASG approve the amendment and record that approval in the minutes of the EASG meeting? 

Page 3-4: 
CWS wrote: As noted above, CWS proceeded to consult on Draft DP #3 and #4 and on Draft DP #5 and #6 in parallel, both in the advertisements/newsletter and through the open houses and presentations.  Table 1 in Section 5.0 of DP #1 was not revised as intended at the time of the edits to the final text (July 16, 2001). 

1. Please explain precisely the meaning of these statements: 

Table 1 in Section 5.0 of DP #1 was not revised as intended 

            at the time of the edits to the final text (July 16, 2001).  

                        Edits to the table include: an updated schedule, consultation  

                        activities separate for one discussion paper at a time, and

                       associated changes in the number of newsletters and open houses. 
2. This statement indicates clearly that edits were, in fact, made to the table during    the finalizing of DP #1; If CWS had intended further revisions including changes to the Table on pp. 10 –11, the EASG were never made aware of those revisions.  This is the first time we’ve heard CWS make this claim. Please explain. 
Page 8:  
In the Minutes of EASG meeting November 28, 2002, Paul Murray revealed that Doc. #4 had been drafted BEFORE Doc. #3 was finalized.  

1. Where in Doc. #1 Public Consultation is this overlapping of documents permitted or agreed to by the EASG?

 Hustler WWLC Comments on Open House #4 and

 Draft Discussion paper #5
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At the open house, Mr. Bechard stated “If people still have problems, they can voice them and they will be taken into consideration by a Board.”

We are requesting: 

1. The complete reports and notes from the Open houses and Workshops proceedings. 

2. An explanation of Mr. Be chard’s statement:  “they will be taken into consideration by a Board.”  
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According to CWS correspondence,  “ The four topics in Draft DP #5 and the landfill characteristics in Draft DP #6 were selected based on interest expressed on these topics.”

1. Who “expressed interest on these four topics and DP #6?  When? 

2. How could anyone, given that we did not have DP #5 or DP #6 until that evening, express interest in specific topics? 

 “ It was originally decided to add presentations to the information provided

 
at the open house on Draft DP #5 and Draft DP #6 for  more in-depth understanding of the information in these discussion papers.” 

3. What was originally decided and when?   

Page 16: 
We’ve already explained our issues on overlapping papers and accelerated, confusing timelines many times, but one statement here raises concern:

               “Table 1 in Section 5.0 of DP #1 was not revised as intended at the time of the   edits to the final text (July 16, 2001).”  

1. What does this statement mean? 

2. What revisions have CWS made since DP #1 was finalized, notwithstanding the Addendum (#1) CWS (Mr. Bechard) included without EASG approval and which he claimed incorrectly was developed in discussion with the PRT and Warwick Council? 

3. Please explain how CWS interprets and has implemented pages 10 – 11 document #1, Public Consultation. 
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