Comments on Open House # 4              Discussion Paper #5

November 28, 2002          By Rhonda Hustler WWLC


Following my review of the Open House, I will again raise fundamental concerns about how CWS is conducting the public consultation.  Many of these concerns I have raised repeatedly with you.  I sincerely hope that this time, your cooperation will make our participation useful and meaningful. 

A.   Notice of Open House

CWS did not consult with the community to choose the date, and the Open House was not announced with adequate notice.  Some area residents and EASG members did not receive the notice until the week before. 

Recommendations: that CWS 

A. 1 Provide advance notice of more than 10 days to two weeks; that notice  be given at least 4 weeks in advance.

A. 2 Consult with the EASG, previous participants,  Warwick Council, and the PRT   before setting  dates for Open Houses, workshops 

A. 3 Select a date that responds to the availability of  the public, the EASG,  Council,  and the PRT to participate in a meaningful and reasonable way. 

B.  Open House Subjects

The newspaper advertisement and flyer listed five discussion topics for the Open House: agriculture, hydrogeology, social impact, transportation, and facility characteristics.  No documents were identified or linked with these topics.

Recommendations: that CWS 

B.1
 Identify  clearly the documents and content  for public   consultation at Open Houses and Workshops 

B.2
  Date the flyer and advertisements as of  mailing date

C.  Documents #5 and #3

The CWS flyer stated that Draft Discussion Paper #5, background documents for draft discussion paper #5 and final discussion paper #3 would be  “ Available at the Open House.”  In the Open House package distributed to all the participants, CWS included summary document materials for Doc. #5 and Doc. #3 (pp. 50-53).  Before and at the Open House, therefore, we expected  that Documents #5 and #3 were topics for consultation.  

However, when he was asked specifically to answer questions about Doc. # 3 (listed as “available” along with Doc. #5, and included as summary material), Kevin Bechard did not allow discussion or questions.  He stated that he would not speak about Doc. #3 because it was finalized.  It was, however,    “available” at the Open House.  We then understood that  “Available” really meant the document was   sitting on a table at the back of the room for us to pick up and take way. 

Recommendations: that CWS 

C.1

Respond to the public’s outstanding questions and comments at public meetings on all documents, draft and final.

C.3

Identify accurately in advance  the topics, documents, and processes for the Open Houses

C.4

Use the word  “available” accurately  so the public knows that “available” does not mean “ consultation,” “discussion,” or “opportunity for public participation.”

C.5       Alternatively, CWS notify Warwick Council, the PRT, and the Ministry (EA Branch) in writing that CWS will not answer the public’s questions, discuss concerns, or  address any outstanding issues  on any  final documents. 

D.  Document  #6

CWS consultants presented only four of the twenty-three topics in Doc #5 before beginning Doc. #6, (pp. 53-69).  CWS had not identified Doc. #6 as part of the Open House.  CWS, instead, listed “facility characteristics, “ the title, not the number, of the document.  

I challenged Mr. Homenuk and Kevin Bechard on the unexpected overlapping of these documents and the inaccurate information on the flyer.  We had not received adequate notice or information in order to make thoughtful and meaningful comments on Doc. #6. 

 I referred to Doc. #1 where CWS committed to holding a separate Open House for each separate document.  Despite Mr. Homenuk and Kevin Bechard’s arguments that documents could be overlapped, a review of Doc. #1 proved me correct: one Open House for each document.  (Doc. #1 pp. 10 and 11.) 

Several us further objected to hearing 10-minute presentations on only four of 23 topics in Doc. #5; CWS did not present on the remaining 19 topics.  We objected to the accelerated process, the overlapping documents, the inaccuracies of the Open House agenda, and requested that CWS convene another Open House to complete Document #5 and not include any other documents at the same time.  

Mr. Bechard and Peter Homenuk agreed to convene another Open House to complete Doc. #5 with no other documents included. 

Recommendations that CWS

D.1

Respect and fullfil its original commitment in Doc. #1 to hold individual and separate Open Houses and workshops as required 

D.2

Abide by and respect the terms of the EA public consultation process  by  providing adequate, meaningful,  and complete consultation on each document at each Open House  and Workshop  as  required.

E.  Completion of Open  House #4 for  Doc. #5 

 In the agenda for EASG Meeting #12, (Dec. 16, 2002), CWS lists under Other Business, “Presentation Evening January 7, 2003.”  CWS has once again failed to consult in any way with the EASG or potential participants on an appropriate date for the presentation. 

· Exactly what is a “Presentation evening”?  

· Is it to be passed off as the Open House CWS promised to hold on Document #5? 

· Is this “Presentation” only on Doc. #5 as CWS committed to at Open House #4?

If CWS is genuinely interested in generating public interest and increasing public participation in this process, then a reasonable, consultative process must be implemented.  The public needs assurances that the process is organized, respectful, and considerate of their interests. 

Recommendations that CWS

E.1    Consult with the public, Warwick Council, the EASG, the PRT, and previous Open House participants to select appropriate and convenient dates for Open Houses and workshops

E. 2    Use consistent and transparent terminology so the public can participate in a meaningful, informed way 

E.3   Fullfil  its stated and written commitment to hold one Open House and workshop  on each separate document as required 

F.  Comments Sheet & Topics Listed

The comments page lists 11 items from Doc. #5, yet only four were presented to the participants.  (In fact, Doc. #5 contains 23 topics in total as well as Appendices and background documents in separate volumes).  This list lead participants to think that all items would be covered by the presenters when, in fact, they were not.  Anyone looking at the comment sheet following the Open House might draw the same conclusion – wrongly – that these items had been covered, participants had made no comments, and that CWS had met its consultation responsibilities at the Open House.  

The listed items for Doc. #6 on the comments sheet is equally inaccurate since the presentation was not concluded and the participants were not informed in advance that Doc, #6 was to be presented at the Open House.  In fact, CWS allocated less than 30 minutes to present on Doc. #6, Facility Characteristics. 

Recommendations: that CWS

F. 1  Provide comment sheets that accurately and correctly represent the proceedings of the Open House

F. 2  Correct the comment sheets for Open House #4 before any Open House   documents are finalized for submission to the EA.

G.  Overlapping Documents and Inadequate Consultation: Open Houses & Workshops

Combining new documents #5 and #6 into one Open House, failing to hold the required Workshops on Doc. #5 as well as #3 and #4, and refusing to answer the public’s questions regarding Doc. #3 contradict your own commitment in Doc. #1 to the EA public consultation process. 

In Document #1 the public consultation process was organized and agreed upon but has, with the exception of Doc. #1 and Doc. #2, not met your own stated commitments, despite our frequent and repeated concerns.  This process was made explicit in the Table 1: Proposed Public Consultation Milestones, Activities, Objectives (p. 10) and in footnote 14 at the bottom of the page, I QUOTE

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 the newsletters and open houses.

The way in which this Open House was advertised, conducted, and organized illustrates the flawed consultation process that CWS continues to implement for this EA.  If CWS is serious about providing meaningful and reasonable consultation for the public, then this is your opportunity to correct your errors.  We have pointed out these issues repeatedly, hoping that you would listen to our concerns and allow us to participate in a meaningful way in the EA process.  We have valuable comments to make but need appropriate opportunities, time, and access.  CWS needs to demonstrate its   fullest commitment to our participation in making this EA process useful for all parties.

Recommendations: that CWS 

G.1    Meet its existing obligations as stated in Doc. #1 to not overlap   documents,  accelerate  the review timelines or combine Open Houses, workshops, and documents. .  

H.  Incomplete Consultation: Open Houses and Workshops

1. No Open House or Workshop on Doc. #3

When will CWS hold the Open House and workshop on the actual draft Doc. #3 (not the weighting and ranking workshop) required under Doc. #1?

2. No Open House or Workshop on Doc. #4

When will CWS hold the required Open House and Workshop to actually review Doc. #4 as required under Doc. #1?

3. No complete Open House or workshop on Doc. #5

When will CWS hold the complete public Open House for Doc. #5 and Workshop as required under Doc. #1? 

4.  When will CWS honour its stated and written commitment to fulfil the public consultation process as detailed in Doc. #1? 

CWS’s approach undermines and severely limits the public’s ability to participate in the EA process.  Your process is chaotic, disorganized, and unresponsive to public concerns and raises serious questions about our ability to participate effectively.

Mr. Bechard’s refusal to answer outstanding questions on Doc. #3 at a public meeting illustrates CWS’s troubling approach to public consultation and contradicts CWS’s own commitment in Doc. #1 to be flexible during the EA public consultation process.  These concerns were previously outlined in detail in my earlier memo of September 2002. 

Recommendation: that CWS

H.1
Abide by the original process set out in Doc. #1 and close the outstanding gaps in consultation, or notify Warwick Council, the PRT, and the Ministry EA Branch that CWS cannot meet its public consultation  commitments.  

H.2
Respond to the public’s concerns around the current process by 

H. 2.1 Reviewing one discussion paper at a time, each with its own Open House and Workshop, as required. 

H. 2.  1 Providing adequate time and opportunity for thoughtful and meaningful consultation, and meet all the commitments set out by CWS in DP #1 and the TOR
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