Date:

Place:

Present:

Call to Order:
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Richmond Minutes

General Purposes Committee

Monday, January 7, 2013

Anderson Room
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair
Councillor Chak Au

Councillor Linda Barnes (4:03 pm)
Councillor Derek Dang

Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Ken Johnston
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m.

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the General Purposes Committee held on
Monday, December 17, 2013, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT

RICHMOND ADDICTION SERVICES STATUS UPDATE
(File Ref. No.) (REDMS No. 3709241)

Councillor Linda Barnes entered the meeting (4:03 p.m.).

Lesley Sherlock, Social Planner, was available to answer questions. A
discussion ensued about: (i) concerns related to the duplication of services
provided by the Richmond Addiction Services Society (RASS) and other
similar service providers in Richmond; (ii) the role of other levels of
government; and (iii) the recent privatization of the BC Responsible and
Problem Gambling Program (BC R&PGP).

Ms. Sherlock advised that RASS would be conducting extensive inventory of
addiction and mental health services. She further noted that issues related to
substance misuse and problem gambling prevention are addressed in the
City’s Draft 2013-2022 Social Development Strategy.

Richard Dubras, Executive Director, RASS, then spoke to the Committee
about:

e how RASS is no longer in receipt of the BCR&PGP prevention and
counselling contracts, and the related impact on RASS and Richmond
residents;

e RASS’ problem gambling and other addiction prevention efforts, since
the cessation of the BCR&PGP contracts. It was noted that although
provincial contracts for BCR&PGP were awarded to private
practitioners, RASS has continued to work with the BCR&PGP
Prevention Specialist by dividing the prevention work to clarify roles
and avoid duplication. It was further noted that prevention in
elementary schools is provided by the provincial specialist, while
RASS is currently working in the secondary schools;

e how RASS would no longer be reporting to the City regarding the
funding and activities related to the BCR&PGP, as it is no longer the
contract holder for the Program. There was discussion among members
of Committee to request the provincial specialist to provide such
information to the City;

¢ RASS’ commitment to conducting a survey of Richmond residents
regarding gambling and problem gambling behaviour, and how RASS
‘has arranged to distribute a survey to students and parents; and

e RASS’ upcoming problem gambling and other addiction prevention
initiatives and community events.
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It was moved and seconded

(1) That Richmond Addiction Services’ Centre of Excellence for the
Prevention of Problem Gambling and Substance Misuse reports,
“Special Report, October 17, 2012” and “Entire Prevention Program
Results, January I — June 30”’, 20127, be received for information;
and

(2)  That staff request information from the party now responsible for the
provision of the problem gaming program on the number of
Richmond residents now served and current results.

CARRIED

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE

COUNCIL TERM GOALS UPDATE FOR THE TERM 2011-2014
(File Ref. No. 01-0105-07-01) (REDMS No. 3709501 v.2)

Lani Schultz, Director, Corporate Planning, provided a revised version of
page one of Attachment 3 to the staff report, (attached as Schedule 1, and

forming part of these minutes) noting that there were typos in the original
version.

A discussion then ensued, during which a detailed review of Attachments 2
and 3 of the staff report was conducted. During the review of attachment 2,
the following additional amendments to the Proposed Goal Statements were
recommended by the General Purposes Committee:

Part 12 — Water Enhancement:

e amend the goal statement to read as “Place greater emphasis on
protecting and enhancing the City’s waterfront while successfully
integrating a balance between urban development, public access and
events, and a healthy river environment”.

Part 2 — Community Social Services:
e add the words “and limitations” after the word “priorities”.

During the discussion and review of Attachment 3, the following additional
amendments to the existing “Amendments and Additions” were recommended
by the the General Purposes Committee:

Part 2 — Community Social Services:

o include a statement related to the matter of community volunteer
programs and strategies, and

e amend 2.5 to include a statement related to affordable housing
priorities.
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Part 3 — Economic Development:

e amend 3.6 to include the words “and implemented” at the end of the
sentence; and

e add a statement about the continued support of the agricultural sector.
Part 4 — Facility Development:
e amend 4.2 by deleting the word “replace”.

o amend 4.1 by deleting the sentence “includes a transportation
component as part of the waterfront museum, or other public facility”;
and

Part 5 — Financial Management:

o amend 5.2 by deleting the words “is strategic, takes advantage of
current buying opportunities, considers farmland acquisition for future
“garden” parks, and”.

Part 7 — Managing Growth and Development:

o amend 7.6 by adding the words “and social media” after the word
“website”.

Part 12 — Waterfront Enhancement:

o amend 12.1 by deleting the word “activities” and replacing it with the
words “skill development opportunities”; and

e add the following statement: “Consider daylighting more sloughs in
the City.

In addition to the above amendments, Committee also discussed enhancing
the communication of the Council Term Goals to the public. Also, the Chair
requested that Attachments 2 and 3 of the staff report be revised as per the
Committee’s recommendations, and be combined to create one document
prior to the Regular Council Meeting scheduled to be held on Monday,
January 14, 2013.

It was moved and seconded
That:

(1)  the staff update on Council Term Goals for the Term 2011-2014, as
described in Attachment 1 of the staff report dated November 21, 2012
from the Director, Corporate Planning be received for information;
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(2) Council Term Goals for 2011-2014 be expanded to include
explanatory “goal statements” and the proposed new goal statements
and descriptions as outlined in Attachment 2 of the staff report dated
November 21, 2012 from the Director, Corporate Planning; and

(3)  amendments and additions to the Council Term Goals 2011-2014 as
outlined in Attachment 3 of the staff report dated November 21, 2012
from the Director, Corporate Planning, and further amendments as
recommended by the General Purposes Committee, at its meeting held
on Monday, January 7, 2012, be approved.

CARRIED

ENGINEERING & PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

VANCOUVER AIRPORT FUEL DELIVERY - ENVIRONMENTAL

ASSESSMENT OFFICE (EAO) UPDATE
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-30-002) (REDMS No. 3735817 v.4)

Cecilia Achiam, Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy / Senior
Program Manager, Policy Development, advised that the Environmental
Assessment Office (EAO) has provided its report to the Minister of
Environment and Minister of Energy, Mines and Natural Gas, who were given
a 45 day period, ending on January 28, 2013, in which to make a decision.

Ms. Achiam further noted that City staff have been providing comments for
the EAO’s Table of Conditions (ToC) through the Working Group. It was
noted that very few of the City’s key concerns have been included in the ToC
comments which have now been submitted to the Ministers for approval. Ms.
Achiam also noted that although City staff provide comments to the Working
Group, they are not privy to the Working Group’s discussions.

A brief discussion ensued about sending copies of the City’s correspondence
to the relevant provincial opposition critics, and the local ML As and MPs.

Carol Day, Chair, Vancouver Airport Project Opposition for Richmond
(VAPOR), and Otto Langer, Vice-Chair, VAPOR, expressed their views and
concerns related to the “lack of transparency” of the BC EAO’s
environmental assessment process related to the VAFD project, and advised
the Committee that VAPOR’s request to the EAO to make the ToC available
to VAPOR had been denied. A copy of VAPOR’s submission is attached as
Schedule 2, and forms part of these minutes.

A discussion then ensued among staff, members of VAPOR and Committee,
during which, staff advised that they have not yet seen the final draft of the
ToC, and that the EAO has not permitted the City to release any related
documents in its possession.
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Tim Wilkinson, Deputy Fire Chief, briefly spoke about fire safety concerns
associated with the VAFD Project, and stated that the City of Richmond’s
Fire Rescue is not currently configured to deal with a disaster associated with
the proposed jet fuel pipeline, and therefore, the VAFD Project poses a great
expense and significant risk to the City of Richmond.

It was moved and seconded
That:

(1)  a letter, on behalf of Council, be sent to Terry Lake, Minister of
Environment, and Rich Coleman, Minister of Energy, Mines and
Natural Gas and Deputy Premier to reiterate Richmond’s opposition
to the proposal and the transportation of jet fuel on the Fraser River
and to express concern that the key elements of the City’s technical
input to the EAO as part of the Environmental Assessment process
have not been incorporated into the EAOs Table of Conditions (ToC);

(2) a meeting request, following up on the letter above, on behalf of
Council, be sent to Terry Lake, Minister of Environment, and Rich
Coleman, Minister of Energy, Mines and Natural Gas and Deputy
Premier to reiterate Richmond’s opposition to the proposal and the
transportation of jet fuel on the Fraser River and to express concern
that the key elements of the City’s technical input to the EAO as part
of the Environmental Assessment process have not been incorporated
into the EAOs Table of Conditions (ToC);

(3)  copies of the City’s correspondence be forwarded to the relevant
provincial opposition critics, the local MLAs and MPs; and

(4) a letter be sent to the BC Environmental Assessment Office
requesting that the documents related to the environmental
assessment process be immediately released to the public.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (5:15 p.m.).

CARRIED
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Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the General
Purposes Committee of the Council of the
City of Richmond held on Monday,
January 7, 2013.

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie Shanan Sarbjit Dhaliwal
Chair Executive Assistant
City Clerk’s Office



Schedule 1 to the minutes of the ATTACHMENT 3

General Purposes Committee Meeting City of Richmond Council Term Goals for 2011-2014
held on Monday, January 7, 2013

City of Richmond
Council Term Goals for 2011-2014
Amendments and Additions — December 2012

Much of the input received from Council and senior staff during the Council Term Goals review process
reaffirmed the existing priorities, with some minor amendments and additions. As well a few new
priority areas were identified. These proposed amendments and additions to Council Term Goals for
2011-2014are outlined below:

1. Community Safety

Additional Priority(s) for consideration:
1.6. Completion of a thorough analysis of the various policing models available, to ensure that the

best model is in place to meet City needs and priorities.

2. Community Social Services

Amended Priority(s) for consideration:

2.5. Delete: Development of clear policies around the City’s role in social services and the
grant processes, and corresponding clear communications with the public on these roles
and policies. (covered in the new explanatory goal statement and in amendment 2.1 below)

2.1 Amend: Completion of the development and implementation of a clear City social
services strategy that articulates the City’s role, priorities and policies, as well as ensures
these are effectively communicated to our advisory committees, community partners,
and the public in order to appropriately target resources and help manage expectations.

Additional Priority(s) for consideration:
2.9. Development of a continuously updated catalogue of affordable housing projects coming
on stream for easy reference.

3. Economic Development

Amended Priority(s) for consideration:

3.4. Amend: Update the City’s economic development strategy, ensuring sport hosting and
events are a part of it, and that it is clear on what kind of businesses we want to attract
and retain, and where future industrial development and business parks will be
located.

3.6. Amend: Develop an integrated strategy for the Steveston Waterfront that blends business
and public interests in a manner that allows for continued sustainable development in this
area. Specifically, work with the Steveston Harbour Authority and other levels of
government to ensure land use, harbour improvements and other economic
development opportunities are integrated.

Richmond City Council Term Goals for the Term 2011-2014 1
3695369 v10



Vancouver Airport Project Opposition for Richmond
WAPOR- A Society for Vancouver Alrpori Fuel Project Opposition for Richmond
11631 Seahurst vd, Richesond BC, V74 4K
www.yaporbe.com 604 2401988

Schedule 2 to the minutes of the'
General Purposes Committee Meeting
held on Monday, January 7, 2013

To Richmond City Coungil Jan 7, 2013
General Purposes Commitiee
Re Item # 3 Engineering and public Works Department

Vancouver Airport Fuel Delivery- Environmental Assessment Office EAQ] update

YAPOR the Vancouver Alrport Project Opposition for Richmond is a sodety created to oppose the
VAFFC Jet Fuel Proposal submitted 1o the British Columbia Erwironment Assessrnent office. VAPOR
supports looking at other options that are environmentally safer and respect the wishes of the City of
Richmond . We are very concerned at the lack of public consultation by the BC EAO and are trying to
convince the provincial government to open the process to better options for the need for safe and
reliable delivery of let fuel to the Vancouver International Airport.

The current proposal and BCEAQ process have ignored the many serious concerns of the City of
Richmond and we are appalled that the draft assessment report and Table of Conditions has not been
made available to VAPOR. WE have been in constant contact with the BCEAO and they are well aware
of our involvement.

Conclusion

We request the City of Richmond include in their letter to the BCEAD and Ministers Lake and Coleman
permission to provide VAPOR with copies of the Table of Conditions and the Draft assessment report
for the Vancouver Airport Jet Fuel Project as it becomes available.

Thanks very much for your continued opposition to the irresponsible proposal for jet fuel delivery by
the VAFFC which include Air Canada, West Jet, Air China, Lufthansa and many more airfines.

Carol Day
Chair VAPOR
11631 Seahurst rd

Richmond BC V7A 4K1



11631 Seahurst Road, Richmond, BC, V7A 4K1
Phone: 604 240-1986 Fax: 604 271-5535

V.A.P.O.R S e

www.vaporbc.com vaporgroupl@gmail.com

Dear:

John Mazure, Executive Project Assessment Director, BC EAO
Honourable Christy Clark, Premier
Honourable Terry Lake, MOE Minister

December 1, 2012

Subject: Public Requires Suspension in Review of Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation

- Jet Fuel Transport Proposal

Over the past 700 days, VAPOR has been in very frequent contact with the BC EAO office relating to
the Vancouver Airport Fuel Facilities Corporation (VAFFC) Jet Fuel Transport proposal. In the past
year we have sent several letters to Dr. Lake concerning the EAO process that has violated any
credible sense of fairness, balance and transparency as related to the public, the Fraser River
Estuary, the Vancouver Airport Project Opposition in Richmond (VAPOR) Society and thousands of
our supporters. A petition was signed by over 5000 people in 2011 opposing this project that is now
being reviewed. A copy of this petition that was presented to the BC Legislative Assembly about 10
months ago is attached.

The lack of feedback on many issues from your offices or the Minister of Environment as related to
public input over the past several several months of this review is indeed profoundly disappointing
and unjust. Although VAFFC has been given almost a year of suspension time in the review process,
to conduct new studies, the most recent series of studies were never made available for public
review and input into the review process. Further to this, we documented our latest and
comprehensive concerns with this process to the Minister Terry Lake on November 14, 2012 and to
date we have received no acknowledgement, consideration or response to our concerns. Why does
the Minister and the BC EAO process continue to ignore our concerns? We find this most
discouraging from an environmental and public safety review process that should be fully
transparent, unbiased and fair.

Again, we respectfully request that the Premier, MOE Minister or the BC EAO respectfully respond to
our attached letter and above all create a window of opportunity for public input. To date we have
been limited to a 2 minute oral presentation two years ago with a written follow-up submission
after we had to lobby for a reasonable time frame to review and respond to the vast amount of
materials accompanying the application for this EAO review. When VAFFC provided an amendment
on the relocation of the pipeline, the public were again allowed a short window for limited written
input after a lengthy suspension so as improve chances of approval of the project.



Since that time VAFFC has taken many months to conduct several additional studies to rationalize
their claim of little environmental and public safety impact. These studies were never made available
to the public by BC EAO or VAFFC for review and comment into this BC EAO led process. This is
totally unacceptable.

A response to our letter and action to make this a transparent and fair process by now suspending
this process for the public interest, review and input is urgently requested. To date, the process has
totally favored suspensions and input into the process as arranged by VAFFC, i.e., the proponent’s
sole development and financial interests are out of balance with the public interest.

We look forward to a prompt and meaningful response and an immediate suspension of the BC
EAO process so as to allow public comment on the most recent studies done so as to make this a
fair and just review process.

Sincerely yours,

[ o J;}- ,

Carol Day
President, VAPOR Society.

Otto E. Langer W\Q/L\ .

Vice President, VAPOR Society.

Copy to: Ms. R. Shaw, Project Assessment Manager, BC EAO

Attachments.
1) DVD of petition submitted to BC legislature;
2) Letter of Nov. 14, 2012;

3) Photo of petition documents

Page 2 of 2






Rachel Shaw

Chair VAFFC Jet Fuel Project Review
BC Environmental Assessment Office
Victoria, B.C.

November 14, 2012

Dear Ms. Shaw:

RE: Status of the VAFFC Jet Fuel Proposal --- BC EAO Review.

A few weeks ago you informed Jim Ronback of VAPOR Society that BC EAO would not create an
opening for further public input into the VAFFC project after the lengthy suspension as requested by
VAFFC to complete more studies. In that the VAFFC did state that they were preparing at least three
different reports, i.e., 1) Biofilm studies; 2) Aboriginal fishery compensation plans and 3) Spill
mitigation plans (in addition to the PMV tanker risk studies - not initially part of the BC EAO review
and then later part of that review) we feel it is mandatory that these studies be made available for
public review. We have yet to find some of these studies on your website and VAFFC have yet to
respond to a single email or telephone call. Also it is absolutely essential that a window now be
arranged in the review process for further and possibly final and summary public input. To date we
have only had two opening for written input and one two minute opening for a verbal presentation.
That latter ‘hearing’ was a very short evening session and it occurred before any studies were made
available for a proper public review.

We have been advised of a number of possible recent developments with your harmonized BC EAO
- PMV process that has disturbed us greatly. We had a meeting with PMV that actually threw doubt
into whether this is a proper harmonized review process. Unfortunately the process and
communications with interveners / stakeholders is very confused and the process you have
developed with PMV is undocumented and is very confusing and appears to lack accountability.
Further your process has established a Technical Advisory Committee and that has taken many key
agencies out of the public process and their input occurs behind closed doors. This is not how
government should function in any balanced process affecting the public interest and the welfare of
the commons.

Therefore could VAPOR please have clear and meaningful answers related to the following
concerns and questions:

1). I am advised by the City of Richmond and by a local Richmond newspaper that a window for
input into the VAFFC jet fuel project by members of the Technical Working Committee was closed
on Nov 9th, 2012. Why this window only open to the TWC? Most recently the City of Delta has
submitted their comments on the Technical Conditions to EAO without prejudice. They also
submitted a letter to the EAO opposing the marine terminal and jet fuel tankers coming up the Fraser
River. They want further information on the pipeline only options.

Q 1). What window, if any, was or still is open for public review and comment? If a
recent comment deadline has passed why would it be closed when we were not even
made aware of it despite the fact we have been very active in this process and did



inquire about an update on public input just a short while ago? Will BC EAO bend to
the need for a final round of public input into this large and significant high risk
project?

2). The PMV clearly advised VAPOR that they did not recognize the BC EAO process as being
related to the issue of jet fuel tankers coming into the Fraser River or the issues related to the
handling of jet fuel on the river in their port area. Previously the public was given a very clear
understanding that this was a full harmonized review and it would examine the shipping of tankers
of jet fuel into the Fraser River and Estuary, the building of a marine offloading terminal in
Richmond, the building of a large tank farm on the south bank of Lulu Island and the building of a
pipeline across Richmond to YVR.

In addition the review was to consider the operational life of the above facilities as 60 years. The
Port Manager, Captain Yoss LeClerc with the PMV harmonized review officer present stated that
the BC EAO process only would examine the impact of the land based facilities of this project, i.e.,
the pipeline, the tank farm (and marine terminal?) which is based on land vs. on federal waters. PMV
insisted that the tankers and fuel handling out of the tankers was a Port Metro Vancouver’s sole
responsibility in that they were responsible for safety in the areas surrounding the tanker transport
into the estuary and river and the marine terminal. That part of the project would not be not subject
to any BC EAO review and approval or rejection. Further, PMV indicated that what was in the
tankers was not up for review. PMV was to only assure navigation safety and what was in the
tankers while they navigating within the Fraser River was beyond anyone’s authorized review. If
what was to be in the tankers was to be addressed, that would be at the federal political decision.

Q 2. Is this your understanding and if it is why was it not communicated to the public in
a proper CEAA-BC EAOQ letter of agreement? PMYV says no such letter outlining the
process and decision making exists. Why would this been allowed to happen? Why was
this presented to the public as a harmonized review when PMYV now sees the overall
project as a split review and key risks to the environment and public safety are not to
be subject to any BCs EAO review?

3). We insist that the above mentioned outstanding reports must be made available for public review.
Further I am informed that meetings of the Technical Advisory Committee are now taking place to
review a draft EA report. We would also require a copy of all input and minutes of those meetings
that have taken place since the suspension was put in place over 6 months ago. The public has a right
to a transparent and fair review process and those meetings should be open to the public. We must
see these materials and have a fair opportunity to submit input into the process before your review is
complete and recommendations are formed for Ministerial decisions. To do otherwise is grossly
against the public interest and it again puts the BC EAO / PMV process in disrepute.

Q 3a. When will VAPOR be given access to the fishery compensation plan and the spill
mitigation plans or studies and the notes of the Technical Advisory Committee? We




already have the biofilm study but are waiting for an opportunity to provide our final
comments to this confused review process.

Q 3b. When and how will VAPOR and the public be given a fair opportunity to review
the above referenced studies and forward comments to BC EAQO for their consideration
prior to any recommendations or decisions being made?

4). The combined hazardous stored energy in the jet fuel tanker unloading at the marine terminal and
the 80,000,000 litre tank farm is equivalent to more than 1,000,000 tons of TNT. It can result in a
horrific explosion fire, spill and result in injuries, loss of lives and an ecological disaster. It is
troubling that a System Safety Report by System Safety Engineers, identifying the worst case
combined hazard footprints and risk areas of a tanker unloading at the marine terminal and the
80,000,000 litre tank farm has not been provided before any recommendation or decision is to be
made to the ministers. It is ludicrous and dangerously foolhardy to consider that any EA decision
would be made without such a System Safety Report being completed first and available for public
review and comment.

Q4). When will such a System Safety Report be completed and available for public
review?

5). Considering that this 180 day review has now stretched out over 600 days and your chairmanship
of this project review has changed three times and the PMV co-chairmanship has changed twice,
should this process now not hold a final public meeting / hearing and allow proper and meaningful
public input in that over the past two years the project has been altered and better options have
summarily been dismissed without proper study. The review continues to be confusing and the goal
posts have often moved while the public is largely shut out of the process.

Q5).Will BC EAO now consider a properly constituted final hearing of this project
including cross examination of key witnesses and studies considering the many changes
that have occurred since it began and with the realization that the public has been
largely marginalized in the review as directed by the BC EAO?

6). At the beginning of the review VAPOR did forward s a written inquiry to the first chair of this
review. We questioned how would a junior process (i.e. provincial) make any decisions that will be
binding on a non-profit organization (i.e. VAFFC) and how would it legally relate to jurisdictions
that were almost totally federal in nature i.e. federal airport, federally regulated airlines, federal port,
federal shipping laws, federal navigation laws, federal pilotage authority, federally administered fish
and migratory wildlife and habitat and federally owned land? Ms.I was advised that BC EAO would
not comment on these legal questions and that would be part of the review. We have not seen that in
the terms of reference or in any of the studies (i.e. evidence) before the EAO process.




6). Could BC EAO please provide answers to the above issue/questions raised i.e. what
is the legal status of this review given the above concerns and what legal powers do you
have to implement any decisions or conditions in an effective and accountable manner?

7). The BC EAO process is very confusing and based on other studies (eg. BC AG and U. of
Victoria Law Centre) and what we see is very ineffective. Recent issues on the Gateway Highway
project again confirm that. Further you have confused the process by calling it a ‘harmonized
review’” with PMV yet have no agreement on how this review is to proceed, what it is to cover and
how final decisions are to be made that should be more federal than provincial.

Q7a. If the public is to have some faith and trust in the BC EAO-PMYV harmonized
review please provide information on the above concerns and please specify who will
review the project in the BE EAO-PMYV panel and who will receive a recommendation
and make a final decision at the political level? How will this decision involve the
federal approvals or rejections?

Q7b). In that PMYV will have a financial gain in that PMYV will lease lands to VAFFC for
the tank farm and any project approval will enhance port development, how can BC
EAO with a clear conscience have PMYV as partner in a fair joint harmonized review?
Does the concept of a direct conflict of interest in your partner’s business interests in
this proposed project not mean anything to BC EAO or the Ministers that are to make
the final decisions?

8). In that this project is ten times larger and creates a ten times greater environmental risk over that
proposed by VAFFC in 1988 (that was soundly rejected in 1989 by a properly constituted and an
open and fair review FEARO review) it appears that in 2012 the public is being short changed on
such a proper and transparent review.

Q8). Why is the BC EAO (and PMYV, EC and DFO) conducting a process of
environmental review that has less transparency and public participation and will
probably offer much less environmental protection than a similar review of a jet fuel
proposal on the Fraser River in 1988-1989?

A prompt response to these very questions is now essential if we are any faith in this less than
democratic and transparent review that has not put fairness and the public interest as a number one
priority. To date it is simply unacceptable how a formal organization like VAPOR can be
established to relate to this project can be so kept in the dark. We do look forward to full response to

these key issues prior to this project review proceeding any further. In addition we request that this
letter be listed under official documents submitted to this EA process.




We thank you in advance and look forward to an early response.

Sincerely yours,
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Ofto E. Langer Fisheries Biologist and Aquatic Ecologist
Vice Chair VAPOR Society phone 604 274 7655 email <ottolanger@telus.net>

Copy to Mr. T. Leadem QC




