Community Advisory Committee – Third Meeting May 17 2006

Present: Cal Mark, John Ellis, Valerie Reid, Kal Helyer, Joan Pedlar, Lynn Bogardus – Halfmoon Bay, Gary Nohr, Gus Butt; Absent: Don Cunliffe, Fred Baldwin, Andre Sobolewski, Barry Poole

Discussion covered the following items:

Terms of Reference and Permitting Process:  The third revision to the draft of the Terms of Reference was distributed to the CAC for information purposes, to show the CAC what is involved with the preparation of an Environmental Impact Assessment, an application for Environmental Certification and the issues that must be addressed.  We are still at an early stage in the permitting process, so this draft is not intended for public distribution and general comment.  A formal public comment period will come later.  This draft is intended for CAC comment, discussion and feedback.

The next stage in the permitting process will be the first formal meeting of the “Working Group”, scheduled for late June.  The Working Group consists of the proponent and all Provincial, Federal and municipal agencies that are of the opinion that the project may have an impact in their area of responsibility, for example, EAO, CEAA, Mines, DFO, Transport Canada, etc.  After the Orientation Tour in February, some agencies felt that their active involvement was not necessary and opted to be on the notification list.  These agencies will be kept apprised of all meetings, revisions to the TOR and can comment on the development of the TOR as they choose until the final version of the TOR has been prepared.

The third revision of the TOR has been distributed by EAO to the various agencies in preparation for the first Working Group meeting.  The following schedule is expected:

· EAO will work with the proponent to finalize the draft TOR as soon as possible after the Working Group meeting;

· feedback from all interested agencies will be incorporated into the TOR;

· CEAA will formally trigger Federal participation at the Comprehensive Study Level (As we have stated on numerous occasions since last July);

· CEAA will prepare a Scoping Report;

· the CEAA Scoping Report and the draft TOR will be put out for public comment;

· we expect that September will be the 30 day public comment period;

· the Working Group will meet in October to assimilate public comment;

· constructive comment, and correction of errors and omissions, will be addressed and incorporated into the TOR;

· the revised TOR will be distributed to the Working Group;

· a final Working Group meeting will be held to produce the final TOR;

· the proponent will then proceed with preparation of the Application for Environmental Certification.

Operating permits contain conditions of operation that must be complied with.  If PPA were taken over by another company that company would be constrained to operate within the permitted terms and conditions.  Conditions can include such areas as hours of operation, lighting and permissible noise levels.  The Sechelt Indian Band operates under different rules and is not a valid baseline comparison for an Environmental Certificate or Mines Act Permit.  Permits for PPA would probably be an amalgam of input from EAO, CEAA, Mines, DFO, Transport Canada and SCRD.

Operational complaints would go first to the operator.  If there were no satisfaction from the operator then complaints would go to the appropriate government agency.  There is no advantage in complaining to agencies first as agencies will simply refer complaints to the operator for initial investigation.  Frivolous complaints will be ignored.

Wood Bay:  As various studies are completed they will continue to be made available to the CAC.  The details of all investigations will be included in the final permit applications.

Bathymetry and bottom typing have been completed for the Wood Bay area.  Marine biology will be completed in the near future.  This will consist of a marine biologist / diver diving ‘transects’ across the area of interest at approximately 100m spacing and to a depth of approximately 30m.  The dive transects will be video taped, analyzed and a report prepared.  The study we are undertaking goes well beyond any possible operating area.  Dive survey, bathymetry and bottom typing will result in maps being prepared that will show if there are any unique features to be concerned about what, if any, habitat could be displaced and if displaced how habitat compensation could be developed.

Wood Bay has not been settled as the final choice for a load-out facility.  A final decision between Wood Bay and Sechelt Inlet Site 3 will not be made until all studies are completed.  Yet to be completed are marine biology, conceptual facility design and visual impact.  It is expected that these studies will be completed and results available by the end of June.

We will not know where we are going until we get to the conceptual design stage.  After the investigations noted above have been completed and we are satisfied that Wood Bay is a viable option, we intend the following process:

· a formal invitation only meeting of all property owners within 1.5km of the proposed facility, to review the proposal in detail;

· a meeting with the Halfmoon Bay APC to discuss the proposal;

· a Halfmoon Bay open house and forum.

Wood Bay is an obvious area for the load out facility, as it is the least populated part of the coastline, has deep water and will have the least visual impact.

SCRD:  The cancellation of the PPA information session in conjunction with the application for a Temporary Industrial Use Permit for the compound at the top of Mason Road, was in response to demands made by SCRD staff.

The “compound” has been operated by Pan Pacific Aggregates Ltd. under mineral exploration permit MX-7-62 issued pursuant to Section 10 of the Mines Act S.B.C. 1989 on March 16, 1993.  The compound and associated activities are fully permitted under the Mines Act and has been assessed by the BC Assessment Authority as Light Industrial from this time.  A reclamation bond has been in place with Mines since MX-7-62 was first issued.  It is PPA’s position that we are currently in full compliance with all necessary statute and regulation and do not require permits, permissions or zoning variance from the SCRD.  In the spring of 2005, PPA fenced the compound for better security.

The area is classified as ALR but no one seems to know why.  The area is really on the edge of land that meets ALR definition as the compound in entirely and gravel with very limited agricultural value.

PPA was attempting to appease SCRD by seeking a compromise that would comply with both the Mines Act and SCRD bylaws.  A compromise solution was reached whereby PPA would apply for Temporary Industrial Use of the area for a period of two years plus two years and SCRD would expedite the issuance of this permit.  PPA filed the appropriate applications and fees.  SCRD then began to change the process, first deciding that the permits would not be expedited but would be treated the same as a full rezoning, then looked for special rules regarding operating hours, then added a second performance bond of exorbitant value, then added a community Information Session and finally demanded a Community Forum.  SCRD staff indicated dates that would be acceptable to SCRD staff for attendance so that a planner could be present at the information session, PPA advertised in the local paper.  Two days before the scheduled meeting, the SCRD backed out of the process, because a planner could not make the meeting after earlier indicating that the date was acceptable.

PPA has found the entire proceedings to be unacceptable and is quickly coming to the conclusion that SCRD does not act in good faith.  The time, effort and expense are surpassing the costs that would have been incurred if the matter had been taken through the courts.

Permits:  Exploration permits are different from operational permits.  An operating permit is structured around long-term quarry operations.  If PPA were to get the quarry started and were then taken over by another company the Terms of the Mines Act Permit will still apply.  The new operator must comply with the same rules, regulations and Mines Act Permit terms.

Transportation:  It was rumored that PPA was considering running a load out conveyor through Band lands near Egmont.  This was one of several options considered last year, unfortunately there is not enough water room for large ships to maneuver and load.  This option would still require barging to Texada or similar location and re-handling the material.

Employment:  The crew size needed for the Carbonate Project will be 100 or more employees with probably 5 coming from outside the local area – PPA will need management familiar with this type of operation.  PPA has had something like 200 employment applications.  A goodly number are from local residents that are working in the mining industry in other areas and in some cases in other countries because there are no local jobs.  Ideally, PPA would have as many local people as possible working on the project right from the start of construction.  At this point in time we have all of the skills needed for the Carbonate Project right here on the coast with the exception of a metallurgist.

Ashgrove Cement:  Why are Texada Island operations not operating at full capacity?  The Blubber Bay quarry operation on Texada Island is owned by Ashgrove Cement.  Ashgrove’s Washington State cement operations are currently getting their feedstock from a local source.  This source is cheaper than barging from B.C., so Blubber Bay is in a standby mode until market conditions change.

