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Box 126, R.R. #2


Dugald, MB    R0E 0K0


January 26, 2006

Tracey Braun, Director

Environmental Assessment & Licensing Branch

Manitoba Conservation

160 – 123 Main Street

Winnipeg, MB    R3C 1A5

Dear Ms. Braun:

I have reviewed the Pembina Valley Water Cooperative’s plan to transfer water from the Sandilands area to its membership (File 5156.00) and make the following comments:

General
1. According to the paperwork in the file the proposal was filed on December 12, 2005.  It was advertised on January 3, 2006.  A reply from the public is required by February 6, 2006.

Why the unseemly haste?  Do you want public input or not?  Why did the PVWC submit the proposal for public review over Christmas and New Year’s?  Do they want to discourage public comment?

2. According to the paperwork filed at the Manitoba Eco-Network the advertisement for this project was only published in the Steinbach Carillon and the Emerson Southeast Journal.  Is this true?  Why are such proposals not more widely publicized?  Is this another example of reluctance to inform the public?

3. Why are these proposals not on the Internet?  Why must I travel to downtown Winnipeg and take hours off work to be part of the process?  It is time for Manitoba Conservation to enter the 21st Century.

4. The documents that I read are poorly referenced and are redundant.  The average person will not wade through such verbiage.  This is yet another impediment to public input.

Environment Act Proposal (December, 2005)
1. Page 4 of this document ostensibly declares the Sandilands area as “not susceptible to drought”.  This is a ludicrous statement.  The Sandilands is just as susceptible to drought as anywhere else in Manitoba.

2. Nowhere in any document does the PVWC define “drought”.  This is the primary justification for the proposal yet it is not given a description.  It is left to the subjective determinations of people with vested interests.  Not good enough.

3. Page 4 goes on to state that, “Depending on future needs, approvals to expand the system would be applied for if and when they are needed.”  Clearly, the current project is a foot in the door such that the excuse of an unforeseen drought is used to justify the present proposal.  The real goal is obviously a supply of water to be used at the convenience of the PVWC.

4. Page 6 declares that “the new ROW [north of the Sandilands] will be maintained free of trees.  Will this include chemical poisoning?

5. According to page 14 the proposal will be “privately funded”.  It is hard to accept this assertion because I could not find either an audited financial statement for the PVWC or a detailed project budget in the file.

6. Appendix “C” to the Environment Act Proposal offers a map of the pipeline.  Will factory hog barns be allowed to tap into the system?  Will this, therefore, encourage even more filth on our landscape?

UMA Report #1
1. Page 2 of this report slips a second “reason” for the PVWC project into the mix when it states “the do nothing option was not considered as this would not address the concerns associated with water shortages during periods of drought or contamination due to accidental spills”.  Accidental spills?  Of what?  By this standard every single hamlet and village, town and city in Manitoba should have a back-up source of clean water.  This is illogical and demonstrates how simplistic and flawed the PVWC proposal really is.

2. Throughout the documents hard, reliable data on aquifer recharge is conspicuous by its absence.  Page 5 of the UMA report states:  “Recharge of the aquifer is likely the result of the cumulative effects of small amounts of infiltration through the Upper Silt Unit over a very large area, and potentially the infiltration of water from the surface to the east in the St. Labre Bog Area”.  (Emphasis added.)  How much more equivocal can a statement be?  Does anybody know anything about the recharge of this aquifer in the context of the PVWC proposal?

3. Page 7 declares “the proposed groundwater rate is sustainable and will not result in the depletion of the groundwater resource, nor changes to the water quality.”  How will this claim be monitored, by whom and for how much?

4. According to page 9 “The potential impacts associated with this project have been minimized by selecting a groundwater source that has a very limited interaction with the environment.”  What does this say about recharge rates?  Is that limited too?

5. Page 11 contains a major contradiction. It states “Operation of the system will begin immediately following construction and will continue indefinitely.”  (Emphasis added.)  I thought that the system would only be used during drought.  So which is it?  Immediate or intermittent use?

6. Appendix “B” describes the possible use of the system by the Rural Municipalities of De Salaberry, Hanover and Stuartburn.  How is this possible?  They are not PVWC members.

UMA Report #2 and North South Consultants Report
1. These reports contain many maps.  Nowhere could I find a map that depicted the aquifer recharge zones for the aquifer being coveted by the PVWC.  Why not?

2. Interestingly, on page 5 of the North/South Consultants Report a vague reference to “a potential groundwater recharge area for the pumping well” is made.  (Emphasis added.)

3. I must conclude that neither the proponents, nor their paid consultant know how or where the aquifer is recharged.  This is shameful.

Conclusion
This proposal is weak and in no way justifies the project.  The PVWC has submitted virtually no information about itself.  There is no financial statement, no project capital budget and no project operating budget.  There is no simple membership list describing the 18 towns, villages and municipalities who are part of the PVWC.

Most damningly the PVWC has not adequately described its current status and its needs for future water (except in the vague terms of drought and contamination).  It has not described how it proposes to practice conservation to prevent shortfalls (other than submitting a photocopied publicity brochure).  It has not predicted growth patterns and expectations.  There is no description of the extent to which the members have drawn down, or polluted, current sources.  Protection of current sources has not been described.

The PVWC’s proposal is simply a pre-emptive strike by supply-side management.  Such strategies have long since been discredited.

Conservation Manitoba should never have allowed this proposal to see the light of day.  It must now move to nip it in the bud.  Not to do so will be unconscionable.


Yours truly,


C. Hugh Arklie

Cc:
Steve Ashton


Minister of Water Stewardship


Room 314


Legislative Building


450 Broadway


Winnipeg, MB    R3C 0V8 


Glen Koroluk


Water Caucus


3 – 303 Portage Avenue


Winnipeg, MB    R3B 2B4
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