April 12, 2007

Coleen H. Sullins l:l i [a ‘LI i
Deputy Director, DWQ (=2
NC DENR Pl LY== 5 24
1617 Mail Service Center o = S e T
Raleigh, NC 27699-1617

Dear Ms. Sullins,

The New Hill Community Association (NHCA) and its members are becoming more and
more frustrated with the WWP and specifically their lead agency, the Town of Cary. We
have made repeated requests to obtain information from the door-to-door surveys that were
conducted in our community in December 2006 and January 2007. Recall that the WWP
was directed by DENR to increase public involvement in this project. The WWP chose to
gather and disseminate public information and input via door-to-door surveys. The NHCA
expressed our concerns with this method when it was proposed. We asked that
representatives from our association be included in the surveys; that we be allowed to be
part of the process as silent observers. Those requests were denied.

Now that the surveys are complete and the WWP have written a report based on the data
gathered, we have asked to see the data. We have specifically asked for the following
information: dates on which individual surveys were conducted; names and addresses of
those surveyed; and a list of questions asked and responses received from each survey (or
an interview record). We are attaching (Attachment 1), for your reference, an email record
reflecting requests from NHCA representative Tonya Forbes beginning on March 2, 2007
and the response received to each request.

The WWP sent a formal response to DENR dated February 16, 2007. This response
includes Appendix E- Site 14 Public Participation Report, which contains a summary of
“public input.” What we are asking to review is the records that were used to prepare that
summary. The WWP first replied that this data did not exist. They then replied that this data
is confidential. Also attached is a confidentiality agreement provided to us by the Town of
Cary. This document was provided to demonstrate the confidentiality of the interviews.
However, the document has nothing to do with the interviews. It is an agreement between
PEQ, the company contracted to conduct the surveys, and its employees (Attachment 3).
Let’s ignore the first response, since it cannot be true—a legitimate summary cannot be
written without supporting data to back it up. Moving to the second response: how can public
input be confidential? This information was obtained because DENR directed the WWP to
include the community in this process. The method used by the WWP not only excludes
most of the community, but violates the spirit of that directive, which was to make the
process open, honest, and transparent.

Finally, we believe that the WWP are not being honest about the records they have. In an
email dated March 5, 2007 (Attachment 2), Mr. Kim Fisher (Town of Cary) provides
information to New Hill resident Vickie Gardner. That information includes specific dates on
which PEQ representatives visited specific properties. This is some of the very information
that was requested by Ms. Forbes. How were the WWP able to provide this information to
one resident but not another?

It is our hope that DENR will
1) Hold the WWP accountable for their continued refusal to conduct this process

in the open.
2) Insist that the WWP verify, with supporting data, the information in their



summary report.
3) Refuse to accept the draft EIS submitted by the WWP.,

Sincerely.

“/{r

Tonya Forbes

Publicity Chair, New Hill Community Association, Inc.
919-362-1090

cc: Mr. Daniel Blaisdell, DWQ
Ms. Melba McGee, NCDENR
Mr. Henry Wicker, USACE



ATTACHMENT 1: Kim Fisher and Tonya Forbes email dated March 2 thru 2, 2007

Following is an email exchange between Tonya Forbes and Mr. Fisher regarding her request for public
records. Tonya’s emails are in blue; Kim's are in black. Tonya also included editorial comments in red.

Ms. Forbes:

Relative to your public record request of 3/2/07, | am providing the
following records (numbers corresponding to your numbered requests):

1) There is no record of ?Names and/or addresses of all parties
interviewed by the consultants?. A copy of the list identifying parcels
and parcel owners within the 1-mile radius of the centroid of Site 14
is attached.

2) Appendix E of TMO05 submitted to NCDENR on February 16, 2007 states
the dates on which interviews took place. This record is available on

3) There is no record that is ?a list of questions that were asked of

each person?. The public participation program approach is documented in
the Project Partners? Draft Data to DWQ on November 29, 2006 which
record is available on ne

4) There is no record of ?[T]he responses received to those questions.?
There is a record that summarizes the interviews conducted. The interviews
were summarized in Appendix E of TM05 submitted to NCDENR on
February 16, 2007. This record is available on

Robert K. (Kim) Fisher, P.E.



Ms. Forbes,

The Town of Cary has a long-standing demonstrated commitment to providing public information
requested in a timely manner, and we have provided you with the records we have relative to your
request.

However, we are not inclined to ask our contractor to create or provide records that are outside the scope
of what the Project Partners are paying for. Therefore, we decline your implicit request to have Planners
for Environmental Quality create records for your use that they otherwise wouldn?t provide for us as part
of their deliverable.

Again, all public information relative to this work provided to the Project Partners will always be made
available. Relevant facts provided in reports to NCDENR are publlc and we are glad for you to have those
reports, and we also post them on our website, . : ners ]



Robert K. (Kim) Fisher, P.E.

Ms. Forbes:

| have personally investigated our ability to meet your request for additional information from PEQ
regarding the work they did in New Hill. | have determined that, as Mr. Fisher indicated, what we can
offer is limited. My goal is to provide you everything we can.

When CDM expanded the Project?s outreach efforts, they wanted to get the very best consultant they
could find, and they chose PEQ. We agreed with their hiring of PEQ because of the quality of PEQ?s
work throughout the nation on similar projects.

In looking into your request, I?ve found that much of PEQ?s success is based on the trust they build
during their outreach efforts, trust that comes in part from a standard confidentiality agreement they enter
into with everyone they encounter (attached). As you can see, this pledge makes it impossible for PEQ to
share any detailed information they may have without violating their agreements with the individuals
interviewed. This is why this information was not part of our contract with CDM nor was it information we
needed.

What | can tell you is that PEQ was tasked with attempting to interview all property owners within a one-
mile radius of our plant site. They typically began their discussions with the following general questions:
?Are you aware of the project??; ?What concerns do you have about the project??; "What additional
information would you like to receive about the project??

We continue to be happy to provide you with access to any public records we have, most of which we
place on the Project web site. | hope this helps. If you have further requests, please call me directly.

Bill Coleman







