
We’ve seen the ads on tv and received the glossy brochures. The Port of Vancouver wants us to believe 

that they are environmentally conscious and that they are going to build “the most sustainable port in 

the world”. 

In the past few years it would seem that the Port has improved its environmental record. It has even 

won “a 2018 Governance Professionals of Canada Excellence in Governance award”. 

In the context of Governance Professionals this is quite understandable. This is a peer group that looks 

at the big picture. From the local perspective there is a substantial difference in perception. The recent 

Public Hearing with regards to the proposed T2 terminal expansion has exposed that chasm. 

In order to achieve the “Gateway to the Pacific” the Port has been working on the T2 proposal for many 

years and many tax dollars have been spent. All to build a terminal that according to the Port CEO, Robin 

Silvester, will not cost the taxpayer anything. 

Transport Canada has already payed $6 million for shore power to the existing terminal. This was 

considered a progressive move, but was years behind that of the Port of Los Angeles. It also came years 

after shore power was installed at the Cruise Ship Terminal and years after the people of Delta asked to 

have shore power installed at the Delta terminal.  

In the bid to build the “most sustainable” port; the “Gateway to the Pacific”, the proposal is sighted on 

one of the most contentious habitats of the Fraser Estuary. This plan has been shepherded along since 

it’s inception over ten years ago. It has never wavered no matter how much evidence has been offered 

proving the negative effects were far too great to overcome. All the environmental studies that the Port 

has carried out were limited to the guidelines of Prime Minister Harper’s era. 

Our present-day federal government in its infinite wisdom -or in a pre-election gambit- has declared that 

we have a climate emergency. The vote was effectively a symbolic show of support and no more than 

acknowledgement of the serious challenges posed by climate change. 

If one were to bring reason into this concern over climate change, we would act like any other 

emergency. We would look at what brought -or is bringing- this situation on and develop an action plan 

to contain it and deal with it.  

The first logical steps would be a fire fighting approach; we would take immediate steps to deal with 

those issues that are directly affecting our existence. Once there is some containment of the immediate 

issues, planning would proceed for damage control and long-term correction of the underlying facets 

that created the problems of the emergency. That would just be good planning and management 

strategy. 

If we were to look at this strategically a body of management and labour force would need to be set up 

as in any emergency. The nature of this emergency requires specialists in many fields. As there is really 

only a general understanding and agreement of the extent of the issues, specifics would need to be 

identified and prioritized. How quickly do we act? How do we act? What will give us the greatest 

immediate response and how do we apply our resources to long term needs. How will this be financed 

or justified? 

Put simply, steps need to be taken. It is interesting the government has recognized the problem but if 

steps are being taken, we have not been made aware of them.  



A cohesive solution for this problem is less obvious due to the questionable extent and varied forces 

that have brought on the situation. However, the primary logic for the start of this action needs to be 

based on one understanding/belief. The belief that we cannot afford to live and plan as we have in the 

past. 

In the case of the T2 Delta port expansion we cannot allow the project to move forward knowing what 

we know about the environmental consequences. We know that much habitat and numerous species 

are threatened. We know that ‘mitigation’ for the damage will never succeed in fully repairing all the 

harm that will be done. We know that this damage will not be restricted to the immediate surroundings 

but will be far reaching. We know all this and still the planning for the expansion continues along -and 

with- the belief system of a by-gone era. Is this truly how we will act in a “climate change e 

mergency”? 

We have facts at our fingertips that are clear in the direction we need to go to stave off the 

environmental damage. No amount of justification or proposed mitigation will overcome these facts. It 

is clear that the environmental review was done under less demanding requirements. Even less than 

those established before the present “climate change emergency” was recognized.  

We can no longer afford to add this kind of social and environmental strain to an urban center like 

Vancouver. This should be a primary consideration, one which has been given no credence in this 

deliberation. Our transportation infrastructure is already heavily under strain. More strain will add more 

pollution and secondary environmental concerns on both the city and the crops produced in the nearby 

farmland. More importantly, the demand for more industrial land/space will remove some of the most 

productive farmland from our dwindling agricultural base. An agricultural base that supplies the needs 

of the Metro Vancouver area precluding any additional shipping requirements. The market it right here! 

All of this when there are alternatives that can avoid these issues. Issues that would appear to be 

paramount to guiding us in a new direction with a view to climate change. We know better than to go 

ahead with the existing proposal. This is clear to everyone except the Port of Vancouver and the 

supporters that are only interested in the port business model. 

If we are truly concerned about climate change and our environment we need to start acting now. If we 

are actually interested in the future of both our children and grandchildren we must start here.  This 

project is just one of the many examples we have of carrying on “business as usual”. Business supported 

and encouraged by the governments that are elected to know better. All under the guise of encouraging 

and supporting the ‘economy’ and ‘growth’.  

Since the 70’s the word ‘growth’ has superseded the understanding of the word -or notion of- 

‘progress’. The belief that annual growth has to be at a certain level or percentage is an economist’s and 

politician’s fantasy. There are schools of belief 

(https://www.theatlantic.com/business/archive/2016/11/economic-growth/506423/) that know that 

this level of growth is not sustainable. However, our politicians and leaders are driven by the belief that 

we need to keep up the percentage numbers in order to be competitive in/with the world. 

Our politicians, and in this case; decision makers, are chosen to be leaders. People that can rationalize 

decisions that cover the needs of community, environment and economy equally. Sadly, those needs 

always place the economy ahead of community and environment. Surely it is time to understand that 



without an environment we have no community and without a community we have no need of an 

economy. 

The Port of Vancouver is a Federal Crown Corporation. During the hearings it claimed to be proud of its 

environmental history and outlook. Time and again during the hearings it was brought to their attention 

that their beliefs and those of the community were mutually exclusive. The environmental efforts of the 

Port were questioned at almost every turn. And yet, the response of the Port ambassadors was no more 

than a very smooth and sometime arrogant rebuke. Apparent consideration or real concern about the 

criticism expressed was -as it has been throughout this process-limited.  

This is not a successful way to deal with community for any corporate entity. For a federal Crown 

Corporation, it is just not acceptable. It is not the way to deal with response to a planning process that is 

being questioned and has cost tax payers huge sums of money. The process has largely left Delta 

unheard in a process that will affect the community in many ways, few of them positive. 

It IS understandable that the process has come to this. Never in the process has community been truly 

engaged by the Port. Any public ‘engagement’ has been little more than a stream of information. Never 

has the Port truly shown any interest other than the direction of the T2 proposal. Unbeknownst to the 

panel, this is the history this community has with the Port. Issues like the Fraser crossing, the delivery of 

jet fuel, the proposal/development of LNG shipments on the Fraser and shipment of U.S. thermal coal. 

Never has community concern been an issue with the Port.  The only recourse we’ve had is the courts. 

The bulk of future container traffic will likely be traveling to Prince Rupert. Shipping time is shorter and 

rail transfer costs are significantly cheaper. The Port has recognized this in their deliberations. Knowing 

these cost considerations, the move to expand Delta does not make any economic sense. Why would 

any containers bound for points East come through a Delta port when costs through Prince Rupert are 

significantly cheaper? 

All of the Port’s own data shows that this is -and likely will continue- to be the case. This makes it 

difficult to believe that the Port actually has a viable business case, especially considering the cost of this 

proposal relative to an alternative proposal set forth by Global Container Terminals.  Why would Asian 

trade choose “the world’s most sustainable port” when price point is the reality of this economy. 

It is hard to understand why the Panel refuses to recognize Prince Rupert as a “viable alternative”. It is 

belittling to the process to not have ALL alternatives considered. It makes it clear that, no matter how in-

depth, this is not the kind of review that will be complete or successful under conditions of a “climate 

change emergency”. 

Should the decision be to go ahead with T2 after this lengthy review it will be painfully obvious that this 

process was never meant to be more than a fulfillment of Marine Act Requirements. Requirements to 

“engage” the public. Sadly, this seems to be the form of governance choses by our successive federal 

powers: Dialogue with no real meaning nor any real response to public input. Input often supported by 

professional opinion, considered debate and scientists not employed by the port. 

I would love dearly to be proven wrong on this. We need to change our beliefs and our lives to 

accomplish a balance with the world in which we live. 

“To improve is to change; to be perfect is to change often”. -Winston Churchill 


