Dawn Paley rejoinder to Goldcorp’s response to her article about environmental, health, and access to information concerns regarding Goldcorp’s Marlin mine in Guatemala

7 March 2007

The Business & Human Rights Resource Centre invited Goldcorp to reply to Dawn Paley’s “Turning Down a Gold Mine” article (7 Feb 2007).  Goldcorp provided the following response:
http://www.reports-and-materials.org/Goldcorp-response-Tyee-article-21-Feb-2007.doc 
Dawn Paley provided the statement below to the Resource Centre as a rejoinder to Goldcorp’s response:

Thank you for the opportunity to reply to the response (written by Jeff Wilhoit from Goldcorp) to my recent article about Goldcorp’s Marlin mine in Guatemala, entitled “Turning Down a Gold Mine.”
I think it is worth noting that Wilhoit’s comments questioning the objectivity of my article constitute part of his job, as he is employed to do public relations on behalf of Goldcorp. 

I will reply here to a few of Wilhoit’s most egregious comments.

Wilhoit points out that in Goldcorp’s vision, “Proper, documented consultation has been carried out with regard to the local communities, and informational campaigns continue to be a significant part of our community relations effort.” 

Taken literally, that may be quite true. Consultation “with regard” to local communities is quite different from meaningful consultation that complies with the principles of free, prior and informed consent.
Concerning the consultations that were carried out by the company, the views expressed in my article by the current Mayor of San Miguel Ixtahaucán have been documented by many different sources, including the Compliance Advisor Ombudsman of the World Bank, who, according to their assessment of the Marlin project from September 2005: 

“...found that local leaders in both San Miguel and Sipacapa signed documents submitted to government regulatory agencies expressing support for the project.  However, much of the disclosure and consultation activity occurred after completion of the [environmental and social impact assessment - ESIA].  Public disclosures prepared by the company – including the ESIA – were highly technical and did not at the time have sufficient information to allow for an informed view of the likely adverse impacts of the project.”
Wilhoit goes on to claim that the Consulta process is unconstitutional.

That has yet to be determined, according to Member of Parliament Alfredo De León Solano. Solano has stated that the Vice Minister of Energy and Mines, Jorge García, expressed the following in a meeting on Thursday, March 1st, 2007: “the consultas that have been realized in various municipalities of the country are legal but not binding, that [the Ministry of Energy and Mines] are waiting on a ruling by the Constitutional Court, and that [the Ministry of Energy and Mines] will comply with the rulings.”

Wilhoit also alleges that regarding the water quality studies carried out by Flaviano Bianchini, the “conclusion [of invalidity] has been shared by... Catholic church officials.” It was Alvaro Ramazzini, the Catholic Bishop of San Marcos and President of the Guatemalan Episcopal Conference, who announced the results of Mr. Bianchini’s study in January of 2007.

In my initial correspondence with the company, I responded to Jeff Wilhoit questioning his statement that Catholic Church officials have deemed Bianchini’s study invalid. I later received a reply from Tim Miller, Goldcorp’s Vice President for Central America. Neither of them were able to name any Catholic Church official who had made statements that would back up their claim.
It is with great concern that I read Wilhoit’s statements about “illegal demonstrations” and “fabricated social and environmental issues.” The reasons for my concern are laid out in my recent article “Turning Down a Gold Mine.”

Dawn Paley
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