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ABSTRACT

This study begins with a discussion of where social impact considerations
can enter the Environmental Assessment and Review Process: first with an
overview of the entire Environmental Assessment Review Process; then, with a
comment on eight specific projects. (Chapter 2).

Then, it reviews a fundamental question: is social impact assessment a
discrete mature discipline (Chapter 3). SIA,as it is now practiced, has a
four-part framework (profiling, projecting, assessing and evaluation). The
study looks at various methodologies using this framework (Chapter 4).

There are two diverging viewpoints on the purpose of impact assessment: the
technical perspective which emphasizes impact assessment as a tool for
making more rational decisions; and the poiicital perspective which stresses
its use to diffuse authority in assessments, reviews, decisions and
follow-ups (Chapter 5).

Assessment and Review of Social Impacts contains a selected bibliography and
a list of the names and addressed of individuals contacted during the
study.

The study was carried out under contract to the Federal Environmental
Assessment Review Office and is directed specifically to the Federal
Environmental Assessment and Review Process.

Reg Lang et Audrey Armour
Assessment and Review of Social Impacts, mars 1980, 184 pages

RESUME

Dans cette etude, on commence par analyser les critéres en vertu desquels on
peut intégrer les evaluations des impacts sociaux de projets d'aménagement
au Processus d"evaluation et d"examen en matiére d"environnement; on donne
d"abord un apergu de ce processus, puis un commentaire sur huit projets
particuliers (chapitre 2).

Ensuite, on examine une question fondamentale: 1'evaluation des impacts
sociaux constitue-t-elle une discipline développée et distincte? (chapitre
3). Actuellement, cette activité se realise en quatre étapes: profilage,
prevision, mesure et evaluation. A l"aide de ces étapes on y éetudie
diverses methodes (chapitre 4).

Ilya deux points de vue divergents quant a I"objet de 1'évaluation des
impacts sociaux. Ily a d"abord I"optique technique selon laquelle cette
activite n"est qu“un outil permettant de prendre des decisions vraiment
rationnelles; et il y a I"optique politique selon laquelle cette activité
sert a contrdler les évaluations, les examens, les décisions et les mesures
subséquentes (chapitre 5).

La publication énumére un certain nombre d"ouvrages choisis et donne la
liste des personnes (noms et adresses) qui ont ete contactees au cours de
1'étude.

Cette etude a @té effectuée pour le compte du Bureau fedéral d*examen des
evaluations environnementales et se rapporte particulierement au Processus
federal d"evaluation et d"examen en matiere d"environnement.
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This chapter outlines briefly the problem which this report
addresses, the conduct of the study, and the way the docunent
| S organized.

Focus and Conduct of the Study

Over six years ago the federal government established the
Environnental Assessment and Review Process (EARP) as a neans

of determning, in advance of making commtnents or irrevocable
decisions, the potential environmental inpacts of federal projects
and prograns.

EARP was the Canadian counterpart of the U ., ilatiovnal
“nvironmental POl CY Act (LEPA) of 1970 . For the first time
federal avencies in that country were reauiredtstakeinte,
neco unt and be accountable for the inpact of tre ir actions

on the human ( includine natural) envirorment. le Coverrment
2FCa nada, however, chose theadministrati V€ route rather than
lerislation. TheCabinet directed all federal departments and
agencies (proprietary crown corporations and regulatory agencies
excepted): to carry out environnental assessnents for projects
which they initiated or funded and which mght have adverse effects
on the environnent; to submt projects with potentially signifi-
cant environmental inpacts to the Departnent of the Environnent
for review by an Environnental Assessment Panel: and to use the
results of these assessnents in their planning, decision-makinp
and inplementation processes.

Envi ronmental inpact assessnment signaled a significant departure
for public policy. Were the direction would [ead in the Canadian
context, however, was as uncertain as the nmeans to pursue it.

NEPA had set the pace and provided val uable experience but the
full inplications of requiring such inpact assessnents and reviews
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Introduction



was far from understood. An observer of the U'S. scene describes
the anbiguity which surrounded NEPA in its early stages:

Sone change was clearly demanded . ..the direction of the

desired change was also clear . ..The magnitude of change
required in each decision, however, \/\a_q_w not clear, no?
were the indicators for nmeasuring it specified. what
was "appropriate" consideration of "environmental amen-
aties and values"? Wat was a "nmgjor federal action signi-
ficantly affecting the quality of the human environnent"?
Did it include policies, permts, grants and rules as
wel | as pro# ects? Which of these were "major"? Wich
of their effects were"significant), and by what measures?

What was the operational' neaning of* the "human environ-:
ment”? And what were "appropriate" alternatives?l

Admnistrators assigned the responsibility of operationalizing
EARP confronted simlar questions whose answers were not readily
apparent. Rules and procedures, therefore, had to be tried and
adaptedas experience was gained. EARP as a result has evol ved
over its six-year life. For exanple, the Mnister of the Envir-
onment may now appoi nt Panel nembers from outside the public
service: proponents, on the other hand, are no |onger represented
on Panels. Federal agencies are now devel oping processes to
involve the public earlier in the planning stages of projects
potentially subject to environmental assessnent, rather than
relying for feedback on EARP hearings. Monitoring of projects
approved through EARP is now being tested as a possible manage-
ment strategy for use when potential inpacts involve high uncer
tainty and risk. These exanples illustrate a process still on
the early, steep, upward slope of the learning curve that accom
pani es innovations.

A new issue has arisen, with potential to create further and
significant change in EARP. |t centres on how to handle the
social inpacts of proposed projects referred for environnental
assessnent and review  Social inpacts, sonetinmes called

soci oeconom ¢ or community inpacts, are proving to be particularly
troubl esone. Wiile the demand to acknow edge and deal wth
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social inpacts is steadily increasing, to the point where they
have been *responsible for halting projects, they present

form dabl e problens of definition, neasurement and mtigation.
Those witing guidelines for environnental inpact studies,
proponent agencies submtting projects for review, the consultants
they enploy, participants in public hearings and concerned citizens
all appear to have considerable difficulty sorting out which
variables are relevant in describing a proposed project in its
social setting and what questions are legitimate in evaluating
the project's social effects. The result can be a substanti al
expenditure of time, effort, noney and goodwill that in retro-
spect seens wasted. The credibility of EARP, and environmental
assessnment generally, is being affected. It wll suffer if
suitabl e approaches to social inpact problens are not soon devised
and put in place.

This study was the outcone of the authors' direct and indirect
experience with these issues over the past eight years, including
menbership (Lang) on two Environnental Assessnent Panels where
social inpacts were promnent. (Objectives of the study were:

1. To clarify the nature of "social" and "conmunity inpacts
in relation to the kinds of major federal projects that
have undergone or are likely to be subjected to EARP
(refineries, pulp mlls, pipelines, hydroelectric projects,
hi ghways, dans, airports, northern resource devel oprent,
etc.). Carification was seen to involves a. exam ning
alternative concepts of social/comunity inpact found in
the literature on the theory and practice of social inpact
assessment: and b. exploring reasons why social inpacts
tend to be under-enphasized in processes of environmental
assessnent and review.

2. To identify procedural options for dealing wth social/
comunity inpacts in EARP.



3. To docurment exanples of recent experience, especially in
Canada and the United.States, considered particularly
relevant to resolving social/comunity inpact problens.

The intent was to benchmark current perspectives on and approaches
to social inpact assessnment and to set out and evaluate alternatives
that are or could be available to the Federal Environnental
Assessnent Review O fice should itchooseto pursue this issue.

It was clearly understood, however, that the study was not

intended to spell out in detail a preferred approach or to rec-
conmend specific changes to EARP. Such a task would have involved
consi derably nore consultation, time and budgeted funds than this
modest investigation provided. 2

The study was conducted by Audrey Armour and Reg Lang over the
one-year period April 1979 to March 1980. It involved:

®A thorough review of the published literature of the
social inpact assessment field (books, articles, agency
reports, nenoranda, etc.) and related material in the
field of environmental inpact assessment. Sel ect ed
references are listed in Appendix C

eA general examnation, followed by in-depth sampling ofr
terms of reference or guidelines for all EARP exercises
undertaken or underway; the environnmental inpact studies
that resulted! transcripts of the public hearings: and
Panel reports. The documents are cited in footnotes
t hroughout the report.

®Interviews W th a w de range of agencies and individuals
in Canada and the United States who have had close involve-
ment with EARP or with other environnental/social inpact
assessment processes. Appendix B lists the contacts nade



in OQtawa (13 individuals from five departments and
agenci es), Washington DC (15 representatives of nine
federal departments and agencies), California (inter-
views with state officials and others during another
study there in Spring 1979), Oregon (interviews with
researchers, acadenmics and practitioners), British
Columbia (including a neeting with seven individuals who
had been menbers of EARP Panels or consultants or
researchers in the social inpact field), Aberta and
Manitoba (interviews conducted with provincial officials
on the return trip from California) and Ontario (inter-
views with provincial officials).

@reparation of a final report.

Organizat ion of the Report

Five additional chapters conprise the report.

Chapter 2 provides a factual background for the study by exam ning
the EARP experience with social inpacts. The Process is first
anal yzed to pinpoint where social inpact considerations can enter.
Next is a presentation of the results of acloser investigation
of eight selected EARP projects. Specific problens related to
social inpact are then outlined.

Chapter 3 turns to an examnation of social inmpact assessnent as
it is enmerging in theory and practice. |t considers the extent
to which SIAis a discrete, mature field and where the field is
at. It explores several of the conceptual franeworks that have
been advanced. It looks at the positions of the advocates and

critics of SIA and at alternate strategies.



Chapter 4 examnes the conduct of social inpact assessment
specifically. The four-part nethodol ogical framework that guides
SIA -pfofiling, projecting, assessing, evaluating - is detailed,
each part in turn, with exanples of the methods comonly used.
The framework is then re-examined critically; substantial problens
exist in each stage, particularly in inpact prediction and
evaluation. Three alternatives to SIA are summarizedt the

"issue report" used by the US. Departnment of the Interior!

soci al inpact nanagenent, drawn from Ontario Hydro's and other
experience;, and environmental mediation, a service offered by the
University of Washington and various other organizations in the
United States.

Chapter 5 gives attention to a basic divergence of viewpoint

on the nature of inpact assessment. The technical perspective
enphasi zes soci al inpact analysis as input to rational decision-
making while the political perspective enphasizes the w der
process of assessnent, review, decision and followup. The
possiblity of a conpromse approach is considered.

Chapter 6 provides a summary of the previous four Chapters and
discusses briefly some of the inplications these findings have
for EARP.

Appendi ces outline the Environnental Assessnent and Review
Process, list contacts made during the study, and set out
selected references on social inpact assessnent together with
addresses of all information sources used during the study.

The report is ained not only at fulfilling the study's terns
of reference but also at stinmulating discussion and further
devel opnent in the social inpact assessnent field, especially
in Canada and in relation to EARP and its various counterparts
in the provinces. The authors welcone comments and feedback
as well as opportunities to open comunication with others



interested in theory and practice in this field  Please contact:

Reg Lang Audrey Arnour

Pr of essor Lang Arnour Associ ates
Faculty of Environnental Studies P.0. Box 580

York University Aurora, Ontario IL4G 3L6
4700 Keele St. (416) 727-4177

Downsvi ew, Ont. M3J 2R2
(416) 667-3967

Corments and suggestions concerning the Environmental Assessment
Review O fice should be directed tot

The Executive Chairnman

Federal Environnental Assessment Review Ofice
Otawa, Ont. K1A OH3

(819) 997-1000
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Social inpact assessment, on the surface, nmay seemto be sinply
a counterpart of environmental inpact assessment. At a deeper
| evel , however, it may be that EIA created an outlet for social
concerns that have been unfolding for some tine, concerns such as:

® The human inplications of resource depletion, including the
limts to growth argunent, and environnental degradation
(natural /physical environment problenms traced back far enough
have social and human inpacts).

® The social consequences of rapid technol ogi cal change, such
as alienation, well documented by witers from Emle Durkheim
and Max Weber to Jacques Illuls and Alvin Toffler.

® A new "nei ghbourhood conservatism* (the not-in-ny-backyard'
syndrome); as pepol e becone nore aware that society's

bads and goods are unequally distributed, they are Iess
willing to accept sacrifices for the sake of the comon good.

® A perceived unresponsiveness or indifference, by those hol ding
the power in society (especially big bureaucracies), to the
needs and val ues of individuals.

Wien a unique public forumis created for discussing deeply
rooted social problens it is not surprising that they should
squeeze onto the public agenda. Environnental inpact assessnent
itself was not designed to air social issues, despite some of the
wording of the U S. National Environmental Policy Act proclained
on the first of January, 1970. The Act's preanble, for exanple,
stated that it aimed at bringing about "productive and enjoyable
harmony between man and his environment? Section 102 (Q
required an environmental inpact assessnment to be prepared for
wevery Iecommendation or report or proposal for |egislation and
other major federal actions significantly affecting the quality
of the human enviromment*. And Section 107 directed federal
agencies to "utilize a systemc,interdisciplinary approach which
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will insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences"
(enphases added in each quote). But public concerns of the day
were focused primarily on the effects of human activities on the
natural environment - oil on beaches, phosphate detergents in |akes
and rivers, smog in cities - and sone of the rebound effects on
People (health for instance). The NEPA nandate was not interpreted
to include the effects of federal actions directly on human beings,
their communities and institutions.

Nonet hel ess, social inpacts found their way into environnental

I npact statenents and review processes. The natural/social

i mpact distinction proved difficult to nake for projects in

rural and resource areas where resident |jfestyles were closely
tied to the natural setting, and in urban areas where problens

of air, land and water pollution are mxed up with and often

dom nated by conplex people issues. The public, increasingly
involved in environmental assessments, did not experience "the
human environment" in separate social and natural categories.

And the courts, responsible for nuch of the progress made under
NEPA, interpreted its provisions in ways that gradually opened the
door to a wider set of inpacts.' Accordingly, NEPA guidelines
were revised in 1978 to define "human environment” nore conpre-
hensively to include the natural and physical environment and the
relationship of people with that environnent  Effects to be assessed
wer e expanded to enconpass social, health, historical, econamicand
aesthetic as well as ecological. The door was only partly

opened, however. Socioeconomic effects by thenselves da not
necessitate an inpact statement under NEPA. They are rel evant

only when interrelated with natural or physical environnental
effects. 2

The push for social inpact assessnent also came from another
direction. Social scientists such as C. P. wolf’ were argui ng
that theirtraditional concern-" analyzing the conditions, causes
and consequences of social phenonena and social life" b_ coul d
and should find expresssion through a process parallel to or part
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of environmental inpact assessment. Beginning early in the
Seventies the social inpact assessnent field began to grow
qui ckly though haphazardly, in theory and in practice.

Wth that growth has come change. Five years ago the assessnent
of social inpacts, if difficult and conplex in specific cases,
seemed fairly straightforward in ternms of the general nethod.

The approach being applied to the assessment of natural/physical
~environnental inpacts appeared to be directly transferable: only
the subject differed. Debate centred nore on whether soci al

i npacts should be assessed (and if so, concurrently with or
separate from environnental inpacts) than how this was to be done.
To-day, "whether* questions, though still discussed, are |ess of
an issue. Social considerations are comng to be regarded as
unavoi dable in nmany EIA exercises, sometines because those conduct-
ing the studies see it that way but nore often because exposure
of a proposed project to public scrutiny raises questions about
its effects on people. Mre significantly, social inpacts are
bei ng recognized as potentially the critical factors in determn-
ing whether a project proceeds or not. Their assessment then
beconmes a matter of practical necessity for proponent agencies
and those responsible for inpact assessment processes,

This wi dening of assessed inpacts has obvious positive features,
for those affected by actions and for those effecting them
(e.g., nore credible projects, nore likely to be accepted and
easier to inplenment). At the same time it raises some serious
probl ems, both philosophical and methodological. A fundanental
aim of environmental inpact assessment was to expose previously
i gnored consequences of human activities on the environnent and
to bring about a new order of social responsibility for these
effects, by both public and private interests. Wile this is
difficult enough to achieve with environnental inpacts, it raises
extremely conplex and formdable questions with the less easily
defined social inpacts. Furthernore, energence of the new field
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has produced differing perspectives on its scope (what rsocial

I mpact” ought to enconpass and where the cut-off should be nmade),
how social inpacts should be assessed and by whom how soci al

| npact studies should be evaluated, and what should be done with
the results. Sharp differences exist between those who want

SIA to becone nore and nore rigorous and scientific, able to
conpete successfully with the natural sciences and econom cs at
the decision table, and those who woul d de-enphasize the technical
aspects in favour of a participative and essentially political
process enriched by social inpact assessment. Because the new
field (like all new fields) displays this kind of diversity and
experinentation, those viewing it fromoutside may be inclined to
doubt whether there is a field there at all, whether it deserves
serious consideration, and whether it differs enough to justify
explicit inclusion of social impacts in environnmental assessnent.
and revi ew processes.

Canada's "nvironmental Assessment and ! ?eview rrocess has
experienced and vill continue to encounter the foregoing
influences of social inpacts and their assessment. This chapter
berins by reviewing how social impacts can now enter T=ARP (the
Process itself is described in Aopendix A). A presentation
follows on the extent to which social inpacts were issues in
eight selected EARF projects. m™at allows some related problens
to be identified — problenms that are likely to be increasingly
common and troubl esone for Environmental Assessnent Fanels and
the Federal Environmental Assessnment EReview Office.
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Social Impacts in EARP

The Federal Environmental Assessnment and Revi ew Process (EARP)
consists of three basic stages shown in Figure 1: screening,
initial environnental evaluation and formal review 2 Social
I npact considerations can enter in each stage.

Figure 1 . .
Federal Environnental Assessnment and Revi ew Process

Project initiated or sponsored
by federal dept. or agency

G

o — — 1 Environmental
g

‘( Screening|] ----- _~‘
| Env. effects .'01| m
not fully ;..[,,;
ml known -g' o
v tol
gl 2 Initial s
“] . . _ _ _| Environnental |
1% Eval uati on ol
-~ . . dls
5] Potential sig- "é} o
£ nificant env. a/+
°l s1e
» effects a g
gl 3 Formal _.._...._...}
13} Review
|
‘P‘ .
od
2l §'
g ?
ml M nisters accept or reject
2 Panel recommendati on
' N
- "‘>DTOJ ect pr oj ect
proceeds canceled
or
post poned I

Source: Federal Environmental Assessnent Review Office, Revised Quide to the
Environnental Assessnent and Review Process (Qtawa; FEARO, MBy 1979)
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Screening6

As early as possible in the planning of a project, an initiating
federal department or agency is supposed to screen the project

for potential adverse environmental effects. The screening
procedure has four possible outcomes. (Figure 2). |f no adverse
effects are identified, projec-t planning can proceed w thout
further environmental review other than conpliance with

envi ronnment al policies and standards. |f adverse effects are
identified but are not considered significant - "judgments on the
significance of environmental effects are based on scientific/tech-
nical factors and/or the potential to create concern and controversy
in the public/professional comunity" 7- again no further

reference 1O EARF IS required. |If the nature and scope of
potential adverse environmental effects are not fully. known,

a nmore detailed assessment is required. The initiator proceeds

to the next stage, preparation of an Initial Znvironmental
Tvaluation. Finally, if the initiator recognizes that significant
environnental effects are likely, the Chairman of the Federal

Envi ronnment al Acsessment Review Cffice (FEARC), the focal yoint

for =ARr and reporting to the iinister of the Znvironment, 1S
requested to establish an Znvironmental Assessnment Panel to

review the project. Throushout, a "self-assessnent approach"

Is followed. Initiating departments and agencies themsel ves
(perhape Wi th some pressure frem environmental or other regulatory
agencies Or from outside government) deternmine whether their projects
will have adverse environnental effects; they decide whether these
effects are significant or not; they have to requestfull-scale
environnental review. and they are responsible for inplenenting
any mtigative neasures identified.
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Figure 2 _ _
Environnental Screening in EARP

bPr oj ect planning process

Project initiated

B —— CE— G —— — T ap—
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| 1 P e oj ect screened for |
potential adverse
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‘ |
l ~ NO. Effects Potential |
l signi ficant not signi ficant [
| effects fully effects
| known I
e &=
N I nitial ~7
\ Envi ronnent al For nal
Proj ect Eval uati on Revi ew

proceeds

bSoci al inpact considerations can enter

FZARC gui delines for screening of projects nake reference to
four kinds of environmental effects: physical -chenical,

ecol ogical, aesthetic and social (in that order). Initiators
are cautioned:

It is difficult to separate social and environmental effects
for in many situations environmental changes wll have a social
inpact. Initiating departments should therefore consult _
wi th experts in the social field to identify areas of potential
soci al impact... The screener nust recognize that social effects
which result in an environnental inpact nust also be assessed.8
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The guidelines, therefore, make it clear that social inpacts
are a valid concern and a necessary factor to consider in the
Environnental Assessnent and Review Process. |In the matrices
suggested for use in screening, "socio-economic effects"

(grouped together) enconpass seven categories: denography
(popul ation change); economc and nanpower; regional transport-
ation; housing and commnity infrastructure (includes |and use);
heal t h, education and social services; l|ocal governnent costs
and benefits: and lifestyle and quality of life. The |ast
category covers "inpacts on economc activity in and around
the devel opnent area which may change the lifestyle and associ ated
soci 0o-econom ¢ activity of the community","changes in quality
of residential, cultural and spiritual comunity patterns and
lifestyles", =~change in recreational opportunities", and
“effects on native people who want to continue nore traditional
lifestyler". 7 fais par-t of the guidelines, however, has no easily
di scerned underlying structure and it is far less detailed than
the sections on physical and ecological inpacts. 3imilarly,
descriptions of the criteria recommended for uze in making
screening decisions - magnitude, prevalence, duration and
frequency, risks, inportance and mtigation - nake only passing
reference to social considerations.

Initial =nvironmental Zvaluation

An INT (see Figure 3) involves a detailed examnation of the
current environment and resource use, potential inpacts of the

project, mneasures to prevent O mitigate anticipated inpacts,

and the significance of inpacts that would remain after prevention
and nmitigation. It also includes alternative ways of acconplishing
the project and identification of the preferred alternative(s).

|f the IZz reveals that the residual environnental consequences

of the project will not be significant, the initiator (or assoc-
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Figure 3 . .
Initial Environnental Evaluation in EARP
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DSoqial'impact consi derations can enter

I at ed proponent agency upon whose behalf the initiator is acting)
may proceed without further reference to ZARF. But,ir the project
ic shown to have potentially significant environmental consequences
(as decided by the initiator), it.iS then referred the Iinister

of the Znvironment for a formal review under ZARE.

No general guidelines for the conduct of IEEs have been published.
The initiator determnes what the :ivaluation Will contain,
including the approach and degree of enphasis given to social
impacts. Initiators and proponents, however, will have one eye
on the possibility of formal reviews eventually being required.
Since a wel | -done 1Zg can substitute for an Environment al

| npact Statement later on, it is in the initiator's interest to
conduct an IZZ carefully (and that includes attention to social
impacts) i f the project appears to have potential to create
significant inpacts.
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formal Revi ew

ihen a project is referred to the minister O the Environment
for review as & result of screening or initial environnental
eval uation, the self-assessnent approach no |onger applies
Review of the project is carried out by an Environnental
Assessnment Panel appointed by the Executive Chairman of FEARO in
consultation with the initiator/proponent and appropriate
provincial and other agencies. A ranel is "a group of experts,
usual Iy fonr to six, selected on the basis of their know edge and
expertise of the project under review ** 10 Members may be federal,
provincial or territorial public servants as well as persons
frem outside these governments (at one time, the initiator/
proponent was also represented on the Fanel). PZARC-provides
the Fanel Chairman, who is also a Fanel menber, and Secretary.

Figure 4 illustrates the remainder of the process.

Assisted by roare staff and others the panel prepares and issues
specific guidelines for the preparation, by the proponent, of an
Envi ronnental | npact Statement (EIS) on the project. The guide-
lines are ~to ensure that the zis contains the information that
the reviewers and the public need to eval uate the proposal %
environnental and related social inplications". 11 Gui del i nes

may be subject to public comment before being finalized. After
the EIS is conpleted the Panel arranges for its review by various
government agencies and the public whose conments on a proposal
are seen to play "an inportant role in determning its environ-
mental significance". 12 puplic neetings or hearings are usually

held, in the vicinity of the project, to provi de opportunities
for individuals and groups to express their views and to hear
the views of others.

The Fanel then prepares its report which goes directly to the
iinister Of Znvironment. According to the FZARC gui de on ZARF,
a Fanel report normally describes the project and its history,
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Formal Review in EARP
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the receiving area and "the environnental and related social
impacts of the project as determined fromthe reviews and public
meetings? It-then sets out the Panel's conclusions and
recomendations concerning whether the project is environnentally
acceptable and if so, under what conditions. The final decision
on the project is nade by the Kinister of the Environment together
with the Minister to whom the proponent department or, agency
reports or, in casesof disagreenent, by the Federal Cabinet.

Unlike its U.3. counterpart.13 "ZAR0 does not publish statistics

on the nunber of federal projects that are gypjected to environmental
screening or on how nany initial environnental evaluations are -
prepared and what the outcomes are. he Znvironmental ASSessnent
and Review I'rocess apparently «is now done routinely for thousands
of projects each yearr.l4 During the six years that Zarr has been
in existence, 30 federal projects have been deened to have
environnental effects potentially significant enough to warrant
formal review by an Envoronmental Assessnent ranel.15 1pie 1 |ists
the 12 reviews that 'nave been conpleted while Table 2 outlines

the 1€ that are underway (not included are two that have been
suspended).

In nost of these cases social inpacts were at issue.  The next
section exanm neseight of the conpl eted reviews nore cl osely to
determne specifically the nature of the social concerns that
arose and how they were dealt with by the Fanels.

Eight EARP Projects Examined

Zight conpl eted Fanel projects, providing reasonable variety in
location and type, were selected for closer examnation: 1.the
Foint Lepreau nucl ear power plant in Kew Brunswick; 2 the Weck
Cove hydroelectric project in Nova Scotia; 3.Z1dorddo Nucl ear
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Proj ects Reviewed Under EARP,1974-1979

S Ref erred/
Project Initiating Dept./Agency Conpl et ed
. Poi nt Lepreau Nucl ear Power Energy, Mnes and 1974/1975
nera Ing Station, N B. Resour ces
2. Weck Cove Hydro Electric I ndj an and 1975/1 976
, AIPOI\<Neri Gas Pi | dI\k)rtherg Affairs y
. Al aska Highwa s Pip ndian an 1977/1 977
l'ine, kao% |nter|n) Northern Affairs
4, Uranium Refi nery El dorado Nuclear Ltd. 19?5/1 978
5. Sh Ff(ortk %anh dn%( k Publ Vor k u/
. Shakwak Hi ghwa ukon ublic Wrks 1974/1 978
6. Eastern Argct| cy O fshore I ndi an and 1978/1 978
Drilling, S.Davis Strait Northern Affairs
7. Lancast er J5ound G shor o I ndi an and 1977/1 979
F? Northern Affairs
8. Uram&rp efinery, 3 sites El dorado Nuclear Ltd. 1975/1979
ario, ]
9. Roberts. Bank Port Transport 1975/1979
Expansi on, B.C
10. Al aska Highway Gas I ndian and Northern Affa| rs, 19774979
Pi eI | ne, kon Nort hern Pipeline Agency
11. Banff H ghway | np- Public Wrks 1978/1979
rovenents, ~Al'ta.
12. Boundary Bay Airport, B.C. Transport 1976/1 979,

a.  The Mnister of Indian and Northern Affairs al so appointed a Board of
Inquiry, under Dean K. Lysyk, to identify and report on soci o-econonic
I npactS of the project.

FEARO, Register of Panel

Sour ce: Projects and Bulletin,

No.11, March 1980

Limited's uranium refinery proposal at
4.at three other sites in Gutario;
expansi on and é. Boundary 3ay airport reactivation in Southern
3ritich Col unbia; 7. 3hakwak highway in the Yukon; and e. Lancaster
Sound offshore drilling in the Arctic, Each of the eight projects
I S summarized bel ow to show the degree of consideration and
concern given to social inpacts throughout its environmental
assessnent and review — in the 215 guidelines, in the z13itself,

inthe public's response at the hearings (drawn mainly from the

Fort Ganby and then
5. Roberts Bank port
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Table 2
Federal Projects Under Review Under Earp, March 1980

Proj ect Initiating Dept./Agency Referred.

Al aska H ghway Gas Pipeline, Northern Pipeline Agency 1977
S.  SectOr,_ "Yukon

Arctic @&as Pllot Proj ect Indian and Northern' Affairs 1977

Banft H g hvvaE/ | npr ovenent s, Public Wrks 1978
ar

BaKI of Ifundm Tidal Power, Ba¥e of Fundy Tidal Power 1977

B. vi ew Board

nPster Pi peI ine, NW and Yukon [ndian and Northern Affairs 1978

\ Eas ern Arcétlc Ot‘fshore Drilling, Indian and Northern Affairs 1977
N. Davis Strai

Fraser River Training Wrks, B.C Public Wrks 1976

LO\FI)\BI’ Ggurcwfll(lj Hydro El ectric Energy, Mnes and Resources 1974
roj ect,, . .

l\/hckeJnZ| e Delta Gas Gathering Indian and Northern Affairs 1975
System, NWI _ _

l\lolr:)lmal(ra\I yﬁ(lalsl\l\%l Field and I ndian and Northern Affairs 1980

Pol aFr) Gas, NWI' and Sout hern Ind| an and Northern Affairs and 1975
Canada Energy, Mnes and Resources -

gJebec Port Expansion Transport : 1978
| ave River Hydro, NW and Alta. Enwronmant Parks Canada 1980

South Yukon Transportation Study  Tr anspor 1976

Urani um Refinery, ~Sask. H dorado Nucl ear Ltd. 1975

Vancouver Ai rport Expansi on Transport 1976

Source: FEARO, Reqgi ster of Panel Projects and Bulletin, No.11, March 1980

transcripts) and finally by the ranel in its report. Docunents
that were examned are cited in footnotes.

Poi nt Lepreau Nuclear Power T'lant

Description: A nuclear power plant at a site on the Bay of Fundy
in a rural area near 3aint John, New Brunsw ck
(the Panel report,only 11 pages | ong, does no-t
describe the project or site). "Proposed" by the
New Brunswi ck Zlectric Fower Zommission (in fact,
the project was already substantially underway when
the Review began) with federal financial assistance.
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Cui del i nes Social considerations included: public access:
(1974): visual inpact; health effects of radioactivity;
and |abour force effect on comunity cohesion,

social institutions and occupational structure.

EIS:16 Social inpacts dealt wth: community sensitivity to
increased traffic, noise and visual degradation;

effects of radioactivity on health; effects of

| abour force on housing and |ocal enploynent.

Fublic Social concerns focused on: need for the plant;
Response: safety of the nuclear facility; water contam nation;
and inpact on the fishery.
Criticisms: .13 deficient in its analysisof the
key issues; timng of ZIZ poor; and insufficient
opportunity for public input.

Fanel The report: noted public concerns as expressed at

Revortd’ the one-day public meeting; focused on issues
related to radioactivity and timing of the ZI3 and
review and did not deal with social impacts of
the plant.

Cutcome: fanel concluded that plant could be built

W t hout s=significant adverse environmental effects
provided that a nunber of conditions were fulfilled
(conpl etion of a final z1c,18 long-term monitoring
program,research On effects of radioactive em ssions,
and national policy on high-level radioactive waste).
The inister accepted the Panel's recommendations.

2. wreck Cove dydroelectric Project

description: Hydroelectric devel opment (diverting Seven rivers
bui I ding dykes, dams and canals,etc.) desi gned to
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produce 200 W of power, pl anned by the Nova Scotia
Fower Corporation. Located on crown |and adjacent
to Cape Breton Highlands National Fark at the north
end of Cape Breton Island. No permanent settlenment
within the project area.

Social considerations included: effects en
fishery, recreational and other resources; and
| ong-term effects on nearby communities,

Social inpacts considered: popul ation change cue

to labour force enploynent; effect on housing, schools,
recreation and entertainnment; social interaction

and j obs; costs inmposed on | ocal econony; effects on
fishery, hunting, trapping, forestry, transportation
and aesthetics. :

T“ocial concerns focused on: effect of t enporary

" overheatins oOf the |ocal econony: disruption to
way Of life; inpacts on trout, salnon, moose and

bird populations,and the uncertain potential for

mtigating: social inpacts.

Criticisms: inadequate time to respond; EI3

gui delines not followed; lack of public input to

the guidelines; social inpacts :.adecquately assesced;
consultant's credibility to do social | npact
assessment questionable; lack of provincial
representation in final hearings,

Thereport noted a |lack of public access to
information on the project (planning was well
advanced and construction had been approved by the
Nova Scotia Legislature when theenvironnental
review began). It did not address social inpacts.
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Qutcome:  the Fanel concluded that the project
could proceed with "acceptable environnental

I npact" subject to certain conditions, The federal
Mnisters accepted the report.

3. Urani um Hexafl uori de Refinery, Fort Ganby, Cntario

Descri ption:

zuidelines

(1975):

FO AT

22

Eldorado Nuclear Limted '(a. crown corporation)
proposed a uranium hexafluoride refinery,
(classified as a nuclear facility) on a site in a
rural setting on Lake Cntario between Cshawa

and rort Hope.

Social considerations included data requirements
for "social and community factors": regi onal and
| ocal population, population distribution, [|abour
force, wage levels, education, "social and recreat-
i onal resources", transportation jncluding
hazardous spills, noise, town and regional plans,
and "any other information that seens to be of
consequence”.  Social inpacts not nentioned
specifically.

Social inpacts considered: |abour force population
inflow; effectc of popul ation growth on | ocal

housi ng cupply, tax base, community services and
educational facilities; effects on regional

econony, hard services and comunity services; traffic
impacts; and health inpacts. A public opinion survey
acccmpanied the ZIS. Conclusion of the =Is: the
proposal is consistent with current planning

policies, project would bring distinct benefits

to the comunity, 'and adverse social/ community

I npacts would be m ninmal.
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Social concerns raised: possible changes in
current lifestyle, character and quality of life in
the area; Z2IS underestimated inpacts of an incom
ing labour force on local areas and housing; use

of prime agricultural land; effects of air

pol lution on health and agriculture; fear and

anxi ety concerning |owlevel radioactive waste to be
di sposed of on-site;health and safety of workers;

and concerns about nuclear energy generally.
Criticisms: the past record of Elorado Kuclear Ltd.
in Fort Hope; confusion concerning ZARF, Atomic
Znergy Control Board and other regulatory processes;
credibility of governnent agencies and effectiveness
of their environnental controls; no financial
assistance available for citizen intervenors.

The report focused on social concerns as one of the
five main issues identified (the others were use of
agricultural land, waste nanagenent, hydrogen
fluoride emssions and nonitoring). |t concluded:

"In the =ZnL proposal the social and conmunity inpacts
on the local area were not covered adequately.

Any new proposal siiculd include a nore conprehensive

anal ysi s of tnhe anticipated inpacts on the |ocal
community and evidence that its concerns have been
taken into account",

Cutcome: The Fanel found the refinery and plant
processes to be environnentally acceptable, subject
to conditions, but found the proposed site to be
unacceptable, primarily because it represented an
unwarranted intrusion of an industrial use into

an area whose present and future character will be
rural and favour agriculture,and because
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proposed waste managenent was unsuitable. The
Minister Oof the Znvironment accepted the Tanel' s
report. In supplenentary reconmendati ons the Panel
called for funding of citizen intervenors, to be
identified by a study.

L, Uranium iiexafluoride Refinery, Three Zites in Cntario

Description: Following rejection of its Fort Ganby site,
Zlorado fuclear Limted submtted three additional
sites for revieww one located in a rural area in
Hope Township, west of I'ort Hope; another in Dill
Township, adjoining Sudbury; and the third in the
Town of Blind River, between Sudbury and
Jault Ste. Varie.

Qui delines: Same as the Fort Granby review.
(1975)

313:24 The chapters ON "The i{uman ZEnvironment" in the
three =I3s covered: archaeol ogi cal and historical

resources; population and econom ¢ growth trends,

|l ocal and regional, and relationships to municipal
and provincial planning policies; inplications

of increased construction and permanent | abour
force; inpacts on comunity services, both hard and
soft, and housing; traffic inpacts; and "comunity
I npacts" (inpacts on specific settlements). They

I ncl uded a summary of the project's benefits and
sone of its social inpacts. lealth (radiological)
impacts were dealt with separately. 4 fu rther
chapter covered public involvemeht in preparation of
the =15 and described public support for the Project
at each site.
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Fublic Social concerns expressed in briefs and at the
Response: public hearings included: di sruption to |ocal
farm ng operations (Hope) and to a unique rural
lifestyle (Wanup community at the Dill site);
adverse effects of potential annexation (4anup);
inpacts on housing and social services, especially
when Ot her nmjor projects nearby are taken into
account (iope, Blind River); concentration of
nucl ear facilities (Hope); health effects of low-
| evel radiation from waste stored on-site; health
and safety of workers; effects on native
popul ation (Blind River) and whether they woul d
share the benefits; and concerns about nucl ear
energy generally. c¢n the other hand many people
Wor e concerned about the soci oeconom ¢ inpacts of
not getting the refinery. Ifuch support for it was
heard at each :zite and a-t one, Blind River,
opposition was negligible.
Criticisms: credibility of Eldorado and the
regul ators; confusion over which public agency had
ultimte responsibility for controlling refinery
operations; validity of environmental Standard:;

especially those on radiation; difficulty for the

public to obtain environnental monitoring informtion;

no nmonitoring of cocial effect::; financial assistance
provided by fldorado to citizen groups supporting

the refinery at public hearings but no assistance

avai | abl e to opponents; recources should be processed

in the urea Where they are mned (Northern Ontaric Sites).

Farnel The Report acknow edged adverse potentidl inpacts at
Report: 25 the Hope and Dill sites but found them to be out-
wei ghed by the benefits. The winister accepted
the ranel's conclusion that the project would be
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acceptable at any of the three sites provided that
certain conditions were net. The Panel also
recommended funding and otherw se assisting public
participation, i nclusi onof social effects and
occupational health in a nonitoring program and
periodic review of the project as a whole, should it
proceed (it did, first at Hope Township and t hen,
following a reversal of the governnent's decision
after an election, at Blind R ver)

5. Roberts Bank rort - ixpansion

Descrip tion: Froposal by the Kational ilarbours Board to increase
bul k loading facilities at the Roverts Bank port
termnal, located south of Vancouver, to facilitate
the export of coal, sul phur, potash, grain, bulk
liquildes and other commuoditi es.

“uidelines  Zocial considerations included: a. people
(1976): (popul ation distribution,"life patterns", comunities,
enpl oyment, public facilities, housing); b. resource
use (land use, historical and architectural features,
related urban and rzgional devel opnment); and
c. aesthetics and recreation.

217 Social impacts addressed: comunity structure and
population characterictics; econom ¢ base and
enpl oynent; land use, devel opment and ovnership;
devel opnent planning and control; nunicipal
servicing and utilities; transportation;
recreation; aesthetics; and comunity goals and
attitudes.
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Social concerns included: noise, vibration and air
pol lution (coal and sul phur dust) from increased
train traffic which would also increase travel time
for farners; alienation of agricultural land: effects
of induced devel opnent and increased jobs and

popul ation; 1oss of jobs for |ocal fishernen;
economi ¢ concerns of a small Indian Band nearby;
aesthetic inpacts.

Criticisms: lack of funding for the intervening
public; poor timng of public involvenment; ZIs
justifies the project rather than naking a clear
statement on its environnental consequences.

The report i ndicated considerable concern over

soci al impacts. It criticized the £Is for its

lack of un analytic framework for social inpact
analysis, for providing insufficient information
on thece impacts, and for not conculting With those
most affected (the Indian Band).  7ne proponent

was al so criticized for not providing assurance
that proposed Mtigative nmeasures ou14 ve
implemented.

Cutcome: the Fanel concluded that the project
should not proceed, first, because gjgnificant
ecological disruption woul¢ be created, and second,
becauce "the information on social inpacts, while
general |y inadequate and inconclusive, gives jge
to concerns related to a nunber of potentially
alffected groupes if the full expansion were to proceed
(limted expansion could be tolerated). my,
Minister of the Environment endorsed the Fanel's
key findings.
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6. Boundary Bav Al rport Reactivation

Descri ption:

Guidelines

{1957R):

28

o
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Tublic

lespons

Tanel
Report:
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Transport Canada proposed to reactivate, as a
general aviation facility, the ex-RCAF base at the
ecologically inportant Boundary Bay, 17 km south-
east of Vancouver International A rport.

Social considerations (in a section titled
*Community and Social Flanning | npacts") included:
social i nplications of biological and physical

inmpact::; noise; commercial and econonic inpacts;
stress on municipal services; interference wth
residential conmunications; change:; in land val ues;

effects onregional planning policies; andinpact
on population growth and econom c activity
(includingz agriculture) in the region.

Soci al impacts addressed included: aircraft noise;
recreational cpportunities cresated and | ost;
inplications for municipal service:;; effect:; on
agriculture; cconomic inpacts; effects on |and
valuec; and changes in local property tax revenue.

Fublic concerns: noise wll detract from quality
of life; traffic and safety problems; i nadequate
consideration of alternatives; need not proved,
adverse effects on farming and recreation.
Criticisms:  public survey was based on too

limted a sample; information program poorly
conducted, 1leading to a lack of public response;
proj ect approval iz a foregone concl usion.

The ranel's report, endorsed by the Ninister,
concluded that the airport could be reactivated
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wi thout significant adverse ecological or social
i npacts provided that appropriate procedures were
followed and certain mtigative measures were

i npl emented, especially the establishment of an
Airport Liaison Commttee to involve the proponent
with the local community on an ongoi ng basis.

shakwak dighway Froj ect

Descri ption:

Tuldelines
(L97€):

I"I
T
N SR
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Reconstruction and paving that portion of the

Al aska ilighway from the Alaska/Yukon border to
ilaines Junction in the Yukon, and the Haines Road
fromifaines Junction to the B.C /Al aska border.
Pinanced by the U.3. Nepartment of Transportation;
construction by Public works Canada.

Soci al considerations included: a.people (SoOCi al
econom ¢ and cultural setting including popul ation
dis tribution, communitiez and employment);b. present
| and ctatus (ownerchip, tenure and use of |and,
special stutuz areas, regional plans); c.traditional
and historic | and use (hunting, trapping, fiching,
campzite and gathering areas together with known
archacologcical and histeric sites); d. aesthetics and
recreation (visual resources, unique physical
features, present and potential recreational use);
and e¢. cocial inpacts caused by environnental
impacts (traditional |and uses, noise, aesthetics,
heritage val ues of I luane Fational Fark).

Social inpacts addressed: eccnomic effects of
construction; economc inpacts of inproved trans-
portation; inplications for housing, school
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facilities, public safety, physical health services
and facilities, emergency services, nmental health
and comunity cohesion, government services and
finances, and land clains; loss of historic sites.

Social concerns raised: |ocal enploynent and
training Opportunities;, disruption of comunity
way of life; land claims; effects of traffic on
wildlife and trapping; adequacy of traffic
projections; loss of cultural identity; locs of
historic sites; econonmic inplications of the
project (e.g., higher food prices); traffic; noise.
Criticisns: EIS did not consider the history and
tradition of native peoplec; inconplete inventory
of historic sSites; not enough tine to respond;
lack of funding for citizen intervenors.

The Report acknow edges that "the potential for
adverse social inpacts during the construction
period is great' but concluder that they can be
mitigated through the provision of social zervices
and facilities, comunity liaison and information
programs , monitoring and simlar neasures. The
Fanel concluded that "on the basis of available
infcrmation, It 1S not posszible to predict
cormunity impacts, mtigation neasures and service
requirenent:: wth any degree of confidence beyond
two years" . It also considered the community
impact analyses in the 213 to be "inadequate in
content and organizationv, not allow ng the

devel opnent of appropriate mtigative measures.

The Tanel' ¢ solution to this problem was to
recommend "the ongoi ng devel opment of community
impactreportsbyateamof qualified professionals
for the various corridor areas, to be subnmitte’to
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a 4-member Shakwak Review Conmittee reporting through
FZARC to the Kinister of the Environment and the

Yukon Territorial Council.

Qutcone:  The Panel concluded that the project

could be carried out without significant gdver se
environmental or social inpacts provided that

certain conditions were net. The Ministers

accepted the report. Construction is underway.

The Review Commttee has been established.

f. Lancaster 3Sound Drilling

DJescription:  wWorlands Fetroleum Ltd. proposed to drill an
exploratory well to indicate hydrocarbon potential
in Lancaster Sound, north of Baffin |sland.

“uidelines: Zocial considerutions INncluded: z. people
(1977) (popul ation distrivution and characteristics

such a:; traditional lifestyles, communities and
enpl oyment; public facilities and housing;
cultural and social and econom ¢ setting of the
region Wth recognition of resource use and the
na tursl environment; expected popul ation changes);
and v. resources (characteristics of the
ropulation dependent on the resources of the
affected area; existing resource use including
identification of historic and current native
hunting and fishing uctivity patterns: greas of
speci al status such as ecol ogi cal reserves
native land reserves, villages, fishing stations,
areas of archaeological Or historic significance,
and areas of religious or other cultural
| mpor tance).
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o 32 Social inpacts addressed were confined to enploy-
ment and |ocal business opportunities.

]
=
4]

Public Public concerns focused on: effects on the

Response: Inuit way of life; land claims; the effect of a
bl owout and oil spills on biological resources,
native food supply and livelihood, and Inuit
econom ¢ goals; native enploynent opportunities;
| oss of commnity control to newcomers; increased
pace of change too rapid to handle.
Criticisms: lack of data on the Inuit and effect
of drilling on their way of life;. proponent did
not visit the local commnities; Panel conposition;
hearings inadequately prepared for, poorly
structured and not objective.

Panel The Panel considered a range of socioeconom c
Report: 33 inpacts (e.g., effects of population growth on
resources, rise in food costs, land clains),
mostly raised by citizen intervenors during the
public hearings, even though "in the absence of
effective public information and education,
the local public lacked the understanding
necessary for evaluating potential future
benefits of resource devel opnment? The Panel
concluded that ~the benefits of devel opment will
be optimzed through the participation and
consultation with the local people and that to do
ot herwi se would be counter-productive".
Qutcone:  The Fanel concluded that to recomrend
in favour of or against the proposal would be
arbitrary and that the proponent was not sufficiently
prepared to undertake the proposed drilling in a
safe manner with mnimum environnental risk.
It reconmended that the project be deferred
until the government has addressed the broader
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Issue of the best use(s) of the Lancaster Sound
region, including socioeconomc considerations
as a major factor in that determnation, and the
proponent has denonstrated the required
capability. Additional recomendations were that
initiating departnments provide clear assistance
and direction to proponents regarding public

i nformation prograns and that FzARO shoul d
provide funds to enable intervenors to prepare
adequately for public hearings.
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Social Impact Problems in EARP

The foregoing examnation of eight conmpleted EARP projects

i ndicates the kinds of social concerns that are on the agenda
during review processes and how the key participants (FEARQ
Iniators, proponents, Panels and intervenors at public hearings)
are responding.

For each of the four EARP elenents examned - the guidelines
prepared by the Panel and FEARO in consultation wth various
parties, theEnvironmental |npact Statenent prepared for the
proponent, public inputs via public hearings as recorded in the
transcripts, and the Panel's report to the Mnister - certain
probl ens, concerning the assessment of the social inpacts of
federal projects, are apparent.

@ui del i nes

EIS guidelines set out categories of information considered
necessary for a satisfactory evaluation of the proposed project's
environnental /social inplications. The guidelines, therefore,
are or should be an inportant determnant of the adequacy of the
EIS and of the remainder of the review process.

Exam nation of the eight projects indicates sone problens in
buil ding social inpacts into El'S guidelines.

1. Approaches taken rudinentary. In devising the social inpact
section of EI'S guidelines, Panels (or, in some cases, committees
of civil servants) seem to have taken one of two approaches or
combined them The first, nost often used, puts the enphasis on
certain comunity descriptors such as popul ation size and
distribution, enployment |evels, public services and facilities,
and land use. The proponent is expected to describe how these
variables mght change if the project proceeded, the assunption
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being that its social inpacts can be derived from the proponent's
Panel'sand public's interpretations of these changes. The second
approach focuses on certain social inmpacts or project outcomes
expected to create social inpacts ~ e.g., noise, influx of newomners
affecting comunity cohesion, stress on nmunicipal services and
facilities such as schools, changes in land values - and calls

for their assessnent.

Both approaches depend on the Panel's ability to select the
variables appropriate to the project under review And both

count on the capability and wllingness of the proponent to

read between the lines and do nmore than is called for, to
transcend single variables and dry statistics so that comunity
dynamcs are revealed, and to focus on the key issues (i.e., those
that in retrospect turn out to be especially inportant).

2. Rationale uncertain. The underlying rationale used by a Panel
to determne what should be included in an EIS is not made
explicit. The proponent is left to guess at why the infornmation
Is wanted, how it is to be used in the review, and therefore
how far to go with field research and subsequent anal ysis.

By contrast, information on 'physical or natural environment
Inpacts is easier to relate to project design, environmental
standards and mtigative neasures.

3. No guidance on nethod. Quidelines are limted to content of
the EIS, No guidance is provided on how social inpact studies
shoul d be conducted (nor are EISs required to describe the

met hods used) even though nost of the EISs exam ned were
criticized by both the public and the Panels not just on
content but also on study approach. One Panel was specific on
thi s shortcoming:
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In attenpting to understand the-potential social inpacts of
the project, the Panel's efforts were limted by a lack of
reliable information. There is no analytical framework given
in the EIS to assist the decision nakers in follow ng the
the logic of the analysis. It appears that the proponent
selected the data it thought relevant, predicted inpacts on
the basis of these data and nade val ue judgenents about the
significance of these inpacts. How tgg data were collected,
organi zed and evaluated is not clear.

In anot her Panel report, on the Shakwak Hi ghway Project, terns
of reference were proposed that covered both content and method
(calling for docunentation of the inpacts of other simlar types
of projects and of differences between these and the project.
under review) for the commnity inpact reports that the Panel
reconmended be prepared by the proponent, should the project
proceed. 35

4, Public input limted. Only in the Boundary Bay Reactivation
Project review was the public given an opportunity to conment

on the guidelines. In all other cases guidelines were prepared
wi thout public input (recent FEARO policy, however, seems to

make public comment the rule rather than the exception36),

I n some cases — e.g. a project initiated several years before

the decision to conduct a full environmental review - even nenbers
of the Panel had no say in the: formulation of the guidelines.

5. Quidelines not always followed. In five of the eight EARP
projects reviewed, the guidelines were not fully met. The
most obvious exanple is the Lancaster Sound EI'S which focused
mainly on enploynent and |ocal business opportunities
expected to result from the project; the list of social inpact
data called for in the guidelines was apparently ignored.
Overall, those preparing EISs have tended to interpret guide-
lines narroMy. The Boundary Bay EIS, for exanple, responded
to the request for assessnment of the social inpacts of potential
physical and biological inpacts by focusing on recreational
opportunities.
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Further conments on gquidelines appear below, under "Public
Hear i ngs?

Envi ronnmental |npact Statenents

The EIS is the major information input to EARP. Its adequacy,
therefore, is critical to the review outcone, success/failure
and credibility.

EISs submtted to the eight EARP reviews denonstrated a number of
problens from the viewpoint of social inpacts.

1. Social inpact assessment inadequate. In recent EARP exercises
most EISs have been criticized — by the public, the Panel or both -
for their inadequate treatnent of social inpacts. Public
participants at the hearings typically drew attention to
non-adherence to guidelines, credibility and expertise of the
consul tants, study nethods (sanpling procedures for exanple),

no or not enough consideration given to the way of |ife and
concerns of the people affected by the project, and too little
information for them and too little consultation with them
during preparation of the EIS. Panels expressed additional
dissatisfaction with the lack of reliable social inpact data,
the coverage given to social inpacts, and the way they were

anal yzed and present ed.

Proportionately, discussions of social inpacts occupy far |ess
space in the EISs than natural environment inpacts. The EIS for
the Lancaster Sound drilling, forexanple, devotes 356 pages to
a description of the physical and biophysical environnents but
says nothing about the people in the area, and it gives only

12 pages to a discussion of resource harvest patterns in each
settlement. In addition, the depth of analysis given to

social inpacts tends to be superficial. An exanple is the



42

Shakwak H ghway EI'S which in only two pages exam ned the

soci oeconom ¢ characteristics of the communities likely to be
affected and in one paragraph dismssed an issue that had
occupied 26 pages in the Berger report - the significance of
the difference between the economes of native and non-native
peopl e.

Four problems are raised by the general inadequacy of social
I npact assessnent in EISs submtted for review under EARP:
proponents are making decisions wthout socioeconomc
information of a calibre equivalent to data on natural and
physical environnents: public input is not as informed as it
coul d be, thereby dimnishing the value of the publie hearing
phase; Panels are not provided with the information they need
to conplete their work effectively: and both the specific
review and the Environmental Assessment and Review Process
risk a loss of credibility.

2. Narrow range of inpacts addressed. Reflecting their guide-
lines, EISs typically confine their attention to the social
Inpacts that are easier to grasp, neasure and mtigate.

A few standard categories have emerged:

®Services i npacts: the project's effects on "hard" or
infrastructure services such as sewerage, water and trans-
portation facilities, and to a | esser extent on "soft" or
social services such as education; health, welfare and
recreation. The analysis sel dom goes beyond nunbers - e.g.,
so many new classroons required as a result of the project
but nothing on the effects that crowding or new educational

demands will have on the quality of education.

®Housings the extent to which the local housing nmarket can
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absorb incomng tenporary and pernmanent workers and their
famlies. Little is said about effects on the housing

market or how, say, sudden increases in house prices night
affect residents who are now just barely able to cope wth

shelter costs.

@iscal inpacts: the consequences of locating the project
here for the fiscal position of |ocal governments and their

ability to provide required services.

®land use inpacts: direct effects of the project on adjoining

. land uses (such as agriculture) along with the inplications
of using the site itself and conformty of the proposal to
local land use planning and controls. Supbtler issues, such
as the secondary or induced effects that the project m ght
create (e.g., econonic linkages with other industries and
businesses, nultiplier effect, associated urban devel oprment
generated, longer-term effects of industrial intrusion into
agricultural areas, etc.) are seldom addressed even though
experience indicates that such inpacts are often nore
significant than the apparent primary inpacts. 37

Mssing from the foregoing categories are the inpacts of projects
on the way of life and the quality of life for the people
directly affected. Many of the things that concern people nost
fall under these two rather vague but evocative labels. \pen
they are left out of a "social" i npact study or appear to
receive low priority in the larger assessment and review process,
Public criticismis a likely and not surprising result.

3. Expectations and responsibility of proponents unclear.
Proponents and their consultants also have problens with the
soci al inpact conponent of EISs. \Wile it is probably

becomng clearer to proponents that social inpacts are increas-
ingly inportant factors in determning the overall acceptability
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of their projects, it is not as clear what inplications this

has for the way EISs are prepared. \Wat purposes social inpact
data are to serve and how they will be used in Panel decision-
maki ng and thereafter are questions answered in retrospect,

when Panels and the public criticize an EI' S as inadequate, but
not in advance, when guidelines are issued. That leaves it up
to proponents and their consultants to decide how nuch enphasis
to give social inpacts and where to focus that attention. A
common response is to put the mnimumin the EIS and wait for
the deficiency list. Unfortunately, government reviewers of EISs
pay little attention to social inpacts, considered outside their
mandates. Simlarly, Panels are generally unable at that stage
to ask specific questions or to make their data needs explicit.
And so, social-inpact shortcomngs are not revealed until the
public hearings, late in the process. No interests are served
by such an approach.

L., Public consultation. EARP relies on proponents, whose EISs
are seen as "objective" analyses of project inplications, to
consult with affected publics when assessing social inpacts.
Criticisms nmade during the public hearings suggest that public
consultation during preparation of the average EIS is quite
restricted, sonetimes to the extent (as in the Lancaster Sound
case) that the project is turned back. On the other hand it is
questionabl e how much responsibility the proponent should
assunme in this regard and how "objective" proponent anal yses of
social inpacts can be expected to be.

Public |nput

The public hearing phase of EARP appears to have-two purvoses:
first, to assist the Panel by providing various information and
viewpoints on projects under review, and second, to give
concerned individuals and groups, particularly those affected
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by such projects, an opportunity to become informed and to

express their opinions. Material issued by FEARD inplies that

the first objective is primary and that the second one serves

the first rather than being an end in itself. A further objective,
unstated, is common to all such processes: to |egitinize each
project review and the Environnental Assessment and Review

Process generally.

Criticisms and concerns raised during the public meetingsand
hearings for the eight projects exam ned reveal two basic problem

related to the assessnment and revi ew of social impacts.

1. Public concerns not fully addressed. Neither the guidelines
nor the EISs appear to have adequately addressed the concerns
of nmenbers of the public who submtted briefs and participated
in the public hearings. Conparison of the EISs and articul ated
public concerns indicates a substantial gap between what was
deened socially significant by (a) those preparing guidelines
andproponents and their consultants, and (b) people in affected
areas. The forner enphasize inpacts on the econony, services,
housing and land use while the latter are nore concerned about
changes to their way of life. A question this raises is
whether the second kind of social inpact can be expressed
adequately by "outsiders* who have not experienced living in
the area and who cannot know all that is needed to second-
guess local concerns or predict how people will respond to
expected social inpacts,

2. Process credibility auestioned. Mst of the EARP projects
appear to have encountered difficulty in neeting the expect-
ations of their publics. The nost prevalent conplaints dealt
with lack of time to respond to the EIS, poor information and
consultation prograns, absence of funding for citizen
intervenors attenpting to make their case in opposition to

the proponent, and the perceived injustice of this situation. 38
Wien these criticisnms are conbined with problem 1, major
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public concerns unaddressed by the EIS, the result is likely
to be loss of credibility for the Panel's decision and EARP,
as Figure 5 illustrates. If the unaddressed public concerns
are not relevant to the Panel's decision (nomatter how
valid these concerns may be in other nmore appropriate foruns),
people wll wonder why they were |istened to as though their
input was inportant. On the other hand, if the public's
concerns are relevant but insufficient information is provided
to back them up, people wll wonder how the Panel was able to
reach its decision; and they will be critical of the lack of
resources, especially funding, available to citizen participants
conpared with the proponent who can spend |arge amounts of
public funds to nake his case.

Figure

A Credi Es)i lity Problem

Gap between
El S social conponent
and public concerns
rai sed at hearings

e@/?;:mu Eg
Public concerns are ublic concerns are

not relevant to relevant to
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Critici'sma why were Despite lack of Criticism Process
we listened to i nformation about: is unfair since i-t
~as though our t hese concerns, counts on citizen::
input was relevant? Panel makes decision to provide key
i nputs but does not
o provi de them with
Deci si'on | oses necessary resources
credibility (cf. the proponent)

Process | oses
credibility
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Either way, the credibility of the Panel's decision is liable
to suffer. Avoiding this no-win situation inplies

mnimzing the gap between the EI'S and public concerns

(inproved guidelines, clearer public expectations, etc.),

giving citizen groups a nore specific role in EARP and assisting
them to performit, providing for further social inpact assess-
ment after the first round of hearings, or other options.

Panel Reports

The Panel report is the culmnation of EARP (the Mnisterial
decisions that follow are considered to be post-EARP).
Preparation of the report, at the centre of which is the
reaching of a decision on the proposed project, is a-kind of
black box. It has distinct inputs and (usually) an unequivocal
output but what happens in between is obscure. \Wat is
apparent, with reference to social inpacts, is that certain
probl ens have arisen.

1. Increasing enphasis on social inpacts. A trend can be

observed in EARP projects. At the beginning social inpacts
were not considered. Then, in the early projects, Panels and
publics began to comment on the adequacy of EISs froma soci al

i npact standpoint. Social concerns were subsequently added to
guidelines and were addressed, in increasing breadth and depth,
in E1Ss.2? Panel reports disclosed social inpact issues raised
during public hearings. Finally, social inpacts assumed

maj or inportance in a few Panel decisions.

Today, social inpacts are accepted as a likely conponent of
any EARP exercise. So acknow edged, they are beginning to

receive attention in terns of the adequacy of the analysis

behind them and where further enphasis on such inpacts could
| ead environnental assessment and review
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(One neasure of the increasing enphasis on social inpacts is the
appoi nt ment of Panel Menbers, often from outside the federal
civil service, with backgrounds in the social sciences
(especially sociology) and other fields not natural or applied
sciences. Technical experts in socially oriented fields are

al so being used nore often.

2. Panels ill-equipped for social inpact decisions. The
shortcom ngs of guidelines and EISs, together with the linmted
resources available to citizen groups participating in the public
hearings, appears often to |eave 'Panels, even those that include
social scientists, ill-equipped to deternmine the acceptability
of proposed projects on social inmpact grounds. Yet they nust
and do nake these decisions. Al though various Panels have

noted this problem it seems no nearer to being solved and it

may even be getting worse as public pressure to deal wth

social inpacts increases.

3. Uncertain followup of social inpacts. The problem here is

that proponents can "deal with" social inpacts by proposing

mtigative measures with no assurance that they wll be adopted.
Perhaps the proponent never intended that they would be but
advanced the neasures only to secure Panel approval: or such
measures may be outside the proponent's area of responsibility
(a concern noted by the Roberts Bank Panel).  Conplicating the
situation is the fact that after EARP the project is unlikely
to face any further regulatory processes that give explicit
attention to social inpacts. By contrast numerous controls
safeguard natural-environment recomendations.

A simlar problem occurs when a Panel qualifies its acceptance of
a project by stating conditions intended to |essen social

I npacts. An exanple comes from the Panel report on the

El dorado uranium refinery proposed at Blind Rver, Ontario:
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"To mnimze negative social inpact on the comunity, there
should be careful planning and cooperation between the Town of
Blind Rver, El dorado and government agencies associated wth
the region, especially those responsible for the Cficial Plan,
housing and municipal services", A Panel has no power to
conpel the inplementation of such measures and no systematic
means exist to go back after the project is underway and
discover if the conditions were met. The absence of post-action
eval uation (such as an overall review of the project five years
later, tied in with a AECB |icensing requirenment, as
reconmended by the Eldorado Panel) and of ways to ensure that
such conditions are followed (such as the inpact agreenent
approach, discussed in Chapter 3) gives Panel provisos on
social inpacts a hollow ring. Again, the credibility of the
process is opened to question.

4. Public capability not assi st ed. |f Panels expect citizens
and groups at public hearing to provide inportant information
inputs to Panel decisions, the capability of the public to neet
this expectation becomes a potential problem Adequate tine,
access to information and technical resources, and the ability

to make and present a case effectively are some of the nmain
indicators of capability. Few citizens or groups would qualify
W thout sone assistance. Ctizen intervenors have been
funded in other environnental assessment exercises

(e.g., Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry& uff Lake Board of
Inquiry in Saskatchewan), by the provincial governnent for at
| east one EARP project (Eldorado's proposed uranium refinery
near Warman, Saskatchewan) and by the proponent (El dorado
provi ded sone assistance to pro-project groups in the Ontario
uranium refinery project). Various Panels have recomended
that public participation in EARP be strengthened, including
consideration of financial assistance for citizen groups.

So far, however, there has been no public response from FEARQ
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Table 3 sunmarizes the problens, related to social inpacts,
that were raised in the guidelines, EIss, public input and
Panel report phases of the eight EARP projects reviewed.

Table 3 _
Soci al Inmpact Problens in EARP

EARP El enent Probl ens Related to Social |npacts

Qui del i nes Rudi ment ary approaches to social inpacts
Uncertain rationale for requested information
No Puldance given on nethod
Public input to PU|deI|nes limted
CQui del i nes not always followed

Envi ronnent al | npact Soci al inpact components inadequate

St at enent Narrow range of inpacts addressed
Expectation, responsibility of proponents
uncl ear _

Public consultation poorly conducted

Public I nput Public concerns not fully addressed
Process credibility questioned

Panel Report | ncreasi ng enphasi s on social inpacts
Panel s ill-equipped for social inpact

deci si ons _ _
Uncertain followup of social inpacts

Public capability not assisted

Underlying the problens identified in this chapter are a
nunber of deeper conceptual and nethodol ogical issues -

for instance, how to decide what social inpacts to assess,
how to determne adequacy (of data, analyses and assessnent),

how much to expect of proponents, and how to make effective use
of public input and public hearings. These issues and others
conmon to the social inpact assessment field are exam ned

in Chapters 3 and &.



Chapter 3
SIA: The Emerging Field
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To what extent is social inpact assessment a discrete, established
field of theory and practice? At least three answers are possible,
each with different inplications for those responsible for inpact
assessnments and review processes:

Othe field is reasonably well defined and established. Such an
answer inplies that: a distinct body of know edge and skills
exists; the conpetence of practitioners can be determned and
tested; and both practitioners and theoreticians in the field
share a comon view (or paradi gml) of what it enconpasses and
how problens presented to it should be approached. This does
not necessarily mean unanimty in the field;, especially in
the early stages, and later on fromtine to time, opinions
will diverge on key issues. But it does inply sufficient
consensus to allow the field to be clearly defined and to
devel op.

|f SIAis a mature field, agencies with inpact assessnent
responsibilities have reasonable assurance, when they require
social inpacts to be assessed, that (a) conpetent people will
be available to do the necessary studies and (b) the SIA
exercise will be credible and its results wll be defensible.

Othe field is energing. In other words, SIA, though not yet
mature is developing rapidly and has good prospects of
becomng a discrete, established and recognized field in the
near future. In the interimperiod it can be expected that
sone individuals - sociologists, cultural anthropologists,
social psychol ogists and community devel opment workers are
prom nent exanples — will claim greater legitimacy than others
in the practice of social inpact assessnent.

If SIA is still in the emerging stage, agencies such as FEARO
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face sonme problems in determning (a) in specific cases,

whet her soci al i npacts can be adequately assessed and revi ewed
and by whom and (b) nore generally, whether devel opnent of
the SIA field is worth encouraging. Yet, ignoring social
Inpacts will expose agencies to criticism not only from SIA
*advocates but also from concerned citizens who have heard

of the new approach and wonder why it isn't being applied.
Confronted with demands to pay nore attention to social inpacts,
such agencies mght'respond pragmatically by seeking a range

of inputs from experienced scientists and professionals in both
the SIA and allied fields as well as from know edgeable citizens
experienced in living in areas affected by the proposed project.

Othe field is virtually non-existent, That is, so nmuch diverse
opinion exists concerning the assessnment of social inpacts

that it is next to inpossible to distinguish fact from opinion
or expert from charlatan.

If SIA is effectively non-existent, agencies wth inpact

assessnment responsibilities will have to rely heavily on
public inputs through such means as witten briefs and

hearings. And they are likely to judge social inpacts on
case-specific and nostly subjective grounds.

The first two of these three positions are simlar in one respect:
both are pro-SIA  Their differences can be set aside for now
(they are picked up IinChapter 4) to focus the discussion on

the argunent between those for and against social inmpact assess-
nent .

Those who strongly advocate the further devel opnent and application
of social inpact assessnment point to a parallel wth environnental
I npact assessnent which draws on the environnental/life sciences
for its concepts of the functioning of natural systems and the

mani festation of environnental inpacts. SIA they argue,

simlarly leans on the social sciences. But a new cross-
disciplinary field such as SIA needs more than concepts.
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It also requires a conceptual framework to tie the concepts to-
gether, to define "social inpacts" and to assist the practitioner
in assessing them That is, in a mature field the practitioner
does not nerely respond to problens in specific social settings:
*practice is directed and nade nore efficient by theory. A sound
conceptual franmework guides the search for data and helps

explain cause-effect, it enables the practitioner to function
effectively without having to return to basics in each case, it
allows the practitioner to nove easily from one situation to
another, and it aids in comunicating conplex subject matter

Si erIy.2

No single conceptual framework has gained w de acceptance in
the social inpact assessment field. The next section describes

three frameworks, with variants, that have been devised .to gui de
practice.

Alternate Conceptual Frameworks

Three of the schools of thought that have energed in social inpact
assessment are outlined here: social institutions and social
change, comunity as ecological system and quality of Ilife.

Richard Gale, in work done for the U. S Forest Service, 3
recommends an S| A approach oriented toward social institutions.
H's approach translates a set of concepts, drawn from the field
of sociology, into a framework conprising nine social inpact
categories with associated variables and conponents:

®Social institutions, defined as sets of formal and infornal
rules, behaviours and practices that surround a specific
basic function in society.* Gale considers five maj or soci al
institutions in the project area — the famly, the econony,
politics, education and religion - and the way in which these
institutional needs are nmet. For exanple, the famly as an
institution mght be affected by the enploynent of spouses
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O mai n wage&earners, by increased comuting time to and from
work or bytheintroduction of shift work. Simlarly, the
educational system could be affected by changes in the nunbers
or age conposition of students or by revisions to the tax base
for school funding. If the project altered the way these
institutions function - for instance, by affecting the anount
of time famly menbers spent together — it could necessitate
sone institutional adjustnents.

Table 4 S _
Social Institution Variables and Conponents

I nstitution Conponent s

1. Fanmily Fam |y characteristics
Fam |y economc indicators
Fam |y forest resource use

2. Econom c _
a. Enploynent and incone anloynent and unenpl oyment
ncorre

Rural poverty

b. Infrastructure Transportation _
Communi cations and nedi a
Uilities
Housi ng
Ener gency preparedness
Heal t h
Soci al services

3. Political Legi sl ative and partisan activity
Covernnent size and activity
Gover nrrent flnanC|nﬁ
G tizen-governnent [inkages
Vol untary association activities

4. Educati onal Educational resources
Educational users _
Educational status of population
Educational and scientific
opportunities

5. Religious Rel i gi on-based et hni c norns
and val ues
Rel i gi ous system resources

S U S. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, Social |npact
oureet Assessmpent: An Overview, 1977: s.
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The assessor%task would be to determ ne the capacity and
willingness of the affected institutions and people to make

the called-for changes and to assess the social costs that
woul d result.

® lifestyle, terned »ways of life" by (ale, focuses on several
variables that »in a particular situation Dbest characterize
the relatively distinct way in which a certain group of people
go about their daily activities? Variables typically
considered include comunity culture change, cultural and
recreational opportunities, special group access (e.g.,forthe
el derly, handicapped, poor),security provided, and open space.

®Special concerns reflecting special interests of the society,

whi ch governmental and other agencies are required by law or

a sense of duty to take into account (e.g., mmnority and civil
rights, and historic and archaeol ogical sites).

®Cohesion and conflict., basic processes that bring people

together or pull them apart. Society is seen to be in a state

of continual change with new issues energing and ol d issues

either resolved through acconmodation or remaining as sources

of conflict. An exanple cited is locating a destination ski

resort next to a "traditional" community; conflicts of values

and reduced community cohesion may result if values held by

resort users differ significantly irom those of existing residénts.

e land tenure and land use, the concern being the way changes in
land tenure and land use, Within the area covered by the
proposed action, change or otherw se inpact on tenure and use of
adj acent lands. Land ownership patterns emerge from famly,
economc and political processes while controls over |and
ownership and use come from the political sector (discussed
further under the approach taken by Ruth Love, bel ow).
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® Population dynamics, quantifiable neasures of population change
i ncluding such variables as population size, grow h/decline,
di spl acenent, structure by age and sex, etc.

OCommunity context, an attenpt to arrange and portray the
description of the setting and the inpact information in a way
that conveys, better than dry statistic& he groups or
communities within which people live. Variables include
comunity identity and sense of place. An assessnent consider-
ation is whether identified inpacts (say, enployment at a plant)
would be the sane fordifferent communities within the affected
area (i.e.,wll there ve"differential i npacts"?).

® Synbolic meaning which refers to the special, enotional or
sonetimes al nbst "irrational" meaning or inportance people
attach to certain resources or comunity features.

@asic_values, the sociocultural values held by people and
groups,are relatively slow to change and are not situation-
specific. Gale argues that the usual way in which project
actions affect basic values is by causing significant
popul ation changes that bring people with different basic
values into the commnity (the ski resort exanple again).

The foregoing basic list of inpact categories serves as a
starting point from which to choose those specific variables
to describe people, comunities and institutions in the area
affected by a proposed action, and to predict how these m ght
change as a result of the action, taking into account the fact
that some change will occur in any event. OnCe these‘variables
have been selected the inpact assessment process follows a set
procedure:

A lnventory of the present situation, using four types of
social data (statistical, observational, witten and
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respondent-contact) intergrated in an attenpt to get a
sense of what life inthe area is really like.

B. Past/present relationships including trends and key
historical changes, to obtain a further understanding of
the current social characteristics of the affected area

c. Exploration of possible futures using one or a conbination
of methods (trend extension, population nultiplier, |ocal
experts, Ccitizen estimtes, conparison comunity, and
scenari 0s).

D. Conparison of action alternatives to predict the soci al
I npacts of the proposed action alternatives, wth the
results presented in acombined qualitative (words) and.
quantitative (numbers) form A final step, sunmarizing
social inpacts in some type of matrix or ranking system
may or may not be included; its advisability is debatable.

A variation of the institutional approach is advocated by
Ruth Love, a sociologist with the U.S.Army Corps. of ENngineers.

Her institutional dommin/social change approach draws on two
intersecting concepts - social change and social system 7

Human communities are seen to be continually undergoing soci al
change. Soci al inpact assessnent asks how the inpact area
has changed in the past and what the likely course of change
would be in the future, Wth or wthout inplenentation of the
proposed project. The second concept, of a social system
enbraces a set of social institutions (economc, political,
educati onal, religious, recreational) together with roles

and interactions. These are summarized in Table 5, a broad
classification schene intended to suggest the types of social
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Table 5 ) ) ) . a
Cassification of Mjor Social System Components
Insticutional Inscitucional Regulation/ Recipients Described Mode of Mediunm of
Area Value Creacors Purveyors Enforcement by Stratification Exchange
iconony Prosperity Producers Doalers Supply/Demand Consumers Age, Sex Wealth Money/Barter/
National Boards of Boards of Inspectors Consuner Lthniclty Occupational In Kind
level Directors Directors Regulat jons Organiza- Faaily Memwbers Prestige
Regional Executives Executives tions Place of
level Managers Mancgers Origin
iocal Workera ( Uni ons) Workers (Unfoas) Occupation
level Salesmen Salesmen Income
Uncmployed and Uucmployed and Comitment to
Job Scekers Job Soakers Wotrk, etc.
Polity Order Rulers Iainistrators Inspectors Citizens Sane as above Power Votes, favers
National Executive Feceral Regulations Political Corm{izent tO Noruative
Regional/ Legislative State Police Tarties, Policical pover
Stace | evel Judician County Military Intarest Philosophy Remunerative
Local level Political Municipalicy Croups, power
parties. Neighborhoods atc. Coercive power
Interest Groups, Family
ducation Knowledge Scholars Teachers Accredation Agencie: | Pupils, & 5. Sex Competence GCrades
Nazional Researchers Superintendents Examiners Students Ethnicity Col d Scars
Pegizaal/ Celiege Truant Officers Fanily Machers Degrees
State ievel Prosidents Place of Origin
County |evel Board of Occupation, lncome
Local | evel Directors Commitment O
Principals York. etc.
Deans, etc.
teligion Sacred Beliefs | Prophctr Clergy Loliness,
Kational level |Salvation, Church Infra- Believers, Parishioners Piety
Regional level [Grace structure Followers
Local level _Sect leadership |
Ares Beauty Art ists Pcrf orzers critics Audience Taste Appreciation
Natfonal Form Entreprer.eurs Censors Vievers
Regional/ Expression Fuseuns
State level Theaters, JtcC.
Local level
a The classification scheme presented here is intended to suegest types of social units to
include in a social assessnment. It is founded on several assunptions (see the source, below).
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The end product of the social assessment process is an analysis,
first, of how social institutions (formal ones, |ike schools -
and governnents, and informal ones such as groups of famlies or
friends) mght be altered by a proposed action, and second, of how
people's patterns of living mght be changed.”? To illustrate her
point, Love reviews the institutional inpacts that water resource
projects would create, drawing from social inpact assessnents
she has conducted; 1°

*Elimnation of a hamlet would force 130 households to relocate,
thereby disrupting meaningful Kkinship ties.

@\bsorption of the grade school by a school in another
comunity woul d change the stueture of parental invol venent

In the educational system

®A church-affiliated high school, a source of local pride, would...
also be lost. Local churchgoers would have to switch
affiliations to a simlar denomnation about a half-hour drive

farther downstream

@i sl ocation of the high school could lead to its dem se.
Trustees have been advocating closure due to high costs.
Parents of students, however, want to retain the rurally
oriented school.

oA store that would be elimnated functions as a social
gathering spot for people in the valley.

To assess the significance of each of these inpacts, Dr. Love
argues, the potential for adaptation to social change would have
to be taken into consideration:

Peopl es's capacities for adapting to change with a mninum of
tension and anxiety depend on a variety offactors including
incone and |evel of education, past experience with change,
whet her they regard the impending change as favorable, and
whether they are integrated mainly in one fairly tight-knit
social group or have a ;ﬁriety of social ties to several diverse
groups and conmunities.
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Instead of focusing on social institutions, sonme SIA practi-
tioners base their work on a hunman-ecol ogi cal framework that
draws from sociology and ecol ogy. % Mirdock sunmarizes the
field s basic principles and then goes on to relate themto an
I npact assessment nethod:

... The premses of human ecol ogy enphasize the nan-environnent
relationship, the collective nature and consequences of
adaptation to environment, the interdependencies within

human groups and between such groups and other organisnms
within a total system and the unique role of man in _expand-

I ng his own domain within the system through a variety of
technol ogi cal and organizational changes.

fSocial]_ impact assessment[can be] conceptualizes as an

ecol ogi cal analysis consisting of (1) the discernnent of the
boundari es of the inpact ecosystem,(2) establishing the basic
(baseline) conditions in that ecosystem and (3) tracing the
adaptations (changes or inpacts) required of the area's
popul ation and organizational structures as a result of
technol ogical (project) alterations of the environnent,..
This adaptation includes both the somatic ty'g i nvol vi ng
individuals and the communal or group forms.. 5

To illustrate the human ecologist's perspective in social inpact,
Mirdock considers the changes that acconpany a large industrial
devel opnent |ocated in a rural area (in the language of the
field, a process of"differentiation*). He notes a typical
sequence of change: 14

e A marked change in the area's sustenance base.,. The traditional
function, usually agriculture, is displaced by the new industry.,

e...produces a change in Patterns of dom nance, in part
because |evels of adaptation are not uniform.. Those nost

closely tied to the new devel opment, having the greatest
control of events, nay experience increases in status and
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resources while those least able to adapt to its inplications
suffer the opposite.
unevenly. Newconers are more likely to benefit than the old-
timers who may find thenselves declining in status and |osing
comunity control.

eo...resulting N an increase in competitivn and conflict. ..

| nvasion by strangers and |oss of control can be expected to
produce social conflicts.

eo_ ..although the effects vary by environnmental context.
Different environnents yield variations in these effects and
require different forns of adaptation.

| npact assessnent, therefore, iS conceptualized as the analysis
of'the effects resulting from the adaptation of individuals and

Firure 6
A Huran Zcological Framework for Impact Analysis

Benefits and costs tend to be distributed
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popul ations to environmental alterations. The inpacted area is
thought of as an ecosystem with various conponents depicted,
along with kinds of data to be considered in the inpact assess-
ment, in Figure 6. O central concern to such an analysis are
how the ecosystem (community) functions, what the major forns
of interdependence are (both symbiotic and comensalisticldy,
how differentiation and dom nance affect the distribution of

I npacts, and what the changes are over a |longer period of tine.

An of fshoot of the foregoing approach, "the community as

ecol ogical systenf, brings in the field ef systems analysis.

Its advocates, Lou D'Amore and Shiela Rittenberg, believe that
wan essenti al requi renent for successful SIA is the evolution

of a theoretical framework which can guide all dinensions of
assessment throughout the course of a study". 16 They -focus their
analysis on the processes of social change through consideration
of three interacting subsystenms of a comunity: the social
system the economic system and the physical system (Figure 7).

The need for social inpact assessnent arises when an action has
been taken or is proposed that is external to the community
context. Such intervention may push the system away from
stability17and introduce stresses into the system The
intervention may be positive or negative but this can only be
determned through examnation of |ocal comunity goals, values,
aspirations and attitudes,in turn arrived at through conmnity
di al ogue.  The conduct of a social inpact assessnent therefore
involves: 1. defining the *existing ecology': 2. ascertaining those
conponents whose system will be affected by the proposed
intervention, 3. determning the nature, nagnitude and duration
of these effects, 4. determning how these in turn affect the
social systemboth directly and indirectly, and 5. suggesting
mtigating neasures to assist tl,h_e social systemto return to a
"stable or nore stable state? Li nki ng social inpact assess-
ment to such a concept of stability is controversial, however.
Various witers - Schon, Lock Land, Dunn, Trist, Mck,etc. - have
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criticized the notion of stability -as a goal in social and

ecol ogi cal systens as superficial and m sqguided. 19

Figure 7 _
Community as an Ecol ogical System
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The human-ecol ogi cal framework differs in several ways from the
social institution/social change approach. The former i s b'roader

in scope, deals nore explicitly with the relationship of the
community to its larger context, and attenpts to uncover

patterns of dom nance and conpetition which govern social change
processes. On the other hand the latter is nore fully devel oped
and its theoretical base is better grounded in research and
practice. Both approaches focus on the way a community functions
day by day. And both enphasize the potential for hunman

adaptation +tc change.

Several attenpts have been nmade recently to develop a theoretical
framework for SIA based on concepts of quality of |life and

social well-being. Linked to recent work on. social indicators,

this approach clainms to be nore "objective" than the 'two frameworKks
just described. Ben-chieh Liu, for exanple, has devel oped a quality-
of-1ife production model applicable at the metrovolitan scale.ZY T+
produces QOL indices by which various efficiency and equity
Inpacts are identified, measured and weighted for use in project
evaluation. Indices are conputed fromcensus data using 123
measurable factors, exanples of which are listed in Table 6,
grouped under five conmponents:  econonic, political, environnental,
heal t h-education and social. Liu contends:

Wth the nodel, indexes based on objective neasures from
physi cal chanq}es can be quantitatively constructed for QOL
conponents with and without the project. The Hifferenc in
the conponent indexes can be used to reflect the projec
_n'?act on_ various grounds so that alternatives cap, be
ifferentiated, priorities set and decision made. <

|
d

To assist in determning the significance of the neasured quality
of life changes, Liu recomrends that each of the conponents be

wei ghted by concerned citizens in the comunity affected by a
proposed project. In this way comunity preferences or values can
be reflected in the assessment of the change in quality of life
that would likely result from the project.
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Table 6 _ _
Quality of Life Indicators
Conponent Fact ors/ I ndi cat or s*
Economi ¢ | ndi vi dual econom ¢ wel | - bei ng Personal income per capita
Weal t h
Community economc health % ?f fﬁnilies above poverty
eve
Degree of econom c con-
centration _
Total bank deposits per
capita
Unenpl oynent rate
Political I ndi vidual activities Inforned citizenry
Political activity
participation
Local governnent factors Pr of essi onal i sm

Envi r onnent al

Heal th and
Educati on

Soci a

I ndi vidual and institutiona

envi r onnent

Nat ural envi ronnent

| ndi vi dual conditions

Community conditions

I ndi vi dual devel opnent

Indi vidual equality

Communi ty |iving conditions

Per f or mance
Wl fare assistance

Air pollution index

Vioual pol | ution

Noi se

Solid waste generated

Water pollution

A imatol ogi cal data

Recreation' area and
facilities

Heal th
Educat i on
Medi cal care _
Educati onal attai nnent
Qpportunity for self-support
Promoti ng maxi mum devel opnent

_of individual capabilities..
W deni ng opportunity for

i ndi vidual choices
Race
Sex
Spati al o
General conditions
Facilities

*+ Selected froma considerably larger list.
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A simlar nmodel focusing onqualities of social life, has been
devised by Marvin Osen and Donna Merwi n. 22 Their work responds
to the criticismthat "use of the cost-benefit format for socia

I npact assessnent has often resulted in environmental inpact
statements designed to denonstrate that the benefits to be gained
froma proposed project wll undoubtedly outwei gh expected costs,
rather than to ascertain the full nature and extent of the

probabl e inpacts‘?23 Social inpacts are conceived as "all changes
in the structure and functioning of patterned social ordering that

‘gure 8 _
.2 Tenporal Context of Social |npacts

Exogenous
Factors

l —

The direct inmpact 1is a chance in the initial condition created by
the pruject, In this case, a construction F_roj ect. Ending the anal-
ysis there, however, would distort the reality of social inpact, in
several ways. First, the chaneed condition |eads to adjustnent and
adaptation 2. But not all individuals, proups, conmunities or ins-
titutions are affected simlarly and they have varying capability
to adapt: there is likely to be *differential social responsiveness
on the ﬁart of the inpacted units*. Second, during the planning
phase the project itself may be adapted 3 in response to public
OﬁpOSItlon or “other inputs. "In addition the project reaches into
the past 4. 1t may be a solution to certain prob1 ens, a response to
per cei ved opﬁ_ortunltl es, or an outcome of some earlier declared in-
tent. This "history' conditions public rssponsivencss at the points
of direct inpact and subsequent adaptation 5 (people may question
the need for the project, doubt that adjustnents will be possible,.
etc.). Hstory also affects the flexibj |t}/ of proponents and reg-
ulators to respond to these demands. Finally, exogenous factors
ésuph as other projects, plans, events) 6 conpound the problem of
eciding which effects are attributablé to the proposed project.

Adapted fromt C. P. WIf, <*Social Impact Assessnent: The State of
the Art', in Social Inpact Assessnent, ed. C. P. Wlf
( Envi r onnent aI_De_nPR_ITS| gn_ Research ASSOC! ation, 1974)111
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occur in conjunction with an environnental, technological or
social innovation or alteration? Since inpacts are seen as
dynam ¢ processes rather than static events, and because they
interact with their original causes reciprocally, they are
measured over time. Figure 8 illustrates this interactive

process for a construction project.

The Olsen/Merwin framework incorporates 55 factors or community
characteristics under six headings: denography, econony, social
structure, public services, social well-being and collective
responses (which neasures how a conmunity maintains or inproves
its quality of life). Each factor is neasured by an index
conprising one or nore indicators. "Political participation”,
for exanple, is determned by conbining the score for the
proportion of registered eligible electors with the turnout rate
at local elections. The overall aimis dynamc system nodeling,
that is, using conputer-based nodels of interacting variables -
the trick is to know how the variables affect each other - to
identify, predict and evaluate all the irrpactb/s likely to result
froma specified alteration in the system

Quality of life frameworks for SIA are still in the devel opnental
stage, The main difficulty with the approach, Liu points out, is
"There is no consensus as to what quality of life is all about,
how quality of life or other social indicators should be defined,
and for whom and in what nmanner they should be constructed". 25
El aborating on this problem Osen and Merw n conclude that since

. ..the concept of "quality of life" has no comonly accepted
meani ng, beyond the vague notion of the "general welfare".,.
perhaps the best we can do is to note that all concept-

ual i zations of "quality of liferrefer in some way or another
to what people think is inportant. |In short (a) whatever
contributes to the quaIH% of life of a population of people
Is ultimtely determned by them not by elites or experts of
any kind, and (b) people's notion of life quality is _
thoroughly infused with normative values concerning what is
good and right in life. Hence there is probably no point in
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trying to construct a single definitive concept of wquality .,
of "1ife" since its neaning is highly relative and val uative,

In other words, quality of life has to be conmunity-based and
participatively determ ned.

Addi tional conceptual frameworks have been advanced by various
researchers and practitioners in the social inpact field %7

(a nunber of these are discussed in Chapter 4). Al agree,
however, that social science theory has an inportant contribution
to make to planning and decision-naking.

SIA and Decision-Making

Social inpact assessnent, according to its advocates, can
sensitize key actors to conditions and relationships that other-
wi se mght not be recognized. It can give them a better under-
standi ng of how social systens function. And it can assist them
in determning what variables to consider, how they are related,
and what constitute racceptable* magnitudes of inpact.

The usual assessnent of environnental and economc inpacts

(wth **environnental ** probably defined to include "social")is
not equivalent to a proper consideration of social inpacts, the
argunent continues. Mich nmore may be involved than pollution,
empl oynent, nunicipal services and aesthetics - the inpacts that
commonly conprise the **soci oeconom c@ section of an environnental
i npact study. The consequences of a project for personal self-
esteem and security, community traditions and lifestyles, vital
social institutions, and cultural norns and values nay be |ess
visible and nore difficult to get hold of or quantify than inpacts
on natural systems. In the longer run, however, such social
inpacts could be nmore inportant, and in the short run they are
often at the root of public concern and opposition.



70

On the other hand, wthout an organizing conceptual franework

a social inpact study is likely to be little more than a cursory
overview of censusdata, an anecdotal history of affected
groups and individuals, a collection of narrow cost-benefit
calculations, or weak conjecture about the significance of

sel ected social trends, so the argument goes, Sych studies,
to-day's norm are easy targets for criticism lack credibility,
and serve the decision-naker poorly.

Cortese and Jones, in a study of energy devel opnents and boom
towns, take this critique further by suggesting that superficial
diagnosis of the social inplications of such projects may lead to
mtigative actions that make the situation worse rather than
better (donfirmng Forrester's contention that conplex systens
tend to be counter-intuitive):

Such changes are not seriously mediated by ﬂrovi ding nore
"adequate” housing, by "professionalizing" the police
department or by building a mental health center. Such
solutions are, in fact, parts of the problem That is, such

I nnovations add to the process of increasing anonymty,
differentiation, bureaucratization, centralization, impersonal-
i zation, specialization and orientation of |ocal community
units toward extra-comunity systems.<9

An additional point is nade. Tending to be overlooked now is

a thorough consideration of the social inplications of inproved
environnental quality. According to critics of the environnental
moverment it is fallacious to assune that environnental benefits
can be sinply equated with social benefits. Environmental

I nprovenents can be regressive in their distributive effects,

as Kreiger arguess:

In trying to inprove the environment we are nost likely to

I ncrease social disparities... The unrealized side-costs

of environnental inprovenent are substantial... By observing
the interaction of ‘environnental quality prograns wth poor
people, We mght come to the conclusion that pollution is
good and environnental quality prograns are bad.
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Consi deration of environnental quality, therefore, ought to go
hand in hand with consideration of social equity; w«gach pursued
alone... is likely to be at the expense of the other". 31

Rigorous environnmental inpact assessnment should be counter-

bal anced by equally rigorous social inpact assessnment. (n the

ot her hand, making visible what has heretofore been hidden

my be far nore radical (and so, far more resisted) than SIA
proponents imagine. Ophuls maintains, "One of the characteristic
features of the invisible hand is that the working of the economc
process are largely concealed... Capitalismis thus an economc
system founded on hidden social costs, in which devel opnent...
woul d not have occurred if all the costs had been counted in
advance". 3 Linits to SIA are built into the social system itself.

"Even when they are pursuing a nodest level of SIA however,
those pressing for its application feel thenselves to be in a

di sadvantaged position, nuch the same as environnental
professionals were before EIA becane part of public policy.
Lacking a clear mandate, social scientists are unable to conpete
effectively with others who influence policy formulators,

project planners and decision-makers. A sociologist suns up
this frustration:

Wiile it has been denonstrated that planned change prograns
have disruptive influences within affected _grougs, sel dom are
the social costs given nmuch consideration in the decision-naking
relative to determning whether or not a project wll be

i npl enented.  Agencies continue to plan and inpl ement large-
scale prograns W thout conprehensive research relative to the
soci al consequences of their actions. The change agencies are
acutely aware of the inpact of a planned project upon some
species of wldlife, but social groups appear to be of little
consequence. Perhaps it wll be necessary for generic man to
be added to the endangered species |ist before good, enpirical
social inpact assessnment will be forthcomng and incorporated
into devel opnent planning. 33



72

In summary, then, the pro-SIA position responds to a critique of
public decision processes that are seen to display sone serious
short com ngs:

e The tendency of proponents and regulators to be oriented
primarily toward "policy" and broadly defined social needs, in
disregard of the effects of specific actions on individuals,
groups and organizations, communities and institutions.

The assunption is that the benefits of proposed actions
general |y outweigh any social costs (any left over are the
price of progress or the responsibility of others) - otherw se
why would there be such policies? A related criticismis
that too little feedback exists between policies and the
specific effects they create.

e The overlooking of deeper structural aspects of comunity
and social life not readily apparent to the untrained eye
(the existence and functioning of an ecological system
simlarly may not enter the awareness of the amateur
naturalist).

e The failure of planning and inpact assessment processes to
expose all of the concerns in an affected area or to predict
future social effects.

o The. lack of consideration of distributive effects of
projects, which nakes them prone to exacerbating the disparities
within society.

e And finally, the failure of proponents and decision-nakers
to address critical questions of responsibility and
accountability for social effects that subsequently arise.
Reducing such "externalities" was a basic reason for introducing
environmental inpact assessnent in the first place.

| nproving the understanding of processes of social change
and community devel opnent,of culture and social well-being, and
of other social phenonena, therefore, and incorporating that
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understanding in project planning and decision-making, are seen
as worthwhile objectives, urgently in need of attention. They
are worthwhile, however, not just to give nore than superficial
treatment t0 the adverse effects of devel opnment on people and
their comunities, or to produce decisions that are nore
equitable. Another compelling rationale is to prevent essential
projects from being unduly delayed or denied by public concern
that otherwise mght have been alleviated by a style of

deci si on-maki ng enlightened by social inpact assessment and
public participation.

That does not mnimze the major difficulties that confront
the advancenent of the SIA field. It nmay be conmpared with
environmental inpact assessment. \Wereas EIA (in the US.)
grew out of a popular consensus on environmental problens,
there exists today little public or political consensus on
social problenms. 1A was acconpanied by a public and a
professional |anguage; SIAis not. Environnental problens
such as pollution could be evaluated against established
standards (or at least an accepted approach could be applied);
not so for social problems. Agencies existed or could be
established (Departnents of the ZEnvironment, for exanple) to
deal with environnental problens; responsibility for social
problens is far less clear and the public mod does not favour
the creating of new public agencies especially for "social"
programs. Gven all this anmbiguity and lack of support, the
tendency in the American experience has been to piggyback SIA
onto =1A and to adopt procedural solutions such as public
participation in mninmal forms. In Canada, however, public
participation (discussed below) is less a "natural" conponent
of governnent than in the United States, and Canadians |ack the
access Anerican citizens have to information and to the courts.
Participative solutions in Canada often give the distinct inpression
of tokenism For this reason people tend to distrust them
assumng (as has often been said in public hearings) that the
decisions have already been made. Al of this adds to the
problem of inproving 3IA practice,
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SIA and its Critics

Critics of social inpact assessnment are not convinced that it
warrants being treated as though it were a mature field. Some
critics maintain that SIAis effectively non-existent, a collection
of laregely untested concepts and proposed methods; at best the

fieldis still in the early stages of develooment. "The
exi stingconpendi unof [social science-) theory, analysis and
interpretation of data.,, is a relatively weak endeavour when

conpared to the epistenological basis of natural and even

econoni ¢ studies". 3* Others believe that more can be achi eved by

maki ng inprovenents to conventional economc, environmental and

land use studies.than by inventing a new basis for project assessment.

There is a nore basicC crticism. Unlike the environmental ScCiences,
much of the research in the social sciences has been basic rather
than applied. The result is a relatively weak |inkage between
‘the problems defined by social science research and the inpact
-assessnent problems faced by project decision-nmakers. Cortese
and Jones, for exanple, found:

Many of those working in social inpact assessnent have | ooked

to the literature on the sociology of mnodernization but have
had little success in finding nuch useful information on the

transition process itself. Aso the literature in human
ecol ogy, V\hIpCh still holds theoretical prorﬁse for t hlfs ar ea,
has been found lacking in applicable research findings.35

Soci al science theory, from this perspective, mav be able to provide
sonme useful insights into social phenomenon such asinstitvu+ional
change, alienation and anome, individual and group behaviour,
comunity networks and so on. But it is generally ill-suited

to the analytic and predictive needs of inpact assessment. The
poor quality of SIA studies, therefore, is less attributable to

| ack of application of what is known in the social sciences than

to the inapplicability of this know edge in the first place,

It is argued.
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A final problem was expressed by a senior v.Z. official inter-

viewed during this study. "Social inpacts are merely politics",

he maintains. That is, the deeper unsolved issues that
inevitably arise from a well-done social inpact study belong

in the political arena (a view that is elaborated in Chapter 5).
This attitude, favoured by politicians and common among civil
servants who advise and influence them appears to offer little
room for a new field that seeks to provide a nore informed

basis but not a substitute for political decisions.

For sone these arguments wll strike a responsive chord; others
will see themas a cursory dismssal of cerious efforts to address
pressing problems. The uninitiated observer may suspect that
the debate between the proponents and opponents of s1ais little
more than a skirmsh anong conpeting disciplines and professions.
Cn one side are various social scientists, long excluded from the
public decision-making arena, attenpting to lesitimize their
approach to project evaluation and gain the recognition they
feel their know edge inputs deserve. ¢n the other side are
project planners, designers and managers who already consider

t hensel ves to be taking social issues into account and fully
capable of handling public concerns. Also on this side are
advisors, chiefly scientists and professional:; from disciplines
that underplay the social dinension, who regard the new inputs
with barely disgquised disdain, There nay even be sonme environ-
mentalists who a few years ago were also on the outside

looking in and who today see social scientists crashing their
party. None of this group is anxious to give up any nrofessional
or disciplinary territory.

A further conplication is the existence of several alternate
strategies - other solutions to the basic problens to which

SIA responds - nake it possible to avoid dealing directly wth
the new field,
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Other Strategies

Agenci es whose projects have been delayed or blocked by public
opposition may be tenpted to attribute "people problenms** that
arise prior to or during inpact assessment to inadequate
information to, consultations with or involvenment of

i ndividual s and groups affected by their projects. Defining
the problem in this way |eads to solutions other than SIA.

| mproved communication with the affected comunity is one.
Its underlying assunption is that public concern and opposition
are the result of ignorance and msinformation which, if

corrected ("education is the selective relief of ignorance"),
wi |l produce sufficient public support to enable the project

to proceed. Enlightened proponent agencies take responsibility
not only for conmunicating information about their projects

but also for doing this in a manner that reduces msinter-
pretation by the receivers.

Public relations is another solution. Here the enphasis is on
the publicinmage of the project and of its sponsoring agency.
PR probably is always present to some degree, on the part of
all actors. A full-scale PR approach may be essential when
the proponent has a poor track record on environnmental quality
and/or in dealing with affected publics. But generally it
primarily serves the interests of the proponent.

Public participation is a third solution, often enconpassing
the previous two but going further to involve, in the planning
and assessment of a project, those who will be directly affected
by it.36 Participation (discussed further in the next section)
can range across a wide continuum from tokenism and nanipul ation
to conmmunity control, with a matching spectrum of nethods.
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Each of these solutions, or combinations of them could be seen
as conplementary rather than as alternatives to social inpact
assessment.  On their own, however, they- are likely to be

i nadequate.  For exanple, relying on public participation to
disclose social inpacts assumes that the people affected can
define these inpacts; it overlooks the difficulty nmost people
have in understanding and visualizing future change or detecting
the subtler effects (such as gradual loss of a way of life).
Simlarly, a group or a community anxious to obtain the short-
term benefits of a project may too easily rationalize away its
adverse |onger-term consequences. Furthernore, standard
participative exercises do not reach and involve certain groups
in the local population, often the nost disadvantaged or nost
vul nerable to sudden social change. They may even suppress sone
views, if the issue is controversial.

A further alternative to SIA is to build social considerations
more promnently into the early stages of project planning, and
to follow up project inplenentation with nonitoring and review
processes that catch and are'able to deal with unforeseen
social inmpacts. This approach, discussed later in this report,
makes good sense. In fact it was and remains a basic objective
of environnental inpact assessnent - one that appears to be
enjoying a fair degree of success. 37 Werth noting from the
El A experience, however, is that it took the @action-forcing
mechani sni of NEPA to bring about nore environnmentally oriented
project planning: it is a result of, not a substitute for
environnental inpact assessnent. The sanme likely can be said
for social inpact assessment.

Anong the inplications of the state-of -the-art of s1a for
agencies with responsibility for or involvenent in assessnent
processes, two stand out: difficulty in avoiding explicit
consideration of social inpacts; and problens in determning in
specific cases whether social inpacts can be adequately assessed
and reviewed and by whom  The next section examnes these
problens nore closely in the context in which they arise, the
conduct of social inpact studies.



Chapter 4
The Conduct of Social Impact Studies
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The previous section examned "substantive" frameworks that
influence the content of social inpact studies. No consensus
exists on which set of concepts ought to underpin such studies.
There is, however, general agreement on how they ought to be
conducted and on the "procedural™ or "nethodol ogical" framework
in social inpact assessment.

This chapter describes and critically reviews the four-part
net hodol ogi cal  framework, borrowed from EIA that is in common
use anong SIA practitioners. Several alternatives, responding
to practical concerns about the franework,are also discussed
briefly.

The Procedural Framework

The net hodol ogi cal approach generally accepted in the SIA field
has been adapted from environmental inpact assessment.  Four
conceptual |y distinct steps (or analytic functions) conprise the
EIA framework: identification, prediction, assessment and
evaluation. Table 6 conpares these steps with the nodified
form they have taken in social inpact assessnment: profiling,
projection, assessment and eval uation.

Experience in the field has revealed some weaknesses in the

modi fied framework and its validity is increasingly being
questioned. SIA practitioners are beginning to look to their own
energing field and the social problens it addresses as the source
of methods for assessing social inmpacts and criteria for judging
the results. At present, however, the framework still

domnates SIA practise.
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Table 7
Steps in Inpact Assessment

Methodological Framework For Met hodol ogi cal Franework For

Envi ronnental | npact Assessment Soci al Inpact Assessnent

Identify the full range of Profile the existing social conditions

envi ronnent al featuresgand In the area likely to be affected by the

Brocesses likely to be affected proposed project or its alternative&
the proposed project or its establish the "vefore" conditions,

alternatives: establish the "be- current trends and concerns.

fore" condition and current trends

Predict the nagnitude, spatial Project the social changes that are

drmensions and probability of likely to occur, drawing attention to

potential environmental _ the distribution of expected changes

modi fications drawing attention anong the(feople affected by the

to direct and indirect effects and project and its alternatives.

primary and secondary effects
in the imediate area and beyond.

Assess the relative inportance Assess the relative inmportance of the

of the predicted effects, taking expected changes for each of the groups
into account the current condi- affected taking into account socia

tion and the future condition conditions they now experience, future
that would result in any case social conditions in any case, and the

as well as possible mtigative future social condition they would prefer,
measur es. al so taking into account possible mti-

gative mneasures.

Eval uate the overall acceptability Evaluate the overall acceptability or

or "1mpact” of the proposed project "rnpact” of the proposed project and
and each of its alternatives. each of its alternatives.

The S1A framework and principles guiding its application are

di scussed next, step by step. Exanples of methods and techniques
now used indicate where the field is at. Near the end of the
section, the framework's weaknesses are reviewed and sone
alternatives are presented.
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Prof iling

To assess the potential social inpact of a proposed project

it is first necessary to describe the initial or current
condition of the area likely to be affected. Profiling should
establish baseline information which the assessor can use to
ascertain what difference the project would nake to, among other
things, the lives of the people it affects. Analytic tasks
involved include: 1. selecting boundaries for the inpact study area
and 2. deternining what aspects of the social setting should

be described. The manner in which these tasks are conducted
condi tions subsequent phases of the social inpact study. In
this sense, profiling sets the limts for projecting, assessing
and eval uating inpacts.

Sonetimes inpact area boundaries are set using sinple rules of
thumb - e.g., taking the comutershed of‘ the construction workforce
when the project is a large-scale power generating station, or
the city limts if the main objective of the inpact study is to
provide a data base for negotiating financial conpensation to
the municipality for inpacts on its public services and facilities.
The nore common approach, however, is to define inpact area
boundaries to coincide with the proposed project's "sphere of
influence", Prelimnary identification of the project's potential
Inpacts and affected interests is used to determne the limts
of the area to be studied. For example, in an examnation of

a proposed expressway in Louisville, Kentucky, three zones of
influence were identified (Figure 9): one parallel to the

hi ghway, as wide as the likely range of attenuation of noise
and vibration; one a half-mle wde surrounding each interchange,
reflecting the expressway% potential econom c and devel opment al
influence; and one coinciding with the nunicipal boundaries,

to indicate inpacts on the community as a whole. L' The I npact
assessors also acknow edged two broad categories of affected
conmmunity interests: those in "soft* comunities which could
sustain nost easily the changes caused by the expressway; and
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those in "hard® comunities (such as | owincone families and
the elderly) which would have nore difficulity adapting to the
project's inpacts.

Figure 9
Impact Areas f or a Proposed Expressway Expansion, Louisville, Kentucky

B

-- Expressway Wdening Project seeeeees Prinmary Inpact Areas A
Arterial Road © ... . (imrediately adjoining expressway)

‘ Major | npact’ Areas B
mnmm (wathin ¥ m|e of interchanges)
Inpact Area C (City as a ol e)

Source; University of Louisville, Uban Studies Center, Social Capacity Indic-
ators, Community Consultati on Wattersen Zxpressway, 1972

Once inpact area boundaries have been established, the assessor
has to decide which social variables to take into account. Two
broad principles appear to be widely accepted. First, all

| evel s of "society" should be addressed; that is, the social

I npact study should examne the project's inplications for
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i ndi vi dual s, groups, organizations, and conmunities. And
cecond, social inpacts should cover the full range of social
consequences, nhot just those linked to environnental quality or

to economc gains and | osses. J

Various approaches, each with advantages and disadvantages, are
taken to defining the social variables to be profiled.
substantive frameworks of the kind discussed in Chapter 3
could guide this selection. They have not often been used for
this purpose, however, 4 perhaps because those who typically
fornul ate concepts and nethods and those who typically prepare
inpact statenents tend to be different groups with different
interests. 2 Instead practitioners tend to use shot-gun and
checkl i st approaches. anobng others.

1. Shot-gun approach. As the label inplies, this method involves
ad hoc selection of every social variable or comunity
characteristic that seens appropriate. Two concerns comon to
environmental and social inpact assessment are sinultaneously
satisfied: the need for conprehensiveness, ensuring that all
possi bl e i npacts have been considered; and the need for
objectivity, removing bias from the decisions on which inpacts

t o exam ne.

A well-known U S. case, the inpact study for the new comunity
of Cedar-Riverside, prepared by the U S. Department of Housing
and Urban Devel opnent, exenplifies the shot-gun approach: 6 The
proposed community was planned to cover 100 of 336 acres of an
urban renewal area in central Mnneapolis. Blighted Iand uses
were to be replaced with five residential neighbourhoods
totaling 13,000 dwelling units with a conbined population

of 25-30,000. Quided mainly by common sense, a group of experts
assenbled an array of 43 variables in four categories - urban
systens, urban landscape, natural systems and social systens
(Table 8) — ained at ensuring that all conceivable factors
were included. Each factor was then profiled in turn,
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Cedar-Ri verside EI'S, Kinneapolis

Cat egory Fact or Cat egory Fact or

AU ban Systems Ropu!ation density C. Natural air quality
ousi ng Systems  noise it
ener “ water quality
p&%(&y terralg
fire vePetatlon
education wildlife
rel ocation | and use
public health . _ _
wat er D. Social' soci o-economc
sewage _ Systens econonic and socia
surface drainage problens _
flood control citizen participation
solid waste social facilities
street cleaning and services
enpl oynent efforts to avoid areas

public transit _
vehi cular-circul ation

of friction
child devel opnent

Barklng social and psychol ogi -
icycle cal effects of hi-rise
pedestrian historical preserv-
open space and ation
recreation
B. U ban design concept
Candscape views and vistas
hei ght of structures
| andscapi ng
l'ighting
utilities
Source: U S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Devel opment, Draft Environmental

| npact St atenment on the New Community of Cedar-Riverside,
IV{ nneagol IS (Jashington, ﬁC:HUD,l??ZIi

The shot-gun approach has several

dr awbacks.

It lacks rigour

and therefore contributes little to explanations of cause-effect,

It can be quite tinme-consumng, and it tends to create far

mor e

variety than the inpact assessors or planners can handle. 7
Studies resulting from shot-gun profiles produce masses of

I nformation, nost
and deci sion purposes.
rel ationships among factors or of their

s given of
| mpor t ance.

of it in retrospect

unnecessary for
Units of neasure vary and no indication

pl anni ng

relative
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To minimize these problens SIA practitioners sonetines nodify
the shot-gun approach by subjecting the long list of social

factors to public or peer review They then assign relative

wei ghts to each factor prior to profiling. In this way, "although
some attention would be given to nearly every socioeconomc aspect
I magi nable, only those factors of greatest conmunity concern

woul d be dealt with in the final assessment?®

2. The social inpact checklist approach involves listing the
proposed project's potential inpacts (such as noise, displacenent
of residents, secondary economc developnent) and then determn-
ing what characteristics of the affected area should be

described (e.g., anbient noise levels, attachment to place,
existing land use and related goals and objectives). nly those
social variables explicitly related to the selected inpacts are
profiled. This nethod is nost often used when the socia
consequences of the class of project in question are well
docunented and easily identified. Transportation, water resource
and energy projects fall into this category.

Over the last 10 years several social inpact checklists have
been constructed. Hitchcock, for example, reviewed research on
the social inpacts of water resources devel opment projects and
identified 21 key inpacts in four categories (Figure 10); ad-
ding inmpact levels and a tinme frane enriched his framework
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Figure 10
Soci al Inpacts of Water Resources Devel opnent Projects
1. Distributional Inpact JIrpact Levels

(shiftrng residential individual 4—) community {—» organ- -
patterns, popul ation groups region izations
nobi lity, residential institu-
density, relocation, tions
i ncone distribution |< society/cul ture ————}J
cost s/ benefits) past/present/future :

2. Gpportunity |npacts
(change 1N a person s
ability to enjoy ed-
cational, cultural,
econom ¢ opportunities)

3. Local Service Delivery

Impacts
(social services, "hard"

services, etc.

4. Community Cohesion Jmpacts
(perceptions of and recact-
fons to change includin
local conflict, economc
social stability)

Take account of: And: _
e connect edness @ange (which, Wno?1
@ontrol (robustness) escale (how nuch, how many)
® urgency e value (how nuch of which'is worth

to whom tradeoffs)

Adapted from  Henry Hitchcock, Analytical Review of Research Reports
on Soci al Tmpacts Of 'Jater Resourccs Development Projects
Fort Belvoir, VA: (VA Engl neer Institute for Uater
sour ces, 1977)

Fi nsterbusch devised a checklist of 83 social inpacts, in eight
categories, for use in assessing highway projects (Table9).
And Susskind and O Hare, in a study of energy projects,

singl ed out eight main socioeconomic conponents of the boom-

t own probl em (Table 10).
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Table 9 ] ]
Checklist of Social Inpacts of Highway Locations
Caterory Soci al | npact Category Soci al | mpact
Di spl accnent a.Zconomic Impacts on Displacees: Accessibility a.Increagsed Cpportunities for
and Reroval New housi ng costs and Effects Residents:
of Residents conpensation Enpl oynent
Mortgage availability Schooling ]
Movi ng expenscn Shoppi ng, services |
Chances in tranop. coats Recreation, entertainment

b.Social/f'sycholog¢ical | npacts
on Displacces
Anxi ous anticipation
Search time, inconvenience
Di srupted social relationships
Di spl acement from famliar
surroundings
End of habitual behaviour
Rel ationship with relocation
per sonnel
c.Housing Changes for Displacees:
Renter-to-owner, owner-to-renter
Type of housing
Qualitative change
d. I'mpact of Residential
ment on Neighbourhood
" Loot custoners, nenbers, etc.
Inc;eased distances to friends,
etc.

Property deterioration, reduced

Barrier
Effects

Addi tional

mpacts on

Di spl ace- Neighborhood

b. I ncreased Conveni ence for
Residents:
Qui cker commuting
Easi er socializing
c.lnvasion by CQutsiders:
Crowded facilities
Conpetition
Possi bl e crime, vandalism
Pedestrian deprivation
Nei ghbour hood  di vi si on ]
H ndrance to emergency services
Nei ghbour hood i solation
a.Change in Land Val ue, User
Zoning changes, etc.
Reduced property val ues
b.New Traffic Patterns:
Changed service areas
Changed nci ghb. boundari es
Changed social networks
Increased traffic density

_neighb. attractiveness c. Conmuni ty-characteristic
Ti ghter housing markev Changes:
Acqui sition a.Dicplacement of Bucinesses: integration vs. conflict
of Non- Difficulty obtaining site Residential stability ) )
Resi denti al lioving expenses. Fopulatioen dencity, distribution
Properties Cost of relocation Comunity plans, goals
Loss of marginal buciness Private plans, goals
b. Renoval of Neighb. Xesources: Popul ation characteristics
Lost parks; open space d.Effects on Tax Revenucs
I ncreased distance to facilities and Zxpenditures:
Loss of nearby services Transit Systens )
I ncreased distance to services Political " participation
c.Displacement of Pl aces of User Travel time, fuel consunption
Employment: Benef i t Saf ety o )
Increased transp. costs Reduced driving strain
Increased commutiing tine Travel stimulated
Lost jobs
Change of | obs. ]
Proximity a.Effects on Habitat:, Pre-. Reduced val ues of properties
Effects Noi se, vibration, interference Acqui sition Reduced mnai nt enance, etc.
Construction Changes I ncreased motivation to nove out
Air polluticn Real estate specul ation
Spoi l'ed view G oups formed in opposition
b.Highway Externalities: Political influence exerted
I nsul ati on, soundproofing costs
Air conditioning
Fencing, landscaping
Increased naintenance,
housework
c.Effects on Residents:
Safety . . .
Construction inconveni ences
Constructi on business, employ-
nment .
d.Effects on Busi ness, Services,
etc.8
Changed visibility.
Incrcascd noise, air pollution
Acsthctic effects
Decreased buninezu, service
Logt busincss ON previous
maj or routws
Source:  Kurt Finusterbuuch, A iethodology for Social Impact Ascesument of Highway Locations,

(Brooklandvi lle, iDs

maryland C La Le Highvwuy Administralion, 1976], pp. 10 -13,
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Table 10 _
Soci oeconom ¢ Conponents of the Boomtown Problem

Social Disruptions. |Increased rates of alcoholism drug abuse, nenta
ITTness, divorce and juvenile dellnqueniy, especial ly anonP | ong-time
residents, frequently acconpany the sudden changes in population m x
and patterns of everyday life.

Public Service Needs. In the period of rapid growth, services beconme
overburdened or unavailable to sone groups. |f the comunity builds
the required services in advance of the expected boom the costs in
fhe ffﬁn1of increased tax rates have to be borne by those who now

ive there.

Shortage of Private Goods and Services. The private market rarely
keeps pace wth the demand 1or goods and services,especially housi'ng.
Infiation. Excess demand triggers inflation in prices, wages and

rents, Teading to hardships for senior citizens.and others on
fi xedi ncones.

Revenue Shortfalls. Even though growth expands sal es and property
fax bases, revenu=s increase nore slowy than costs in the short run
due to (a) delays between the time devel opnent begins and proPerty or
sales tax revenues are realized, (b) delays in raising capital fecr
constructlnP and inproving public facilities, (c¢) capital needs
beyond | ocal governnent's |egal borrow ng capacity, and (d) location
of high tax-yielding properties outside the conmunities hosting the
newconers, wth resulting public costs. .

Resources Lost to Cther Uses. Industry and.its workers are notably
consumtive Of Three resources needed by the agricultural econony:
water, land and | abour.

Aesthetic Deterioration. Boomtown devel opments tend to sacrifice
amenity to economy and ease of construction.

Fundanmental Chance. An inportant cost of boomtown devel opment

borne by the original residents of the comunity has nothing to do

W th conventional -indicators of stress or inadequacy since it results
fromthe change itself rather than what the town changes to. \hen
devel opnent occurs the appearance, social structure, friendship
patterns, style of life, and ncarly everything el se about the
comunity changes, and the community that supported the residents

di sappears.

Sour ce: Lawr ence Susskind and Michael O Hare, Managing the Soci a
and Econom ¢ Imnacts Of Enersy Development: L tratesies T Or
Facll 1ty 3iting and Compensating [ npacted Communities and
| ndi vi dual s. Summary Report., Thase 1 Of The WIT Fnergy
Impact _Project (Canbridge, ia: lassachusetts ITnstrfute of
Technology, cZnergy | npacts Project, Dec. 1977),pp.8-9.
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After formulating a checklist of potential inpacts the assessor
should be able to determne what baseline data are needed to
establish whether these inpacts are likely to occur in a
particul ar case and, if so how severe they will be. An
empirically derived inpact checklist, conpared with the shot-
gun nethod, nore rigorously focuses the collection of data on
potential inpact problens. This places the assessor on firner

ground when deciding which social variables to consider and
which to ignore. Shortcomngs of the checklist nethod include:
no single checklist is universally endorsed or even widely
applied (as the Leopold matrix was in ElIA); and criteria for
determning which list is best suited to a particular situation
are unclear.

Projecting

Anticipating the social consequences of the proposed project
comprises -the second step in the faniliar SIA methodol ogi cal
framework. Wth baseline data in hand the assessor determ nes
which inpacts are likely to occur in this case, should the project
or its alternatives proceed, as well as who would be affected,

in what way and for how | ong.

Two problems that conplicate social inpact forecasting are the
elusive nature of the cause-effect |inkages which underlie
social change and the tendency for social inpacts to be both
"perceived" and "real". Recognizing these problens, SIA

met hodol ogi sts have adjusted nethods for inpact prediction, drawn
from £IA,+0 reflect the nature of social systems. Rather than
view ng projects as causing discrete social inpacts, for exanple,
Baur and Wl f recommend that social inpacts be regarded as the
results of a "conplex process of interchange between many persons,
groups, organizations and publics". 9 Wl f elaborates:

Instead of a sinple cause-effect nodel it is nmore in accord
with the facts to use an interactive nodel based on an holistic



90

approach to the situation. Some may prefer to call it a system

model : but it is a very open, dynamc system The approach I'S
holistic in the sense that it tries to take account o

nultiple factors within and from outside the affected l|ocality.
Furthernore, the agency or corporation that is planning the
project should be viewed as part of the total social situation.
It is a subsystem of national or regional scope which inpinges
on other subsystems within the area affected by the proposed

project. Their interaction gives rise to new subsystenms in the
form of social movements and the groups instigated by the
agency's public participation program

Wiat the interactive approach undertakes, then, is to
"deresidualize” social inpacts apg to promote them to
a position of causal impartance.

Stanford Research Institute, in a study for the US. Arny
Engineer Institute for \Water Resources, identified 73 forecasting
techniques that have been or could be used in estimating future
social conditions (Table 11). The techniques were grouped into
three broad categories:

1. Time series and projections which deal principally wth
nethods for trend forecasting, essential to identifying and
assessing current and potential problens.

2. Models and simulations which deal principally with methods
for gauging interactions anong events and hence are essential
for measuring the consequences of actions.

3. Qualitative and holistic nmethods which deal principally
with nethods of forecasting the broad context of the future,
including societal alternatives and patterns of values on
-whi ch normative judgments rest.
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Table 11 _ o
Techni ques for Estimating Future Social Conditions

. Cost-benefit analysis 38, Panels
Statistical nodels (Bayesian) 39. Del phi _ _
Marginal anal ysis Lo. Psychographics or life style
. KSIM 41 Activities, interests, oplnions

1
2
3
L
5
6. Paraneter analysis
7
8
9
10

. Mssion flow diagrans 42. Life ways
_ _ ug. H storical anal ogy

. Oross-inpact analysis A4, Aternative futures

. Input-output analysis Ls. Divergence mapF| ng _

. Wrld oil price simulation L6. Introspective forecasting

. Breakt hroughs 47. U opi as/ dyst opi as
11. Precursor event3 _ 48, Nodes and mechani sns of change
12. Econonetric forecasting 49, Study of forces of change
13. Dynam c nodel s 50. Macrohistorical cycle
14, Structural nodels 51. Cross-cultural conparisons
15. Decision analysis 52. Synectics
16. Morphol ogi cal nodel i ng 53. Brainstorm ng
17. Decision natrices 54. Bionics =
18. Rel evance trees _ 55. Science fiction as forecasts
19. Theoretical limts and barriers 56. Exponential smoothing
20. Analysis of industrial behaviour 57. Sinple repression
21. Technol ogi cal audit 58. Moving averages
22. Social trend analysis 59. '<'u1ti%1e regression
23. Canonical trend variation 60. Gowh curves
25. surprise-free projections 61. Envelope curves =
26. Social indicators _ 62, Link-relative prediction
27. Leading indicators (economc) 63. Box-Jenkins
28. Change S|1gnals moni tori ng 64, Cycle analysis
29. Critical tactor3 analysis 65. Systens analysis _
30. Estimates of preference3 66. R sk anal ysis simulation
31. Subjective estimates of probability 67. Contextual mapping
32. Prediction of changeover point3 68. SRl Gulf energy nodels
33. AUPI I tude-adj usted index 69. Gane3
34, Ditfusion index _ 70. Poli c%_ capture _
35. Authority or »genius* forecasting 71. Probabilistic forecasting
36. Surveys of intention or attitudes 72. Normex forecasting
37. Surveys of activities or unit3 73. Substitution forecasting

Source: Arnold Mtchell, et al, Handbook of Forecasting Technigues
\S\gort Bel voir, Vv.A: U.3. Arny Engineer Institute for

ter Resources, 1975), pp.289-291.

So far, however, few systematic methods of social inpact fore-

casting have been devel oped. one notable exanple is the nethod
advanced by Burdge and Johnson. 1! pabeled "Diachronic Conparative

Anal ysis", it represents a nore rigorous and objective version of
a method routinely used, though in a haphazard way, in planning
studies. 12 Illustrated by Figure 11, the nethod invol ves
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"matching” the potential social inpact situation with a previous
case and determning "if, gi ven similare predevel opment conditions
and simlar resource devel opment projects, the social inpact of

a conpl eted devel opnent project in Conmmunity A can be general-

lzed to and predictive of what will happen in Community B where
devel opnent is planned?13 The obvious prerequisite to the nethod' s
application is, as WIf points out, "establishing and validating

a criterion of sameness by which the predictive (social inpac&%
and control (conparison) cases can be successfully matched."

Figure 11
Ti %e Di nensi ons of a Conparative Diachronic Study to Predict Social Inpacts
of Resource Devel opnent

Gb"mgar‘artive | Xy %
(Comﬁﬁﬁf; A ] actual impact

wi t h- proj ect
alternative

\ - - - Impact Xy >>
T Study — —
no- pro(j ect (community B) Pro-jected I npact
alternative
Control >
(Corr?rtul#]?ty c) monitoring
T T, T,
past present futlre

Comunity At a comunity simlar to community B and with a
simlar project X, in place

Community B: the |ocation of the proposed project Xb
Comunity C: a comunity simlar to B but with no project

Adapted from Rabel J. Burdge and Sue Johnson, "Sociocultural Aspects of
the Effects of Resource Development, in Handbook for Envir-
onmental Planning: The Social Consequences of Environmental
Change, ed. James McEvoy II1 and Thomas Dletz (New York:
Wiley, 1977), p. 2u46
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Assessing

This step involves a careful analysis of the projected inpacts to
discover their relative inportance (i.e., to separate critical and
non-critical changes) and to estimate the kinds of "social costs"
that the project would create, doing this in as "technically neutral"
a manner as possible. At this stage the assessor begins to specify
what difference the project would nake or, as Duncan and Jones

put it, "So "what? and Who cares?" Deferred to the next step is
explicit consideration of values, that is,whether the changes are
"good" or "vad" or better/worse than the existing condition.

Initially, in environmental inpact assessnment, “impacts" were
defined sinply as the difference between two forecasted futures -
with and wthout the project (Figure 12). Though consi stent

with traditional cost-benefits analysis, this definition proved
to be inadequate for inpact assessment; forecasted futures were
often too uncertain to provide a firm basis for assessnent.

Enphasi s shifted to a conpari son between baseline social conditions

Figure 12 _ _
Alternate #utures in Social |npact Assessnent

Present Fut ur es
____%>(% without the
le \_1¥ project
"F, With the ’
ZSZ ‘%>(;_§ project
F desired
3 future

Current
Condition

EIA originally conpared:
e F, and F,

SI'A conpares

A, andd, (net change created by the project)

and
e pi and P, (desirability of the project, from the
3 “community perspective)
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and the future with or without the project. Social inpact
assessors further refined this approach by I ncorporating the
desired future (i.e., the comunity's goals and aspirations) in
the conparison. A conplete assessnent, therefore, determnes the
net effects that a project would likely have on individuals,
groups, organizations/institutions and communities. This involves
two comparisons (Figure 12): between the change brought by the
_project and the change that would occur in any case; and between
the future brought by the project and the future(s) desired by the
comuni ty.

The criteria used to estimate the "objective inportance" of
forecasted social consequences are still evolving. Many are
borrowed from EIA and from economcs. Duncan and Jones pinpoint
nine neasures of significance comonly used to interpret social
effects?

@mgni tude: a large anount of change in one area has greater
inportance than a small amount of change.

e®Universality:a change affecting a |arge nunber of people or
geographic area has greater potential significance than an
I npact on only a few people or a snmall area.

o Duration: an inpact that will last a long period of tine is
likely to have greater significance than one lasting a short
tine.

oNumber Of inpacts: a project with which a nunber of inpacts
are associated may be deemed nore significant than one which
has only a few effects.

*Cunul ative inpact: although the inpact itself alone may be
of mnor inportance, an inpact which adds to a series of
earlier inpacts can becone of great social concern.
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®Irreversibility: effects that cannot be changed nay be nore
Inportant than effects that are capable of being mtigated
or reversed through human intervention.

*Uni qgueness: an inpact that has not occurred in the area
before may be considered inportant because it sets a precedent.

®Social vulnerability: aninpact which adversely affects a
group of people lacking the resources or skills to adjust to
it may be considered nore significant than a simlar inpact
which acts on a group not socially vul nerable.

®Controversiality: an inpact that stirs up public debate or
concern probably requires greater attention than one that is
not disruptive or divisive.

Qher criterial® evident in social | npact studies and in the
literature of the field include costs of mtigation (direct
dollar cost as well as hardship neasures such as the availability
of resources and opportunity costs), probability of inpact
occurrence, risks associated with inpacts (the adverse effects of

a nucl ear powerplant, for exanple, my involve low probability
but. high risk) and "impact manageability". The latter criterion,

referring to the capability to deal effectively with projected
inpacts, is a recent addition to the list, not yet wdely
applied. It questions an assunption that underlies mtigation
proposals: that such measures will actually be inplenmented, i.e,,
that the potential for social inpacts to be prevented or
mnimzed by proponent, governnental or other responses will be
realized in this case. An obvious example is the contention that
secondary devel opnent and its effects will be controlled through
land use planning and nanagement. The theory is sound and the
pronise is difficult to challenge. But whether perfornance

mat ches promise Wi || depend on the willingness of elected
representatives and the capabilities Of appointed officials to
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exercise the available powers; experience tells us that often it
does not happen. Assessing the relative inportance of projected

inpacts, therefore, requires a realistic appraisal of their
manageability.

Irrespective of the criteria used, the mgjority of =5IA
practitioners support, as a procedural principle, the assessnent
of potential social conditions from the resident's point of view
as well as from the professional's. According to Finsterbusch
(among others) a social inpact study should reveal what the
changed situation neans to those affected, how they perceive it
and how they are likely to respond to it.

objective social conditions are observable and therefore
measur abl e by quantitative indicators such as incone, Size

of house, age o? car and calories consumed per day. Qallty
of life assessments, however,  should go beyond objective
social conditions and ascertain the meaning of these
conditions for the individual... Since it iS nearly universal
that people want nore than |ess income, housing, friéndships,
acessibility, goods and services, health, safety, etc.,
objective information can determne the direction of change
in individual quality of life ~ The interpretation of increases
or decreases, however, de;f;;nds upon the subjective states of
the inpacted individuals.

T™his reaches into the final step, evaluation.

Evaluating

Placing values on the projected inpacts, and determning the
acceptability and overall inpact of the project and its alternatives,
conprises the final step in the SIA framework. Bycontrast the pre-
vious step clarifies the nature of the inpacts and assists in

pinpointing critical effects but it stops short of the explicit
inclusion of "subjective" values.
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Eval uati on poses nuch the sane problens in SIA as it does in ElA
A key issue is whether the assessor should take an active part
in evaluating the project and making reconmendations on possible
courses of action. Sone studies disclose inmpacts and discuss
them fully but go no further. Ghers conform to the position
articulated by Finsterbusch and wolf:

Pol i cymakers nust nake decisions. Social inpact assessnents
can provide the information necessary to increase the social
benefits and reduce the social costs of these decisions. To
be useful for decisions, however, SIAs Mus pgnot only
assess impacts but nust also evaluate them

Such evaluation inplies identifying key differences -among
alternatives, clarifying the significance of these differences
and of the inpacts,pinpointing tradeoffs, and ranking, weighting
or weighing the alternatives. Totally objective, expert-based
eval uation i s recognized as being inpossible and probably
undesirable. Evaluation is necessarily quantititative and
qualitative, .objective and subjective.

Sone values are so widely adhered to that they are safe

eval uative criteria. Ex%rrpl es are health, incone, jobs,
safety, housing... At the sane tine there is no consensus

on the relative rankings of the various quality of life
dimensions.  Wthout being presunptuous, therefore, SIAs
can indicate that various inpacts are positive or negative
becauseof the way that they affect the quality of life of
eople. But how can a SIA arrive at a total quality of
ife score for alternative policies? For aggregation the
di nensions nust be weighted, and the choice of weighting
scheme is inevitably sonewhat arbitrary. One procedure
which has the nerit of being relatively democratic is to
ascertain the evaluations by the commnity and interested
parties... The attitudes of groups, organizafg)ons and the
general public should be reported in t#e SrA
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The Framework Re-Examined

Taken together, the four steps — profiling, projecting, assessing
and evaluating — constitute the accepted nethodol ogical frane-
work for social impact assessment. Ever since it was first
formal |y sketched out by C.P.Wolf in 1974, SIA theorists have
struggled with the problem of how to nake each step operational.
Only recently have the framework and the criteria for adequacy that
it inplies been disputed.

G ow ng disenchantment is noticeable among methodol ogists and
practitioners alike. Though "real tinme" experience with the
framework is limted, questions are being asked about whether the
anal ytic objectives set out for SIA are achievable. Not long ago
critical reviews of practise focused on the failure of inpact
assessors to meet s5IA's procedural requirenents. Now a few critics
are suggesting that the fault may lie with the theory behind these
requirenents.  Three dubious assunptions in the reconrended
approach are singled out: that required nethods exist, that

soci al inpacts can be predicted, and that guidelines and criteria
are available for assessing their significance.

Met hods. Criticsarguethat supporters of the SIA franmework
assunme a greater availability of nethods than is actually
the case. Flynn notes:

The general inpression one gets by | ooking overbvivliographie
in tr%s field rlrg that the mat%odoloyy of SOCgI al inpact edesss
nment is well devel oped and needs only to be applied to the work
at hand. But these titles and the claims they typically nake
in their introductions are msleading... The scope of SIA
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nethods and their availability to witers of EIS has system
atically been over-estimated... And several critical areas 88
soci al inpact assessnment are w thout a devel oped methodology.

Two possibilities are cited. (One is that the nethods and techniques
needed to profile, project, assess and evaluate social inpacts are
t 00 specialized and therefore are available only to highly trained
professionals. An exanple is the US. Departnent of Transportation's
Soci al Inpact Notebook which offered sophisticated techniques for
assessing three effects of highway projects (comunity cohesion,
availability of services and displacement of people): the Notebook
proved unworkable at the field staff level, requiring the

Departnent to develop a series of basic training prograns, The
second and nore |ikely possibility is that the needed methods and
techni ques are not yet operational and therefore in effect not
available. Flynn's lucid review of five handbooks and manual s,
intended to help SIA witers and reviewers applying the framework,
underscores this point:

In their nost recent Igui_del i nes (ER 1105-2-240, 10, Nov. 1975)
the U.S. Any Corps of Engineers require a cause and effect
analysis of the inpacts of proposed projects, including such
social variables as comunity cohesion, displacement of people
and aesthetic values. Using present-day nethodol ogy, some of
these effects can be estimated; others "cannot.

The Environmental Inpact Handbook (Burchell and Listokin 1975)...
makes periodic reference to materials that mght be hel pful

to the EIS witer, and it includes a useful bibliography. But
beyond this there is no specific nethodol ogical help, and scant
recpgglltlon of the conplicated interrelatedness of dependent
vari abl es.

[ The recent report by]Minrnham and others [A Technique for,
Environment al Deci sion Making Using Quantified Social _and
Aesthelic Values, 197&J1s titlTed as It 1t TilTed the gap
between guideltne requirements and field work methods... The
title of the report may mslead reviewers and authors of
handbooks and guidelines into thinking that quantification of
social and aesthetic variables has been achieved, so that all
the EIS witer need do is apply the established nethodol ogy.
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In fact no such methodol ogy exists and the guidelines are
asking for a performance which cannot be produced.

[ In the] Social Assessment Manual: A Quide to the Preparation
of the Social VeIT-Befng Account ... the authors talk about
quantified, objective Tndicators but present only discrete
checklist itens, and the only method of analysis suggested is
subj ective inpressionism

The report by Vi achos and others, Social |npact Assessment:

An_Overview... does not deal with speciiic projecis, concrete
evidence, hard data, or wth methods applicable to specific
problenms... instead of providing practical help to the EIS

witer, the nost practical suggestion it nmakes is that the
Corps enploy professional sociologists in order to conpensate
for the lack of good methods available for social inpact
assessment . 21

G hers have simlarly exposed the field s basic methodol ogical
underdevel opment. Referring to the 73 social forecasting
techniques identified by the Stanford Research Institute, MIler
comrents, "None has shown to be very powerful, however; nost
yield projections and conjectures when applied in societal
estimtes rather than true forecasts? 22 Cramer and others

point out that futures research has tended to focus on trend

anal ysis, ignoring underlying causal processes; the applicability
of social forecasting techniques to SIA is therefore questionable
since it is left to the assessor to discern cause-effect relation-
ships and in particular to link the proposed project to projected
social conditions.?3 Reflecting on the state of the art, q sen

and Mervin conclude that s1A nethods |eave a great deal to be
desired:

Thus far, the usual way of maKki n% these forecasts has been nerely
to prog ect (usually on"a linear basis) whatever trends were
known to bg occurrtllngtagsj t??n tto add” onto them the expected

or guessea or estinated) erfects f the innovation. _

é the future with the project and t_?we future w thout th_%Otpw‘Oj ect]
ave been at best crude estimates with little or no basis in
erTEIrI_CGIl knowl edge.  Moreover, this cuurent practice does not
take into account the ways in which one inpact may affect

others throughout the entire social system. Several nethods,
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such as cross-inpact forecasting... have been devel oped to
identify these interrelated indirect inpacts, but theX rely
heavily  on subjective judgnents by presuned experts.?2

Wth time, sIA nethods and techniques may inprove to nake the
framework nore workable (most of the foregoing criticisns are
three to four years old). But this optimsm could be mssing an
inportant point, spelled out by Peterson and Gemmel: "These are
nice ideas, and research should continue in these directions.

In the meantime - and there is likely to be a lot of 'meantine’ -
Inpacts will need to be assessed". 25 ne U.S. official, review ng
social inpact studies on a day-to-day basis, said bluntly, ~SIA s
mush? That is, social inpacts are given broad-brush treatnents
that nmake it difficult to grapple with them objective defensible
anal ysis raises many problens, and numbers when used tend to
mislead("Pseudo-scientic social data are open to msinterpretation',
was how this practitioner put it). Faced with the inevitability
of having to consider social inpacts, that office's solution is to
attenpt to clarify and mnimze the nmushy area and to make sure
that proponents at |east disclose public concerns.

Predicting | npacts. The argunent that techniques wll inprove
assumes that social inpacts are in fact predictable ona project-
by-project basis. Those who'challenge this assunption question
whet her cause-effect |inkages in dynamc social systens are
knowabl e and whether social forecasts can ever be nore than
specul ati on,

For exanple, Dixon's report on Fairbanks raised concerns about
the reliability of social inpact forecasts. 26 wost of the soci al
consequences predicted to acconpany the Trans-Alaska Fipeline
did not occur while many that were not anticipated did. To what
extent can nore sophisticated forecasting techniques be expected
to inprove this situation? The problem may involve nore than
devising techniques that match the conplexity of social systens;
It also requires developnent of the general know edge as well
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as the site-specific data about social processes that would nake
causal ‘models operational. For nany project/environnent

conbi nations the social consequences of planning, construction
and operation are not known. The "boomtown" phenomenon,

for exanple, is just beginning to be understood in terms that wll
make social inpact predictions reasonably reliable.

A further conplication is the considerable reliance of social

I npact assessnent on subjective responses of those affected.
Second- guessing how people will react to a project in place can
be quite problematic and specul ative.

Eval uating significance. Perhaps the nost difficult ‘aspect of SIA
I's deciding how significant projected social inpacts are. Few
accepted standards, criteria, guidelines or even rules of the
thunb exist. Meanwhile, on the receiving end, snall-scale

social systems are often fluid - constantly adapting (as ecosystens
do) in ways that cannot be foreseen. People are simlarly
resilient. Not enough is known about tolerance linits for
various kinds and rates of change on various receptors. Normative
issues arise; for exanple, how much change should a designated
group be expected to bear in order that others may derive benefits
(some of which return indirectly to the sroup)? Such questions
have rarely been debated publicly. Conpensation is the usual
solution but it is quite limted and offered only under restricted
conditions. The sincerity of project opponents is another issue,
To what extent are their concerns "real" versus exaggerated,
disguising self-interest? Perception is an equally troublesome
problem Even if the effects of a project can be proved innocuous,
does a significant social inpact still exist when a group of
people perceive it to be so? To what extent do we acknow edge
that each of us constructs our own reality, that it is real for
us, and that acting on it may result in adverse social effects

for us and others? 2

Questions such as these, largely unanswerable but comonly
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encountered in SIA raise doubts not only about the applicability
of evaluation nethods borrowed from EIA but also about the
feasibility of wundertaking anbitious social inpact assessments
in the first place. In situations where the social inpact is
dramatic, such as the potential destruction of the traditional
lifestyle of a native commnity or the forced relocation of a

val uable agricultural commnity, the problemis less apparent than
in the nore comon instances where change appears marginal but

to sone is traumatic and over tine could accumulate into a major
social problem (a high-rise lowincome corridor in suburban
Metro Toronto is a classic exanple).

Part of the evaluation problemnmay be that in contrasting SIA
with EIA the latter tends to be viewed unrealistically, seen nore
interns of howit is supposed to be than howit is/while the
enphasis in the fornmer is incorrectly placed on evaluative

met hods.  Problens of evaluation have not been solved in EIA either,;
they have been bypassed. For exanple, the methodol ogical franme-
work set out in textbooks calls for alternatives to be specified,
tradeoffs to be identified, inpacts to be weighted, resi dual
Inpacts to be comunicated to decision-nmakers, and inforned
choices to be made. Rarely does it happen this way. ZEISs are
prepared by peoplewho work for proponents. The assessor's

primary task is to identify inpacts and denonstrate that they are
either acceptable (not by the kind of site-specific evaluation
inplied in SIA but by reference to external criteria such as

em ssion standards) or can be taken care of in an acceptable
manner (inprovenents in project design, promsed mtigative
measures, Subsequent regulatory processes, nonitoring, and the
assunption that problems encountered can be solved). Residual

i mpact , therefore, are reduced to or near zero, easily outweighed
on the judgnent scale by the project's benefits (public hearing
processes sometimes upset the balance). Sophisticated nethods in
(not of) inpact assessment focus not on evaluation but on ident-
ification and prediction of specific inpacts (such as the effects
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of hydrogen fluoride on crops) that draw on esoteric fields (in
this case, phytotoxicofogy).

|f SIAis to learn from ElA ' overlooking the latter's weaknesses,
attention mght be turned to inproving the ability to identify,
predict and nonitor specific kinds of inpacts comonly encountered
by and troubl esone for decision-makers. Evaluation nust then be
dealt with explicitly, through political processes also

i nproved (el aborated in Chapter 5). Qher alternatives could

be used where the four-part -framework for SIA is not feasible,

Alternatives to the Framework

Lack of confidence in the feasibility of the SIA methodol ogical
framework, and especially in the reliability of social inpact
prediction, has resulted in the use of alternate approaches.
Three are discussed briefly here: the issue report, inpact
managenent and environnental nediation.

The U.S. Department of the Interior, for exanple, has concluded
that its decision processes are often better served by separating
out the SIA conponent fromthe 60-100 environnental inpact
statements prepared annually Dby the departnent.28 Social inpacts
are then addressed in an _issue report which incorporates relevant
findings fromthe EIS and the project's economc and technical
feasibility studies. Prepared internally in consultation wth
project planners and field staff and accompanying the EIS, it is
intended to provide decision-makers with an understanding of
public concerns, potential social problems identified by the
Departnment and other agencies, and social inplications of under-
taking the project. The underlying reasoning is that (a) social
problens are properly resolved by elected decision-makers, not

by those preparing environmental statements, and (b) soci al
issues, 1f considered simultaneously wth environnental issues
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(the Department's primary concern), are liable to domnate them
especially in the public hearing phase. Conprehensive social

i npact studies, integrated with the environnental inpact studies,
are undertaken only when the inquiry covers “the entire decision'
(not just an environnental problem) or when the adequacy of the
Departnment's EIS is likely to be challenged in court. In such
cases, about 12 per year, a thorough conpilation of social data
is deemed necessary "to cover all |egal bases".

The issue report approach is consistentw ththe new NEPA regul ati ons,
prepared by the U.s.Council on Environmental Quality, 29 whi ch
require federal agenciesto restrict their consideration to the
significant environnental i ssues rather than preparing

encyclopedic inmpact statenments. A shortcomng of the issue

report approach, however, is that the separationof socioeconomc
and natural environnent effects may lead to omssion of key

inmpacts and to unnecessary duplication.

A second alternative tothe accepted Sl A approach can be terned
soci al _inpact management. Greenall suggests that SIA be extended
to include (and put the enphasis on) the process of managing the
unantici pated consequences of devel opment rather than focusing
on assessing social inpacts and evaluating alternatives. 30
Social inmpact forecasting, he argues, in nost cases cannot be
done; when it is attenpted the results are often too unreliable
to be used as a basis for evaluating alternatives. Control, not
prediction, of inpacts should be stressed. Creenall's perspective
may derive in part from a study undertaken for the Polar Gas
Project in 1977. Merrett conducted a thorough review of
experience in assessing the socio- econonmc effects of northern
pipeline projects and concluded that SIA could not be done there:

... the nature of the Northern Canadian region in relation
to the current state of the art precludes the possibility of
preparing a fully docunented, statistically based, inpact
assessment.  The  major inpacts wll be essentially those which
reflect on the process of socio-economc change with respect
to the Inuit population. This is an area which cannot be

assessed in a definitive manner. Cenerally acceptable
techniques for assessing such inpacts do not exist, basic data
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for the Eastern aArtic iS not available and the work in both

Al aska and Mackenzie Valley does no_, provide an adequate basis
for making conparative asSessnents. 31

The key social inpact problem Greenall maintains, is howto cope
with or manage project-generated change. Defined in this way,
social inpact assessnment would involve:

1. Determning which inpacts are (a) totally manageabl e
(by the proponent, the responsible governments or other
parties), (b) partially manageable or capable of beine
i nfluenced, and (c) unmanageabl e or unavoi dabl e,

2. ldentifying "control measures" that would have to put in
place for effective inpact nanagement (e.g., conmunity
relations prograns, advisory conmttees, nonitoring prograns.,
joint agreements); and

3. Identifying coping neasures to assist the affected comunity
in dealing wth unavoi dable inpacts (e.g., provide conpensat-
ion, assist relocation, construct and operate crisis centres,
build in positive inpacts such as new facilities).

Two drawbacks to this approach, Greenall acknow edges, gr¢
determning who should pay for control and coping measures

(i.e., how nuch should the proponent be responsible for?) and
defining the comunity inpacted by the project (e.g., should it

i nclude the boomtown population?). |t could also be added that
monitoring, not mentioned by Geenall, is required to catch
unforeseen and unforeseeable inpacts especially those that occur
|ater - which raises a further problem how nuch later?

A variant on the inpact management approach is used by Ontario
Hydro when it plans, assesses, constructs and operates power
generation facilities. A conprehensive profile is prepared of
existing social and economc conditions in comunities adjoining
the site of a proposal facility (Table 12), as part of Hydro's
Community Studies Program (Figure 13).



Table 12

Socioeconomic Profile, Coamuni ty Impact 5 tudies, Ontario Hydro

Social Profile Factors

1.. Population: o
total population by municipality
age/sex distribution
historical growth trends
birth and dcath rates
number, size and type of household

2. Employment:
employment by sector and sex
wage rates
median annual wage
unemployment by sector and sex

3. Economic Base:

" Tarea activityrate
number of employees by basic and
non-basic industry
key basic and non-basic
industries
local indus trial and commercial
growth rate )
gross spending in retail
and service sectors
participation rate

4.Housing and Property Values:
total existing housing steck by
tenure, type and vacancy rate
total existing housing stock by
type, age, condition and occupation
value of housing

5. Transportation and Communications:
type, size and condition of all
access routes .
distance and time to major
urban c en tres .
major local transportation mode

6. Municipal Services and Facili tics:
water and sewer capacity
solid waste
utilities

?. Municipal Finances: )
histor: cal and current capital
and operating budrets
current and per capita costs
b% function
debt

capacity (Ontario Municipal Roard

evaluation and borrowing)
assessment data

8. Education:
schools, public and/or separate,
prim’azay. secondary, post -
.'secondary, special use by trade,
type, site, staff, location
and attendance
availability and quality of teachers
school characteristics, enrolment,
capaci ty, student/teacher ratio

9. Social services:
government Ssorviccs (wel fare,
children’s aid, day care, lefal
aid, private social scrviccs)
type of scrviccs offered
case loads

10. Recreation and Tourism:
amount of incomecontributed by
recreation and touricm
local recreational faciliti es,

local parks, libraries, crhemas, etc.

type of recreation

11 . Regional Development/Cemmuni ty
and Rerrional Flerning:
Provincial planning and
dev elopment peli Cl es
level of planning control (Yrov.,
regional, tovm, tovnship, cte. )
level of planning expertise

12. Labour Supply:
sex, age, skills, location
gencral labour force type
(full-time, scasonal , youth,
retired, out-migration)
deficicencies in local labour force

13. Lifestyle and Culture:
socioeconomic status differences
common lifectyle patterns
church contribu tionc to
community 1i fe
cultural rccogni tion to
special groups

14. Social Aspects:
current social trends
community cohesion
social gratification

15. Health »ndSafety:
health facili tics by type
number of facilities

Source: John H.Walker, Communitv Imnact Arreements: An Approach to Mitigating Social @nd

Communitv Impact ol | ower © tations

on Copmuni tie:s

and $ite Selcc tion Division.iov, 1978 |, pp. 5-9.

Toronto: Ontario iiydro, itoute
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Figure 13 )
Community StudiesProsram, Ontario Hydro
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Source: Sohn H. Walker, in Avproach to Mitipatine Social and Community Impacts of Power Stations
on Communities (Toronto: Ontario Hydro, Route and Site Selection Division, 1579

Community inpact planners then estimate the additional services
and facilities that will be required when construction begins.
These estimates serve as a basis for negotiating "comunity inpact
agreenents" which establish Hydro's maxi num financial liability
for new services and facilities, the need for which resulted from
its project. Community inpact agreenments wth nunicipalities
mare structured to protect the nunicipalities from costs resulting
from comunity inpacts and are designed to protect Ontario

Kydro from unsubstantiated costs of community inpact through an
agreed upon program for nonitoring". 32

Three formal agreenents have been signed so far, with the Town of
Newcastle, the Township of Atikokan and the Township of Hope.
Funds for community inpact paynents are organized into two
accounts:  Station A (hard services) and Station B (soft services).
The seven-year Atikokan agreement, covering construction and
operation of the first half of an 800 mw thermal generating
station in Northwestern Gitario, is typical of the breakdown

(Tabl e 13).
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Table 13
Financial Frovisions Of Atikokan Community |npact Agreenent, Ontario Hydro

Station A Esti mat ed Station B Esti mat ed
(Hard Services) | npact Cost (Soft Services) | mpact Cost
Fire truck §5CLOOO One Librarian for $ 80,000
Ambul ance 3 15,000 4 years
Fi nancing costs to §110,000 One Police Constable 4 80,000
advance external b years
services to new One pl anning Co- 3 95,000
subdivision if ordinator for 6 years
required _ _ )
Roads Protection §100,000 Cost of monitoring 15100, 000
Financing Costs to 145,000 Legal fees for $ 20,000
advance internal agr eenent
services to new Legal fees for % 25,000
subdivision if suppl emrent ary
required for tenporary agreenents
housi ng
Cost of devel oping $ 15,000 _
wante disjosal Site, To tai $/:00,000
Cntario liydro's
snare S50
Tot al B485,000

Source: (Sane as Table 12)

Under Community | npact Agreements, Ontario Hydro al so assunes
responsibility, with the nunicipality, for monitoring the social,
econom ¢ and financial inmpacts of its power generation facility.-33
Data collected nonthly form the basis for agreed-upon mtigative
neasures which are inplemented as required. NMoney remaining in
Station Account A at the end of the agreement period reverts

to Ontario Hydro while residual funds in Account B are paid to

the municipality.

The Ontario Hydro approach is comendable for two reasons:

1. its combination of inpact assessment and inpact managenent,
using the former to identify, project, assess and evaluate certain
i npacts anenable to EIA/SIA nmethods, and using the latter to deal
with these inpacts as well as to catch unforeseen inpacts; and 2.
the acceptance by a public agency of responsibility for key
social, economc and financial effects caused by its projects.
Qoviously there is a quid pro quo. Hydro therby counters or
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mnimzes opposition to the siting of its facilities and it
legally limts its responsibilities to those inpacts specified

in the agreenents. Here the approach dempnstrates shortconi ngs,

It |eaves unaddressed a considerable range of social inpacts,
since Hydro agreenents cover nunicipal governnents but no
individuals or groups in the commnity. And, for the inpacts that

are covered (mostly services-related), Hydro responsibility ends
when the agreenment term nates

Athirdalternative to | npact assessment processes, environmental
medi ation, builds on the experience of [abour-nmanagenment
negotiation. Since 1975 the Office of Environmental Mediation at
the University of washington, with Ford Foundation assistance,

has been working t0 adapt the negotiation/nmediation process to
envi ronment al conflicts, Mediation js defined as

a voluntary process in which those involved in a dﬁ%)ute
jointly explore and reconcile their differences. :
medi ator has no authority to inpose a settlenent. His
or her strength lies in’the ability to assist the parties
in resolving their own differences. The mediated dispute
Is settled when the parties thensel ves reach what they
consider to be a workable solution.3

The Office's early successes With the the nediation of environ-
nental disputes (the Snoqualme flood control dam the Port of
Everett developnent, an interstate highway, etc.) as well as

experi ence el sewher e 32 suggest that environmental nmediation works
best where certain conditions are net:

1. The conflict does not stem from opposing philosophical
positions (such as differing ideological stances on nuclear
power, or opposition on fundamental religious grounds).

2. Parties to the dispute have some ability to exercise
sanctions over one another, and each has sonething to

gain and lose by the project proceeding or being deferred.
3. The issues have been defined, the parties are visible and

highly involved, there is some sense of urgency to resolve
the conflict, and things are at or near the point of inpasse.
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4. Reasonabl e assurance can be given that the responsible
authorities will inplement an agreenent reached by the

di sputing parties. 36

Environmental mediation, Cormck points out, is not a process of
arbitration, fact-finding or citizen participation. 37 The

mediator is a "third party" intervenor who operates from an
inpartial base and whose primary role is to pronote agreenent
(comprom se) anong the conflicting parties (say, the proponent
proposing a project, a coalition of community and other groups
opposing it, groups such as construction |abour unions in favour,
government regulators, etc.). The involvement of the parties

in the nediation process is voluntary. There is joint exploration
of issues. The mediator has no power or authority to force a
settlenment; he/she facilitates the negotiation process by assisting
the parties to reach a viable and acceptable resolution. The

medi ati on process typically involves 1. an exploration phase,

2. a process-design phase, 3. a formal negotiation/nmediation

phase, and 4. inplenentation of the agreenent. Total time required,
stage 2 to stage 4, has averaged nine nmonths (for the three projects

cited above.

Environnental nediation, though still in the formative stage, is
beginning to receive a good deal of attention in various parts of

the United States. |t has considerable potential, in a limted
set of circunstances, to be an alternative to environnmental/social
I npact assessnent.

The conduct and problens of social inpact assessment are not
nerely a matter of method. Basic differences of opinion exist
on what the nature of SIA is and therefore how its nethods
ought to be applied.

The next Chapter focuses on what is seen to be the fyndamental
dichotony in the field, one that occurs within the ranks of both
the producers and consuners of social inpact studies.



Chapter 5

Two Contrasting Perspectives on SIA



Central to the problens of the SIA field is a basic divergence of
view on the nature of inpact assessnent.

Two conpeting "models" or “"paradigms", appear to exist

(summarized in Table 3.4 ). One sees SIA as essentially

technical analysis, while to the other it is a socio-political
process.1 The difference between them can be highlighted by
considering how the key words are used in everyday |anguage. Wen
we say, "This is a technical nmatter" or "That's very political" we
usual ly nean that the forner is amenable to resolution by apply-
ing technique, facts and expertise while the latter is nore
judgmental . and discretionary, value-laden and open to various
influences. Neither word conveys sonething inherently good or bad.

Tabl e 14 o _
SIA: The Technical vs. The Political Perspective

Per spective

Techni cal Politica
Focus | nproved public decisions via | nproved public decisions via
i nproved social inpact studies i nproved socio-politica
processes
Key Better information inputs - Open participative process
assunption lead to better decisions | eads to better decisions
Faith in RationalitK | nnat e wi sdom of the people
Processed know edge Participation
Sci ence/ scientific method Pluralism
Etc. Etc.
React s Overl ooked social issues, The technical approach and
agai nst the result of uniforned, rule by experts (technocrats):
arbitrary, narrow, short- basic problens in the politica
range “political" decision- system
maki ng.

The two perspectives agree on one thing: the role of SIA as aid

to decision-nmaking. The technical perspective, however, tends to
accept the decision-nmaking structure as given and orients its out-
puts to the »top" decision-makers. By contrast, the political
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perspective takes a pluralistic and flexible approach to the wider
exercise of power in the comunity.. Examnation of the two
perspectives is relevant because each conditions the perceptions
of its adherents concerning what social inpact assessment can
achieve, what it should achieve and how it ought to be done.

The Technical Perspective

Probably the majority of SIA practitioners see social inpact
assessnment largely as a technical exercise intended,like cost-
benefit analysis, to contribute to rational decisions. A

rational decision, in the ideal, is one that arrives at a single
best answer to a stated problem Rational decision-making
conprises consideration of all available alternatives, evaluation
of all consequences of each alternative and, with reference to
predetermned goals, selection of the alternative offering the
nmost preferable outcome. An inplicit assunption is that nore
rational decisions are better decisions. It follows that better
information inputs lead to better decisions. Better decision
inputs tend to be e%uated with objectively derived, scientifically
valid, value-neutral < and preferably quantified information.

Social inpact assessnent, fromthis perspective, can be used either
as a method of project evaluation, the objective being to select
the »best* least inpact alternative, or as a problemsolving
approach where the aimis to assess and mtigate potential
adver se consequences so that the project will have "minimum"
inpact. Stabler elaborates on the kinds of decision inputs that
social inpact studies are expected to make and the nature of the
decision process to which SIA is expected to contribute:
The i npact studK provides the expert's best and nost specific
assessment of the effect of the proposed course of action on
the subject which is the focus of attention. Such an .
assessnent may be nade in dollars or, if this is not feasible,
in units nost appropriate to the subject under investigation.
TYPI cally, recomendations on how to mnimze the indirect
e

fects,” or how to maximze them in the case of positive
spillovers, are also made. The information is used by the
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responsi bl e person or group, in conjunction with that
provided through direct evaluation, in order to arrive at a
decision. The decision is reached by weighing direct plus
indirect benefits against direct plus indirect costs,. _
Sonetimes the proposal is nodified because of the information
provided, sonetines an alternative is chosen and sonetimes
the project is rejected. The decision is nade, of course, 3
only after a full consideration of all relevant infornation.

Certain kinds of inputs to such decisions are superior to others.
Friesema and Cul hane note:

Agencies can and frequently do dismss or give little weight
to sinple assertions of preferences, because they are seen
as inappropriate comments on the nerits of the decision
rather than the EIS, and because they violate the agencies'

myth of rgtional decision-making and taboos against vote
counting.

Practitioners adhering to the technical perspective generally
acknow edge that environmental and social problens have
characteristics that seldom allow the criteria for rational
decisions to be conpletely fulfilled; the rational nodel has
been heavily critized in recent years. Nonetheless, they
believe it to be worth pursing to the nmaxi mum possible extent,
especial |y when the alternative against which they are reacting -
haphazard, arbitrary, narrowy based, short-range, political

deci sion-making - is considered. Caldwell expresses part of this
concern:  "Environmental issues cannot be dealt with nmerely by
ascertaining the state of public opinion and awarding the

official decision to the politically nost influential point of
view".5

The technical quality of the social inpact study therefore

takes on paranount inportance. To inprove the state of the
art in general and project decisions specifically, methods/
techniques/tools for identifying, predicting, assessing and
evaluating the social consequences O projects are required.
Devel oping them becomes the field's top priority.
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The Political Perspective

The technical approach is acconpanied by, first, serious neth-
odol ogi cal problens, indicated by the previous chapter, and
second, a professional stance (objective neutrality, etc.) that
sone practitioners regard either as inappropriate to issues
tnat concern people deeply or personally offensive. Reaction
against the technical perspective and its focus on the quality
of social inpact studies is based on three additional and nore
fundamental criticisns, however.

First, it is argued that the assumed |ink between better
information and betterdecisions has |ittle foundation in inpact
assessnent experience. Decision processes to which inpact
assessnment relates are inherently and inescapably non-rational:

The basic debatable premse that underlies many of the
anal yses about weaknesses in the EI'S process Is that higher-

qual ity environmental inpact statements will lead to better
policies and decisions. It presumes that if POl | cy makers
are provided with succinct, accurate and tinmely information

based onthe best scientific judgments, rigorously conparing
and adequately describing the consequences of reasonable
alternatives through the means of environmental i npact _
statenents, thenthosepolicy makers will nake decisions which
are reasonable, rational and pronote the protection and
restoration of the environnent.

More than twenty years of research on the decision-making
process of public bureaucracies have adequately denonstrated
that decision-nmakers do not and cannot operate as rational
deci sion-makers under a scientific nanagement rationality.
Their world is far too conplicated.... The nmany desirable
environmental consequences which have occurred because of the
preparation of environnental inpact statements have not
occurred because of thés conpel I ing anal yses presented in the
statenents thensel ves.

The second criticism of the technical approach is that serving
exi sting decision processes means serving currently dom nant
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interests and ways of doing things. These, nore than specific
projects, are responsible for social problens and therefore
the technical approach is self-defeating.

Lax, for exanple, has described the backwards way the |aw

handl es pollution (in this case, fromlead allegedly froma
lead snelter in a working class area of Toronto):

The common law has traditionally favoured after-the-fact
conpensation of victims and has never devel oped adequate
concern for prevention of harm It has approached human
health as a matter of economc |loss and_therefore seeks to
conpensate victins in nmonetary terns. The plaintiff or
victim has the burden of proving that the defendant or
wong-doer is responsible for the injurious act and is
therefore responsible for paying the nonetary danages.

The burden of provi ng the causal connection between the act
and the harm caused by the act is most difficult, if not

i npossi ble, in environmental issues.

The nore inportant criticism of the common law is that it
accepts as inevitable that tortious acts will harmcertain
people and that it does not set, as a voriority, a |egal
system that attenpts to prevent harm from occurring. This
tradition is rooted in the social attitude prevalent in
Engl and during the industrial revolution. t accepts

wi thout serious question, the assunption that there nust be
victims in our society and that the best we can do fgr t hem
Is to conpensate them after they have suffered harm

Lax goes on to elaborate on the interests which such |aws serve:

... pollution is only the end result of the society in which
we live... it is our society, rather than certain isolated
activities, which gives rise to the severe environnental
contam nation which has caused such great concern.

There has been considerable reluctance on the part of the
government officials to act ef_fectwelg to prevent environnental
degradation or to protect public health from dangers caused by
harnful substances secreted into the natural environnent,
Perhaps they appreciate and fear the inevitable questioning

of our social and politic&systens that nust forma part of
the solution. Indeed, the usual response is to trade off

the environnental concerns in order to protect the economc
system and our present social make-up.,. Government action

IS directed solely to the eradication of the traces of
contamnation, if  possible, wthout serious examnation of
the source or cause... The over-all goal is to maintain the
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econom ¢ social and political gtatus quo whil e placating the
environmental interest groups.

In such a setting, the argument goes, inpact assessnent studies
are done mainly "to satisfy the requirements**. They do little
toai d deci sion-nmaking other than justifying decisions already
made. If social inpacts are discussed, enphasis wll invariably
be put on the project's benefits, mainly economc; negative
effects, if acknowledged,will be understated or ms-stated so that
neither decision-makers nor the public can properly assess the
project's inplications. ? Inproving the quality of inpact studies
Is not the answer to this problem In fact it could nmake the
situation worse. Studies that were nore conprehensive and
detailed, or nore incisive and succinct, could serve to further
insulate the project from critical scrutiny.

The third argument against the technical approach is that the
broad demand for social inpact assessment is primarily a call

for nmore socially responsive, accountable and responsible public
planning and decision-making. It neshes with the tendency across
society for people to question inplicit "bargains" struck

in the past, to challenge directions of public. policy,and to
assert a greater voice in decisions affecting the quality of
their lives and their environments.

Increasingly aware of the scale of technological undertaki ngs
and of their potential inpacts, Pe%ple are preoccupied abou
dangers and risks and the ethical dilema of who should share
them Limted access to technical foruns of debate has
roused public suspicions and inspired demands for greater
political accountability.

vany people feel that there is a general tendency within
government to define broad political. problens in narrow
technical terns. They feel that this tendency inevitably

| eads to "closed politics", that those lacking sufficient
expertise or technical conpetence are excluded from decision-
maki ng. 11

The public demand is not for rational decision-making (rational
being a matter of viewpoint) but for open decision-naking,
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according to this perspective. The key issues centre on val ues
and et hics (what is better, or good enough) and on equity

(what is fair, and for whom).12 For exanple, the not-in-my-
backyard problem is not nerely self-interest. It is also (a) a
demand by many people for the kind of protection against society's
» bads" that has always been enjoyed by a privileged few, (b) a
call for fairer treatment generally,and (c) suspicion of govern-
ment agencies who operate secretively and have lost the public's
trust. Such problens require political, not merely technical,
solutions. Technical feasibility in controversial issues such

as PCB disposal is nuch easier to resolve than public acceptability.
To a large extent the main technical questions have already been

answered but the public/political questions have rarely been
debat ed.

Proponents of the political approach to SIA are responding to
the concern that social inpact will be given over, by default or
deliberate intent, to experts (i.e., technocrats) who are poorly
equi pped to handle non-technical issues. Mtzke and others
found, for exanple:

Most [scientists] were nof alert to the problem of value
judgments in their work. Furthernore] the majority indicated
that they could evaluate the desirability of specific
environnental inpacts...

They go on to argue:

Because environnmental data do not have evaluation tags, any
such evaluation originates within the value system of the
scientist. Scientists should not have an advance step on the
rest of Sgciety in nmaking value judgments about a proposed
project. 1

Those favouring a politically oriented approach to SIA contend
that social inpact assessnment is a process that does not end
with a study. They want to downplay social inpact studies,

aimng at straightforward documents of |inited Sophistication
that focus on clarifying value choices rather than arraying

14
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and weighting technical options. Such studies would take their
place anong other inputs to an enlightened decision process that
separates technical and political matters. It would enphasize
openess, public access to information, consultation with affected
interests, the exposure and resolution of conflict, clearer
agency responsibility and accountability, effective controls over
inplenentation and mtigation, and ongoing nonitoring and review.
They acknow edge that a political approach to SIA would be nessy
and would not solve all of the problens raised in the critique of
the technical approach. But, they maintain, the inportant issues
woul d be opened up, sonething that will happen in any case
eventually. And significant new opportunities would be created
to bring about gradual, evolutionary reform the only kind
possible in a denocratic system

The Berger (Mackenzie Valley Pipeline) Inquiry, 1974-77,
substantially advanced SIA as political process. 154 began
with no preconceptions about how the inquiry would proceed, other
than that hearings should be fair, thorough, flexible and
accessible. 16 Fromthe outset, it was accepted that decisions
regarding the substance and process of the Inquiry involved nore
than technical matters. Prelimnary hearings determned the
range of issues that should be addressed and the procedures that
shoul d apply. ©aAll those who woul d be affected by the project -
or even renotely suspected that they mght be - were given an
opportunity to explain their concerns, and to make suggestions
regarding the procedure for the hearings and what areas the

| nquiries should consi der?1? A system of hearings, of several
kinds, was then devised to ensure that the needs of both the
Inquiry and the participants were met. Fornal hearings received
expert evidence relating to the pipeline proposal and its
anticipated inpacts: wtnesses were cross-examned and their
testinmony rebutted. Special hearings focused on a detailed
examnation of the potential environnental risks and proposed
protection nmeasures. Informal hearings in communities through-
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out the region provided extraordinary opportunities for those
directly affected to "speak their minds*. Finally, a set of
hearings held in southern Canada gave others in the country a
chance to make their views known on this project, which has
national significance.

These innovative inpact assessnent procedures "served essentially

to politicize — in the non-pejorative sense of the term- a
conflict which had originally been framed in narrow technical
and economic terns. It served to broaden the forum of national

policy debate by explicitly. revealing the nature of political

and val ue choices inplicit in the pipeline decision? 18 The
Inquiry also created an inportant precedent for SIA practitioners
disenchanted with the technical approach to inpact assessnent;

and for major public hearing processes it set a pattern,some
aspects of which have been repeated in nunerous hearings since
then. However, the Mackenzie Valley Inquiry had sone special
features that limt its transferability to other situations:

scale (an imense project of far-reaching continental proportions);
the i kelihood of dramatic social inpacts on the politically
sensitive native population just beginning to claim inportant
rights to land ownership; anple time and resources (funds, staff

| egal powers) to conduct a full-scale examnation of the issues;
wide latitude in exercising its mandate; the ability to
financially assist intervenors; and all decisions made by a single

conm ssioner (of outstanding ability and credibility) to whom
all inputs were made directly. These characteristics, together
with the surprising outcone (deferring for 10 years a project
that offered huge economc benefits) may have effectively nade
the Berger Inquiry a one-time-only experience — significant to
the SIA field but not wholly replicable.
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A Compromise Approach ?

On the negative side the fact that two perspectives on social

i npact assessment exist, fundamentally different in their

obj ectives, principles, methods,and procedures, suggests that

any approach taken by an agency wth inpact assessnent
responsibilities will meet disagreenment and criticism On the
other hand the two approaches in some ways can be seen to be
conpl enentary rather than opposing, especially along the
continuum from the devising of terns of reference, through

i npact assessment and review, to project inplenmentation and
thereafter. For exanple, a technical approach, made nore
participative, seens appropriate to the early stages of SIA while
a process nodel has nore applicability in the later review stage.
Carefully conducted, a rigorous "objective" study of soci al
inpacts could provide the basis for informed in-puts fromthe
affected comunity. Conversely, information and viewpoints from
various interests and the general public, especially those directly
affected by the proposed action, could assist in preparation of
the social inpact study and nake a nmajor contribution to its
subsequent review.

Figure 14 diagrams the two kinds of information/know edge inputs
and the relative potential contributions of the various actors
to the process of social inpact assessnment and review. The nore
obj ective "processed" information and know edge assenbled by
the proponent, his consultants and other experts is conplenented
by and conplenentary to the more subjective "personal” information
drawn largely from the |ocal comunity. 19 processed knowl edge
is of the synbolic (e.g.,statistical), scientific-technical Kkind,
a "constructed reality"<% capable of being expressed in state-
ments that can be fornmally comunicated, critically exanined and
revised accordingly. Personal know edge, by contrast, is based
on the direct experience of the knower wth the facts at hand;
it is not formally codified, cannot be readily subjected to
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systematic verification, and although rich in detail lends itself
poorly to generalization beyond the specific case. Each of
these two ki nds of inputs can balance the shortcom ngs of the
other. Neither alone is a satisfactory basis for decisions that
have significant social consequences.

ure . .
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Effecting such a conprom se between the technical and political
perspectives on Sl A overlooks their fundanental differences.
Wiet her these can be overcome in specific social inpact assess-
ments and reviews, and whether the result will be the best not
the worst of both worlds, is a moot question. Experinentation
will be required to answer it.



Chapter 6
Summary and Implicat ions



Earlier chapters identified problems related to social inpacts
I n EARP, described the social inpact assessnent field, and out-
lined its present and potential contributions to the resolution
of these problems. This chapter summarizes each chapter and

di scusses briefly sone of the implications these findings have

for EARP.

Since the vantage point is more or less that of outsiders to the
Process, the discussion excludes internal nmatters such as inter-
departnental and interorganizational relations, agency manage-

ment and non-environnmental issues that inpinge on environmental
assessment.  The discussion also stops short of recomendations,
in accordance with the study's terns of reference.

Summary

The EARP Experience

1. Environnental assessnent in Canada is experiencing the
influence of practice in the United States where definitions
of »impact” have steadily w dened-to incorporate social
considerations.  Social inpacts nay even be the critical
factors in determning whether a project proceeds, making
their assessment a matter of practical necessity for
proponents and agencies responsible for inpact assessnent

processes.

2. Social inpact considerations nmay enter in each of the three
basic stages of EARP - screening, initial environnental

evaluation and formal review. Publications of the Federal
Environnmental Assessnent Review Ofice nmake it clear that

social, socioeconomc and community inpacts are legitimte
conponents of each stage.
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Screening and Initial Environmental Evaluation are largely
conducted out of the public eye. Social inpacts are
included in the requirenents for each stage but the extent
and depth of social inpact analysis done is unknown,

In-the formal review stage social inpact considerations are
factored into the selection of menbers of Environnental
Assessnent Panels, the fornulation of guidelines for
Environmental |npact Statements, the preparation of EISss,
public review of the proposed projects, and the Panel's
report to the Mnister of the Environnent.

A closer examnation of eight EARP projects for which
reviews have been conpleted (12 are in this category
altogether and 16 additional reviews are underway) reveals
sone social inpact related problens in each of the main
elements of the formal review stage. In the formulation

of guidelines, the approaches taken have been rudimentary,
the rationale underlying the requested information has been
uncertain, no guidance has been given on nethods of social

I npact assessnent, public input to the guidelines has been
quite limted, and the guidelines themselves have not

al ways been followed. EIss were found to have inadequate
soci al conponents, they addressed only a narrow range of
social inpacts, it was not made clear what was expected of
proponents and where their responsibility for social

I npacts lay, and not enough public consultation occurred
during their preparation. During public hearings, public
concerns were not fully addressed and the credibility

of Panel decisions and EARP itself was drawn into question.
Finally, the Panel reports demonstrated a steadily increasing
emphasi s on social impacts but the Panels thenselves were not
equi pped to nmake decisions based on the project's social
inplications. Follow-up of identified social inpacts and recom
mended mitization has been uncertain and public intervenors have
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not been given the assistance needed to make their
contributions fully effective.

6. Overall, the two main issues centre on the quality of
social inpact related decisions that Panel menbers nake,
irrespective of the quality of the information they
receive, and the matter of Panel and EARP credibility.

SIA: The Enerqi ng Field

1. Social inpact assessnent, as a field of theory and practice,
appears to be in the early stages of developnent. A discrete
body of know edge and skills has not yet energed although
considerable effort is being expended in this direction.

2. Characterizing a mature field is the existence of one or a
few conceptual franmeworks to guide practitioners as they define
probl enms, search for data, explain cause-effect and reach
conclusions. A nunber of frameworks are being applied in the
sia field. The nore promnent anong them enphasize social
Institutions, hunman-ecolological systems and quality of life.
These frameworks, adapted to specific situations, can aid
assessors in identifying, predicting and (to a |esser extent)
eval uating social inpacts.

3. Advocates of JIA believe it has inportant contributions to make
to planning and decision processes, both public and private.
Such processes tend to ignore or under-value the consequences
of projects for specific individuals and groups, community
traditions and lifestyles, vital social institutions, cultural
nornms and values, and equity. In the longer run these
considerations may be nore inportant than inpacts on natural
systems. In the short run they are often at the root of public
concern and opposition.
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4, Critics of 31A doubt that it constitutes a significant
i nprovenent, especially if account is taken of alternatives
(5, below). Available know edge of social phenonena is nostly
i napplicable and SIA predictive capacities are ill-suited to
the needs of inpact assessnent, they believe. This criticism
stens only in part from interdisciplinary rivalry.

5, Alternatives to 3IA, in addition to inproved conventional
econom c, environmental and land use studies, include (a) better
conmuni cation with affected publics, (b) public relations,

(c) public participation, and (d) building social considerations
in project planning. These inprovenents, however, do not fully
satisfy the criticisns to which SIA responds. they could be
considered conplements of rather than alternatives to it.

The Conduct of Soci al Impact_Studies

1. General agreement exists on a procedural framework, drawn from
wTA, for the conduct of social impact studies. Four stevs
conprise the framework: orofiline, predicting, assessing and
eval uating.

2. Frofiline besins With defining the inpacted area and deciding
what aspects of the social setting are to be described,
Baseline data are then assenbled for use in the next three steps.
Conceptual frameworks, described in Chapter 3, typically
do not guide profiling. Instead, practitioners favour the
use of shot-gun and checklist nethods.

3. Projecting i nvol ves determ ning which social inpacts are
likely to occur, should the project proceed, as well as who
woul d be affected, in what way and for how | ong.

4. Assessing conprises an analysis of the projected inpacts to
determne their relative inportance and the social costs they
inply. Consideration is given to the baseline condition, the
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future with and wthout the project, and the desired future,
to ascertain the net effects that the project would |ikely
have on individuals, groups, organizations and conmunities,
from the professional's and the resident's point of view

5. Eval uation nmeans placing values on the projected, analyzed
inpacts. It includes identifying key differences anong
alternatives, clarifying the significance of these differences
and of inpacts, finding tradeoffs and weighing alternatives.
It is both quantitative and qualitative, objective as well as
subj ecti ve.

6. Practitioners are show ng increasing concern over the
workability of the four-part framework. Problens centre on
the lack of methods, difficulties in predicting inpacts, and
shortage of guidelines and criteria for evaluating their
significance.

7. Alternatives to the conventional approach to 3IA exist. Gne
Is the use of an "issue report" that conmunicates social inpacts
and other issues to decision-makers, separately from environ-
mental inpacts. Another is "social inpact management" which
uses 3IA but focuses nmore on coping with the unanticipated
consequences of developnent. A third is environmental
mediation, a process of conflict resolution in which
npposing parties in an environnental dispute are assisted to
resolve their differences and reach an acceptabl e agreenent.

Two Contrasting Perspectives on SIA

1. Two contrasting viewpoints exist on the basic nature of social
I npact assessment - what it can and shoul d achieve and how it
ought to be done. One perspective can be labeled "technical”
the other "political".
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The technical perspective enphasizes sound social inpact

anal ysis, an inportant though often mssing input to rational
public decisions that affect people. Its adherents, who decry
arbitrary and narrowy based political decision-making, focus

~on inproving social inpact studies and the nethods that underlie

t hem

. The technical perspective domnates practice and is probably

also favoured by those who comm ssion and use social inpact
reports. But it is criticized for assuming a spurious link
between better information and better decisions, for serving
deci sions processes that inherently produce social problens,

and for failing to respond to the w despread demand for nore
open deci si on- naki ng.

. In response to these criticisns the political perspective

downpl ays the social inpact study, naking it one anong various
inputs to a wder process of assessnent, review, decision and
foll owup. The focus is'on meking this entire process more
participative and pluralistic.

A conpronise approach may be possible. It would allow each
perspective to assune the primary role at the.appropriate stage
in environmental assessnent and review. Both personal/experien-
tial and processed/ objective know edge inputs are needed to
assess fully the social inpacts of a project. Wether this
conpronise can be achieved, given the fundanental nature of the
differences on each side, remains to be determned through
experiment.
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Implications

Consi deration of social inpacts inenvironnmental assessnent and
review processes appears to be unavoidable. The question is no
| onger whether they should be dealt wth but how

Proponent departments and agencies as well as private firns may
be able to exclude or downplay social factors when planning

their projects, and even when submtting them to in-house env-
ironnental assessnent. But when projects and their environnental
I npact statenents reach the public eye, social inpacts can be
expected to force their way onto the public agenda, for several
reasons. For one thing, some projects have significant and

obvi ous social effects, whether direct (such as the forced relo-
cation of residents), environmentally related (e.g., inpacts of
air pollution on the health and livelihood of people Iiving nearby)
or indirect (for instance, a project may not only generate the
need for more school classroons but also lead to a reduction in
the quality of education). Furthernore, controversy and conflict

I nevitably acconpany certain kinds of activities, nuclear facilities
and the disposal of toxic waste being prime exanples. Finally,
public concerns over wider issues, such as the future devel opment
of the Lancaster Sound region, sonetines cannot be contained
within the planning processes of single projects. Wen a forum
Is created to air social problems and express public concerns,

it follows that people will take advantage of it. "Social impact”,
inthis sense, is a new l[abel for a famliar phenomenon that has
found an outlet in EARP and other hearings.

The opening of projects to public scrutiny, however, is not in itself
responsible for bringing social inpacts forward. Many citizens
today, partly as an outgrowth of the environnental novenent of

the Sixties and Seventies, have a fairly sophisticated understanding
of what inpacts are. They also have real concerns about matters
affecting the quality of their lives and their environnents. They
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are nmore likely than ever before to voice these concerns, and an
increasing proportion of them do so in an articulate and convincing
manner. In addition a considerable nunber of citizens are suspi-
cious of proponent agencies, both private and public (four of ten
Canadi ans, for exanple, believe current energy problens to be
contrived by Big 0il, Utilities and Government, according to a

Gallup Poll last sumer). Inproved citizen understanding of inpacts,
the presence of real concerns along with the willingness and ability
to voice them a distrust of governments and a disinclination to
sinply accept governnment decisions, conbine with the appropriate
outlet to create the necessary and sufficient conditions for the
emergence of social inmpacts. The challenge is to be able sinul-
taneously to respond to and contain them

The main inplication of all this for EARP is the need to adapt to
the new reality; social inpacts are likely to arise in most projects
submitted for review and social inpacts have the potential to be
controversial and politically problematic, to block projects and

to damage the credibility of the Process. [Initial steps taken to
make the necessary adaptation - altered conposition of Panels,

i nprovenents to guidelines and EISs, expanded public hearings -

have been insufficient, as public hearings and Panel reports testify.

"urther accomodation of social inpacts faces sone difficult problens,
however, many of them rooted in deeper nethodol ogical difficulties
that confront the SIA field in general." Wile the field is

devel oping rapidly, especially inthe United States, it will be

sone tinme before it is sufficiently mature that the assessnent of socizl
inpacts can be considered relatively straightforward. Nonethel ess,

I npact assessnent practice in EArRPstill lags well behind the field.
Catching up is part of the required adaptation. It deserves to
include deliberate efforts to facilitate the field s devel opment

in this country, along lines congruent with Canada's political and
admnistrative system its social climate,, and the kinds of activ-
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ities/environnents subjected to assessnent. But such catching up
will not occur until the role of social inpact assessment in EARP
IS clearer.

The adaptation problens identified in this report, therefore, can
be boiled down to two basic issues: determning the appropriate
pl ace of social inpacts in EARP; and deciding how best to assess
and review them

Situating Social Inpacts in EARP

Central to a number of the problens identified in Chapter 2 is

t he anbi guous pl ace that social inpacts now occupy in EARP. To

what extent do social inpacts belong in environnental assessment,
proponents and Panels ask themselves. Wich social inpacts are
lecitimate for consideration? How nuch weight should social inpacts
receive in guidelines-and EISs, at public hearings and in Panel
deliberations? |Is it the Panel's job to evaluate and decide on
social inpacts? O is it nore appropriate to report social inpacts
to the political level for resolution there? Wwo is responsible

for dealing with them eventually?

Questions such as these have given Panels, proponents and their
publics considerable trouble. In specific reviews, the lack nr
regsonably cl ear answers has al so raised conflicting expectatinne
about EARP; subsequent criticism creates doubt about the validi+r of
the Process. The outcome of EARP exercises has becone nore un-
predictable for proponents who are also being subjected to public

and Panel reproach. A potential result is fewer projects referred
for review. The situation calls for inprovenent.

The Process presently relies heavily on Panels, and the expertise
they bring-, to sort out how inpacts will be dealt with in each case.
Panel nmenbers, however, have operated with little overall guidance.
Sol ving the problens raised by the gradual energence of' social
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inpact issues in EARP will require setting sone limts and
providing clarification, of two types.

The first concerns the kinds of social inpacts deemed appropriate
for consideration in EARP. The problem it addresses has to do
with the wide range of possible social inpacts and their open-
endedness.  Associated questions, in specific instances, are
why these social inpact studies are required and what purposes
are to be served by the new information.

The second type of clarification is admnistrative. EARP is only
one anmong various review processes. Qhers include those of the
National Energy Board, Atomc Energy Control Board, National Harbours
Board, Department of Indian and Northern Affairs, Canadian Trans-
port Comm ssion, and provincial environnental assessmant'agenci es

as well as provincial and nunicipal planning and regulatory processes.
To what extent are social inpacts, identified for projects referred
to EARP, appropriate forconsiderationin that forumvs. others?
Answering this question would require further sorting out of
admnistrative boundaries and responsibilities, and less reliance

by other agencies on EARP to carry the burden of inpact assessnent.

Providing the required clarification would nmake it considerably
easier for inpact assessors to do their jobs, would tell proponents
what is expected of them would nore sharply define issues for

di scussion at public hearings, would create a perspective wthin
which to place public criticism and would render the task of Panels
| ess obscure.

Initially, such clarification may be best done on a project- and
Panel -specific, agency-by-agency basis. For exanple, the way that
the Departnent of Indian and Northern Affairs addresses social

i npacts differsfronthe approach taken by the Departnent of Public
Wrks or the Departnent of Transport. DINA projects, usually
affecting northern settlements, are 1ikely to have significant
social inplications, and the Departnent's mandate gives it more-
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t han-average control over neasures needed to prevent or mnimze

social problems. The accumulated experience gained with specific
agencies and project reviews could be fed back to develop a set of
general gquidelines for SIA in EARP.

Carifying the role of social inpacts in EARP would only indirectly
serve the deeper objective of getting federal departments and
agencies to incorporate social considerations more fully and expli-
citly into their planning processes, SO that fewer adverse social
impacts were generated in the first place. This appears to be
happening in the United States but its experience is not likely

to recur in this country. Several forcing mechanisnms exist in the
U.S.8 court rulings, the Ofice of Mnagement and Budget which
can withhold funds if agencies do not denonstrate conpliance wth
NEPA and CEQ regul ations, and the political process itself where
strong adverse public reaction to a project sometines translates
into the blocking of the agency's program in Congress. None of
these nechanisms is at work in Canada. The main inpetus for social
I npact consideration here cones from within federal departnents
and agencies themselves. The self-assessnent approach, conducted
in private, allows them to set their own paraneters for inpact
studies and to decide if and when to go public. As a result, the
change to nore explicit recognition of social inpacts is slow

Environmental assessnent processes such as NEPA and EARP were
originally ainmed at forcing faster change with respect to envir-
onmental inpacts but, for social inpacts in Canada, the opportun-
ities in this regard are restricted under the present system
Mnimzing the disincentives to agencies who are considering referral
of their projects for reviewis the nmost that can be done. Cari-

fying the handling of social inpacts in EARP would contribute to
that end.
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Assessing and Review ng Social |npacts

Making clearer the role of social inpacts in EARP is related to

the other problem being assured that the admtted inpacts can

be adequately assessed and reviewed. Carity depends on capability:
if the latter was not present the forner would be futile. Conversely,
capability is tied to clarity, For exanple, in the presently anbi-
guous circunstances no full-fledged social inpact assessment has
been attenpted under EARP.

In determning how to assess and review social inpacts, it should
be recognized that social inpact assessnment requires an approach
sonmewhat different from environmental inpact assessnent. There
are two reasons. First, the SIA field is conparatively underdevel-
oped, beyond the profiling stage, for nost kinds of project-environ-
ment conbinations. Practical experience with SIA is too limted

to allow a "best" approach to be identified. And second, nany of
the concerns that are likely to arise in the assessnent and review
of social inpacts - value-laden concerns about quality of life

and equity, for example - do not lend thenselves to the conventional
mode of analysis in inpact assessment,characterized by systematic
scientific investigation and technical evaluation. The SIA field
itself is diversifying in response to these problems, and alterna-
tives to SIA are being advanced.

|f the s1A field was nore mature, especially in predicting and
evaluating social inpacts, and if social inpact issues were better
defined and |ess subjective, the approach to social inpacts in

EARP could safely put nuch of the enphasis on the assessnent side and
particularly on the social inpact study. But, given the energent
state of the field and the often unpredictable and intractable nature
of social inpacts, a more prudent strategy would place greater
enphasis on the review stage of the Process while naking conplenen-
tary inprovenents to the assessment stage (the latter would
facilitate devel opment of the SIA field). In the language of
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Chapter 5,such a strategywoul d pursue a conprom se between the

technical and political perspectives on SIA It would: 1. place
the technical perspective in the foreground during the assessnent
stage, but make it nore participative; and 2. give the political
perspective domnance in the review stage, but provide for sound
technical inputs and rigorous exam nation of them

Among the options available for adjusting the assessment stage of
an EARP exercise are the follow ng:

®sSharpen the social conmponent of EIS guidelines. Make it
clear that a prime objective of the SIAis to informthe
review stage of the Process. At a mininum require a social
profile of the affected area and add inpact prediction,
assessnment and eval uation, depending on the kinds of inpacts
expected. Ensure that public opinion and attitude surveys
enploy valid nethods accepted at the start. Retain expert
advice to assist in fornulation of the social inpact guide-
lines. Provide for public input to test the appropriateness
of the guidelines in draft form [Initiate 'scoping’ proce-
dures, ! with public input, to attenpt to narrow down at this
early stage the key social issues likely to be encountered
later. Require the proponent to inform and consult wth
those directly affected by the project.

@i fferentiate certain kinds of inpacts - economc, fiscal,
health, land use, and services or infrastructure inpacts
are the obvious exanples - and where appropriate provide
for themto be addressed in a rigorous manner, follow ng the
El A node of analysis (recognizing that these inpacts
eventual ly can be traced to value judgnents that require
public input in the review stage).

@omm ssion class studies of two types of social inpacts:

1. specific inpacts likely to be generated by the kinds of
projects reviewed under EARP (e.g., inpacts of new devel opnent
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on native comunities, the boomtown effect, industry in

rural areas, transportation facilities): and 2. the categories
of inpact differentiated above (land use, economc, etc.).
Class studies, sunmarizing what is known about each set of
inpacts and their assessment, would facilitate the devising
of workable guidelines considerably.

Options for amending the review conponent of EARP include:

®Give public input a clearer and nore promnent role in
project assessnent and review. A full assessnent of a
project could then combine the proponent's social inpact
study, oriented to "processed" information, with the exper-
lential information provided by people in the affected area
(Figure 14 in Chapter 5 depicts the two varieties of infor-
mation and how they mght relate in inpact assessment and
review). Consider developing explicit guidelines for public
input at the beginning of the review Accord those providing
public input (a subset of the public participating in the
review) appropriate status at hearings, and make sure there
are alternate sources of information and other forns of
cross- checki ng.

® Strengthen and support public participation by financially
assisting intervenors (follow ng precedents set by various
environmental assessment inquiries in Canada) by providing
information and technical assistance, by helping intervenors
understand the Process and make effective presentations, and
by simlar neasures.

® In the public hearings, subject "technical" inputs - the
El' S, government agencies and sone of the briefs fromcitizen
intervenors - to nmore rigorous and formal review than that
typically applied by EARP Panels. (This does not nean going
as far as the adversary process, domnated by |awers, but
it would require a form of cross-examnation of experts
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and corroboration of their subnmissions). On the other
hand, provide for "personal” inputs from affected citizens
to be submtted at hearings that are nore informal than

t hose conmonly found in EARP. The aim of such changes
woul d be to match the setting nore closely to the kind of
information sought: Wwhere the required information is
technical, ensuring that it is accurate and reliable, and
where the required information is personal, creating the

climate that encourages people to come forward and speak
out.

Al though the foregoing options are consistent with the overall
findings of this study and would appear to be an appropriate.
direction to take, they do not necessarily constitute asolution
to the problems of social inpact assessnment. These problens are
not yet fully grasped (and perhaps cannot be), they show up in a
variety of forms, and some of them reach into the heart of the
political systemto challenge its underlying value consensus. As
the next step is taken, to clarify the role of social inpacts in
EARP and to provide for their assessnent and review, a sensible
approach would be to develop a diverse repertoire of responses.
Differing mxes of enphasis on assessnent and review could be
used. To know how well they are working, however, and to learn
from one Panel to the next requires designing each review deliber-
ately and purposefully, and properly nonitoring and evaluating
the results.

Alternatives to SIA within the present EARP framework also deserve
exploration. Several of these were described in Chapter 4. Each
has circunstances to which it applies, each takes a different
view of how social inpacts should be dealt wth, and each carries
its own criteria for determning the adequacy of the results.

*Conventional social inpact assessnent involves using scienti-
fic nmethods and techniques for identifying, predicting and




140

eval uatinp the social inpacts of a project taking into
account its alternatives, alternate futures, potential
mtigative measures and the attitudes and values of the
people it affects. This approach appears to be best suited
to social environnments whose main conponents can be

readily defined, to inpacts about which enough is known

to enable credible predictions to be nade, to proponents

who are willing to engage in an open and participative
examnation of the social inplications of their projects,
and to institutional settings where responsibility and
accountability for social inpacts (preventive and supportive
prograns, mtigative neasures, regulatorypowers, etc.) can
be pinned down. An adequate social inpact study would pro-
vide a conplete social profile of the people/conmunity/social
institutions affected, a detailed analysis of the main
projected inpacts (who is affected, in what way, to what
extent, wth what consequences) for each project alternative,
and a firm basis with explicit criteria for determning the
significance of projected inpacts and the overall acceptability
of each alternative.

@he issue report approach, by contrast, downplays rigorous
scientific evaluation, relying instead on strategic analysis
and professional judgment. An issue report wll be adequate
if it comunicates fully and clearly the concerns of affected
publics, sets out the bases of opposing viewpoints, exam nes
the extent to which social problens can be resolved through
mtigation or other adjustments to the project or its reloca-
tion, and clarifies the social inplications of various

deci sion options. This approach appears suited to circum
stances where the social inpacts are highly contentious and/or
where considerable conflict exists among key interests (and
especial |y between governnents) requiring political resolution
as part of the decision on project acceptability.
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*| npact _managenent de-enphasizes evaluation in favour of
| ooking for ways to cope with residual inpacts through the
famliar management neasures of planning, organization,
direction, control and nonitoring. It is best suited to
situations where a high degree of uncertainty severely limts
the usual assessment of social inpacts, where the proponent
possesses the range of powers. required to undertake needed
preventive and corrective neasures, and where the comunity
has the identity and organization that will enable it to
participate effectively in the inpact planning and nmanage-
ment process. Adequacy in this case would be judged by the
appropriateness of the social variables used to identify the
inpacts to be managed, the degree of fit between projected
Inpacts and designed mtigative measures (this wll show up
later, during monitoring), and generally how well the "what
i f" questions were handled by contingency planning

® FEnvironnental nediation, the farthest departure from conven-
tional inmpact assessment practice, has potential for appli-
cation where the issues are visible, there are clearly defined
parties in favour of and opposing the proposed project, each
side has some power and each stands to gain or |ose whatever
the outcome, and near-inpasse has been reached (Chapter 4
spells out the conditions nore fully). A though environnenta
medi ation may use inpact assessment studies as information
inputs, it concentrates on inforned negotiation and conflict
resolution with the aim of working out a conprom se solution.
Consi derations bearing on adequacy include whether all parties
to the dispute were fully consulted, how nuch access each had
to relevant information, and whether the settlenent reached
Is based on a thorough and fair treatnent of each party's
concerns.

A key factor in the assessment and review of social inpacts is the
expectations of those involved, Wwhether designers and operators of
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the process or its subjects. Their expectations affect what
they look for in a particular EARP review, whether they think its
social inpact assessment conponent is inportant and if so whether
it is adequate, and how they view the Panel's decision.

To some extent expectations of the professionals involved in EARP
exercises are determned by the position taken on the technical/
political dichotony outlined in Chapter 5 and how near it is to
the extreme of that position. Those who | ook upon SIA and ElA as
maj or opportunities to reorder societal priorities, and those who
demand total rationality in decision-naking based on conplete and
objective investigation of all alternatives, wll inevitably find
an EARP review disappointing. Their expectations are unrealistic.
On the other hand, those who are aimng at-inprovenents in the
sensitivity of project planning, * decision and nanagenent'processes
to the needs and concerns of affected people and conmunities wll
not be disillusioned by the marginal nature of the gains made,
even though they may wish for nore and faster change in approaches
to social problems.

Simlarly varied expectations exist on the part of the people who
subnit briefs and turn out at public hearings. Their views on
environnental assessment processes depend on whether and how their
individual interests are affected, how they feel about governments,
how they believe denocratic systens ought to work, and so on -
attitudes not easily changed from outside. But their views of
EARP are also conditioned by what they perceive it to promse and
deliver. If participants in a review conprehend what is being
attenpted, believe that it is being done as carefully and conpletely
as available resources allow, and feel they have been treated
fairly in a manner simlar to others, they are nore likely to
regard the process favourably even if they disagree with its
approach to social inpacts or with the final decision it reaches.
Keepi ng expectations wthin reasonable bounds, therefore, rests
largely on ensuring that the assessnent and review process is
clear, thorough, fair and equitable. And that is not just in the
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eye of its producers but also in the eye of its consumers.
In summary:

1. By opening inpact assessment to public scrutiny, EARP creates
outlets for public concerns that translate into social inpacts.
They are likely to arise in nost projects submtted for review
Because social inpacts represent social problens and because
they have the potential to be controversial and politically
probl ematic, block projects and damage the credibility
of environmental assessment and review, EARP needs to adapt
accordingly.

2. Steps taken to acconmodate social inpacts to date appear to have
been insufficient. But further adaptation faces two interrelated
problens: determning the appropriate role of social inpacts
i n EARP, and devi sing how best to assess and review the inpacts
as defined.

3. The anbi guous place now occupi ed by social inpacts in EARP
creates problens for Panels, proponents and publics, and it
bl ocks effective application of know edge and skills from the
SIA field. Two types of clarification are called for. They
concern: a.the kinds of social inpacts deened appropriate for
consideration in environmental assessments and reviews; and
b. the extent to which social inpacts of specific projects are
appropriate for consideration in EARP versus other review
processes at federal, provincial and nunicipal |evels. Such
clarification initially mght be best done on a project and
agency speci fic basis. Experience could accunulate into a set
of general quidelines.

4. In determning how to assess and revi ew soical inpacts, two
considerations stand out: first, the SIA field is far less
devel oped than the EIA field; and second, value-laden social
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i ssues often are not well suited to the EIA node of analysis. A
prudent approach to social inpacts would place greater enphasis

on the review stage giving public input a clearer and more pro-
mnent role in the Process, strengthening and supporting public
participation, and altering the hearings to subject "technical"
information inputs to nore rigorous examnation and to create a |ess
formal climate for the input of "personal" information. At the
sane time, conplenmentary inmprovenents would be made to the assess-
ment stage: sharpening the social conponent of EIS guidelines,
differentiating categories of inpacts (e.g., economc, fiscal,

| and use and services inpacts) suited to a nore technical treatnent,
and commissioning cl ass studies that summarize Wwhat is known about
certain kinds of inpacts likely to recur in reviewed projects.

5. Soci al i npactsand the problens they raise are diverse. No one
solution is likely to apply across the board. A sensible strategy,
therefore, would be to develop a repertoire of responses. Alter-
natives nentioned earlier - issue report, inpact managenent and
environnental nmediation - deserve exploration. Each has its own
range of applicability, approach and adequacy criteria.

6. A key factor in the assessnment and review of social inpacts is
to maintain realism in theexpectations of those involved, whether
professionals or publics. Mch of this is beyond EARP control.
Wiat can be done, however, is to ensure that the Process is clear,
thorough, fair and equitable, and that it is seen to be so.

Throughout this study, the enphasis has been on social inpact problens.
But social inpact assessment can be seen as nore than nerely an aberrant
in environmental inpact assessnent, or even an extension of it. The
growi ng concern over social inpacts may well signal the second stage

in a devel opment process that began over a decade ago when environnental
concerns surfaced in the public and political consciousness of North
Amer i ca. "Devel opment™ is used here in its deepest meaning - a
transformation froma sinpler to a more conplex state. 2 Wien develop-
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ment occurs (an adol escent reaches adulthood, for exanple) there

is change and there are problems but there are also new potentials.
Social inpacts re-open concerns/potentials about man and environnent
that were present when EIA was born but for a while seened to fade
anay. Now they are returning in new forns that defy environmental-
social distinctions. The boonerang effects of a growing list of
chemcals on human and non-human health is a frightening but classic
exanpl e.

Seen this way, social inpacts make environmental inpacts conplete.
Significant progress has been made in the assessnent and review
of environnental inpact& The assessment and review of social
inpacts has simlar promse. Conbined, the prospects multiply.
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Footnotes

CHAPTER 1: | NTRODUCTI ON

1 Richard N.L. Andrews, Envi olicy
Change (Toronto: Lexington Books, 1976),p.18.

2 The study budget totaled $4, 950 including fees, travel and
support “services. An additional $877 was provided to conpen-
sate consultants brought together for a one-day meeting in
Vancouver .

3 The EIA literature is listed in Audrey Arnour, Information
Resources for Environmental Inpact Assessnent (Downsview,
Ontario; York University, Faculty of Environnental Studies,
1979), avail able fromthe Facul ta/' s Publication Coordinator
(address in Appendix D) for $7. I ncluding postage. This
146-page book I ncludes over 500 references; nmost of them
annotated, organized in four main sections: 1. legislation,
90|ICI es and procedures in Canada, the U S. and other countries;
, theory and practice of inpact assessment (subcategories:
perspectives on EIA general references; methods in EIA ElA
and pl anni ng processes; social inpact assessnent; econom c/
fiscal inpact assessnent; technology assessnent; and public
participationini npact assessnent); 3. classes of projects |
(subcat egories: highways; airports: railways and rail” transit;
sewerage and solid waste; water resources: energy devel opment,
transm ssion and use: new towns and subdivisionS; and other
projects): and 4. other sources including bibliographies,
periodicals, indexes and abstracts. ~Names and addresses of
sources are included, along with their costs.
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CHAPTER 2: THE EARP EXPERI ENCE

1 In Hanly v. Mtchell, 1972,a case involving a proposal by the
General “Services Admnistration to construct a jail in
Manhattan, the Second Crcuit Court of Appeals ruled:

The National Environnental Policy Act contains no exhaustive
list of so-called "environmental  considerations" but without
question its arnms extend beyond sewage and garbage and

even beyond water and air pollution.... The Act nust be
construed to include protection of the quality of life for
city residents. Noise, traffic, overburdened mass transp-
ortation systems, crime, congestion and even availability
of drugs all affect the urban "environment" and are surel
the results of the "profound influences of.... high density
urbani zation and industrial expansion".... Thus,
plaintiffs do raise many "environmental considerations"

that should not be ignored.

Cted from Environnmental Reporter Cases 1152,1972, by Carole

Coop Atherton, "The Legal Requirenents for Environnental

| npact Reporting”, in Handbook for Environmental Planning,
ed.James McEvoy 111 and Thomas Dietz (New York: Wiley,1977),p.55.

2 Council on Environnental Quality, Regulations for |nplenenting
the Procedural Provisions of the National Environnental
Policy Act (VWashington, DC: CEQ WMay 1977, promul gated Nov.1978),
Sections 1508.8 and 1508.14.

3 Charles p. WIf is Research Professor of Social Sciences at
the Polytechnic Institute of New York.

4 c.p. WIf, nSocial Inpact Assessnent: The State of The Art-,
in Social Inpact Assessment, ed.C P.WIf (Environnental
Design Research Association, 1974),p.2.

5 Federal Environmental Assessment Review O fice. Revised
@Qide to the Federal Environnmental Assessment and Revi ew Process.
(O tawa: FEARO, May 19/79).

6 sSee: Federal Environmental Assessnment Review Ofice;
Federal Environnmental Assessnent and Review Process: Quide
Tor Environnmental Screening (U tawa: Environnment Canada,
Environnental Protection Service and FEARO, 1978).

7 ibid., p.8.

8 ibid., p.5

9 ibid., pp. 53-55.




10

11
12

13

14
15

16

17

18

19

148

Federal Environnmental Assessnment Revi ew O0ffice,Environmental
Assessment Panels: \Wiat They Are and What They Do (Ot awa:
FEARO n.d.), p.3.

FEARO, Revised Guide, ibid., p.5.
ibid., p.7.

See: Council on Environmental Quality, Environnental

_EJBJI'[V: The Tenth Annual Report of the Council_on,,
nvironmental Quality (Vashington: CEQ Dec.1979), Chapter 10,
"NEPA", pp. 577-605; the precedi ng nine annual reports- and
CEQ, Environnental |npact Statenents: An Analysis of Six
Years™ EXperience by sSeventy Federal Adencies (\VAshi ngton:
CEQ, 19761.

FEARO, Environnmental Assessment Panels, ibid., p.1.

FEARO, Reqister of Panel Projects and Bulletin, No.11,
March 1980.

MacLaren Atlantic Ltd., Prelimnary Environnental Impact
Statement, Lepreau Nuclear GCenerating Station (Fredericton:
New Brunsw ck Electric Conm ssion, Feb. 1975). The EIS
guidelines are included in the Appendix.

Point Lepreau New Brunsw ck Nucl ear @neratin? Station:
Envi ronnmental Assessnment Panel Report to the nister of the

Environnent (Otawa: Environnent Canada, May 1975). 11pp.

MacLaren Atlantic Ltd., Environmental Assessnent for Point
Lepreau Cenerating Station (Fredericton: _INew Brunsw cK
Electric Power Conm ssion, March 1977?_ The report gave
little attention to social inpacts. t concluded, "In
summary, the project seems to be largely tolerated, the
residents having resigned themselves to its devel opnent...
The peopl e appear anxious about possible disruption of
their lifestyle... An influx of non-local people, higher
costs and increased crinme were the nost feared negative
impacts .... It was acknow edged that positive inpacts

m ght occur but these were considered to be speculative
and did not outweigh the difficulties that were seen as
being imediate."

Beak Consultants, Environnental Assessment and Management
Strategy, Weck Cove Hydroelectric Project. Interim

Report  _on_ Environmental Assessnent for Nova Scot]a Power
Cormission (Halifax: NSPC, March 1976). A Tinal EIS was

submtted in My 1977.
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Weck Cove Hydro Electric Project: Environmental Assessment
Report to the Mnister of Fisheries and the Environnent
(OGtawa: FIsheries and Environment Canada, July 1977). 10pp.

Quidelines to Prepare an Environnental Inpact Statement for
the Provosed Eldorado Nuclear Uranium Refineries (Otawa:
Envi ronnent Canada, Oct .1976J,, ~overed this project, the
next one (three additional sites in Ontario) and Eldorado's
proposed refinery near Warman, Saskat chewan.

Janmes F. MaclLaren Ltd., Environmental |[npact Assessment:
The Port Ganbv Project (Gtawa: FEdorado Nuclear Ltd.,
May 1977). Supplementary documents were issued later in 1977.

Report of the Envi ronnment al _Assessnent  Panel on_the

Elc %prfqﬁ_ﬁq Urani um Refinery, Port G anby, Ontario (Ofawa:
FEARO0,1978). 63 pp.

James F. MaclLaren Ltd., Environmental Inpact Statement for an
Urani um Hexafl uoride Refinery, Hope Township,Environmental
[mpact _Assessment_for _an_Uranium Béxafluorlde Ref i nery,

DIl Township,and Environnental Impact Statement for an

O ani um Fléxafiuoride Refinery, Blind Rver (Qtawa:

El dorado Nuclear Ltd., Sept. 1978). Supplenentary docunents
were |ater issued for each of the three EISs.

Report of the Environnental Assessnent Panel, El dorado
Uranium Hexafluoride Refinery, Ontario (CGtawa:

Feb.1979). 73 pp.

Beak Hinton Consultants Ltd., Environnental Iuﬁac_t Assess-
nment of Roberts Bank Port Expansion (CGtawa: t1onal
Harbours Board, 1977), especially Volune 5, Appendix C
The Existing Socio-econom ¢ Environment.

Report of the Environmental Assessment Panel , Roberts Bank
Port Expansion (Qtawa: FEARO, March 19/9). 70 pp.

F.F.Slaney and Co. Ltd., Environmental [npact Statenent on

t he Reacfivation of Boundary Bay Airport, 5 volumes
Otawa: Transport Canada, Canadian Ar Transportation
mnistration, 1979).

Report of the Environnental Assessment Panel, Boundary Bay
I port activation (Ottawa: V. 1979). 60pp.

Dept. of Public Wrks, Canada, and U S. Dept. of Transport-
ation, Federal H ghway Admnistration, _Environnental |npact
Stat ement, Shakwak Highway | nprovenent, British Colunbia
and_Yukon Canada (QOtawa: Public Wrks Canada, Dec.1977)

and Environnmental | npact Statenent, Shakwak H ghway
| mprovenent, British Colunbia and Yukon, Canada:
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Statement of Social, Economc and Environmental |npacts.
I ncorporating Issues Presented at Public Hearings (UGtawa:
Publ1c Wrks Canada, My 1978).

Report of the Environmental Assessnent Panel, Shakwak
H ghwav_Project (Otawa: FEARO, June 1978) .60 pp.

Norlands Petrol eum Ltd., Environmental |npact Statenent for
Exploratory Drilling in the Lancaster Sound Region, June 1978.

Report of the Environnental Assessment Panel. lLancaster Sound
DrilTing (Ottawas FEARO, Feb.1979). 127 pp.

Report of the Environmental Assessnent Panel, Roberts Bank
Port Expansion (March 1979), pp.31-32.

Report of the Environmental Assessnent Panel, Shakwak
Highway Project (O tawa: FEARO, June 1978), p.52.

FEARO states, in Revised Quide to the Federal Environnental
Assessment _and Review Process (May, 1979), p.6:  "Public
comment on the guidelines may be requested before they

are submtted to the initiator, This is usually done where
significant public concern and/or interest has been
denonstrated in the project.”

Accor di n% to the Council on Environmental Quality, "Preparat-
ion of Environnental Inpact Statenents: Guidelines,"”

Federal Register 38 (August 1, 1973): 20553, “Many maj or Feder al

actrons, 1in particular those that involve the construction
or licensing of infrastructure investnents (e.g., highways,
airports, sewer systens, water resource projects, etc.),
stinulate or induCe secondary effects in the form of
associ ated investments and changed patterns of social and
econom ¢ activities. Such .secondarY. effects, through their
inpacts on existing community facilities and activities,
through inducing new facilities and activities, or through
changes in natural conditions, may often be even nore
substantial than the primary effects of the original
action itself."

In the case of the Eldorado Nuclear uranium refinery
proposal for Port Ganby, Ontario, the proponent r%portedly
spent over $1 mllion on site selection and the EIS. No
funding was nade available tocitizen intervenors.

The Shakwak H ghway Project may have been a turning point.
The Panel's approach, which stressed social inpact, was
undoubtedly influenced by the nature of the project. It
was a joint Canadi an/ Anerican venture, which neant nmeeting
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both EARP and NEPA requirenents: it was the first project
subm tted that was not already fully conmtted; and it had
*obvi ous potential social inpacts on several Indian
communi ti es.

CHAPTER 3: SIA° THE EMERG NG FI ELD

1 A paradigmis a set of comon assunptions about reality

(conbining |laws, theories, nethods and neans of applying the
shared by a disciplinary or professional community. " pafadig
are world views or broad franmes of reference. The paradigm

accepted by theoreticians and practitioners in a mature
field contains not just abstract concepts and nethodol ogy
but also values and beliefs, both explicit and inplicit
(e.g., tthe engineer's belief in technology or the lawyer's
faith in the Ia\/\% The classic reference on this subject
is:  Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structur f lentifi vol utj
second edition (Chicago: .University O I cago .
Jessie Barnard, in_The Sociology of Community (Glenview,IL:
Scott, Foresman and Co., 1973), é! scusses four conpeting
paradi gns of »community" in the field of sociology:

ecol ogical, social class, power structure, and Gemeinschaft-
Gesel I'schaft.

2 The nature and use of theories is well presented in the first
two chapters ofs Chris Argyris and Donald A Schon, Theory
in Practice: lIncreasing Professional Effectiveness
-(San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1970).

3 u.s. Dept. of Agriculture, Forest Service, Social InPact
Assessment:  An Overview, AB{H| 1977. Technical work Tor
This study was provided by Dr. Richard p.Gale, University of
Oregon, 0 is preparing "a Social Inpact Assessment Handbook
for the Forest rvice.  Dr. Gle was interviewed in Eugene,

Oregon, on 15 May 1979.

4 ibid., p.7. Daniel Bronley and his economst colleagues at
the University of Wsconsin in Mdison and the University
of Alberta distinguish institutions and organizations:

An institution is seen to benore than nerely an organization.
It is a nethod of approaching problems and dealing wth issues,
sonetimes in a manner requiring the intervention of a

col lective body, other times operating through infornmal but
other socially powerful conventions. ~A significant .
function of i'nstitutions is the definition and allocation

of rights among society's nenbers and between society
collectively and its nmenbers individually... [Institutions
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are those social decision systenms which, by defining the
\é\orki gg rul es, accommodate change and reconcile conflicting
emands.

Dani el W Bromiey, et al, Institutional Design for |nproved
Envi ronment al Quality: Legal and Econom c Aspects In

Wsconsin (Madison, W: Unrversity of Wsconsin, Sea G ant
ColTege Program 1977).

Ruth Love, Doing Social Effects Assessment: Two Cases from
a Corps Field District (Fort Belvoir, VA U.S.Army ENgI neer
[nstitute for Water Resources, Nov. 1978), p.9.

U S.D.A, Forest Service, ibid., p.8.

Love, ibid., p.9-10. Dr. Love was interviewed at her office
(U.S.Army Engineer District, 319 s.w.Pine St., Portland) on
18 May 1979.

ivid., p.10.
ibid., p.8.

Love, ibid., considers two projects: the Applegate and

Days Creek dans (the former including rlood control,
irrigation, water supply, fish and wldlife enhancenent,
recreation and water quality control, and the latter
enconpassi ngf a reservoir, spillway, intake structure, power
generation facilities, recreation facilities, fish and
wildlife enhancement and possible downstream bank protection).
Both project sites are in tinbered, narrow river valleys in the
foothills of the Cascades. The population is rural and
resour ce- based aIthough major cities are only an hour's
drive away. See: US Any EnEg| neer District, Portland,
Oregon, Final Supplement No.2, Environnmental |npact
Statenent, Applegate Lake, Roque River Basin, Oregon,
August 1976 and Final Environnmental [npact Statenent,
Davs Creek Lake, South Umpaua R ver, Oregon, Nov. 1976.

11 Love, ibid., p.17.

12 The term "human ecol ogy" was coined by Robert Ezra Park and

systematically the conceptual framework of plant and anina
ecology to the study of human communities. ~Evolution of t
field,” including excerpts from some of the early classical
works, is presented in: George A Theodorson, udies in
Human Ecology (Evanston, |L: Harper & Row, 1961).

Ernest W Burgess in 1921. It represented an attenpt to apﬁly
e

13 Steve H. Murdock, "The Potential Role of the Ecol ogical

Framework in Inpact Analysis," Rural Sociology 44 (1979):
s546,560. The author is in the Departnent of Rural
Sociology at Texas A & M University.
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14 ibid., p.558.

15 Synbiosis, in ecology, refers to a relationship of mutual
dependence and benefit between two or nore organisns |iving
together: a lichen, for exanple, is a synbiotic union of
fungus and alga. In sociology, synbiosis connotes conplenent-
ary relations of nutual dependence between dissimlar groups
(e.g., between those who like to lead and those who like to
be led). Commensalism in ecology, neans the sharing of

space and/or resources between two or nore organisms

("dining at the same table"), usually where only one

benefits and the other is neither benefited nor harnmed.

In sociology, comensalism refers to supplenentary relation-

ship between simlar groups (such as workers and "unions).

16 Louis J. D'Amore and Sheila Rittenberg, "Social |npact
Assessment: A State of the Art Review," Urban Forum3
él\/b\_rch-Aprll 1978): 26.  Lou D*Amore i S président.of and

heila Rittenberg is a consultant with L.J. D'Amore and
Associ ates of Montreal .

1?7 Various definitions of stability exist, anong them the view
that systemc stability exists when vthe rate of chantt:;e in a
social ~system is commensurate with the systenmis abilify to
cope wth it.» See Everett M Rogers and Rabel J. Burdge,
Social _Change in Rural Societies (New York: Appleton-
Century Crofts, 1972),p.13.

18 D'Amore and Rittenberg, ibid.

19 Donal d Schon, in Beyond The Stable State (London: Tenple Smith,
1971), exam nes why the 1dea of "a calm stable state to be
reached after a time of troubles" is so seductive.

George T. Lock Land, in Gow or De: The Unifying Principle
of Transformation (New York: Delta, I19/3) and Edgar S.Dumn,Jr.,
In Econom c and Social Devel opnent: A Process of cial
Learning (Baltinore: John Hopkins Press, 1971), point out
fhat growth and devel opnment are _essentially unstable periods
in the evolution of any organism or systen] since these two
processes are desirable, at least at certain times and if
controlled,instability al so must be accorded qualified
acceptance. Eric Trist denonstrates that "turbulence,"
created by increased interdependencies wthin and anong
organi zations and their environments, is evident in today's
world. See Trist, "The Environment and System Response
Capability: A Futures Perspective," paper presented to the
1st European Forum on Organization Development", Aachen,

Qct. 1978, and to be published in the Sumrer 1980 issue of
Contact, Journal of the Faculty of Environnental Studies,
University of Waterloo. And Ruth Mack, in Planning
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Oon Uncertainty: Decision Making in Business and Governnent
Adm nistration (New York: Wley, 1971), defines uncertalnty
as the conplenent of know edge and discusses how to deal
sensibly with it rather than ignoring it or regarding it as a

eneny.

Ben-chieh Liu, ~A Quality of Life Production Mdel for Project
| npact Assessment,” in Methodology of Social |npact Assessnent,
ed. Kurt Finsterbuschand C.P.Wolf (Stroudsburg,PA: Dowden,
Hut chi nson and Ross, 1977), pp. 1820199. Liu is at M dwest
Research Institute.

ibid., p.186. A nore detailed discussion of quality-of-life
and social indicators is provided in: Mirtin W Brossnman,
et al, Qualitv of Life Indicators: AState-of-the-Art and
CQui del ines Devised to Assist in Developi ng Environmental
Indicators (Vashington, D.C UGS Environnental Protection
A?ency, 1972). A turther source is: Kevin J. Glmartin,

el al’, Social Indicators: An Annotated Bibliography of
Current Literature (New York: GrTand, 1979).

Marvin E.0lson and Donna J.Merwin, "Toward a Met hodol ogy

for Conducting Social |npact Assessment Using Quality of
Social Life Indicators,” in Methodol ogy of cial |npact
Assessnent, ed. Fi nsterbusch and Wl f, 1977: 43-63.

The authors are with Battelle Human Affairs Research Centers.

ibid., pp.43-44, citing C P.WIf, 1974, ibid.

AOsen and Merwin, ibid., p.54, propose such a nodel, _
ﬁoncept ual l'y. It is too conplex to reproduce and explain
ere.

Liu, ibid., p.182.

O sen and Merwin, ibid., p.48.

Finsterbusch and Wl f, ibid., contains discussions of a
nunber of these franmeworKks.

Evan M achos, et al, Social Inpact Assessnent: An Overview
(Fort Belvoir, VA US A Engineer Tnstitute for Water
Resources,Dec.1975); and Mark Shields, "Gounded Theory
Construction in Social Impact Assessment,” in _Methodol ogy
of Social l|npact Assessnent, ed. Finsterbusch and V@IT,
1977: 6L-73. Vrachos 1S at the Center for Environmental
Resources, Colorado State University.

Charles F. Cortese and Bernie Jones, "The Soci ol ogi cal
Anal ysis of Boom Towns,"

Western Sociol ogi cal Review 8 (1977):87.
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Martin E.Krieger, "Social Equity and Environmental Quality,"
in Environmental |npact Assessnment: Quidelines and
Commentary,ed. Thomas G.Dickert and Katherrne R Doneny
(Berkeley, CA: University of California, Uni verngl
Extension, 1974):58. The sane point is nmade and docunented
by David Sills, »The Environnmental Mvenent and its Critics,

uman Ecology 3 (1975): 6.
Reg Lang, "Environnmental [Inpact Assessnent: Reform or

Rhetoric?" In Ecology Versus Politics in Canada, ed WIliam
Leiss (Toronto:” Unitversity of Toronto Press, 1979),p.249.

W1 liam Ophul s, Ecology and The Politics of Scarcity
(San Francisco: "WH Freeman and Co., 1977),p.176.

Ted L. Napier, = the Social Inpact of Forced Relocation of
Rural Popul ation Due to Planned Environnental Modification,"
West ern _Soci ol ogi cal Review 8 (1977): 92.

R. Dani el Schott, "Social |npacts of Transportation,” in
Handbook for Environnental Planning: The Social Conseguences
0l _Environnmental_Change, €d. McEvoy and Dietz, p.20%.

Cortese and Jones, ibid., pp. 77-78.

A brief overview of public participation philosophies and

met hods, including promnent sources, is presented in:

Reg Lang and Audrey Arnour, Environnental--Planning Resource-
book (Montreal: Multiscience PUDI T Cati ons, 1980),Section 5-6.
Noteworthy anmong the Canadian references is: P.S.Elder, ed.,
Envi r onnent al nagenent and Public Participation (Toronto:
Canadian Environmental Law Research Foundation, 1975).

Council on Environmental Quality, Environnental I npact
Statenents: An Analysis of SiXx Year's EXPEri Enceé Dby
Seventy Federal Agenci es (vashington, D.C: CEQ 19/6).

CHAPTER 4. CONDUCT OF SOCIAL | MPACT STUDI ES

1t University of Louisville, Uban Studies Center, Social

2 Kurt Finsterbusch, A Metnodology for Soci al

Capacity | ndicatorsCommunity Consultation, Watferson
Expressway (Loursville, XY: Unrversity of TLoursville, 1972).
act Assess-

I
ments of H ghway Locafion (BrooklandvilTe, . rylan
State H ghway Adm nistration, July 1976) p.5. Wiile it is
generally agreed that all levels of society should be
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addressed, SIA practitioners differ on the relative o
i nportance that should beassigned to each level in a specific
social inmpact study. Boothroyd, for exanple, believes that
the inpact study should focus on the individual. He has
defined a social inpact study as "any study which attenpts
to determne the inpacts of a particCular physical development
on the day-to-day quality of life of persons whose environment
is affected by the developnment,other than those whom the
devel opment is expressly designed to serve." See: Peter
Boothroyd, Review of the State of the Art of Social |npact
Research 1 n_Canada Sutawa: Mnistry of State for U ban

Affarrs, Nov. 1975), p.3.

3Sonme SI A advocates argue that social inpact assessment
should focus solely on the social interactions and relation-
ships anong and between people. An SIA commttee, at a
recent conference on inpact assessment, concluded,"Although
hyphenat ed social matters such as socio-econom ¢, socio-
bi ol ogical, and so on, are obviously related to interactions
between and anong people, they are ancillary and subordinate
to the SIA researcher's central and overriding concern per se."
See: Rabel J. Burdge, et al, "Social Conponents of

Environnental |npact Statements”, in Environmental |npact.
Anal ysis: Emerging |ssues in Planning.‘é‘d._Ravrn'd'ejr—KE.r%'m n
and Bruce L. Hutchings (Chicago: University of Illinois Press,
1978), p.119. The book conprises the ||oro_ceed| ngs of a 1977
Conference on Environmental |npact Analysis, * The Decision
Process ", co-sponsored by the University of Illinois at
Urbana- Champaign and the U S. Arny ConStruction Engineering
Research Laboratory. .

L An exception: %/nt_hia Flynn and Rosemary Schmdt, on contract
to the U.Ss.Army Engineer I'nstitute for Water Resources,
adapted the quality of life framework to yield a social
profiling method applicable to water resource projects.

See: C}/ntma B.Flynn and Rosemary J. Schm dt, Sources of

| nformation for Social Profiling (Fort Belvoir, VA

U.S.Army Engineer Instrtute for Water Resources, bec.1977).
The nor however, is expressed by H.Paul Friesema and

Paul J. Cul hane, "Social inpact aSsessment in EISs is al nost
al ways devoid of any recognizable Social theory and appears

instead to be the result of agency hunches. Rarely do EISs

refer to relevant social science literature." See’ Friesema
and Cul hane, ©Social Inpacts, Politics and the_Environnental
| npact Assessnent Process," Natural Resources Journal

16 (April 1976):345. The aufhors go on 10 explain why,

5 Norbert Dee, et al, =an Assessnent of the Usage of
Environmental Assessment Methodol ogies in Environnental
| npact Statenents,” DMc — DRS Journal 9 (Januar%/- March 1975):6
Anot her stud){]_ concl udes that socral 1npact researchers tend
to "stay within the safety of their disciplinary boundaries"
which result in the omssion of significant areas of concern
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to proponent agencies. See: Henry Hitchcock, Analytical
Review of Research Reports on Social |npacts of Vater
Resour ces__Devel opnent __Projects (Fort Belvoir, VA U S Arny
Engi neer Institute for Water Resources, 1977),p.193.

A third study, of 80 Erss filed in conpliance wth NEPA
from 1970 to 1974, found; »In only 9 cases out of 80 did
the mninmal conditions for sociological theory obtain,"

"No soci al research nethod or technrque could be determ ned
in 86.5% of the cases," "Consciously enployed
interdisciplinary approaches were nonexistent" and ", . ip
93.8% of the cases, no directives regarding the use of SIA
knowl edge could be detected? See: Arthur S. WIlke and

Har vey Cain, »"Social | npact Assessment Under NEPA: The
State of the Field, Western Sociological Review 8 (1977): 107.

U.S.Dept. of Housing and Urban Devel opnent, Draft Environmental
Statement on the New Community of Cedar-Riverside, M nneapolrs,
M nnesota (Vashington, D.C HUD, 19/4) A Canadl an
exanple of the shot-gun approach is: = Beak Consultants,
Environmental Asses t and Managenent Strateqgy. Weck Cove

roel ectric Project: | na nvironnental Inpact State-
ment (Hali1Tax: N.S.power Corporation, My 1977).

“Variety" is a measure of the nunber of possible states of
a system Ashby's Law of Requisite Variety dictates that
it takes variety to cope wth varle_t?/_. Excessive variety
equal s information overload or inabi |t|¥e to control the
situation. Variety is discussed in: g Lan%/band Audr ey
Armour, Environmental Planning Resourcebook (Mntreal:

Miul tiscience Publtcafrons Lfd., 19%0), p.18 and 292.

R. Dani el Schott, "Social Inpacts of Transportation," in
Handbook for Environnental Pplanning: The Social Consequences

of _Environnental Change,ed. James MEvoy 111 and Thonmas
Dietz (New York: WTley, 1977), p.211.

E.J.Baur, Assessing the Social Effects of Public Wrks

Projects (Fort Belvoir, VAT U.S.Army Corps Of ENQI neers,

1973), cited in Social |npact Assessment,ed. C.P.Wolf
(Environmental Design Research Association,1974),p.12.

VWl f, ibid.

Rabel J. Burdge and Sue Johnson, "Sociocultural Aspects of
the Effects of Resource Development," in Handbook -for
Environnmental Planning: The Social Consequences of
Environnental Change,ed. McEvoy and Dietz, p.243.  The
method was first proposed in C.P.wWolf, ed., Social |npact
Assessment, 1 974.

ibid, p. 246
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c.p.wolf, "Comment on Social I|npact Statenments: A
Tentative Framework," 1n Social |npact Assessnent, ed. Wl f,
p.85.

i bid.

Duncan & Jones, Methodology and Guidelines for Assessing
Social lnpacts of Devel opment (Sacramento, CA:  Sacramento
County Community Devel opment and Environmental Protection
Agency,1976), p. 61. A simlar set of criteria can be

found in: Federal Environmental Assessnent Review O fice,
Quide for Environnental Screening (Qtawa: FEARO, 1978), p.6.

A nunber of agencies have attenpted to prescribe standards
or thresholds for use in assessing the social inpacts of
their projects. See especi aIITy: Pl 'anni ng  Envi ronnent al
International, Interim Quide for Environmental Assessnent
[geV\AShi ngton, D.C. U.S.Dept. of Housing and U ban

vel opment, 1975); Skidnore, Oaings & Merrill, et al,
Not ebook 2. Social Inpacts: A Guidance Manual for the
Assessment of Social Inpacts Due to H ghway raciiity
Improvements (Washington, DC: U.S. Dept. of Transportation,
1975); and Skidmore, Owings & Merril., &t al Guidance
Not ebooks for the Environnmental Assessment of Airport
Devel opnent _Proj ects.  Notebook 2: Environnent al
Assessnent Techni ques (Washington, DC U 'S. Dept. of
Transportation, 1978).

Kurt Finsterbusch, "Estimating Policy Consequences for

I ndi viduals, Organizations and Communities/@ in _Mar_hg_d]o#ggy
of Social Inpact Assessnent. ed. Finsterbusch and WIT,
pPp.13-14.

Fi nsterbusch and Wl f, eds., ibid., p. 3t4.

i bi d.

Cynthia B. Flynn, =Science and Specul ation in Social Impact
Assessment,” Social |npact Assessment 11/12(1977):5.

David C. MIller, "Mthods for Estimating Social Futures,"
in Mthodology of Social |npact Assessnent, ed.Finsterbusch
and Wl f, ibid., p.20L.

James C. Cramer, et al, Social Inpact Assessment of Reqional
Plans: AReview of Methods and a Recomrended Process

Davis, CA: University of California Davis, Dept. of

oci ol ogy, March 1979), p.9.

Marvin E. O sen and Donna J. Merwin, * Toward a Methodol ogy
for Conducting Social |npact Assessments Using Quality of

Social Life Indicators," In Finsterbusch and wolf,ibid., pp.52-53.
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25 Ceorge L. Peterson and Robert S. Gemmell, "Social |npact
Assessnent:  Comments on the State of the Art," Met hodabLogy
of Social Inpact Assessments, ed. Finsterbusch and Wolf, ibid.,
p. 384.

26 M m Di xon, Wat Happened to Fairbanks? An Interpretive Study
of the Effects of the Trans-Alaska Q1 Pi pel1’ne on the
Community Of Fairbanks, Alaska (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1977).

27 For exanple, suppose |owlevel radioactive waste is stored
near the honme of an individual who believes that it threatens
his health. Assumng that his fears are groundless - and that
is open to question, on current evidence - he may attribute
vague synptons of dis-ease to the stored waste. “Visits to
various doctors can diagnose no illness but theK probably |
will lead to rranK_ nedi cal X-rays. lronically, these could trigger
real illness. This argument sets aside the fact that if a
person feels ill, he is suffering as nuch as he "actually"
were ilfl.

28 Interview with Interior officials, especially Bruce Blanchard,
Director, Environmental Project Review, in Wshington on
18 Ocyober 1979. _ The Departnment has prepared guidelines for
issue reports. Two exanples of issue reports are: Secretarial
ILssue D?(currpe\nt, tFws Control of P{jeolsatort rraqle Ito West ern
| vest oc ugust 1979, 24pp.; and Secretarial |ssue
Docunent . Sout hern Callfornll)a OCS Sale No.48, Feb.1979, 66pp.

29 Council on Environnent al ality, Regulations for |nplenenting

the Procedural Provisions %1‘ thg Nat i onal Environnental Policy
Act (Washington, DC. CEQ 24 May 1977). Pronulgated 1n
Federal Reqi ster 43, 55978-56007, Nov.1978.

30 Wayne Geenall, ~Planning to Reduce Inpact in the Community,"
presentation to Social |npact Workshop, University of Toronto,
Continuing Education, Fall 1978. Greenall is with the Polar
Gas Project.

31 J.S. Merrett, State-of-the-Art Review of Experience in Assessing
the Socio-economc Effects of Northern Pipeline Projects as of
Md-1976 (Wnnipeg: M.P.S. Associates Ltd., 1977),p.33.

32 John H. Walker, Community |npact Agreements: An Approach to
Mtigating Social and Conmunity Inpacts of Power Stations on

Communities (Toronto: Ontario Hydro, Roufe and Site Selection
Dvision, Oct.1979), p.15.

33 To date, only one fullk/ operational monitoring program has
been established, for the Township of Atikokan. See:
Syd Hancock and John Walker, Community |npact Monitorin.
Program First Annual Report 1978 (Atikokan, Ontario:
Township of Atikokan and Ontario Hydro, June 1979). Also:
Proctor and Redfern Group, A Social and Community |npact
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Monitoring and Review System (Toronto: Ontario Hydro, Route

and Site Selectron Division, Jan.1979). Impact nonitoring .
exanpl es are uncommon. In the United States, thePennsylvania
Power and Light Conpany has established a monitoring study of
community inpact for its Susquehanna Steam Electric Station
(contact. Vivian Ross at PP & L's Comunity Affairs Departnent).
I'n New Zeal and the School of Social Sciences, University of
Wi kato, in 1975 formed a Research Unit, financed by the
Mnistry of wWorks and Devel opment, to nonitor the social and
econom ¢ consequences resulting from the building and

running of a 1000 MV thermal power station at Huntly.

Contact Tom Fookes, Huntly Social and Economc |npact
Monitoring Project, School of Social Sciences, University of
Wai kato, and see Fookes (Appendix C and Social Inpact Sess-
nent 45/46 (1979): 10-11.

Gerald w. Corm ck, Resolving Environmental Conflicts Through
Medi at i on: Experience, Process and Potentrals (Seattle, WA
University of Washington, Ofice of Environmental Mediation,
1978) ,p.4. Dr. Cormck, the Office's Director (and a Canadian),
was ‘interviewed in Seattle on 17 May 1979. See also:

Leota K Patton and Gerald W Cormck, "Mediation and the
NEPA Process: The Interstate 90 Experience." in Environnmental
| npact _Anal ysi s: Energing |ssues in.Elapnins ed.Jaln and
Hutchings, pp.lt3-54; David O'Conner, "Environmental Medi ation:
The St at e-otp-The-Art/ EIA Review 2 (Cct.1978): 9-17, which
overviews the U S experience;and E.Jackson Baur, "Mediating
Ergw ruonmant al Disputes,”" Western Sociological Review 8 (1977):
16-24.

55 The Council on Environmental Quality recently sponsored a

rrag‘)_or study of environnental nediation, by the Anerican
Arbitration Association. Two California-based organizations
in the environnental /resource nediation field are CQultivate
Understanding and Resolve. Qhers in the US. include the
Institute for Mediation and Conflict Resolution in New York,
Community Dispute Services in Boston, and The Rocky Muntain
Center for the Environment in Denver.

36 Cormck, ibid., pp.5-6.
37 Cormick, ibid., p.6.
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CHAPTER 5: TWD CONTRASTI NG APPROACHES TO SIA

1 This distinction can be found under different |abels in various
sources, for example: Doug Torgerson, Social |npact Assessnent
as _a Soci al Phenomenon:_The Probl em of “Contextuzlity, paper
presented to First Canadian Synposium on Socl al Tnpact Assess-
ment, Banff Centre, 30 Nov. 1978 (Downsview, Ontario: York
University, Faculty of Environmental Studies, Nov.1978), p.10;
and Ceorge L. Peterson and Robert S. Gemmell, »Social | npact
Assessment:  Comments on the State of the Art,” in
Methodology Of Social |npact Assessment,"ed. Kurt Finsterbusch
and C.P.Wolf (Stroudsburg, PA: Dowden, Hutchinson and Ross,
1977).,p.377.

2 "An jdeal prediction nethod contains no bias," according to
R.E.Munn, ed., Environnental |npact Assessment:Principles and
Procedure (Toronto: SCOpe 5,1975), p. 119. This edition has
since been superseded.

3 J.C.Stabler, "The Report of the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
Inquiry, Volume 1: A Socio-Econom ¢ Critique,” The Misk- Ox:
A Journal of the North 20 (1977):57-58, cited in
Torgerson, 1hid., p.IZ

L H.paul Friesema and Paul J. Cul hane, "Social Inpacts, Politics
and the Environnental |npact Statenment Process," Natural

Resources Journal 16(April 1976):351.

5 Lynton K Caldwell, et al, Otizens and the Environnent:
Case Studies in Popular Action (Broomngiton, TN Tndiana
University Press, 1976), p.XXI.

6 H.paul Friesema, "Environnental |npact Statements and Long-

Range Environnental Managenent," in Environnental | npact
Analysis: Emerging Issues in Planning, ed, R.K.Jain and
B.C. Hutchings (Urbana, | L. University of Illinois Press, 1978),

pﬁ.56—58 . A simlar critique of the Tational model, from
the standpoint of planners, is nmade in: Anthony Janes
Catanese, Planners and Local Politics: |npossible Dreans
(San Franci'sco: Sage Publicafions, 1974).

7 C.C.Lax, "The Toronto Lead-Snelter Controversy," in Ecol ogy
Versus Politics in Canada, ed. WIlIliam Leiss (Toronfo:

University of Toronto Press, 1979), p. 63. The issue, first
made public in 1970, still remains unresol ved.

8 ibid., pp. 57-58%.
9 Eugene Bardach and Lucian Fugliaresi, "The Environnental
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Inpact Statement vs. The Real Wrld," Public |nterest SFaII 1977):
22-38. This article provides a critical analySis of strategies
adopted by U S. federal agencies in reponse to the EIS
requi'rement.

Friesema, ibid.
Conmttee for Scientific and Technol ogical Policy, Public

Farticipation I N Decision-Making Related to Science and
Technology (Paris: O ganization %‘or Econom ¢ Co- operation

and Devel opnent, Sept. 1978), pp. 10,11.
Peterson and Genmell, ibid.

Cordon Matzke, et al, An Exanmination of the Mral Dlemma of
Universitv Scientists Parficipating 1n the Preparaftion of
environnental  Inpact Statements (Stillwater, OK Okl ahoma
State University, Dept.of Geography, 1977), cited in

Soci al Impact Assessnent 25 (1978): 11-13.

Friesema, ibid., p.58, with reference to environnental

I npact studies, argues, "It is not necessary or even desirable
for EIS preparers to be Ph.D. research scientists with |ong
vitaes, able to apply rigorous scientific methodol ogies.

EISs shoul d reflect current know edge and best judgments

of operating experts, which nay be expressed without too

much polish.™

M. Justice Thomas R.Berger, Northern Frontier, Northern
Honel and. The Report of the Nackenzie ValTey Pipeline Tnquiry:
volume Gne (Utawa: Dept. of Indlfan Artairs and Northern
Devel opnent, April 1977). Chapter 10 is titled "Soecial
Impact." Justice Berger was interviewed on 20 Novenber 1979.

D.J.Gamble, "The Berger Inquiry: An |Inpact Assessnment Process,"
Sci ence 199 (3 March 1978): 948.

i bid.

Commttee for Scientific and Technol ogical Policy, ibid., p.ss.
The concept of two kinds of know edge, processed and

ersonal, cones' from John Friedmann, Retracking Anerica: A

heory of Transactive Planning (Garden Cty, N Y. Anchor Press
Doubl eday, 1973).

See Peter L.Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The Social Construction
of Reality (New York: Doubl eday & Co., T966).

ibid., pp.99-106 and 245-246. Friedmann proposes fusing
processed and personal know edge into a form of "transactive
planning" that forges a personal |ink between expert and
client actor. -
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CHAPTER 6: | MPLI CATI ONS

1 The latest CEQ guidelines define scoping as an early and ope.
process for determning the scope of issues to be addressed
and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed
action. "Scope" is defined as the range of actions, alternatives
and inpacts to be considered in an EIS’ They require that, in
determning the scope of EISs, agencies consider three types of
actions (connected actions, cunulative actions and simlar actions),
three alternatives (no action, other reasonable courses of action,
and new mtigative nmeasures) and three types of inpacts (direct,
indirect and cunulative). See: Council on Environnental Quality,
Requl ations for |Inplenenting the Procedural Provisions of the
Nat 1 onal_Environnental Policy Act (Washington, DC CEQ, Nov.1978),
Sectrons 1501.7 and 1508.75. CEQ al so states, in Environmental
Quality, The Tenth Annual Report of the Council od_ Envirtonmental
Qual Tty (vashington, DC CEQ Dec. 1979),p.578:

One of the nost significant innovations in the new NEPA
regulations is the 'scoping" process. \Wen a federal
agency deternmines that a progosed action requires prepar-
ation of an EIS, it nust take pronpt action, at the very
beginning of the planning process, to identify the most
inportant issues that require full analysis and to separate
those issues from the less significant matters that do not
require detailed study. The scoping process also helps to
identify any environnental review and consultation require-
ments inposed by laws other than NEPA and to allocate
responsibilities among |lead and cooperating agencies.
Affected federal, state and |ocal agencies, and interested
menbers of the public, nust be invited to participate in
the scoping process.

2 Seet Edgar S. Dunn, Jr., Economic and Social Development: A
Process of Social Learning (Baltrnorel Johns Hopkins Press, 1971).
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A. The Federal Assessment and Review. Process

This appendi x conprises information adopted from Revised Guide
to the Federal Environnental Assessment and ReviewProcess, —

_ _ Review Office IN
¥May 1979, and the earlier Guide dated February 1977.

Qigin of the Process

The Federal Environnmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP) is
a means of determning in advance the potential environnental

i npact of federal projects, programs and activities. The
Process was established by Cabinet decision on 20 Decenber 1973
to ensure that:

a. environnental effects were taken into account early in the
planning of new federal projects, progranms and activities:

b. an environnental assessment was carried out for all
(federal) projects which mght have an adverse effect on
t he envizomment before commtnents or jrrevocable decisions
were made; and

c. the results of thege assessnents were used in planning,
decision-mari- ~ 7 ‘mplementaticn.

Federal projects are considered to be those initiated b
federal departments and agencies, including those for i ch
federal funds are solicited and those involving federal
property. Al federal organizations are bound by the Cabinet
directive but pr.opr|etar¥] crown corporations and regul atory
agencies are invited rather than directed to participate

in the process.

Under the Government Crganization Act 1979, the Minister of the
Environment is charged wth overseeing the environnental assess-
ment and review process. The Federal ZEnvironmental Assessnent
Review Cffice (FEZARC) administers the process on behalf of the
Minister to whomit responds.

Conponents of the Process

ZART automatical |y applies when a federal project is clgndpei \fed.
The Process is based on a self-assessment "approach. edera
departments and agencies initiating Projects are -responsible
for conducting initial assessnents, establishing the
significance of identified inpacts, and carrying out any
mtigative neasures required.
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ZARP has three main conponents: eny; opﬁental Fcreenin t he
initial environmental evaluation, an e formal revie

(See figure 1, Chapter 2, page 14). The first conponent always
applies, the second is often used and the third comes. into
effect for ouly a small percentage of all federal projects.

Environmental SCreening As early in the planning stages as
possi bl e Tederal departnments and agencies screen their proposed
projects to identify adverse environmental effects (See FEARC's
Qide for Environmental Screening 1978). Screening can result
In one or three decisions by the Initiating department8 1. no
known or potentially adverse environnental “effects wll occur:
2. potentially significant environnental effects may occur; or
2. environmental effects cannot be readily determned by

-

screening. In the first case, the prog ect can proceed. Tne
second decision results in a referral to the Mnister of the
Invironment for a formal review. The third |leads to the next
conponent of the Process.

Initial Environmental Evaluation. An |EE normally includes a.
description of the pro!]ect and alternative ways of acconplishing
it, a description of the current environment and resource use,
an outline of the potential environmental effects/inpacts,
details on neasures proposed to mtigate or prevent these
Inpacts, and a judgment on the residual inpact:; (those

renmaining after preventive and mtigative measures). The
initiating departnent decides whether the project's environnental
Impacts are significant. |f the decision is no, the project

my proceed. Gherwise, it is referred for a fornmal review

Formal review.  TFEaRC, consultin% with the relevant provincial
government, carries out this part of the Process. It involves
an independent, comprehensive examnation of the project, in

several stages:

1. Formation of an Environnental Assessnent Panel. Members,
apF0| nted Dy the ixecutive Chalrman O FZARO, are
selected for their expertise in and know edge of the

Issue. Panels normally conprise four to eight nenbers

including the Chairman from FEaro. Menbers can be

chosen from within or outside the federal public service.

The Panel manages the review, with staff support from

FEARC, and reports directly to the Minister of the

Envi ronnent .

2. @idelines for Preparation of an Environmental |npact
St at enent . The Panel"s first main task IS to Issue
gw delines for preparation of an ZIS by the initiating
department (or proponent on whose behalf the departnent
is acting). Quidelines are intended to ensure that the
EIS contains the information that the Panel, technical
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reviewers and the public needto eval uate the proposal‘s
environmental and related social inplications. Publjc
comment on the guidelines, "in draft form may be invited.

3. The Environnental Inpact Statement. The EIS is prepared
b{ or on pbehalT of the project rnitiator/proponent.
It describes the project, its location, the need for it
and alternative nethods of achieving it. It also describes
the area's cxisting environnent and current patterns of
resource use, social factors such as popul ation _
characteristics and commnity lifestyle, and the economc
base of the area. It provides a detailed description of
the potential effects of the proposal on the area's
environment and identifies neasures the proponent intends
to take to prevent or reduce these inpacts. Residual
I npacts nust also be identified.

L. Deficiencies of and clarifications to the EIS. ‘hen
It recelves the EIS the Panel decides whether It contains
sufficient information upon which to base the subsequent
review. TFederal and provincial agencies, |ocal governnents,
other organizations and the public assist with this task.
The Panel may prepare a |ist of deficiences and clarifications
and ask the proponent to provide further information.

5. Tublic and technical reviews. The Fanel holds public
meetings 1N the affected area to facilitate technical
and public review of the =15 and the project. On the.
former, the Fanel requests (and nakes Csau lic) scientific
and technical opinion, from federal and provincial
agencies as well as others with relevant expertise, on
the validity and accuracy cf the 21s. Fublic comrent
on the £Is is especially Sought to assist the Fanel in
determning the environmental significance of the project.
Fublic neetings are conducted informally by choice; they
are not |egal proceedings. T discussion’is structured
around briefs solicited in advance of the public neetings.
Panel secretariat staff are available before and during
the meetings to assist people wshing to participate in
the review.

6. Preparation of the Fanel's report. After the public
meetings the Panel evaluates the substantial quantity
of information it has received. During its deliberations
it reaches a decision on the environnental acceptability
of the project: acceptable; acceptable wth nodifications
or conditions; or not acceptable. The Panel then
prepares 1ts report to the Mnister of the Environment.
The report normally describes the history of events
related to developnent of the project, the project
itself, the characteristics of the area and region in
which the project is to be located, and the environnental




and related social inpacts of the project as determ ned
from the reviews and public meetings.  The report then
sets out the Panel's conclusions and recomrendati ons
concerning the project and its possible inplementation.
Panel reconmendations can include design requirenents,
studies to obtain additional information, surveillance
procedures, environnental controls, other nitigative
measures, and nonitoring of actual project inpacts.

The Panel's report is submtted to the Kinister and

rel eased to the public.

Decisions On the Panel's recommendations are made by the

N nister of the Environnent and the Nnister responsible fg
the departnment initiating or sponsoring the project, or by tﬁe
Federal Cabinet when the Mnisters are unable to reach agreenent.

FEARC's regul ar publication, Register of Panel Projects and
Bulletin, outlines federal projects that have undergone Tevi ew

or _are Dbei ng reviewed.




B. Contacts Made During the Study

This Appendix l|ists individuals and agencies who were contacted
during the study. #* indicates that an intervi ew was conducted

and ** indicates a participant at

| n Canada

* Dr. Alain Al bagli
Airport Facilities Branch
Transport Canada
Place de Ville, Tower C
20th Fl oor
Otawa, Ont. K1A ON8

* The Honourable M. Justice
T. R Berger
The Supreme Court of
British Colunbia
The Law Courts
800 Smth St.
Vancouver, B.C Véz 2E1

* M. Dave Birnbaum
Environmental Approvals Branch
Mnistry of the Environnent
135 St.Clair Ave.W.,10th Fl oor
Toronto, Cnt. M4v 1P5

= M. Don Bissett
Enpl oynent and Socio-
conom ¢ Pl anni ng
Department of Indian and
rthern Affairs
Terrasses de | a Chaudiére
Otawa, Ont. x1a O#4

* M. R.D.Campbell o
Chief, Environment Division
Airport Facilities Branch
Transport Canada
Place de Ville, Tower C
20th Fl oor
Otawa, Ont. K1A ON8

t he Vancouver neeting.

*

Ms. Mary Collins

Mary Collins Consultants Ltd.
Ste. 502, 330-9th Ave.SW

Cal gary, Alta. T2r 1K7

* M. Frank Doe

Chief, Environnental Assess-
ment and Review Support
Servi ces

Provincial Departnent of Mnes
Resources and Environmnent al
Managenent

Box 7, Bldg.Z,lBB Tuxedo Ave.

Wnni peg, Manitoba

* Dr. P.Eglinton
Di rector
Econom ¢ Branch
National Energy Board
473 A bert St.
Qtawa, Ont. KiA OE5

* M. A Boyd G I nour
Director General
Oper ati ons
National Energy Board
473 A bert St.
Otawa, Git. Ki1A OE5

**Vr. John Herity
Director GCeneral
Process Devel opnent and
Eval uation rectorate
Federal Environmental
Assessnent Review Ofice
Otawa, Ont. K14 OH3
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*#Mr,Bill Horswi | |
Aspect Consultants Inc.
1101-207 West Hasti ngs
Vancouver, B.C. VéV 1A7

**M . Roger Justus
Justus Si nmonette Devel opnent
Consultants Limted
Box 44372, Station G
Vancouver, B.C. VéR 2GO

-+ M. John Klenavic .

Associ ate Executive Chairman

Federal Environmental Assessnent
Review Ofice

Otawa, Ont. KiA OH3

**Dr. Bentl ey LeBaron
Box 180
B.C. VOR 1V0

Eringt on,

* Dr. Robert G.Morrison
Chi ef, Environnental

Di vi sion _
Northern Protection Branch
Departnent of Indian and
rthern Affairs

Terrasses de | a Chaudidre
Otawa, Ont. K1A OH4

* M. Chuck Pautler
Environnental Approvals Branch
Mnistry of the Environnent
135 sSt.Clair Ave.W.,10th Fl oor
Toronto, Ont. M4V 1P5

**M. Paul Scott
Assistant Director,
Pacific Region
Federal Environmental

Review Ofice
700-789 West Pender St.
Vancouver, B.C VéC 1H2

**Ms. JoAnne Simmonette
Justus Simmonette Devel opnent
Consul tants Limted
Box 46372, Station G
Vancouver, B.C. VérR 2Q0

Assessnent

Qper ati ons

Assessnent

*

M. Ken Smth

Standards and Approval s
Division

Al berta Environnent

5th Fl oor, Oxbridge Pl ace

982-106 St.
Ednonton, Alta. TX 2J6
St achuk

« M. Walter St
Airport Facilities Branch
Pl ace de ville, Tower C
20t h Fl oor

Otawa, Ont. K1A ONB

* M. Bob Sterling
Chief, Enploynment and
Soci o- Econom ¢ Pl anni ng
Departnment of Indian and
Northern Affairs .
Terrasses de |a Chaudiere
Otawa, Ont. K1A O#4

* M. Bill Trotter

Acting Chief _
Environmental Anal ysis

Di vi sion .
Departnent of Public Wrks

Sir Charles Tupper BIdg.
R verside Drive
Otawa, Ont. K1A OW

**Ms. Suzanne Veit
Director of Investigation
Ofice of the Provincial
8 Baston Square
Victoria, British columbia

« M. B.H Wittle

Ombudsman

V8V 1x4

Secretary
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C. Selected References on Social Impact Assessment

This bibliography lists selected references on SIA - conceptual
frameworks, nethods and studies. Not included are references
to nmethods and techniques for assessing specific categories of
social impact (such as inpacts on commnity cohesion, health,
social services, etc.) or references to EISs which have a social
I npact conponent as part of the study.

Most recently quoted costs, where available, are shown.
Addresses of publishers and other publication sources are
provided in Appendix D.
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see Canada, Governnent of

Energy |npact Froject

Fi assachusetts Institute of
Technol ogy .

Laboratory of Architecture and
Planning, Rm 4-209

Canbridge, 4. 02139
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Envi ronment al
Associ ation _
L'Enfant Plaza Station
P.0.Box 23129
Washington, DC 20024

Environmental | npact Assessnent
Proj ect

Xoom 4-209 _

Laboratory of Architecture and
Tlanning .

Massachusetts | nstitute of
lechnology

Cambridge, GA

Design Research

021 39

Invironmental Sociology Network
See Social | npact Assessment

Jawaii Fnvironmental Simul ation
Laboratory

Faile d_a%/ 9, 2540 Maile Jay

University of Hawaii

fonolulu, Hawail 96822

Institute for iediation and Confli ct
Resol ution

L9 Tast 63 3t.

Yew York, n~y 10023

Lang Arnour Associates
P.C.30x 580
Aurora, Ont. IAG 3L6

1.J.D'Amore and Associ ates Ltd.
3620 rue de | a Kontagne
Nontreal, Que. 3G 2A3

VacLaren, Janes F. Ltd.
435 Iicliicoll St.
“1illowdal e, Ont. N 2H 2¢p°

Mani toba Departnent of M nes,
Resources and Environnent al
Managenent

Environmental Assessnment and
Revi ew Support Services

Box 7, Blgd. 2,

139 Tuxedo Ave.

W nni peg, Man.

Yaryland State Highway Adninistration

2323 ezt Juppa Road
Brookl ardville, M 21022

M dwest Research Institute
425 Vol ker Bl vd.
Kansas City, #MC 64110
MPS Associ ates Ltd.
1066-167 Lonbard Ave.,
Winnipeg, Man. R3B OWi4

Chio State Universit

Departnent of Agricultural
Economics and Rur al
Soci ol ogy

2120 Fyffe” Road

Col umbus, OH 43210

Ckl ahoma State University
Departnment of Geography
Stillwater, OK 74074

Cntario Hydro _
Route and Site Sel ection
~Division.

Site Planning Departnent
700 University Avenue
Toronto, Cnt. 15 1Y6

Ontario Mnstry of the
Envi r onnent
Environmental Approvals Branch
13?:|St. Cair Ave. W, 10th
oor

Toronto, Ont. M4V 1Ps

Crganization fOr Zconomic
Cooperation and Devel opnent
2 Rue Andre Pascal

75775 Paris Cedex 16
'rance

Pennsyl vania Power & Light Co.
Community Affairs Dept.
™o North Ninth st .

Allentown, FA 18101

Folar Gas Project
Commerce Court 4est
P.C.Box 90

Toronto, Ont. MsL 1H3

Pol ytechnic Institute of New York
Department of Social Sciences

333 Jay St.

Brooklyn, NY 11201



D-3

Froctor and Redfern G oup
75 Eglinton Ave. E
Toronto, Ont. MU4P 1H3

Nat i onal Association of
1735 New Yor k Ave.
Jashington, DC 20006

Counti es

National Technical [nformation
Service

See: United States, Governnent of

lorlands Petroleum Ltd.
1300 Elveden House
Calgary, Alta.

Resolve
360 Bryant St.
Talo Alto, CA 94301

Rocky ¥ontain Center for the
Environment

1115 Grant St.

Denver, CC 80203

Rutgers — The State University
Center for Whban Policy Research
Suilding 4051, Kilmer npus

New Brunswick, HNJ 08903

Social I npact Assessnent

Box 587, Canal Street Station

Kew York, n¢ 10013

Southern Rural Devel opnent
Center . .

M ssissippi State University

Box 5406

M ssissippi State, MS 39762

Stanford Research Institute
Ztanford University

333 Ravenswood

Menlo Tark, CA 94025

Stanford University
Dept. of Zngineering
Stanford, CA 94305

State of California

Ofice of Planning and
Resear ch

1400 Tenth St.

Sacranmento, CA 95814

Texas A & Pi University
De||ot. of Rural Sociology
Col l ege Station, TX 77043

University of Al berta
Dept. of Sociology
Zdmonton, Alta. T6G 232

Uni versity of California

School of Architecture and
Urban Planning

Los Angel es, CA 94720

Lniversity of California
Dept. Of Sociology
Davis, CA 95616

University of GCalifornia
University Extension
2223 Fulton St.
Berkel ey, ca 94720

Uni versity of Kentucky _

Kent ucky ‘ater Resource Institute
Lexi ngton, KY 40506

University of Louisville
Urban Studies Center

Alta Vi sta 2oad
Louisville, Ky 40205

University of ¥ichigan
3chool Of Natural Resources
Ann Arbor, IX 48109

Uni versity of mMaryland
Dept. of Sociology
College Fark, ¥MD 20742
Uni versity of Cregon
Dept. of Sociology
Tugene, OR 97420

Uni versity of Toronto

Conti nui ng Zducation
71 Bloor .
oronto, Cnt. M5 2R7

Uni versity of waikato
School of ~Social Sciences
Ham | ton, New Zeal and

Uni versity of lashington

Institute for Environnental
St udi es ,

Ofice of Environnental
Mediation

Seattle, WA 98195
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Uni versity of
Facul ty
Wt er |'00,

_Waterloo
of Environnent al
Ont. N2L3G1

Uni versity Of Wisconsin
Sea Gant College Program
1200 University Ave.

St udi es

Madison, WI 53706
United States, Covernnent of
Arny Zngineer Institute for Water
lesources
Kingman Bui | di ng
Fort Bel voir, vi 22060
Corps of Engineers
Department of the Arny

Portland D strict
P.0.Box 2946
Portl and, CR 97208

Council on Znvironmental Quality
722 Jackson Flace NW
Washington, DC 20036

Department Of Agriculture
rrorest Service

dachington, DC 20250

Dept. of Housing and Urban
Jevelopment

Cifice of Comunity IPlanning and
Frozram Coordi nation

451 — 7th St. SW

Jashington, DC 20410

Dept. of Housing and Urban
Devel opnment

Cffice of Znvironmental Juality

Jashington, DC 20410

Dept. of Interior _

Cffice of Environmental Review

Interior Bldg., Rm. 4256
shington, DC 20240

Ja

Dept. of Transportation
Environmental Process Branch
400 — 7th St. SW, Rm. 2320
tJashington, DC 20590

Envi ronment al
Ofice of
4o1 M St. SW
Washington, DC 20460

National Techni cal
Service

U.S. Dept. of Conmerce

5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield,” VA 22161

United States GCovernnent
Printing Cifice

Superintendent of Docunents

Washington, DC 20402

Protection Agency
Environnental Review

| nf or mat i on

The Urban Institute
Publications Ofice
2100 ¥ St. NW
“jashington, DC 20037

Van Sinkel Ascociates Ltd.
1315 de laisonneuve ..
Montreal, Jduec.

York University _
Faculty oOf pinvironmental Studies
4700 Keele .

Downsview, unt . M3J 2R2



