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1. INTRODUCTION

Environmental impact assessment {EIA), whether implemented through
legislation or policy or as part of a separate permitting procedure, is a
valuable tpol used in the planning and development of projects which may have a
signiflcant impact on the environment. Human health, which to a large extent
Is dependent upon the health of the environment, may receive varying degrees of
attention in EIA depending on the project’s potential impact on health. Health
concerns may be addressed through the application of health-based standards
durlng the planning and development of a proposed project, or they may be
addressed through an actuaianalysis (e.g., risk assessment) of the potential
health impacts. When an assessment of potential health impacts Is necessary,
the process is often completely integrated with the rest of the EIA and It may
contain any degree of complexity.

Environmental health and the assessment of human health impacts in EIA are
receiving increased attention worldwide and are being recognlzed as legitimate
fields of study and practice. The World Health Organizatlon published a task

group report (Working Group on the Health and Safety Component of Environmental

Impact Assessment, 1986) discussing the concept of Environmental Health Impact

Assessment, a term used to describe the health component of EIA. |n Ottawa, a
national workshop on the subject, which was attended by EIA and health
professionals from across the country, concluded that when potentially
significant health impacts may be caused by a proposed project, the EIA should
include an assessment of the risks to human health as part of the assessment of
risks to the environment.

This research project, sponsored by the Canadian Environmental Assessment
Research Council (CEARC), was Initiated to find out the extent to which current
EIA practices In Canada, the United States, and several European countries
address risks to human health.

This report Is divided into three volumes. Volume | contains an overview of
current practice for Canada, the United States, and Europe, major trends and
findings in Canada, recommendations for future work, and a strategy for
Implementation of the recommendations. This volume, Volume |l, contains a more
detailed discussion of current practice, and Volume Ill contains the report’s

appendices.



2. SUMMARY OF CURRENT PRACTICE

2.1 introduction
Volume | presents a general overview of current practice in Canada, the

United States, and Europe. This volume presents more detailed summaries of
current practice for each of the provinces, the federal government of Canada,
the federal government of the United States (U.S.), three states in the U.S.,
and several European countries. Current practice for each provinc¢e, state, and
country Is displayed In several tables, each withthe same format and
accompanled by explanatory notes where necessary. The tables display
Information on the EIA process and the content of EISS to provide the reader
with a thorough and up-to-date indication of how hsalth Is currently addressed
in EIA. The reader Is cautioned to keep In mind the foliowlng points when

reviewing the tables:

=~ EIA has been dafined In this project as broadly as pessible. That Is, EIA
refers to any process that can be considered an assessment of potential
environmental Impacts for a proposed project, whather the assessment is
formally promulgated as EIA through pollicy or leglislation or Informally
implemented as part of a permltting procedure. The following terms are
used frequently throughout the report. A term’s deflnition In this report
may not be consistent with Its usage In a particular province or agency
but for the purposes of conslstency and clarity, these standardized
definitions are used:

“Environmental impact Assessment” (EIA) -referstothe process
followed to develop an initial environmental evaluation (IEE)
or environmental Impact statement {(EIS);

*InitialEnvironmental Evaluation™ (1EE) - refers to a report
which may be requested to address certain unknowns associated
with potential impacts or mltlgation possibiiities. The IEE Is
not an EIS but may bsrequired to provids information needed to
make the decision whether or not to requlire an EIS;

*EnvironmentalImpact Statement” (EIS)-refars to thedetalled
report on the proposed action, alternatives to the proposed
action, the affected environment, environmental Impacts, and
mitigatlion measures, among other topics.

“Human Health Impacts” - potential acute or chronic¢c Impacts on
human health which may be caused by direct, Indirect, or
cumulative exposures to a contaminant or contaminants;

‘Health Impact Assessment” - an assessment which may be part of
an EIA and which specifically addresses potential human health
impacts.



“Environmental Health” - thesubject deal ingwith human health
as it may beaffected by the condition Of the natural
environment;

“Proponent” -~ the organitatlon, company, or the department
planning to undertake a proposal;

“Initiating Department” - any government department or agency
that is a decision-making authority for a proposal.

= Because gsnerallzatlons cannot be mad8 regarding how EIA may be
Implemented, the tablas do not reflect any particular EIA procedure.
Rather, alist of possible components of a health impact assessment, as
Integrated into EIA, Is used. For example, In the tables preceding the
written text, the teft hand column displays components that may be
Included In a healthimpact assessment, and the right hand column
displays the responses that may b#& considered indicators of the
government’s current practice for each component, regardless of the EIA
process followed.

—Each table is accompanied by a number of explanatory notes. Also,
references to appendicesare mad8 throughout the report. The appendices

are contained in Volume Ill. One appendix is davoted to each government.
For example, all accompanying materials for British Columbia are located
In Volume Ill, Appendix D; all accompanylngmateriaisforthe federal
government and territories are located in Volume Ill, Appendix L;

similarly, all accompanying materials for Europe are located In Volume
111, Appendix Q. The contents Of the appendices are Intended for
illustrative, as well as reference, purposes.

= Upon their request, the Northwest and Yukon Territorles do not have tables
Of their Own. Both territories note that their projects most often, if
not always, follow the federal Environmental Assessment and Review
Process.

- The only province which dld not participate In the survey was Alberta.
Alberta decided to cooperate In the study by providing a separate report
on the role of health in EIA in the province. At the time of writing, the
report had not been completed.

- The ‘yes’ response in the following tables Indicates that at least one
E!A in the province has Included discussion or analysis of the polnt In
quest ton. The ‘yes’ response is not necessarily an Indicator of common
practice. That is, It may be the exception rather than the rule.

- Because of thasfimited input to this report (85 interviews in total),
thefellowingtablies and discusslon may be Indicative, but not
representative, of how risks to human health are currently addressed in
EIA.



2.2 Summary of Current Practice In British Columbia

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

British Columbla

EIA mandate

Name of potlcy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or indirect?

EIA is contained in numerous laws, policles,
regulations, guidelines, and review practlices
(e.g., Waste Management Act, Water Act,
Environment and Land Use Act, and others)
(See Note 2.2.A)

Direct references to health are made in many
of the above. For example, the Pesticide
Control Act, ¢. 322, defines an “adverse

ef fact™ as “an effect that results in damage
to man or the environment.”

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concer ns?

Lead agency reviews applications and determines!
If there are Issues which may be of concern to

them or other management agencies. |If the
decision for further resview Is made, the

proposal Is referred to other agencles,includ-

Ing when appllcable, the Ministry of Health
(MOH), and/or public health engineers within
the Minlstry of Environment and Parks (MEP).

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EIA?

Many types of development projects, both large

and small. One example is the Royal Commission;

of Inquiry into Uranium Mining (1980).
(See Note 2.2.8)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

Yes; terms of reference regarding health may
be devised for any project with health

concerns; depending upon project, terms may be

developed in consulatlon with the proponent,
set by MEP, or set In regulations and guide-
lines (such as standard information require-
ments) which apply to all cases.

(See Note 2.2.C)

Are health professionals
involved in the EIA
process?

Who?
When?
How?

Yes; depends on the project and level of
health concern.

Medlcat Health O0ffti¢ers, Public Health
Engineers, among others. The point at which
they are Involved and the length of their
involvement depends on the level of health
concern in each case. (See Note 2.2.D)




EIA HEALTH ISSUES iBritish Columbla

Does the EIA address
the followlng compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

Yes; MEP defines it based on the IIfe of
the permit. In some cases, the exposure
period may be extended beyond the life of
the permit. (See Note 2.2.E)

- Exposure period

Yes; based on resource dispersion (e.g.,
air sheds, etc.).
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- Baseline health i No
study '
________________ e,
i
- Impacts to eritical i No
subpopulations H
'
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- Impacts to future No

generations
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Not in generic EIA work, but yes for
special health risk industries

- Impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers Yes; but only for emergency sltuatlons,

during construction; spills
~ Impacts to residents No
durlng plant operation;
= Impacts to workers No

during plant operation

- o am Em o e e mm e am i o mE w wm mm Em e e mm e

No; only indirectly vlia Impacts on re-
sources that, in turn, may affect humans

- An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

No; only Indirectly via Impacts on re-

sources that, in turn, may affect humans
- An assessment of No
positive health impacts




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

British Columbla

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment

of health

risks? (continued)

An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

Impacts to health care
facilities

Review of existing
literature and data

- wm am wm ogm mm oam oy oam omm ae me we

Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

L R . T I O

Development. of waste
dlsposal procedures

T S T T —

Plan for on-going
monitoring of health
status

Indirectly; through cumulative effects
on resources.

Yes; If the project may affect them. :

Yes; as required by the nature of the
project. The proponent prepares plans
for employees and the public. The
Provincial Emergency Program reviews the
plans and coordinates and assists |In
their implementation if needed.

Yes; these are developed through the per-;

mit system and include Medical Health
Officer’s Input.
No; only indirectly through resource

monitoring programs.

Are environmental
objectives used

standards/
In the EIA

process health-based?

health concerns are part of the
basis for regulations, guidelines,
checklists. The standards/objectivesare
used in screening applications and as
targets for performance.

Yes;




NOTES

EIA HEALTH ISSUES 18ritish Columbla

Is the public Involved In the | Yes
health assessment?

-~ Examples of public involve-
ment (list Is not all
Inclusive)

- Would intervener funding
be useful?

Discretionary/mandatory

Varies with project type and
establlshed review procedures/
responsiblilities

Review and comment on documents;
provide input; participate In
hear Ings

‘Yas; If used for small technical
working groups, not for public
hearing Input. Intervenor fundlng
Is available under special
circumstances (e.g.,, Uranium mining
review)

2.2.A

2

.2.B

Some of the mandates are:

The Energy Project Review Process under the Utilities Commission Act,
S.B.C. 1980, c. 60;

- The Guidel Ines for Linear Development under the Environment and Land
Use Act (ELUAY, R.S.B.C. 1979, c. 110;

The Mine Development Review Process under the ELUA; and

The waste discharge approval process under the Waste Management Act,
R.S.B.C. 1979, c. 41, the Environment Management Act, S.B.C. 1981, c.
14, and the Ministry of Environment Act, S.B.C. 1980, c. 30.

This Inquiry was conducted to review the potential health and
environmental impacts of the industry In general and not of a specific
mine site (see Volume Ill, AppendIxD). It was authorized under the
Inquiry Act (R.8.B.C. 1979, c. 198; O.I1.C. 170, January 1979). A major
report was prepared which reviews and discusses many slgnliflcant health
Issues. Subjectswhich are addressed Include: exposure to radlatlon
and associated effects on worker and public health, cumutative dose and
exposure to radiattion, standard-setting to protect worker and public
health, mitigatton methods to protect the workforce from radlation, and
waste management and disposal methods and tachnologlies to handle mill
taitIngs and other possible wastes. Also, the report Includes a review
of existingtiterature on animal test data and epldemicloglcat data
from mining sltes around the world and a discussion of public concerns
(which Im¢luded health and environmental Issues) ralsed at community
hear Ings. Health professionals were Integrally involved In the
preparatfon of the report as well as In the conduct of the Inqulry.



2.2.c

2.2.D

2.2.E

Where no terms of reference are established, a review of health and
environmental concerns may be conducted “through inspection and
dlscusslon with responslble agencies.”

They may be asked to review the application, suggest terms of
reference, contribute opinions on issues, or they may be consulted in
the final decision to award or not award a permit.

For example, the exposure period may be extended beyond the life of the
permit In the case of mines where sealing of taillings and shafts and
regional rehabliitation are necessary.



2.3 Summary of Current Practice in Saskatchewan

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Saskatchewan

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
laglislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or Indirect?

1
1
L]
]
]
]
L}
]
]
[}
]
1
1
1
]
1
[]
]
t
1
1
]
1
]
i
1
1

Leglslatlon

The Environmental Assessment Act, Statutes of
Saskatchewan, 19794980, c. E-10.1

Direct; see deflnltlons of: "contaminant" -

“any substance ... injurious to the health or
safety of persons;” and "poliution* =", ,

alteration of the ... environment «.. that
. witl render the environment harmful to

public health.”

What Is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

Project plans are reviewed by a standing
Interdepartmental Rsview Panel (IRP) but no
health professlonal has sat on the panel to
date (See Note 2.3.A). Health concerns,
therefore, may not be formally “screened”
durlng this review (See Note 2.3.B}. The final
declision Is made by the Director, Env. Assess-

ment Branch (EAB), Sask. Env. and Public Safety:

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues In the EIA?

Waste management projects (e.g., the proposal
for a waste management Incinerator at the
Unlverslty of Saskatchewan), Uranium minlng
projects.

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set If health Is a
concern?

Yes; If health Is an issue, terms of reference
regarding health witl be Included In the
project-specific Impact Assessment Guide!ines
(See Note 2.3.C). Terms are discussed with
the proponent and set by the EAB for each
project.

Are health professionals !}
involved In the EIA
process?

Who? When? How?

No; however, steps are underway to instate a
health representative on the IRP. They have
rarely been consulted durlng the EIA. Usual fy,
they are Involved In a llcensing process or In

special inquiries. (See Note 2.3.D)
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Saskatchewan

Does the EIA address

the followlng comp

O-

nents of an assessment

of health risks?

Exposure period

- Baseline health
study

- impacts to e¢ritl
subpopulations

- wm Em Er Em mm Em am Em Em am Ar e e = mm

- impacts to futur
generations

—_— e wm Em am mm am oma w my —E = = mm o =

- Impacts to resid

cal

e

ents

during construction;

~ Impacts to workers
durlng construction;

- |Impacts to resid

ents

durlng plant operation;

- Impacts to workers
during plant operation

- An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,

long-term impacts;

- An assessment of
positive health

impacts

Yes; the exposure period may be based on

the estimated length of exposure to
polfution.

Yes; based on many potential impacts,
not just potential health impacts.
(See Note 2.3.E)

No

Yes; it depends on the type of

preject, sometimes It is not necessary.

Yes; Dept. of Workplace Health and Safety

(In the Ministry of Human Resources,
Labour, and Employment) is on the IRP
and will raise this as a concern if

necessary.

Yes; If it is an issue.

Yes; by Workplace Health and Safety.

These potential Impacts are reviewed
directly If they are an Issue; they
are reviewed Indirectly through the
assessment of a project’s potential
effects on environmental resources.
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E1A HEALTH ISSUES Saskatchewan

Does the EVA address
the following ¢ompo-
nents of an assessment

— Review of existing
Ilterature and data

- Development of methods to

mitigate health impacts

- em am ea e R AR e e T am S wm A w

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- e Em e o A R Wy e e e e W o e owm

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

- Plan for on-going
monltorlng of health
status

of health risks? (continued) '
[}
1
- An assessment of cumulative | No; if anything, cumulative effects on |
health exposure/effects? resources, not health, may be assessed. |
:
_____________________________ [
________ i
! :.
- Impacts to health care { Yes; for projected Increases In H
facliltles i population and for potential !
i accidents. H
1 ]

]

Yes; when health is Identified as

an issue

- o e O s o mm omm Em wm o Em oam Em e e e o

Procedures are often developed for the !
workforce within EIA. Procedures for the:
surrounding pubii¢c may be addressed in
the EIA if requested in the Guidelines or
they may be developed externally wlith

the provincial emergency planning group.
If raised as an issue, the EIA will
address waste disposal; otherwise, waste
disposal is usually addressed through
permitting procedures.

-

No; monitoring of health status Is
conducted Indlrectly through the direct
monitoring of resource quality.

Are environmental
objectives used in the EIA
process health-based?

standards/

Yes; obJectives are partly based on
health concerns, e.g., water quality
objectives. They may be used to deter-
mine the acceptability of EtSs and for
other purposes.




EIA HEALTH ISSUES Saskatchewan

1
1
Is the publlec involved In the | Yes
health assessment?

- Discretionary/mandatory Mandatory [Section 11.2(a) of EA Act];
Public notice of pending ElA;
public Inspection of reports;
(See Note 2.3.F)

- Examples of public Involve-
ment (list is not all
inclusive)

Would Intervenor funding Yes; Intervenor funding Is

be useful? available under Section 6
of the EA Act for preparation and
presentation of briefs related to
ElAs
NOTES

2.3.A The followlng departments and agencies serve on the Panel:

Saskatchewan Environment and Public Safety
Human Resources, Labour, and Employment
Social Services

Parks, Recreation, and Culture

Northern Affairs Secretariat

Tourism, Small Business, and Cooperatives
Energy and Mines

Agriculture

Rural Development

Education

Urban Affairs

Hlghways and Transportation

Economic Development and Trade
Saskatchewan Water Corporatlon

2.2.8 However, steps are underway to secure the Involvement of a health
ministry representative in the scresning process.

2.3.C For example, In the Unlversity of Saskatchewan Proposed Waste
Incinerator Environmental Assessment Guidelines, the proponent is

directed to ".,.. address the quastion of risks to human health
associated with operation of the facility” (see Volume IIlI,
Appendix E}.

2.3.D On occasion, government officials in Saskatchewan Environment and
Public Safety have requested special studies to investigate speclfic
health concerns. For example, upon the request of Saskatchewan



2.3.E

2.3.F

13

Environment and Publlc Safety, an epidemiotogist In the Department of
Health conducted a study of respiratory lllnessin Estevan (see Volume
11, Appendix EL The study compared the level of respiratory illness
In a population downwind from an existing power plant In Estevan to the
overall level of respiratory Illness In the province. Data were
obtained from Statistics Canada. While this study was not associated
with any EIA, It was requested by the Department of Environment In
anticipation of a Saskatchewan Power Corporation proposal to construct
a new thermal generating statlon In Estevan. The results of the study
provided Saskatchewan Environment and Public Safety wlth Insight Into
the health status of the relevant population and were used to determine
whether health was a potential Issue for the EIA.

The area of Impingement Is defined as the area potentially affected by
the development and may be based on a number of factors, such as a
nearby human population, air distribution, and others factors.

The proponent must document the publile¢’s concerns regarding the project
and must address them in the report. If health Is a public concern,
citlzens may raise relevant Issues along with other environmental and
soclo-economic Issues. Saskatchewan Environment and Public Safety
encourages all project proponents to Involve the publi¢ at appropriate
points throughout the process.
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2.4 Summary of Current Practice In Manltoba

EIA HEALTH ISSUES Manl toba

EfA mandate Cablnet polley
Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review
Process (EARP), November 12, 1975.

'

Name of pollcy/ :
'

(See Note 2.4.A) !
'

:

!

legislation

Is the reference Indirect; through expansion of EARP to include
to health direct

or Indirect?

health in policy guidelines.

Initiating departments screen proposals to _
determine which ones will be submitted to the |}
Manltoba Environmental Assessmant and Review t
Agency (MEARA}, On8 Of thsscreening Criteria |
relates to potential health effects (see Volume!

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

:

1

:

i 111, Appendix F}. Project proposals which are |
| submitted to the MEARA are reviewed by a stand-l
i ing Interdepartmental Planning Board to deter-
! mine if a proposal Is subject to the EARP.

i (See Note2.4.B). Health is not represented on
} the IPB but a health representative may be

! appointed to the Technlcal Advisory Committee
i (TAC). ATAC reviews project reports which

i are prepared by proponents. The TAC then pre-
! pares an IEE and decides If an EiSis needed.
{ If health Is a concern, it will be raised by

! either the IPB or TAC.

]
'
'
:
'
i
i
'
!
'

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EIA?

proposal; transmission |lnhe routing.
(See Note 2.4.C)

Yes; terms of reference are devetoped by the
TAC In consultation with the proponent. Also,
the MEARA has publishsd a general set of

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding heaith

set if h@alth is a tEIA Guidelines (1986) to be foliowed when
concern? i conducting an EIA; one of the guldeiines
idirect |y addresses health (see Volume 111},

! Appendix F).

[}
]
[]
1
[]
]
]
r
1
L]
L}
]
1
1
]
]
]
]
L]
]
1
[l
L
!
1
[
1
1
]
1
]
1
]
]
1
L1
1
1
[}
1
[}
r
3
1

1

Il

1

]
]
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

]

]
]
]
L]
J
[ ]
]
]
i
|

|

[
1
1
]
1
t
]
i
1
]
L]
]
L]
[]

] L]
] [}
b 1

:
)
1
1
1
1
!
'
i
)
'
]
]
'
L)
'
Manitoba Hydro generating station; potash mine !
i
H
i
1
]
1
]
'
]
I
:
1)
]
'
1
1
'
]




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Manitoba

Are health professionals
Involved in the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes; whenever health issues arise, they are

involved on an as-needed basis.

Public health inspection officials of the DOE,
environmental health service officials of the

Dept. of Health, medlcal health officers

affected reglon{s); they may be Involved at any

point; they may help establish terms of

reference, sit on TAC, participate in special

study. (See Note 2.4.D)

Does the EIA address

the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure period

- Baseline health
study

— e ms e oww mm o o e e e owm = oy

- Impacts to erltica!
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

Very few, if any, proponents have had to
define an exposure perlod. But the
capacity to do so exlsts.

Study area boundaries are based on
health as well as other factors.

e mr Em Em am R Sr o e A e wm Em am W S e e M omk mm

If flagged as an Issue, then a baseline
health study would be done; to date,
no such study has been done.

o mm o Em A M am o o S wmm o o wr wm e w Em s wm wm

No; thls issues Is Indirectly examined
through identification of users of
various resources and collection of data
on those resources.

b B Em Em e o A o o o S o E o e wr Em E e mm e




EIA HEALTH ISSUES Manitoba

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

Yes; this Is usually a qualitative
assessment of potential impacts and
health care needs.

= Impacts to residents
durlng constructlon;

- Impacts to workers Yes

during construction;

Yes; may be either a qualitative or
quantitative review.

- Impacts to residents
during plant operation;

Yes; may be either a qualitative or
quantltarlve review.

- Impacts to workers
during plant operation

- eem Em o e Em e o me o Em o TE o

- An assessment of acute,

3
short-term impacts; ! Yes
1
1
- An assessment of chronic, !
long-term impacts; i Yes
1
- An assessment of !
positive health impacts i No
1

— am mm mm g e wm e o mm e mm Em o= e

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

No; only indirectly through the examina-
tion of cumulative effects on resources.

- e am am mp o m 0m e wr e Em mm m o w - e e wm Em mm Er Em am Em e wm Em mm b ey e e mm = mm

Are addressed for expected Increase
in demand for health ssrvices due to
expected Increase In population.

- e me o o e mr wr e aw mm R Ee s wm o o am e wm

- Impacts to health care
facilities

~ Review of existing
literature and data

- Development of methods to Yes; proponent must discuss mitigation.

mitigate health impacts

M e e e EA A ek Aedr M B S A i ek M M —E M e e e A e mm mA M —m e
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EIAHEALTH ISSUES

Manitoba

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

~ Development of accident
scenar ios and emergency
response procedures

- e Em Em o mm am mm me M SR ek mm e wmm omm

-~ Development of waste
dlsposal procedures

- aa 4w em am em am am e E em A S M

- Plan for on-going
monltoring of health
status

No; this Is usually addressed under
emergency planning procedures outside of
EIA

This Is generally handled through
permitting procedures.

- am MR M M o am Em Em o am mm Em A e o o e e

]
Yes; some projects require monitoring of |
health and safety factors. For example, }
the Manltoba Hydro preoject and the potash:
mine both developed and Implemented H
monltoring programs for worker stress and;
safety and other worker health Issues.

Are snvironmental standards/
objlectlves used In the EIA
process health-based?

Yes; standards are developed by the
Ministry of Environment’s Environmental
Control Branch and accepted or rejected
by the MOE's Clean Environment Commls-
sion, (See Note 2.4.E)

Is the public Involved In the
health assessment?

- Discretionary/mandatory

- Examplesa of public Involve-
ment (ilst Is not all
inclusive)

- Would Intervenor funding
be useful?

! Yes

Mandatory; the IPB establlishes a
certaln level of public participation
for each case. The proponent may do
more |If desired.

Informatlon Is made available for
general dlstrlbutlon and publlie
comment, public meetings are held,
surveys may be conducted.

Depends on project type.
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The Cabinet policy was replaced January 1, 1988 by a newly enacted law,
The Environment Act (Bil1v26). The Environmental Assessment and Review

Process has been incorporated Into the statute and has been expanded
significantly. For example, a number of definitions in the act
directly address human health [Section 1(2)}. *"Development" means

". . . any project. . . which causes or is likely to cause ... a
significant affect on the . . . environmental health and cultural
conditions that influence thelives of people or a ¢ommunity, . "
“‘Environmental health” means "... those aspects of human health that
are or can be affected by pollutants or changes in the environment. .
.* Also, “pollutant” means “... any solid, llquid, gas ... that .

is or is likely to be Injurious to the health or safety of persons

Along with other sections of the statute, Section 2{1) serves to
heighten the significance of the relationship between the environment
and human health:

The aims and objectives of the [Department of
Environment and Workplace Safety and Health] are to
protect the quality of the environment and
environmental health of present and future
generations of Manltobans and to provide the
opportunity for all citizens to exercise influence
over the quality of their living environment.

The IPB consists of representatives from the following departments and
agencies:

Agriculture

Manltoba Department of Environment
Highways and Transportation

Natural Resources

Municipal Affairs

Energy and Mines _

Cultural Affairs and Historic Resources
Economic Development and Tourism
Northern Affairs

Man]toba Hydro

Manitoba Telephone System

Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation
Land TitlegOffice

In the transmission line proposal, health was raised as a concern
during public consultations, but the issue was not addressed in detai|
in the project EIA. The EIA, however, notes that studies conducted
elsewhere suggest that transmission Itnes do not pose a threat to human
health.
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As in the EIA for the tramsmission Ilne, the EIA for the Manitoba
Generating Station did not address health to any great extent, although
an appendix to the report discusses the abltity for health care
facilities in the area to absorb any increase In demand expected from
the constructlon and operation of the plant (see Volume IIl,

Appendix F}.

Final ly, the potash mine EIA Is sald to address potentia! health
effects of potash emisslons as well as potential health effects due to
potential changes in ground and surface water quallty.

Both Departments of Health and Communlty Services were involved In the
potash mine and generating station E1As and served on the Tacs.

In EIA, proponents consider environmental standards when preparing
portlons of the EIS. Provincial EIA approval depends on the
proponent’s ability to mltigate impacts to meet those standards.
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2.5 Summary of Current Practice in Ontarlo

E|AHEALTH ISSUES

Ontarlo

ElA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

! 1 the reference
t to health direct
! or indirect?

t
]
1
I
1
L]
]
L]
1
L]
)
1
§
Il

Legislation

Environmental Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1980,
ch. 141; as amended by 1981, ¢h . 49 and
1983, ch. 52. (See Note 2.5.A)

Indirect; definition of ‘environment’ includes
‘man’ (Sec. 1¢e)(lIi); purpose of act is for
‘the betterment of the people’ (Sec. 2).

! What is the process
1 followed to screen
I potential health

I concerns?

}

No screening procedures exist for health per
se. To consider health as a potential concern
is a standard component of the EiA process.
Usual iy, If health Is an issue, it Is raised
during the Pre-Submlssion Consultation (PSC}).
The PSC Is a mesting held early in the process
to identify Issues of concern needing further
study. Usual iy, it is held between the MOE
Environmental Assessment Branch and the propo-
nent and Initiating department,

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues In the EIA?

Landfills, Energy-From-Waste facilities, PCB
disposal projects, highways, waste processing
(e.g.. recycling, shredding, etc.), GO Transit
stations, transmission line routing.

(See Note 2.5.B)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

If health is a concern, terms of reference
wili address It; terms are usually developed by
the EAB in consultation with the initiating
department and proponent during the PSC; for
example, for waste management projects, public
health and safety are considered mandatory and
uniform critsria for ail EtAs. Other agencles
(e.g., Min. of Health) are allowed to suggest
terms of reference.

Are health professionals
involved in the ElA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes; Medical Officers of Health, Ministry of
Health personnel; they are usually involved
during the PSC; they review applications, give
opinions on potential impacts, and provide
any other assistance needed.
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i__EIA HEALTH ISSUES ! Ontarlo '
' | '
t Does the EIA address | '
i the following compo- g :
i nents of an assessment ; '
! of health risks? ] :
1 1 L]
1 1 t
i - Exposure period i Yes; the exposure period |Is most often :
' ! defined by the proponent In consultation |
g { with MOE or MOH. !
! T ¢
' d |
i = Area of impingement ! Yes; based on a number of factors, !
) ! including health. '
e 7 |
1 1 ]
1 1 [}
i = Baseline health i No H
g study ! H
‘ :

- Impacts to critical ! Depends If senslitive population Is in H
subpopulatlons i area of Impingement. (See Note 2.5.C) !

1 11

e e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e \
g 1

- Impacts to future
generations

- Impacts to residents
durlng construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to residents
during plant operation;

~ Impacts to workers
durlng plant operation

- in assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

i
|

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term Impacts;

- An assessment of
posltive health Impacts

T T T R e e Ed e e M —m wE A- rw wE e —m — e e W - - —— m e e

Yes; analysis is limited to comments on
potential problems; no detiled analyses
are conducted.

Yes; the Min. of Labour works to ensure
that occupational health and safety
requirements are followed.

Yes; analysis |Is more qualitative than
quantltatlve.

Yes; the Min. of Labour works to ensure
that occupatlonal health and safety
requirements are followed.

Yes

Yes

Yes :
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E{A HEALTH ISSUES

Ontario

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

= An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- eEm e mw v eR et AN em o Em Em mm e am am

- Impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
literature and data

- Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

.Development of waste
disposal procedures

A e e Mmoo e Em oy o dm wm e e o mm

-~ Plan for on-going
monitoring of health
status

—— e mm mm mEm mw wm e

Yes; proponents or initiating departments;
are expected to look at cumulative
exposures to humans. But the methodolo-
gy is not well-developed and analysis may
be Incomplete.

Yes; MOH and Min. of Govt. Services may |}
Identify potential impacts to health cares}
facilltles as an issue to be addressed. |

1
e

i
Yes; no original studies are conducted. |
The proponent or Initiating dept. usually:
relies on the government for access to

studles and data.

Yes; proponent or inltlating dept. Is
expected to consider mitlgationoptions
if health Impacts are identified.

Yes; these procedures may be developed as
part of a llcensing or permitting proce-
dure but may be developed in an EIA.

Ontario Hydro and GO Transit, for exam-
ple, are required to develop these plans
in thelr licensing procedures, not EIA.

Yes; this is required under the Envlron- |
mental Protection Act (EPA). Proposed |
actlons must be approvable under the EPA |
before they can be approved under the !
Environmental Assessment Act. !
I
[]
]
]
I

Yes; Ontarto Hydro develops procedures
for on-going monitoring of worker health.;
Most often, however, only monitoring of
resource quality Is conducted.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES Ontario

Yes; they are a mixture of health,
natural environment, and technlcai
conslderations, (See Note 2.5.0)

Are environmental standards/
objectives used In the EIA
process health-based?

is the public Involved in the | Yas

health assessment?

- Dtscretionary/mandatory Mandatory (See Note 2.5.E)

Public review of draft EIS and pubilc
hearlngs if they are held.

EAB encourages Inltlating department
and proponent to Involve the public
at appropriate times throughout the
process.

]
! = Examples of public Involve-
' ment (list Is not all

} tnelusive)

1
1
1
1
i
i - Would Intervenor funding
} be useful?
:
:
1
i

Yes; Intervenor funding is
currently available for public
hear Ings only

- wm m— mar ome -

2.5.A Direct reference to health Is made in guidellnes. A set of General
Guidelines for the Preparation of Envlronmentai Assessments was

prepared in 1881 and Is currently being updated. it contains “examples
of some of the factors to be considered in environmental assessment
studies” (see Volume ill, Appendix G). Health Is listed as one of the
factors.

2.5.8 The health issues vary according to the type of project. For Ontario
Hydro fossil fuel plants, for example, one concern has been the
potential health effects from polluted air emissions. Noise and
exhaust fumes generated nightly from idling train engines at a proposed
GO Transit station caused nearby residents to raise a number of health
and safety concerns. Also, transmisslionllines proposed over a
schoolyard raised concerns among parents and teachers regarding
detrimental health effects to the children In the schoolyard.

Final iy, in landfili projects, one of the health concerns often raised
is the potentlai disease and illness from leachate contamination of
drinking water. The EIA for the Brampton landfill site selection
process, for example, Included one report which was devoted entirely to
discussing this and other health and safety concerns associated wlth
landfills and to various mitigation measures (a portion of the report
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has been reproduced in Volume I!,AppendlxG). Chapter 1 of the
report discusses generic health and safety considerations such as
pathways to human exposure, publlc health and safety concerns
associated wlth site operatlon, slte ctosure, and potentlal
contamination of ground and surface waters, airpellutton, odour and
dust, noise, birds, rodents, Insects, litter, and traffic. Chapter 2
discusses some speclfic concerns raised by the surrounding community,
and Chapter 3 reviews the site opt lons in light of their potential to
cause public health and safety problems. Evaiuatlon criteria, whi¢ch
Include not only public health and safety conslderatlons, but also
natural, social, cultural, economt¢c, and technlcal considerations were
developed and applled to reduce the number of site opt lons. Publlc
health and safety criteria received the largest weight factor,
Indicating the level of Importance attached to the Issue.

Because of the significant health concerns associated with landfills,
Brampton chose to address the concerns in a separate report. Devoting
an entire report to health concerns is not typical of all ElAs In
Ontar lo. The amount of space devoted to any one Issue Is decided by
the proponent or initiating department.

Schoolchildren, elderly, Natlve populations have been identified as
critical subpopulations In some projects. Public sector projects
generally have not addressed this component; private sector projects
such as EFWs have.

The standards and objectives are used In EIA In a number of ways. They
may be used to evaluate various alternatives; they may be used at
hearings when discussing the abillty of a proposed alternative to meet
the standards and objectives; and, In additlon to other possible uses,
they may be included In the conditions for approval.

In addition to the required public participation in revlewlng draft
E18s (as noted in the table), the EAB In the MOE strongly encourages
the proponent to involve the public in the preparatlon of the EIS. The
proponent Is given the freedom to decide If and how the publicwill be
allowed to participate In this stage. Such participation may be In the
form of holding publi¢ meetings, forming public llaison groups, and
provliding input Into each stage of the EIA.
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2.6 Summary of Current Practlice In Quebec

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Quebec

EIA mandate

Name of pollicy/
iegisiation

Is the reference
to health direct
or Indirect?

1
1
1
1
]
L]
]
L]
]
]
[}
]
]
[]
]
[}
1
1

Legislatlion

Environmental Quality Act (R.S.Q. 1980, c.2,
Division 1v.1), Regulations 1 and 9
(See Note 2.6.A)

indirect; however, general understanding

Is that If health is a concern, It will be
addressed; an agreement was signed between
Ministries of Health and Environment in April
1987 outlining procedure to include MOH in E{A.
(See Note 2.6.B)

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

No actual screening procedures for health
exist; however, the department in charge of
the project recommends addressing health if

it is a concern; this decision is based on
past experlence, consultation with Minlstry of
Health, among other considerations.

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the E{A?

Disposal of dangerous goods, aerial
spraying of pesticides, hydroelectric power
lines, Industrial projects.

(See Note 2.6.C)

Are speclfic terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

Yes; they are established by the Ministry of
Environment {MOE} for the proponent and are
based on input from the proponent and other
government departments such as the Ministry of
Health and Social Services. Other parties
which may be consulted include private organl-
tat ions, research groups, Environment Canada.

Are health professionals
involved In the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes; but It depends on the project. if health

1
'
1
1
L]
'
1
1
]
[
¢
1
]
'
J
1
'
1
'
]
1
E
]
'
1
1
L]
1
]
1
]
'
J
]
'
1
'
5
¥
t
]
1
]
]
'
]
L
1
L]
1
]
'
'
'
'
1
]
1
'
[
]
[
1
b
'
1
1
[
1
1
J
]
!
]
'
1
]
1
'
1
'

Is a concern, they are Involved and may include:

Department of Health bureau personnel,
toxicologists, physicians speciaiizing in
environmental health, epidemioiogists

(See Note 2.6.D). They may be involved
throughout project. They provide advice,
are consulted on health issues, and may be
involved in final decision (See Note 2.6.E).
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES Quebec '

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

Yes; based on estimated or measured
duration of the effects of exposure.
(See Note 2.6.F)

Yes; area based on anticipated impacts,
including health impacts.

- Exposure perlod

- I T — ek mr am am em mm Em Em o Er owm owe me ww m

)
[}
No; howaver, now that the agreement '
exists between the Health and EnviIronment]
Ministriles, an increasing number of base-;
line health studies may be required. Data:
may be available at the Ministry of

and Social Services.

Yes; to date, malnly regional groups,
such as Indians, have been the focus of
thls component.

Yes, primarily through a’review of
existing literature and past experi-
ences with similar projects; usually no
analysts Is done.

No

-~ Baseline health
study

- Impacts to critical
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

~ Impacts to residents
durlng construction;

- Impacts to workers Yes {(5ee Note 2.6.G)

durlng construction;

Yes, depends on the project
(Sea Note 2.6.H)

= Impacts to residents
durilng plant operatlon;

Yes, depends on the project
(See Notez.6.1)

= Impacts to workers
during plant operation

- An assessment of acute,

1
' 1
short-term impacts; i Yes !
]
] i
- An assessment of chronic, { Yes !
long-term Impacts; H
L}
[}
~ An assessment of i No :

positive health impacts
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Quebec

Does the EIA address

the following compo-~

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (contlnued)

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- Impacts to health care
facliities

- ek gm ms mm om Em Em am A TR R e AR W wm

- Revisw of existing
literature and data

—_— e mm s em wm A em owm Em o em Ep Em

- Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

o EE WS RS ome A M mm wm we Em mm Em o oEm

- Plan for'on-golng
monltoring of health
status

—— i ey e -

the evaluation of background noise as It
may contribute to the concentration of a
substance In the environment and to the
potential health effects from the cumula-
tlve exposure. (See Note 2.6.J)

]
1
]
|
i
1
i
1
:
Yes; Quebec has a set of procedures for |
)
I
]
¥
]
]
]
)
]

Yes; due to expected In¢creass In demand
for health services from expected
Increase in population. (See Note

2.6.K)
L -

demlological studies or animal tests
have been used. | f Insufficient infor-
matlon is avallabie, the proponent may be

g

i

|

1

]

I

:
Yes; literature and data based on epl- !
i

]

]

'
required to conduct orlginal studles. '
]

]
'
Yes; this is a reaulrement of the H
mandate. ]

Yes; depending on the type of project, !
the proponent may be required to develop }
urgency plans for both employees and the j
surrounding public.

'
-

H
Yes; proponent produces a plan which the }
Ministry of Environment accepts, rejects,;
or amends. !

I
1
]
Yes; for example, In the case of pestl- !
¢ide spraying, employees and the local }
population have been monltored for expo- }
sure and toxlelty effects. Also, near :
the North Central Elsctrle¢c site, mercury |
levels In Indians eating large quantities]
of fish are being monitored. !
]
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES Quebec

Are envirconmental standards/
objectives used In the EIlA
process health-based?

: i
! ;
i Yes; standards and objectives may be |
| health-based. They are generally |
t adapted from the Environmental d
i Protection Act or federal legislation:
i from Environment Canada, Agriculture,:
i or Health and Welfare. They are used:
1in EIA as general rules to be adhered:
)

]

|

to by proponents.

Is the public involved In the | Yes
health assessment?
- Discretlonary/mandatory Mandatory

The administration procedure
includes a phase for public
particlipation which is overseen by a

I

t

1

1

1

1

1

i

- Examples of public involve- H
'
i
completely Independent government :
1
:
'
)
1
J
1
'
1
|

ment (list is not ail
inclusive)

off lce, “Bureau d'Audience Publ lque."
This office is responsible for hold-
ing public meetings and gathering
information from the public to be
considered in the decision-making
process. in addition to the public
participation organized by this '
office, the proponent may organlze :
programs for informing and consulting:
with the public. For example, Hydro |}
Quebec has set up public meetings !
outside that which is required in an }
ElA, !
)
]
)
]
'

}
1
1
1
]
1
]
L]
]
b
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
[}
]
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
]
3
i
|
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
1
1
L]
]
b
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
L}

[}
- Would intervenor funding i Yes
be useful? !
] i
NOTES
2.6.A In Quebec’s General Guide for the Environmental Assessment of

industrial Projects (May 19871, human health Is explicitly listed as a
criterion to check when identifylng and evaluating potential
environmental impacts (see Volume IIl, Appendix H).

2.6.8 During the winter and spring of 1986-87, the Ministries of Health and
Social Services and Environment met to develop an Interdepartmental
agreement on requiring collaboration on subjects affecting both
ministries (see Volume IllI, Appendix K). The agreement was signed
Apri | 21, 1987 and states that the two ministries wll1 consult each
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other and collaborate on a number of issues, including the preparation
and review of EI3s for projects having potential health impacts.

Frequently, industrial projects include an examinaticn of potential
health impacts. For example, an EIS for an Incinerator project
included a number of sections related to health (see Volume IllI,
Appendix H). The EIS contains an analysis and evaluation of accident
risks, an identification and brief evaluation of potential health
impacts, and an emergency plan.

As one of the partlclipants in the survey mentioned, health concerns may
not be considered until quite late in an EIA and may be raised only as
a result of public outcry or by one of the departments reviewing the
EIS. The promulgation of the April 1987 agreement attempts to rectify
this so that health issues are identified and integrated into the ElA
early in the process.

Others include health professionals from the Ministry of Health and
Social Services, Local Centres for Community Health, and the
appropriate Regional Centre for Health and Social Services.

According to the Interdepartmental agreement, the Ministry of Health
and Social Services may be involved in the final decision for a project
In one of three ways:

1. The Ministers of Health and Social Services and Environment
both decide on the project; both must agree.

2. One Minister makes the decision, the other gives advice and
a recommendation.

3. One Minister decides alone and informs the other Minister
of the declsion.

For example, the exposure period may be defined as the life of a
pesticide or the number of years an incineration plant is expected to
be in operation plus the number of years it will take to disinfect the
plant, that is, the abandonment period. Also, the exposure period may
be Indefinite; for example, mercury levels in the Indian population at
James Bay are still being monitored. The proponent usually presents a
plan for examining the exposure period but the government must approve
the definition and may amend it.

Examples of types of exposures and effects which may be examined
Include acute toxicity and chronic effects from exposure to pesticlides
during handling and also effects from exposure to electromagnetic
ffelds.

Potential exposures and effects which may be examined vary depending on
the type of case. Examples Include emissions of pollutants into air
and water and associated acute and chronl¢ effects such as nausea, 1oss
of consciousness, cancer risks.
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Same as above.

Methodologies which exist Include mathematical simulation, rlsk
evaluation, and an assessment Of interactions between a proposed
project and preexisting ones.

For example, the Lake Robertson Hydro project on the lower North Coast
looked at the effect of an influx of 250 workers In a small area. The
proponent was required to set up its own health care facilities so as
not to stress the existing infrastructure.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Newfoundland

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or indirect?

Legistation

Environmental

Environmental

Indirect;

‘environment’

impiled

Assessment Act,

1980

Assessment Regulations, 1984
(See Note 2.7.A)

- "(il) plant

including human |lfe.’

In definition of

and animal life,

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

No screening process for health per se;
a seat on the project sceenlng committee is

reserved for a member of the health department;:

to date, however, MOH has rarely attended

screening sessions.

What are types Of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in tha EIA?

Hope Brook gold mine project; Freshwater
Offshore Supply Base. (See@ Not8 2.7.B)

Arespeciflc terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

No; health has not b&en a significant issue be-

cause most projects are

located In remote

areas away from populated centres.

Are health professionals
invelved In the EIA
process?

Who?
When?
How?

Yes; Ministry of Health may be Invoived in
screening committee, but to
has been limited. However, If

ders It necessary,

date, involvement
the MOH c¢onsli-

health professionals may be

involved at Other polnts in the process. For
example, they ma-y sit on the Department of
Environment’s Environmental

tee which

Is

responsible for

Assessment Commlit-
reviewing EISs.
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ElA HEALTH ISSUES

Newfoundland

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure peried

- Area of Impingement

-~ Baseline health
study

- eem Em e Em ar we Em Em ma wm Em Em M =

-~ Impacts to critical
subpopulatlons

- Impacts to future
generations

- Impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to residents
durlng plant operatlon;

- Impacts to workers
durlng plant operation

- An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

-~ An assessment of
positive health impacts

Yes; the proponent usually defines the
exposure paiod and bases the deflnltion
on construction, operation, and abandon-
ment perlods.

Yes; but the definition is usually not
based on health factors.

- e Em e Em wm em mm am e am s W W mA A mm mm Em o w

No; many of the projects are in remote
areas.

Occupational Health and Safety (in the
Department of Labour) works to ensure
that its regulatlons are followed.

No

Occupational Health and Safety works to

ensure that its regulations are followed.:

— o am e v e wm e R R A W e o am mA A e e am wm

No

No

No
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Newfoundland

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

e R e T T P

1
1
- Impacts to health care i Yes; the Hope Brook Gold Mine EIS
facilities ! discussed the potential impact on health |
! care facilities expected from an increase!
i in population. !

— e um e Em am e A e o e e e e AR e - e Em o MR mm wm mn AR w8 R B mm omw me A e e e

]

]

i i

- Review of existing i No :

literature and data i :

' ]

———————————————— e R R R N
- Development of methods to No

mitlgate health Impacts

e wm mm o e e e e e o = vm mw wm e am - wm T am wm o Em dr % e W m o — = e o wm e —

- Development of accident Yes; plans are developed for employees.
scenarios and emergency

response procedures

—_ e e e e wm e mm e Em Ak me A e - e o e = o Er am ey Em ey e wm s E e E = =

Yes; plans are primarily directed toward
environmental protection. Procedures are
developed through mltlgation measures in
the EIS and as condltions in Certificates:
of Approval and permits.

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

No; monltoring programs exist for wild-
life and historic resources but not for
human health,

- Plan for on-golng
monltorlng of health
status

Yes; standards are developed from other
federal and provincial acts and regula-
tlons. One way In which they are used in
EIA Is In the development of mitlgation
measures.

Are environmental standards/
objectives used in the E{A
process health-based?
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES i Newfoundland '
|

Is the public Involved In the
health assessment?

- Discretionary/mandatory
- Examples of public involve- .

1
]
ment (list is not all !
inclusive) i and comment; input is sought at
'
)
)

-~ Would Intervenor funding
be useful?

Yes; public is Involved in EIA :
whether or not health is an issue.

Mandatory

Public meetings are held; documents
are made available for public review

almost every stage of the process.

No response

NOTES

2.7.A

2.7.B

Many of Newfoundland’s projects are federally supported, In which case
they are subject to the federal Environmental Assessment and Revlew
Process (see Section 2.11).

Very few, if any, projects in Newfoundland have included any sort of
health assessment in the EIA. One reason for the lack of attentlon to
health issues is that many projects subject to the EA process are sited
in remote areas away from human settlements. Another reason Is that
people appear to be more concerned with unemployment or wlth threats to
wildlife or fisheries than with threats to human health. Two projects
which gave minor consideration to health issues in their EIS8s are the
Hope Brook Gold Mine and the Freshwaterbay Offshore Supply Base

(Append i x1}. The EIS for the Hope Brook Gold Mine briefly discusses
the potential impact to nearby health care facilities due to an
increase In demand from an influx of people employed by the company.
The Freshwaterbay Offshore Supply Base EIS does not discuss public
health at all. However, it Includes statements of cltizens made at a
public meeting, one of which raises concerns over the potential health
risks from hazardous chemicals transported to, and stored at, the base
from offshore oil rigs. The EIS brlefly discusses plans to ensure
adequate medical care to employees who may be Injured at the base and
emergency response capabilities.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

New Brunswick

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or indlrect?

Legislation

Clean Envilronment Act,
Assessment regulatlon (effective July 13, 1987)

Environmental Impact

Indirect; implied In definition of

‘environment’ -
including human

. plant and animal life,
lfe. . .°

What Is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

Project applications are screened by a
multidlisclplinary team;
health professionals
application feels It Is
criteria exlst for screening health impacts.

team may Include
If department reviewing
necessary; no specific

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EIA?

Addition of a second unit at the Point Lepreau
Nuclear Generatlng Statlon; reglona! sanitary

iandfllls; rlnc smelter.

(See Note 2.8.A)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

Yes; projects which undergo an EIA follow issue
oriented, project-speclflc guidelines. These
are drafted by Minlstry of Municipal Affairs

and Environment and are reviewed by the public,:

government, proponent.
It will be mentioned |

(See Note 2.8

.8)

If health is a concern,:

n these guldelines.

Are health professionals
Involved In the EIA
process?

Who?
When?
How?

Yes

Dlistrlct Medical

public health

stage as required.

environmental

Health Officers, provincial

inspectors are involved at any

studies,

They review guidelines,

etc.
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ElA HEALTH ISSUES

New Brunswick

Does the ElA addre
the following comp

SS
O

nents of an assessment

of health risks?

- Exposure period

- am o M o e o e e e e me mm e oma owe

- o e R e e e e = A e e o e

- Baseilne health
study

- Impacts to erliti
subpopulations

= Impacts to futur
generations

e R e e o e omm R me 4A = o wm mm

- Impacts to resid

cal

e

ents

during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to resid

ents

during plant operation;

- Impacts to workers
during plant operation

— emm am am m mm ew e wmm o o A e mm = am

- An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,

long-term impacts;

- An assessment of
posltive health

impacts

Yes; proponent defines it In consultation
with relevant government departments.

- e ma o am dm a Em — ee e — — mr e ey = e o we

Yes; proponent defines It In consultation
with relevant government departments.

— e o e o R el e Er Em Er e o Em A o o Am e e ™

Yes; proponent usually reliss on avail-
able data unless a rigorous study is
required.

- e = En EE et e me wr E= W = wm am e vm mm am am ™

- e M = o ar wr w w mr E e e mr am e = e ma

Yes; analysis Is primarily qualitative.

No; in provinciai projects this component

has not been reviewed. In projects
which have been referred to FEARQ, such
as Lepreau Il, worker health during con-

struction was addressed.

Ye's

Yes

No origina! studies are conducted, but
potential health effects have been
identified In Ef{As and monitored after
project is in operatlon.

1
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1
]
'
Does the EIA address !
the following compo- i
nents of an assessment H
of health risks? (continued) i
[ ]
:
[}
[ ]
]
[ ]
]

Yes; the Lepreau Il EIS discusses the
combined exposures from the first reactor:
and the new reactor. (See Note 2.8.C). :

]

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- omr wm mr mw ms s mm mm A A Em e mm mm e

1
1 )
] ]
Impacts to health care ! Yes; Impacts to health care facilities §
facilities i are considered for major projects only. |}
| (See Note 2.8.D) d
T - I

r
1
Yes; existing literature, which may or !
may not use animal test or epldemiologi- i}
cal data, Is reviewed. !
[}

- Review of exlsting
literature and data

- e e oam mm o ae e Em e = o owmr w —

— Development of methods to
mitligate health impacts

<
(0]
(2]

Yes; the Lepreau Il EIS is the only

]

]

J

-~ Development of accident !
project where this was done. It was H
i

1

]

)

scenarios and emergency
response procedures dealt with In detail primarily through

the Atomic Energy Control Board.

- e am Em am am o oy am e e wmr owm e omw mm

among other topics.

W My = o wm wm am am R e e e um e i w w mr mr = =

1

]

- Development of waste Yes; in the Lepreau Il EIS sections were |}
disposal procedures devoted to the discussion of the “Heat !
Disslpatlon System,” “Radioactive Waste }

Management, " "lInact ive Waste Management ,"|

:

]

1
]
Yes; the Lepreau Il EIS contained a sec¢-!
tlon for “Monitoring of Plant Employees |
for Radlat lon Exposures/ For most other:
projects, monitoring of emissions and !
exposure levels was considered adequate. |}
1

[}

- Plan for on-going
monltorlng of health
status
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES New Brunswick

Are environmental standards/
objectives used in the ElA
process health-based?

Yes; they are developed based on a
number of environmental, economic,
and technical factors, including
protection of health and human corn-
fort levels. (See Note 2.8.E)

Is the public involved in the | Yes
- Discretionary/mandatory Mandatory

Proponent must consult public during
the EIA, although nature of
consultation is not specified;

the province must hold public
meetings once government has
completed its review of the EIS

(See Note 2.8.F)

Examples of public involve-
ment (llst Is not all
Inclusive)

- Would intervenor funding

]
1
1
[}
1
[}
)
]
1
)
[ ]
]
i
I
1
[}
health assessment? :
'
[ ]
[}
1
g
g
]
1
(]
3
1
[}
be useful? :

' Yes; intervenor funding would be
useful

NOTES

2.8.A The level of detail in the health portlon of an EIA varies according to
the project and tevel of potential and percelved health risks. For
example, because of the potential water pollution associated with
sanitary landfills, New Brunswick requires its proponents to forecast
impacts on groundwater utilized for human consumption. For the second
unit at the Point Lepreau Nuclear Generatlng Station (see Volume I11,
Appendix J4), which was referred to the Federal Environmental Assessment
Review Office (FEARO) to be consldered under the-federal EARP, the
proponent identified potential exposures to, and health risks from,
radiation, examined the potentlial for accidents, and developed plans
according to “Derived Emission Limits” which are health-based standards
established by the Atomic Energy Control Board.

2.8.B The guidelines for the second unit at the Point Lepreau Nuclear
Generating Station contain a number of requirements to study health
rlsks associated with radlatlon exposure, and the EIS reports the
results of the studies in such sectlons as “Radiation Protection of
Employees,” “Emergency Planning,” "Potentlal Health Risks from
Radiation Exposure,” and “Menlitering of Plant Employees for Radlation
Exposure. "
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Proponents for other projects are often asked to look at cumulatlive
exposures to alr pollutants based on a mathematical model which
determines ground level exposure and uses back trajectory analysis to
determine specific source contributlons.

For example, the Lepreau Il EIS discusses potential Impacts to
government services such as health care faclllities due to a projected
increase in population from increased employment, and due to an
Increase in lllness from normal and accidental discharges.

These environmental standards and objectives are used as a basis for
prelIiminary design objectives In order to establish the nature of an
undertaking. They are also used to help establish emission limits, but
limit-setting may be a regulatory rather than EIA condition. For
example, in the Lepreau Il EIS, “Derived Emission LImlts"(DELs) were
dlscussed for gaseous and liquid efflents and for the combined
discharges of the first and second reactor. No DELs were set but
proposed levels were used as guideilnes for performance.

In the Lepreau Il EIS, for example, the publle provided Input on a
number of Issues, including concerns regarding their health.
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2.9 Summary of Current Practice in Nova Scotia
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Nova Scotla

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or Indirect?

None; project reviews are done on an ad hoc
basis; the Environmental Protection

Act and the Planning Act contain sections
which authorlte a request for environmental
studies at the discretion of the Minister of
Environment. (See Note 2.9.A)

definitions which include attention to health.

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

No formalited screening procedures or criteria
relating to health are in use In Nova Scotla.
The need to review potential health impacts is
determined on a project-by-project basis during;
the application review process. |[If health
(public or occupational) or environmental
impacts are not ident|fted by the person
reviewing the appllcatlon, they may be
identified by the public or Interest groups on
an ad hoc basis.

t
L]
j
d
g
E
d
'
r
'
The Environmental Protection Act contains !
'
1
L]
I
d
1
]
1
1

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues In the EIA?

Herbicide trial, Uranium inguiry (both are
public inquiries and not ElAs in the formal
sense). (See Note 2.9.B)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

No; health has not been a major issue in Nova
Scotia except in the two inquiries noted

above. Generally, health issues are "the

exception rather than the rule” in Nova Scotia.
Specific concerns may be identified during the
review process; however, they may not be &xpii-
citly addressed, at least in a public fashion.
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E1A HEALTH ISSUES

i Nova Scot la

Are health professionals
involved in the EIA
process?

Who?
When?
How?

1
A health professional Is required by law to bej
a member of the Ministry of Environment’s '
Environmental €ontroi Council which, in addi-}
tlon to other duties, holds publlc hearings '
when requested by the MInlster of Environment.:
Not many hearings have been held, and the

Involvement of health professionals at other |
points In a review of an applicatlion has been |
I imited. Usually, they are involved as a re- |
sult of public pressure. Even then, however, |
medical and other health professionals “appear:
to [be] reluctant to participate.”

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure period

— Baseline health
study

= Impacts to critical
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

- Impacts to restdents
durlng construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

-~ Impacts to residents

during plant operation;:

-~ Impacts to workers
during plant operation

Yes; deflned from a biophysical
point of view only.

— e o am o me o = W omr Em AR de = = = e wr am Em em v e

Yes; defined from a blophysical
point of view only.

e e e e o wm e L e e ow wmm Em ER A A omr w mr e we e e

== o = mm mr ee dn e e e e A dA o e wm mm em mm o = e mm e

No; not to date.

— m w mr mm e ar wm oEm wm Ah A mm e e e = = o wm

No; however, the public ralsed this issue at
both the Herbicide Trial and Uranium inquiry.

— Em Em am Em ar wr ER B e B wr me Em ER e dr e wm am am ew o m

Not in general; could be looked at by
other departments durlng approval
processes.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Nova Scotlia !

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

- An assessment of
poslt !ve health impacts

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

~ impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
Ilterature and data

— e o mE e A m e i aw rm wm e o e v

— Development of methods to
mlitlgate health Impacts

— am am o e e am mm ot o wm e e o o

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

No

No

No; the boundaries of any review tend to }
be limited to the actual environment :
around a project. Long-term or cumuia-!
tlve exposures and effects have not been }
addressed. !

Yes; projects In small communities would ;
especially be required to consider ;
impacts to health care facilities. '
)
L]

- dm = R e e we wmm mm M v m= Em Ay v mm wm mm e ma

1
No; very limited reltfance, if any, on !
animal test or epidemiological data. The:
Uranium Inquiry and Herbicide Trial were }
the only cases where such data were used.;

environmental Impacts (e.g., pollution).

}
|
Indirect ly, through mitigatlion of H
'
1
1

Yes; proponent and government develop
these together. Analysis may be qulte
fimlited because the area of impingement
may be narrowly defined.
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EIlA HEALTH ISSUES Nova Scotlia

Yes; this Is done primartly as a require-
ment of the regulatory process and is

)
L]
!
- Development of waste H
1
]
! not looked at in a public forum. Health
'
1
]
1
]
[}

dlsposal procedures

hoped that the project wlll be operating

I
]
is not addressed directly but It is '
1
]
within acceptable health standards. '

A e s e e am m e owh S R A wm me e mr Em e e =

- Plan for on-going

]
1
i .
i No; not required by regulatory agencies. |
monitoring of health i H
'
1
L}
]
]

status

Yes; Nova Scotia uses standards/objec-

tives which have been developed by other
juritsdictlions and are based on many fac-
tors, including health. Because no for-
mal EIA process @axlsts,standards/objec-
tives are not applled in this capacity.

Are environmental standards/ |
:
)
]
1
L)
i
]
'
i However, the proponent must demonstrate
'
1
]
1
L]
1
1
1
'
}
L]
1
]

objectives used in the EIA
process health-based?

Its ability to comply with applicable
standards/objectives when applying for a
permit.

Yes; when an inquiry Is held and health
s an issue.

Is the public involved in the
health assessment?
- Discretlonary/mandatory This is decided case-by-case.
Public inquiries are the primary means of

involving the publ{c but to date only a
few have been held.

- Examples of public Involve-
ment (list is not all
inclusive)

Yes; only if a clear policy for EA is
developed In Nova Scotla which
includes public Involvement

- Would intervenor funding
be useful?

- mm mE W R mEW —h W W W mm R o

2.9.A Sectlon 23(B)(a) of the Environmental Protection Act gives the Minister
of the Environment the authority to “require additional plans or other
Information” when applications for waste discharge permits or minlng
permits are submltted. The Planning Act ($.8.S., c. 9, 1983, as
amended by c. 41, 1985 and c. 51, 1987) contains provisions for
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developing municipal or Intermunicipal planning strategies, one of
which states that these strategies may contain “requirements for
environmental studies to be carried out prilor to undertaklng specifled
developments or development in specified areas” [Sectlon 38(2)(f)].
While these are not explicit EIA mandates, the opportunity exists for
Nova Scotia to require an tnvestigation of potential environmental

impacts.

Many projects in Nova Scotia are federally supported and are,
therefore, subject to the federal Environmental Assessment and Rav!ew

Process (see Section 2.11).

Both trials were pre-development inquiries. Although they were not
labelled as ElAs, the Inquiries Included assessments of both
environmental and shert- and long-term health impacts. The Uranium
Inquiry proceeded to the provincial Supreme Court where environmental
and health Issues were further reviewed.

Other hearings held by the Environmental Control Council (of the
Ministry of Environment) which may have included dlscusslon of health
Issues, include the Jack Lake Sanitary Landfill, Aylesford Lake Cottage
Development , Cobequid Industrial Park, and Tidewater Quarry. |In the
Tidewater Quarry hearing held in 1984 (see Volume IIl, Appendix K), the
impact of air-borne dust emisslons on health, particularly for
tndividuals who suffer from respiratory dlseases, was raised as a
concern by the public. Although the actual report did not discuss this
or other health concerns, it presented numerous stipulations limtting
noise and dust levels which may cause environmental and health impacts.
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2.10 Summary of Current Practice In Prince Edward Island

ElA HEALTH ISSUES tprince Edward Island

EIA mandate
(Feb. 1973) directs provincial departments to

1
\
Cabinet policy as set in Minutes-in-Council H
1
|
|

screen all developments for potentially
significant environmental Impacts.

Name of policy/
legislation

1
|
No reference to health Is made; but any !
individual (private citizen or government :
agent) may request that a project be reviewed |
for potential Impacts through the appeal
process of the Land Use Commission as outlined
in the Planning Act. (See Note 2.10.A)

s the reference
to health direct
or indirect?

No screening process exists. Each department

1

1

1

]

L)

;

What is the process ‘
determines the extent to which It will comply |}
'

!

1

]

'

followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

with the Minutes-in-Council from 1973. A's
such, PEl ministries tend to rely more heavily
on the enforcement of health and environmental
protection regulations to ensure that human
health and the environment are protected rather:
than on compliance wlth the Minutes-in-Council.]

projects that have incineration Project, asphalt production.
addressed health
issues in the EIA?

(See Note 2.10.B)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health Is a
concern?

and are subject to the federal Environmental
Assessment and Review Process (EARP}. PEI
participates In the development of terms of
reference under EARP. For the few projects
which are entirelyprovincially funded, the
Ministry of Communlty and Cultural Affairs
usually ldentifies issues to be examined (e.g.,
health, environmental Impacts) and handles each;
case individually. '

'
)
]
13
1
]
'
)
1
]
|
Most projects in PEl have some federal support |}
i
i
'
1
L]
1
]
!
F
!

Are health professionals
involved in the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes, depends on the case. Toxicologists,
pathologists, chemists, and others from the
Department of Health are involved when
needed for consultation and advice.

(See Note 2.10.C)

)
L]
;
)
1
1
]
]
]
|
1
]
]
)
]
1
]
1
]
)
1
1
1
)
]
b
1
1
)
]
3
]
i
)
]
)
]
1
]
)
]
i
What are types of i Building developments, Parkdale Waste
1
:
1
1
]
'
]
]
]
t
1
]
'
'
!
'
)
i
:
i
!
)
1
I
]
]
L]
1
t
'
)
L)
]
1




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Prince Edward Island

Does the EIA address
the fol lowing compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure period

— e B e i M e Em o mR W e = = e

~ Baseline health
study

~ Impacts to critlical
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

e ar Em Em e o S wm wr Em wE b wr wr w

- Impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

= Impacts to residents
during plant operation;

- Impacts to workers
during plant operation

- e am e e A e wr wm Em am e A wm wr  wm

- An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

~ An assessment of
positivehealth impacts

(See Not8 2.10.D)

Yes; government defines It based on
specific characteristics of project.

- = = o ER EE A o wr e e e Em o wr w am = = o

1
]
1
Yes; defined acgording to impacts on !
environment. !

[]

Yes; usually the Department of Health or
Community and Cultural Affalrs revisws
existing literature for this information.:

- - -

:

No '
'

H

No; to date, these have not been
applicable.

_— e e wm Em o G we W M mw m = am wm o e e w owr we

No; to date, these have not been
applicable.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES Prince Edward Island

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

Yes; but thls Is often a minor issue as
many provinclal projects are small In
nature.

o me e o mm e am Em Em Em Em Er Em o o o e e mm A

. An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

. Impacts to health care
facilities

. . T T R . . T T -

- Ravlew of existing
literature and data

O
o
©
)
-}
a
w
o
-}
~—
>0
)
w
©
)
o
2
o
o)
-~
2
)
o
—

No; some proactive mitigation may occur
- Development of methods to { through permitting procedures but often |
mitigate health impacts [ mitigation occurs after impacts have been:
experienced. '
)

el e T T il T T

Development of accident Yes; depends on the project.
scenarios and emergency

response procedures

]
1
[}
L
)
{
{
!
i
|
1
|
}
|
I

- mm mm mm mm Em e mm e mm am Em W N M e wr e omm m

Yes; this is a required part of the
permitting procedures.

. Development of waste
disposal procedures

- e BN S S T SR BN W BN W e A mr mm W - em am e mm ww e Em Em Em m A Gk e e mm am em o wm mm

Monitoring of environmental (rarely
health) effects is conducted by the
province, not the proponent.

. Plan for on-going
monltoring of health
status

Are environmental standards/
objectives used In the EIA
process health-based?

Yes; the province uses national and
other provincial standards/objectives
which are based on many factors, inclug-
ing health.
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i EIA HEALTH ISSUES Prince Edward Island

Is the public Involved In the

health assessment?

1
1
]
Yas; It Is common practice to H
Involve public, but not just for g
health concerns i
1
1
1

- Dis¢retlonary/mandatory Dlscretionary

1

1

]

1

1

1

1

1

1

i

! - Examples of publlc¢ involve- | The public may review documents and |}
; ment (l1lst Is not all ralse concerns at public Information |
'
1
1
i
]
]
L)
r
1
3
1

Inclusive) meet Ings. If an appeal Is requested,;
a public hearing may be held.

= Would Intervenor funding

|

H

No |

be useful? '
I

NOTES

2.10.A Many projects In PEI are small and are not reviewed for potential
Impacts to any great extent. Also, many larger projects In PEI are
partially funded by the federal government and are, therefore, subject
to the federal Environmental Assessment and Revlew Process (see Sect lon

2.11).

2.10.8 The government conducted a limlted examination of health Issues related
to emisslons from the Parkdale Waste incineration Project.

2.10.C Sometimes, however, they may have a more central role If the Issue has
received slgnlficant publlc attentlon. For example, a toxlcologist
from Ottawa was Involved In the review of the proposed Parkdale Waste

Incineration Project.

2.10.b When an application Is reviewed in more detail, the government rather
than the proponent usually conducts the review and requests the
proponent to provlde Input when necessary.
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2.11 summary of Current Practlice In the Federal Government and Territories

2.11.A General Overview
The federal Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP) Is
administered at the federal level of government and in the Northwest and Yukon

Terrltorles. In both territeries, EARP Is usually administered by the
Inltlating federal department rather than the territorial governments. The
territories provide Input into the federal process routinely and are involved
In making key decisions. Also, both territories have Water Boards whi¢h hold
hearings (In addition to EARP hearings) for projects needing water licenses.

This sectlon contains five tables. The table below provides a general
introduction to the federal EARP. The subsequent tables provide examples of
how the EARP Is Implemented In four federal departments -- Canadian Oil and Gas
Lands Administration{COGLA), Department of Energy, Mines, and Resources (EMR},
the Indlan Environmental Protection Branch (1EP) of the Department of Indlan
Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND), and the Northern Environmental
Protection Branch (NEP} of DIAND.

EIA HEALTH ISSUES ! Federal Government and Terrltorles

i
! EIA mandate Cabinet policy

i

{ Name of policy/ Federal Environmental Assessment and Review
‘iegislat lon Process under the Government Organization

' ! Act (S.0.R.B84-457), 1984 (See Note 2.11.A)
]

E

:

H

'

Is the reference
to health direct
or Indirect?

Indirect; Implied In use of term "envlronmen-
ta’ consequences. "

Each Inltlating department has Its own screen-
Ing procedures which may or may not contaln
health criterta (See Note 2.11.B). A depart-
ment may also use the Federal Environmental
Assessment and Review Office (FEARGC) screening
matrices. (See Note 2.11.C)

What Is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

Uranlum reflnerles, nuclear power plants,
hydrocarbon production and transportaticn,
military flylng operatlons, and others.
(See Note 2.11.D).

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

Issues in the EIA?
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[]
L]
]
'
]
]
L]
]
]
'
]
]
]
L]
1
L]
]
}
1
1
1
1
1
i
1
L]
'
t
]
1
i
1
1
]
]
1
I
]
1
1
1
1
]
L
1
)
1
[]
1
1
1
i
]
1
[]
[
1
1
]
]
]
[}
[}
[]
1
1
)
]
1
1
i
1
1
]
]
1
[]
]

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Territories

Are spaciflc terms

'of reference

regarding health
set if health is a
concern”?

Yes; If an IEE Is required, the initiating
department sets them with Input from other
agencies; if an EIS is required and it is

sets terms of reference. When health is a
concern, specific terms of reference are set to
address relevant Issues. (See Note 2.11.E)

Are health professionals
involved In the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

i
i
;
i
!
referred to FEARO, a Panel is appointed which }
]
:l
i
d
i

Yes; depends on each case.

Medical doctors, health physicists, toxlcolo-
gists, and others from Health and Welfare
Canada are involved at the point at which

itis decided health is an issue. They may
provide advice and professionaloplnions,
review documents, give testimony, etc.

Are environmental stan-
dards and objectives
used In the EIA process
health-based?

Yes; many national environmental standards and
objectives are in part health-based and are
developed by Environment Canada, Health and
Welfare Canada, and other agencies. Most often:
they are used as targets for performance and
compliance. (See Note 2.11.G)

'
i
H
:
]
:
(See Note 2.11.F) !
]
;
:
=
=

is the public Involved
in the health assess-
ment?

= Discretionary/
= Examples of public

involvement (list is
not ail inclusive)

- Would intarvenor
funding be useful?

Yes

in preparatlon of IEEs. (See Note 2.11.H)

Public Is not involved in screening phase; but
is allowed to see results of departmental
screening. Public Is consulted for some IEEs
and all EISs; public meetings and hearings are
held for Elss, public review of documents is
required. (See Note 2.11.1)

:
:
H
d
E
:
Mandatory in preparation of ElSs; discretlonay |
;
'
H
'
:
:

Yes

—— o wm mas -
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2.11.8 Canadlan ot1 and Gas Lands Administration (COGLA)
CoGLA's EIA projects are mainly offshore oil rigs so potentliaipubilic health
rlsks are minimal, If at all existent. COGLA is primarlly concerned with

worker health.

EIA HEALTH ISSUES Federal Government and Tarritorles i

:

:

Does the EIA address the H

following components of an i
assessment of health risks? ! i

:

i

\

Yes; COGLA definss It based on the
projected duration of an activity.

Exposure period

]
! Yes; COGLA defines It based on environ-
! mental and soclo-economic factors,

i usually not health.

)

i
1
I
1
i
I
I
]
)
1
|
|
|
|
|
1
i
i
|
1
1
1
'
1
|
t
H
|
1
1
'
1
i
I
I
I
-!_

g i ;
! = Base | ne health ! No ;
! study ! !
e e T '
g t '

1]
i = Impacts to critical i No t
g ' |

subpopulations

:

1
Impacts to future ! No
generations '

- s Em am o e E S m Em Em Em am E e

- Impacts to resldents No '
during construction;

~ Impacts to workers No ;

during construction; ;

1

J

- Impacts to residents No '

1

during plant operation;

Yes; qualltative analysis only. o0cecupa- !
tlonal Health and Safety (In the Ministry:
of Labour) and COGLA worked together to
develop a set of regulations to govern

the operation of a rig and protect worker;
health and safety. '

- Impacts to workers
during plant operatlon

- e e e e m, wE tm wm mm A e omm oww m-
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ElA HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Tarritoriass

boes the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- -

An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

An assessment of chronic,
long-term Impacts;

An assessment of
posltive health Impacts

An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

Impacts to health care
facilities

- em Em ar A A Em wme Em Em em A mA wm

Review of exlsting
Ilterature and data

_— e o e e mw Em mm Em R oA o A

Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

Development of accident
scenar los and emergency
response procedures

Development of waste
disposal procedures

- em mm em Em we e e wm = AR W wr

Plan for on-golng
monltoring of health
status

—— mm ke

-—— - m- m mm o= =™ L mm m w wm mm - - T

Yes; for health of workers.

Yes; for health of workers.

No; very little Industrial activity
exlsts near sites to warrant such a study:

]
Yes; Impacts to health care facllitiag i
due to an expected Increase in popuja- !
tlon are examined for blg projects, not
for exploration sites. !

i
!
i
!
]
1

T

Yes; If ldentified potentlal Impacts pose:
a health risk, mitigation methods would !
be considered.

Yes; contingency plans are developed for 1}
employees, but not for the publie. !
1

]
]
'
Yes; waste treatment and disposal guide- |
i lnes are developed. !
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Mines, and Resources (EMR)

M i e A mE e A —m ma ma wmm

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Territories

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

Exposure period

- o o o o o o e e e omm mm mm Ry

- Baseline health
study

- Impacts to critical
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

- aa . e S MR e e em mm oae e M A WS

~ Impacts to residents
during constructlon;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to res(dents
during plant operation;

- Impacts to workers
durtng plant operation

Yes; EMR usually defines exposure periocd
in retation to existing environmental

standards and bases it on the length of |
time people may be exposed to a substance!

e -f

wlnds and exhaust emissions.

No; EMR does not review baseline health
at the screening level but may look at It
it project Is referred to FEARO. To
date, this has not been done.

be reviewed. Thls would be identified

EMR would screen potential radiological
impacts on future generations.

Yes; impacts would be identified and
consldered in a qualitative assessment.

Yes; same as above.

Yes; same as above.

Yes; same as above.

impacts to critical subpopulations would |

Yes; EMR usually bases It on prevalllng.

Yes; if potentlal health impacts exlist,!

]
1

and addressed durlng the screening phase.1

Yes; for example, based on previous expe-|
rlence and theoretical computer modelling;
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Territories

Does the EIA address the fol-
lowlng components of an
assessment of health risks?
{continuad)

- An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

- An assessment of
positive health impacts

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

~ Impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
llterature and data

- Development of methods to
mitigate health Impacts

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
dlsposal procedures

Yes; qualitative dilscusslon only.

Yes; qualitative dlsecussion only.

Yes; qualltative discusslon only.

e T T T U U

Yes; however, no procedures exist. The
analysis would be conducted case-by-case
and Is wusually qualitative.

(See Note 2.11.J)

— e Em mn mm Em AR EE Mk AR WA W EE G e mm mm me g o

Yes; EMR may review the potential effect
on health care faclt]ltles due to an ex-
pected increase In population.

No; If EMR has a specific concern, it
would consult Health and Welfare Canada.

— o e e W wmk Em ER Em R T M WA e mm e mm mr Em e

No; these are usually developed through
permitting procedures. They are not
addressed in the screening phase but if
an |IEE or EIS Is required, they are usu-
ally mentioned In the reports.

- W A e am wm mm Em ER S mr Em W me e e Em oam e e
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} air emissions and air quality are monij-
itored and measurements are compared with
! health-based standards.

'\ _ElA HEALTH ISSUES i Federal Government and Territories '
1 [} 1
] ] 1
i - Plan for on-going i No; indirectiy through other monitoring. |
! monitoring of health { For example, In the home renovatlon pro- }
status i Jects for Native bands (see Screening re-}

i port in Volume IllI, Appendix L) indoor H

'

i

i

2.11.Dindlan Environmental Protectlon Branch (1EP) of DIAND

IEP Is primarily responsible for Native communities In southern Canada
(south of 60). These are primarily reserve bands and the projects are usually
capital projects such as sewage works, roads, drinking water systems, and
others. The projects and assoclated health risks are considered small.
Screening proposals, rather than requiring IEEs@rElSs, Is usually considered

sufficient.

EIA HEALTH ISSUES Federal Government and Territorias

Does the EIA address
the following compo-—
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

No; very few EiAs have been conducted in
IEP. To date, thls component has not
been addressed.

- Exposure period

- o ua omm mm mm e Em s e v owm e o w

No; same as above.

\
>
-
o
o
o
<4
3

j=s
=}
Q

o
3
o
=
=
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-Basaline health
study

B T T S - eem am Em owm P A mm A wm R mm o i omw mm dey W v e

Yes; this component is Inherent In al}
screening because the populations
which may be affected are Native.

- Impacts to ecritical
subpopulations




EIA HEALTH ISSUES. Federal Government and Tarritories

Does the EIA address

the following compo-~

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- Impacts to future
generations

- Impacts to residents
dur Ing construct lon;

Yes; both construction and operation
phases are reviewed for potential Im-
pacts. But due to the nature of pro-
jects (e.g., sewage works for reserva-—
t lons, roads, etc.), potential negatlve
Impacts are considered Inslgnlflcant.

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to residents Yes; same as above.

during plant operation;

- Impacts to workers Yes; same as above.

1
t
)
§
1

]

I

I

1

]

)
]
Yes; same as above. d
i

|

1
1
1
1
]
1
]
]
during plant operation H g
1
]

- An assessment of acute, Yes
short-term Impacts;
- An assessment of chronic,

- An assessment of
positive health Impacts

[}
[}
[ ]
[}
[ ]
1
[ ]
[}
Yes '
[}
]
[ ]
[}
No response '

[}

L]

[
L]
[]
]
'
:
long-term Impacts; H
:
1
]
'
1

- An assessment of cumulative | Not applicable because projects are oftaen!
health exposure/effects? 1 small and located on reservations !

i where little development has occurred. !

! 1

—_— o me e e e o mm o Em Er W e o mm

)
]
- Impacts to health care i Yes; but only In a general sense

facllitles i

]

]

e e ww ww mm o mm mm mm Em A e wm mm = am e em S n wm wr mm em AR e e = mm am A o mm e

= |
- Review of existing i No; considered not applicable because of }
literature and data i the minor nature of projects. !

! !

i :
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E{A HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Territories

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- Development of methods to
mltigate health Impacts

v e W wm mm MR iE omm mm e Ae mm o oam

- Development of accident
scenar tos and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

- Plan for on-golng
monitoring of health
status

Yes; It Is standard practice to mitigate
health impacts.

Yes; If necessary. |EP would develop
emergency procedures for employees and
the public If a potential for an emergen-
cy sltuatlion exists.

- o mm em o e e mm Em e o wm s e owm e Em mm wm Em o

e et A W mm wr e am mm mm am am mm am Em o e o =

2.11.E Northern Environmental

Protection Brancy (NEP) of DIAND

EIAHEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Terrltories

Does the EIA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure parlod

— e am e Em em e vm Em s Ak e —  wr o w

- Area of impingement

Yes; if applicable. For example, in
Uranium mining proposals, the Atomle
Energy Control Board would deflIne the
exposure period.

- o Em Em e Em AR R M wR M Em Em ey wm Ew e e e ow

Yes; dafinltton Is based on an approprl-
ate measure.




EIA HEALTH ISSUES Federal Government and Territories

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

No; NEP does not collect its own data.

If needed, NEP would refer to Health and
Welfare Canada statistics which are c¢oi-
iected routinely to determine if an ano-
maiy exists.

- Baseline health
study

- impacts to critical
subpopulations

Yes; Native populations are considered a |
critical subpopulation. What is accep-|
table for the average Canadian may not be}
acceptable for a Native person because oft
differences in diet and lifestyle. H

- mw e wm A e A e R e em mm e W - mr W E s W o a & Em ar us e M W e e o =

Yes; NEP does not conduct its own
studies; it consults with Health and
Welfare Canada.

- impacts to future
generations

- impacts to residents
during construction;

effects are examined based on comparison
with Health and Welfare statistics.

- impacts to workers
during construction;

Yes; potential exposures and health

effects are examined based on comparison
with Occupational Health and Safety (Min.;
of Labour) statistics.

[}
'
'
)
[}
H
Yes; potentlai exposures and health '
'
i
1
[}
]
[}
'

Yes; the assessment is purely a qualita-
tive review.

- impacts to residents
during plant operation;

Yes; the assessment Is purely a qualita-
tive review.

- Impacts to workers
during plant operation

— e W M W am am o mm Em oas Em mm m A am —_— e eE A M dw ok e mr wr mm R MR e v mw e ww = e ame

positive health impacts

- An assessment of acute, ! Yes H
short-term Impacts; H H
1 )
1 )
- An assessment of chronic, ! Yes '
long-term impacts; : :
[ ] ]
[} 1
- An assessment of i No
:
[ ]
L]




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Federal Government and Territories

Does the EIA address

the followlng compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- Impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
literature and data

- Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
dlsposal procedures

- Plan for on-going
monitoring of health
status

NEP Is only beglnning to look at the
broader picture to Include health in the
assessment of cumulative environmental
effects.

Yes; due to an increase in population and}
from potentlal illness due to normal '
discharges.

1
1
i
]
]
1
1
:
1
]
:
Yes; each case Is assessed differently; i
'
1
]
1
L]
)
L]
1
1

(]
1
]
Yes; NEP ralles on Health and Welfare !
Canada for Information and assumes that |
Health and Welfare Canada relies on !
existing and original studies. :

— e Em Em o A e wr Em o ER A = o o mm R e ww we

- o e o Em R . e e Em am R A e wr e mm oW omm e

Yes; developed for employees but not
public because preojects often are located:
away from communities and do not pose
a threat to them.

Yes

- e wm Em w4 Em o o o e wm Em v mr Em am i e

]
No; however, any monltoring program may |
be altered at any time. Currently, H
health Is monltored indirectly through |
monitoring compliance wlth Health and !
Welfare Canada standards. !

L)
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NOTES

2.11.A The federal Environmental Assessment and RevIewFrocess(EARP) was
established by federal Cabinet policy in 1973 and amended in 1977. In
1984, the federal EARP was strengthened and updated In an Qrder-In-
Councli |l under the Government Organization Act ($.0.R. 84-467). No
direct reference to health Is made in the policy. However, [tls
currently under review for further improvement. A Cabinet memorandum
has been drafted and proposes a number of changes. It has been
distributed to several agencies for review and comment. Based on the
responses received, the Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office
(FEARQ)}, the agency responsible for potley development and for
overseeing the adminlistration of the EARP, wrote a Green Paper for
further discussion. Health Is being explicitly Included in the Green
Paper so that no doubt remains about the importance of addressing human
health issues in ElAs.

2.11 .B For example, the procedures for the Northern Environmental Protection
Branch In the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development
(DIAND) use FEARO’s screening matrices which do not mention human
health. The screening procedures for the Department of Energy, Mines,
and Resources (EMR), on the other hand, list “health and safety” as a
criterion to be considered when screening proposals for potential
environmental impacts.

2.11.C Many agencies and ministries have developed their own set of screening
procedures and agency-specific criteria, based on FEARQ's screening
publicat ions, the Guide for Environmental Screening (1979) and the
Initial Assessment Guide (1986). Although the 1979 publication
contains no reference to human health as an essential screening
criterion, Appendix 1 in the 1986 publication discusses “additional
considerations to aid initial assessment.” One of the considerations
included under "so¢ io-economic measures” is ",, . biophysical Impacts
which affect residents and users of resources. Examples include
impacts on atmosphere, sol! and water resources, fish habitat, and
populations of sport and commercial flsh species.” Although human
health is not explicitly named, it may be inferred from this category
as an important consideration.

2.11.D Most pro)ects that are screened are not required to prepare an (EE or
EIS. The screening reports are brief accounts of potential
environmental concerns and the signtficance of those concerns. These
reports may or may not address health, depending on the nature of the
project. Two examples of screening reports from EMR are included in
Volume Ill, Appendix L. Both mention health as a possible concern but
discount It as not significant enough to warrant preparation of an IEE
or EIS. One of the reports is for firewood cutting and utlilzatien In
Quebec and mentions the potential health and safety risk to residents
given a large-scale conversion from heating oil to firewood as a fuel
source. The other report screens potential Impacts caused by the
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constructlon of energy-efficient housing In the Yukon Territory. The
health risk ralsed here is the potential air quality problem inside
energy-efficient houses due to insufflcient ventilation.

Of the projects that are screened, very few IEEs and even fewer EiSs
are required. When an EIS is prepared, FEARO establishes an
Environmental Assessment Panel to conduct public hearlngs and write a
panel report with recommendations. The inittating department ensures
that the EIS is prepared, which serves as the basls for the hearings.
Examples of projects for whichEISS have been prepared and which have
included health concerns are llisted below:

Pro ject Health Concerns

Hibernia Offshore Oil Rlg Safety of workers on oil rig
Development Project

Eldorado Uranium Refinery Public and worker health and safety
in Saskatchewan

Beaufert Sea Hydrocarbon Employee health and safety
Productlon and Transpor-
tation Project

Second Reactor at the Radlatlon effects on human health
Lepreau Nuclear Power Plant

Military Flying Operations Health effects of low-flying alrcraft on
at Goose Bay, Labrador populations

2.11.E For example, the terms of reference for the review of military flying
operations based at Goose Bay, Labrador, refer to health. The terms
state that, “The [FEARC] Panel will also review the public health
effects of low flying aircraft on the affected populations in the
region” (see Volume i1, Appendix L).

2.11.F When developing opinions and reviewing EISs for projects, health
professionals have been known to address such issues as impacts to
critical subpopulations and future generations, acute and chronic
Impacts to publle and employee health, cumuiative exposures, mitlgation
methods, waste disposal methods, and emergency response procedures.
Rarely do they conduct original studies for an EIA. Rather, they often
rely on the existing literature and data and thelr past experiences and
professional judgment to form the basis of their opinions. Whi e they
do not organize their own public information programs, they take
advantage of FEARO'spublicparticipation efforts to meet with the
public and Identify the public health concerns.

Health and Welfare Canada Is involved In a number of planning and
assessment procedures in addition to EIA. For example, Health and
Welfare Canada assists Agriculture Canada In evaluating the effects of
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pesticlides on workers and the general population through a number of
different exposure pathways (e.g., skincontact,pesticide residues In
food, accidental exposrues, etc.). Also, Health and Welfare Canada
asslsts Labour Canada In developing workplace health and safety
regutatlions and standards, and Health and Welfare Canada asslsts
Environment Canada in evaluating new chemicals for potential health
risks before they are placed on the market. Each of these assessment
procedures may have useful methodologles and techniques for application
In the health portion of EIA.

2.11.G Some agencies develop regulatory standards which are project-speclfic.
For example, COGLA and Occupatlonal Health and Safety have collaborated
on a set of regulations for oil and gas development projects. These
regulations, In addition to non-health related regulations, provide
noise standards, building safety codes, emergency response procedures,
and mitigatlon and protective measures to safeguard employee health.
They are applied not only in the construction and operatlon of oil rigs
but also in the planning and environmental assessment of proposed rigs
as criteria for evaluation and decision-making,

2.11.H Most projects at EMR and COGLA, for example, are subject to thorough
screening which is often deemed sufflclent. (EEs are prepared when an
Important question exists but only a few projects have been required to
prepare an EIS. If an IEE or EIS is prepared, the public will be
consulted.

2.11.1 The degree of pubile involvement varies. For example, in both
Territories, hearings are usually held either at the terrlitorial or
federal level of government. Also, agencies may hold public meetings
or organize working groups, and they are required to make documentation
available for public review and comment. |If a prolect is referred to
FEARO, FEARO wiil establish a panel whichwili hold a set of public
hearings. To date, publie concerns have not been health-related. When
health is a concern, however, the public has a number of opportunities
to ralse and discuss relevant Issues.

2.11 .J For example, for wood-burning stoves, EMR would consider the potential
cumulative number of people that may be using the technology and the
potential cumulative exposure and effects on health.
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212 Summary of Current Practice the United States

E'A HEALTH ISSUES United States

ElA mandate Legislation and implementing regulations
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),
Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations {CFR),
Sect lons 15004508

]

1

|

|

]

1

i Name of policy/
1 legislation
i
1
1
[ ]
1
1
t

]
:
Ils the reference !
to health direct Direct; In the definition of ‘effects,’ !
or indirect? Section 1508.8 (40 CFR):'.. . ecclogical i
. ., aesthetic, historical, cultural, !
economic, seclal, or health, whether direct, !
Indlrect, or cumulative . . .*

(See Note 2.12.A)

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health

i
The initiating department screens proposals to }
determine if an IEE or EiSis needed. Some !

I

agencles review each proposal on a case-by-case!

concerns? basis. Others may have checklists; health may
or may not bs a criterion on them.
(See Note 2.12.8)

projects that have tng), chemical weapon demilltarization,
addressed health
issuaes In the EIA?

pesticide actlvities, sewage and solid waste
management projects. (See Note 2.12.C)

Are specific terms Yes; these are developed during the scoping
of reference

regarding health
set if health Is a

concern?

g
]
L]
]
1
)
t
]
]
1
1
1
3
'
)
)
]
!
:
phase where the initiating department, propo- !
nent, the public, local and state agencies, !
and other federal agencies, including the ]
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) suggest
issues (such as health) which warrant further |
study. These issues are then set in terms of |
reference. Minimum requirements may also be !
set in Individual agency’s regulations for im~ !
plemant ing NEPA. !
:

)

]

¥

)

)

1

3

]

¥

]

L]

]

Are health professionals
involved in the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes; depends on each case.

Toxicologists, public health professionals,
Ph.D.’s In medicinal chemistry, microbiolo-
gists, epldemlologists, and others may be
involved in scoping phase, In preparation of
report as technical advisors, as writers of re-
ievant portions of report, reviewers of drafts.;
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES United States

Does the EIA address the fol-
lowing components of an
assessment of health rlsks?

Yes; basls for establishing exposure
perled varies depending on case.
(See Note 2.12.D)

- e mm B R e Mk o e rm mw dm em Me = = am o am am e

- Exposure period

:
! Yes; differs in each case; based on many
i factors, including health.

i (See Note 2.12.E)

- mm Em R s me e e e e e e e mm mm dey ke ma A

]
]
-Baseline health i No; on a case-by-case basis, this infer-
study imat lon may be relevant to a decision. A
| complete study to determlne baseline
i health status has never been conducted
i as part of an EIA. (See Note 2.12.F)

- ma e R e e —m Ee em e A e = oam W - mm o e e e e e mm am Em am Em o e i mm e mm e

- Impacts to critical i Yes; critical subpopulations may be iden-
subpopulations itifled durlng scoping phase depending on
| the situation. (See Note 2.12.G)

i G R A

Yes; proponent or Initiating department
relies on completed studies to examine
toxicity, carclnegenlcity, mutagenicity,
and teratogenicity.

- Impacts to future
generations

- e am e e Em Em o ER e s v e e o o - - = = = = = = = = =

- Impacts to residents
durlng constructlon;

Yes; various exposures and health effects:
may be ldentified and examined, depend- }
ing on the nature of the project. The !
analysis Is generally conducted to the !
extent needed to define approprlate miti-}
gatlon measures. !

]

]

Yes; thls analysis may be Ilmited because:
itis generally handled through the
Occupational Safety and Health Adminl-
stratlon (OSHA).

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

Yes; similarly handled as described above:
not only for plants in operation but also:
for on-going projects such as pesticlide]
actlvitles. i

- Impacts to resldents
durlng plant operatlon;
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Unitad States

Does the EIA address the fol-
[owlng components of an
assessment of health risks?
(continued)

Impacts to workers
durlng plant operatlon

— An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term Impacts;

- An assessment of
positive health impacts

— An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

—_— e ma o Em am oEe A ym e ek A o e =

- Impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
literature and data

L e e e e T R R

- Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

e am am mm mm wm Em e R Em mk e e o w

-~ Development of accident
scenar les and emergency
response procedures

— Development of waste
dlsposatl procedures

Yes; same as above. Generally handled
through OSHA.

- e am Em m e am omw e mm Em AR ww e R owe o

Yes

Yes; e.g., positive health benefits from
sstabl|shing sewage treatment.

-

Yes;’ depends on project. The analysis Is|
Is often qualitative in nature as no pro-:
cedures regarding the measurement of !
cumutat|ve exposures exlst. H

I

Yes; depends on project, but may be a
licensing requirement and not an EIS
requirement. (See Note 2.12.H)

Yes; studies are reviewed to help identl|-
fy potential health effects.

Yes; where health and other impacts are |

_— o em A% mm Em wm A mm o mr w B w wr mr m we wm Ew am

]
]
Yes; accidentscenarios and emergency !
response plans have been developed for a }
number of projects but this may or may !
not be an EIA requirement. !

developed as a requirement of another

]
]
Yes; these procedures are most often !
]
1
process, not EIA. (See Note 2.12.1) !




66

E1A HEALTH ISSUES Unlted States

Does the EIA address the fol-
lowing components of an
assessment of health risks?
(continued)

[]
]
|
i
)
]
1
1
]
]
:
- Plan for on-going i Yes; depends on project; It may be part
monitoring of health + of permitting procedures and/or EIS.
status i Usually employee health may be monitored,;
)
\
]
)
]
1
1
1
L]
1
]
[]
'
]
]

not public health.

Are environmental standards/
objectives used in the EIA
process health-based?

Yes; they are based in part on health
factors. (See Note 2.12.J)

Is the public involved in the | Yes

health assessment?

Minimum requlrements are mandatory;
otherwise, discretionary.

- Discretionary/mandatory

Allow public to revlew documents, hold
public hearing if controversial Issue or
If requested, gather appropriate
information from public, notify

]
]
]
]
1
1
1
]
)
]
i
- Examples of public involve- |
)
]
]
:
i public where to get updates.
:
1
]
1
L)
]
]
]
]
]
]
:
]
]
f

ment (list is not ail
inclusive)

= Would intervenor funding
be useful?

No response

NOTES

2.12.A In addltlon to the general set of regulatlons outlining the EIA process
and content, each federal agency has promulgated Its own set of
Implementing regulations, detailing agency-specific procedures for
conducting an EIA and elaborating on the content of an E!$. Some
agencies directly require the examination of potential health effects
of proposed projects. For example, the implementing regulations for
the Food and Drug Administration in Health and Human Services (Federal
Register Vol. 50, No. 81) state that the applicant must “..., use any
relevant toxicological Idata or other appropriate measures to predict,
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to the extent applicable, effects on animals, Plants, humans, other
organisms ..,." Other regulations, such as those for the U.S. Forest
Service and the U.S. Department of Agriculture, adopt the terms In the
general set of regulations {40 CFR Sections 1500-1308), Including the
def init lon of “effects” and thereby Implying the requlrement to examine
potential health effects.

The Environmental Protect lon Agency (US EPA), the agency responsible
for administering NEPA, has developed a set of Environmental Impact
Guidelines for New Sources. These guidellnes are industry-specific,
providing proponents wlth guidance on the type of Information to
Include In an EIS and presenting the Impact assessment considerations
that are characterlistic of each industry. Some containexplicit
remarks on health conslderatlons, others do not. For example, the
guidelines for New Source Underground Coal Mines and Coal Cleaning
Facilltles {1981} review human health Impacts generally associated with
coal mine and coal ¢lsaning wastes. While the discussion Is not ali-
Inclusive (i.e., It addresses health ¢onslderations associated with
industry wastes but not with industry operations such as long-term
exposure to coal dust particles which may cause black lung disease), it
provides the reader with an account of the public¢ health issues to
address and the types of mitlgation and pollution control measures to
adopt to minimize adverse health Impacts. Likewlse, the guidelines for
New Source Phosphate Fertlilizer Manufacturing Facilities (1981) discuss
potential human health impacts from and miltlgation measures for Its
industry wastes. Other guidelines, such as those for New Source
Leather Tanning and Finishing Industries (1980) do not discuss specific
human health Impacts but recommend that:

company pelicy should provilde and maintain safe and
healthful condltlons for employees and establish
operating practices that will result In safe working
conditions and efficient operations. All proposed
plans to maximlze health and safety should be
described In the EID [environmental Impact document).

In addition to providing industry-specific Information, each set of
guldelines ilsts other government agencies which have legislatlon and
regulations affecting the development and approval of an industry site.
This list may Include, among others, the Occupational Safety and Health
Adminlstratlon (0SHA), the State Board of Health, and US EPA regional
offices (for pollutant discharge and other permits, Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure plan, and/or hazardous and toxic waste
disposal plans).

The United States has other legisiatlon which prescribe planning
processes similar to the NEPA process but which are specific to certain
environmental problems. Two such pieces of leglslation are the Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA, 1976) and the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, 1980).
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TSCA requires documentation showing that plans to dispose of toxic
substances "wlll not present an unreasonable risk or Injury to health
or the env i ronment " [Sectlon 6(e) of the Act]. An example of a report
wr ltten under the TSCA requirements is the Public Health and
Environmental Exposure Assessment for a PCB Separation Facility In
Kentucky (1986, see Volume Il i, Appendix M)}. Generally, the components
raqulired under NEPA for EIA are the same for TSCA assessments.

However, because TSCA assessments are concerned with the level of risk
associated with alternatlve disposal plans, the documents are often
[imited to dlscusslon of possible exposure and the probabllitles of
exposure and usually do not contaln a review of the potential health
effects assoclated with exposure. For example, in the assessment noted
above, health and environmental exposures related to ordinary plan
operatlons and to accident emissions are ldentified and discussed.
Crittcal subpopulations (termed "sensitive receptors” In the report)
near a facility site or a highway transportation route are ldentlfled.
Also, the probability of various exposures Is calculated and analyzead,
and mltlgatlon measures to reduce these probabilities are discussed.

In the end, a finding of “no unreasonab | arlsk" or “unreasonab | erisk"
is made.

Under CERCLA, remedial action plans need to be prepared for
centaminatedsites and they need to be evaluated in feasibtllty
studies. These studies need to Include technical, economlic,
Institutional, environmental and public health analyses of each of the
remedial action plan alternatives. US EPA has developed guldance for
the preparation feasibility studies, Guidance on Feasibility Studies
Under CERCLA (1985, see Volume Ill, Appendix M). An entire chapter Is
devoted to out lining the process to evaluate the protect lon of public
health requirements. Briefly, this process includes:

the development of a baseline slte evaluation,

the development of an exposure assessment,

the comparison of each alternative to relevant environmental

standards (a table of standards, their assumptions, and their

methods of development is provided),

the consideration of other criteria,

5) the adjustment of standards and criteria whose assumptlons are
Inappropriate for public health evaluation (methods of
adjustment were under development at the time of the guidance
document ‘s publication), and

6) the development of new standards which are currently

unavailable or which exist but are inappropriate for this

particular analysis. Methods for developing such standards are
discussed In a number of US EPA guidelines:

WN -~
—_ — —

N

Guidelines for Carcinogenic RlIsk Assessment (1986);

- Guidelines for Mutagenicity Risk Assessment (1986);

-~ Guidelines for Health Risk Assessment of Chemlcal Mixtures
(1986);

Guidelines for Health Assessment of Suspect Developmental
Toxlcants (1986);
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-Guidellnes for Exposure Assessment (1986); and
- Health Risk Assessment Guidelines for Systemic Toxlcants

{1984).

The comparative analysis using appropriate standards and criteria is
combined with the other analyses and summarlzed. Each alternative Is
evaluated based on the findings of each analysis and on community
response criteria, and the preferred alternative is chosen based on the
Informatlon provided. Primary Importance and welght In the final
declslon is given to how well each alternatlve attains or exceeds
applicable or relevant public health or environmental standards.

2.12.B For example, the US EPA reviews each project’sclrcumstances and
conditions. While no specific procedure exists to review health
impacts, the potential for health concerns Is examined along with other
potential concerns. If a potentlal health risk Is identifled, the
issue is noted for further examlnation in an EIA. Also, the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ), the agency responsible for policy
development and oversight of NEPA, has developed a IIst of “Indicators
of Environmental Significance” to be used as ¢riteria when determining
which projects need to develop an EIS (see Volume IIlI, Appendix M).
The list Is based on what the CEQ considers as significant and on what
specific agencies have Included In their regulations as significant.
One of the Indicators proposed by the CEO as a general criterion for
preparatlon of an EIS (applicable to all agencies) is “the degree to
which the proposed action affects public¢ health or safety.”

2.12.C The US EPA has prepared and has been involved in the development of
numerous EI8s for wastewater treatment plants (W¥TPs), power plants,
and new Industrial sources of pollution. The degree to which health
has been addressed varies according to the project and level of risk
Involved. For example, an EIS prepared for the O’'Hare WWTP and solids

pipeline (1975, see Volume IlI, Appendlx M)c¢ontalns a section
discussing potential exposures and health Impacts to operating
personne |. Also, a number of appendices have been devoted to the

examination of potential health effects associated wlth sewage
treatment plants. One appendix contains a questionnaire and several
responses from health professionals across the country. The
questionnaire seeks opinions on synergistic effects, health of workers
and surrounding residents, health hazards associated wlth wWwTPs, odour
problems, minlmum dlstance parameters, and protective measures for
workers and residents, among other related Issues. Another appendIx
contains a report on “Health Aspects of Sewage Treatment Facilities”
and provides information on “sewage plants as aerosol generators” and
“health aspects associated with the generation of microblal aerosols.”

A more recent EIS prepared by US EPA for a proposed WWTP In the Clty of
Fort Worth, Texas (1984, see Volume IIl, Appendix M}identifies health
as a key issue to be used in conjuctton with other Issues for
evaluating each alternative. Also, an entire section is devoted to the
dlscusslon of “Environmental Health” Issues, such as existing health
conditions of the area with respect to current sewage treatment,
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diseases that may be caused by improper handling of sewage, and health
consequences associated with each proposed alternative. No health
professionals are llsted In the "LIst of Preparers” but the public was
involved throughout the scoping phase, during public meetings, and
through particlipation on a Clitizen Advisory Committee.

An EIS prepared by the US EPA for a proposed lignite-fired power plant
and surface tignite coal mine (1982) provides brief remarks on
potentlal health impacts throughout the report. Remarks are made
concerning adverse health impacts resulting from the release of
radionuclldes from the power plant, compliance with Natlonal Ambient
Alr Quality Standards to protect public health, and sound levels in
excess-of decibel limits which may result in hearing loss.

The US Forest Service (USFS) in the Department of Agriculture (USDA)
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM} in the US Department of
Interior (DO1) prepare EISs for pesticide application programs on their
respective lands. Both agencles devote entire sections to health
concerns. For example, a 1986 EIS prepared by the USFS (see Volume

[ll, Appendix M) contains a section on human health consequences for
the general population and workers with respect to each proposed
alternative for controlling noxious weeds. A revlew of flndings in
existing literature and a dlscussion of mltlgation measures to protect
health are included. Also, potential synergistic and interactive
impacts are examined as are public comments related to health and other
environmental impacts. Finally, an appendix to the report contains a
detailed “Human Health Risk Analysis” conducted by a number of health
professionals and includes quantitative assessments of exposure
pathways, toxic, mutagenic, and carcinogenic impacts as well as a
qualitative discusslon of cumulative and synergistic exposures and
effects based on a series of accident scenarios.

The BLM EIS (1986, see Volume Ill, Appendix M) contains a simi]ar
health impact assessment. One section of the report contains a
discussion of potential health impacts based on a risk assessment
methodology, an examination of the active and inert Ingredients In
herbicides, and a discusslon of synerglstlc and cumulative health
effects. An appendix to the report contains a llterature review on
effects of the acttve ingredients in chemical herbicides while another
appendlx contains a worst-case analysis with respect to potential
health Impacts caused by exposure to and doses of active ingredients.
Attentlon Is given to exposure analysls, risk analysls, acecldent
scenartos, and probablilities of health risks based on the tlkellhood of
accldents. A toxlicologist was Involved In the preparation of the
report and other health professionals were among the peer reviewers.

The US Army has prepared an EIS for Its “ground-based free electron
laser technology intergration experiment” (1986, see Volume I,
Appendix M). The report addresses health concerns through discussions
of potential safety and radlatlon hazards, potential consequences to
health care facilities, and mitigation measures to protect health and
safety. While no health professionals were llsted among the preparers
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of the report, the public was given a number of opportunities to raise
and discuss safety and health concerns as well as other environmental
concerns.

A final example of a type of project which includes attention to health
concerns in an EIS is the US Army’s proposal for a Chemical Weapon
Stockpile Disposal Program (1986, see Volume LI ,AppendixM). The
Army’s EIS includes sections to discuss acute and chronle toxicity
effects of various chemicals in weapons which were formulated “..
to cause major injuries or deaths to enemy forces at wartime.”
Potential health effects for each proposed alternative to dispose of
the weapons are discussed for normal operating conditions and for
accidents. Mitigation measures to protect health and emergency plans
are also reviewed. in addition, a risk analysis Including probability
and consequence estlmates for various ac¢ldentscenarlos Is conducted,
although a number of reviewer comments note significant deficiencies in
the analysis. A number of health professionals were involved In the
preparation of the EIS, including a toxicologist and biochemist, a
public health specialist, and a microbiologist.

2.12.D Usually defined by proponents based on best professional judgment, and
subject to peer review. The definition depends on the specific
circumstances but may be based on the life of the project (construction
through operation) or on an estimated length of a release and exposure
Incident or another appropriate measure.

2.12.E Depending on the speclflic case, the area may be based on quantitative
methods such as modeillng or it may be determined qualitatively. An
area of impingement may be defined as a requirement of a process other
than NEPA; for example, it may be a licensing requirement of the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

2.12.F The extent to which one has been done is a brief recognition that
current sewage treatment facilities have not caused any disease or
illness (e.g., in the Et8 for the WWTP In Fort Worth, TX).

2.12.G For EISs regarding pesticide activities, for example, a risk analysis
was conducted for people of different ages. Also, in the literature
review, special remarks are made concerning potentlai health effects of
certain herbicide chemicals on pregnant women.

2.12.H If necessary, potential impacts to health care facilities due to an
expected increase in populatlion or due to potential health effects
caused by normal discharges or accidental discharges may be reviewed.

2.12. | For example, disposal procedures may be a requirement of a permitting
procedure under the National Pollutant Discharge Eilmination System.
On the other hand, in pesticide application projects, procedures for
cleaning and disposing of containers must be developed through EIA.
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2.12.J For example, National Ambient Air Guatity Standards (NAAQS) are based
on potential health effects and associated threshold levels while water
quality standards are based on characteristics of the receiving body as
well as health consideratlons. Effluent I Imitations, however, are
primarily based on economl¢ and engineering criteria but do not exceed
the standards that have been Set. These standards are used in the NEPA
EIA process In that all federally funded projects must not violate or
cause violations of applicable air, water quality, pesticide
registration, or other standards. Compliance with such standards Is
always addressed in an EIA, and they are used as guidelines for the
development and evaluation of alternatives.
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2.13 Summary of Current Practice In California
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES.

California '

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or indirect?

Legislation and implementing regulations g

California Envilronmental Quality Act (CEQA);
Govt. Code 21000; CEQA Guidelines
(See Note 2.13.A)

1
1
]
d
:
Direct; In the CEQA gulde!ines(Sectlon15126): |
“An [EIS8] shall identify and focus on the slig- i
nificant effects of the proposed project. ..\
The discusslon shall include ... health and |
safety problems caused by the physical '
changes ..." :

‘What is the process
followed to screen
potent lal health

concerns?

]
1
All projects receive the same level of review; |
agency staff makes a “determination of slignl-}
flcance" based on the review of a proposal H
according to an “Environmental Chec¢k| ist Form.“:
Health is listed as a criterion on this form
and In a list of “Significant Effects” (see
Volume 11, Appendix N).

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EIA?

No specific projects are mentioned. As CEQA is
currently implemented, proponents usually
address human health issues indirectly through
discussion of potential effects on resources
and comparison of potential impacts wlth
environmental standards (which are in part
health-based).

Are specific terms
of reference

regarding

health

set If health Is a

concern?

Yes; CEQA guidelines Include health and safety
as one lIssue to be addressed in the EIS

(see Volume t11, Appendix N). Others may be
set on a case-by-case basis.

Are health professlonals

involved tn the EIA

process?
How?

Who? When?

]

L]

)

]

'

[

1

]

1

1

1

]

1

1

1

1

1

L]

]

1

]

L]

]

]

1

1

1

1

)

]

)

1

1

[}

]

1

1

L)

i

Yes; depends on each case. !
)

1

Accoustrlans, Sanitary Engineers, Risk !
Managers, Health Department representatives |
are usualy among those who review and comment |
on draft EISs; they may provide specific advice:
during the EIS's preparation.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Cal ifornla

Does the EIA address
the feollowing compo-
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure period

-~ Basaline health
study

- Impacts to critical
subpopulations

- Impacts to future
generations

- impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to residents
during plant operation;

- impacts to workers
during plant operation

-.An assessment of acute,
short-term impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

.An assessment of
positive health impacts

No

Yes; as recommended by the health
efflclial or expert consultant.

— o e S e Em W S e mr Em o am Em e e o o e o

No; indirectly through examination of
environmental effects.

— T M s o e A e o mm s e mm wm Em gm e am

No
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Cal ifornla

Ooes the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- Impacts to health care
facilities

- Review of existing
literature and data

- o mw mm wm mm dm ae B e wr wm wm wm o e

- Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- o dm em e = am Em Em o e wm ve e mm ma

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

- ks A e e e o e e o o o e e o wm

- Plan for on-going
monitoring of health
status

No

- em a4 e oy e Em mm ms o R i e wm e wm v e v

Yes; usually this is addressed in a
general sense; that ls, impacts to
"subki ic services” are reviewed.

A e et o wm Em o Ep ey = = e o e e e e e aw wm

— v am E e e mr Em ER ER M e mm mm o e e M e e

No; this is not part of an EIA, but it 1s
usually required by a local agency as
part of an approval process for an
operating license.

- eem ew Em wm e mr mr wm A e = = my mm e e o wm =

No; Indirectly through monitoring of
resource quality.
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES California

]
]
Are environmental standards/ | Yes; they are based in part on health
objectives used in the EIA 1 factors. When conducting a preliminary
process health-based? i review of a project applicatlion, staff

tuse standards to help determine the sig-

i nificance of each potential impact. The
EIS expands upon each issue that is de-
termined to be significant based on the
comparison with standards.

Is the public involved in the | Yes !
health assessment?
Minimum requirements are mandatory;

otherwise, discretionary

Discretionary/mandatory

Public review of documents,
involvement in public hearing if
held

Examples of public involve-
ment (list is not ail
inclusive)

- Would intervenor funding No

be useful?

NOTES

2.13.A Another planning and assessment procedure followed by California is the
development of General Plans under the state’s Planning and Zoning Law.
Each General Plan for a city, county, or region must address a number
of environmental and health-related elements and establish requirements
to protect them. Two mandatory health-related elements in a General
Plan include noise and seismic elements. Other health-related elements
include solld waste management and hazardous waste management. The
General Plan outlines development requirements to protect the
environment and public health and safety. Ail developments must comply
with the General Plan which Is in effect for a proposed site. To show
compliance, the EIS for a development project must be consistent with
the General Plan. If any discrepancies exist, the EIS must be amended
accordingly. An example of a public health and safety component of a
General Plan is located in see Volume Ill, Appendix N.
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2.14. Summary of Current Practice In New York

EIA HEALTH ISSUES

New York

EIA mandate

Name of poliecy/
legislation

Is thea reference
to hea|th direct
or Indlirect?

Legislation and Implementing regulations

State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA)
Rules and Regulations, 6 NYCRR 617
(See Note 2.14.A)

indirect in SEQRA; implied In the requirement
to assess all impacts from proposed projects.
Direct in regulations; in the definition of
“‘environment” which explicitly mentions

‘human health."

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
]
¥
1
1
[}
1
]
L
[}
|
1
1
1
1
!
L]
L}
|

No screening procedures or criterla for heaith
exist. Projects are reviewed by Initiating
departments to determine If an EIA is needed.
The Department of Envlironmental Conservation
(DEC), the agency responsible for overseeing
the administration of SEQRA, Is currently
developing a formal screening procedyre.

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EIA?

Municipal waste incinerators, hazardous waste
incinerators (See Note 2.14.B)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set If health is a
concern?

Yes; If health Is a concern, terms of reference:
address relevant issues. Often, issue confer-
ences are held wlth the public to identify
Issues which are of specifi¢ concern to the
public and whil¢h need to be Included in the
terms of reference. White a scoplng ¢checkllst
used In this process does not Include potan-
tlal human health Issues, If health is an

ctuded in the terms of reference.

Are health professionals
involved in the EIA
process? Who? When?
How?

Yes; depends on each case.

The inltlating department is responsible for
involving appropriate health professionals.
Usual ly, they are involved in preparing the

]
L
1
]
[]
'
1
]
1
]
1
'
'
I ssue, tt Is usually lIdentified here and in-
i
L}
]
i
[}
t
|
i
]
'
requlred health assessment documents. !

1
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EiA HEALTH ISSUES

New York

Does the ElA address
the following compo-
nents of an assessment
of health rlsks?

- Exposure period

- Basellne health
study

- e mEm ae e e e e wr o Em o me Em A

- Impacts to critical
subpopulations

- em Em o o v mer mm mm mm A Ay o o mm

- Impacts to future
generations

- ewm am A W Wy mk mm we Em mm o 4 = e

- Impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- Impacts to residents
during plant operation;

~ Impacts to workers
during plant operation

i
]
Appendix 0 tn Volume IIl of this report |
contalns an "Environmental Assessment |}
Form” used by Initiating departments when]
preparing an EIS. Part 17 of the form
addresses potential impacts of the pro-
posed undertaking on public health.

the exposure perilecd and usually bases it
on the estimated length of a release and

1
]
1
]
]
]
I
Yes; the initiating department deflnes |
]
E
exposure Incident. !

-t me o e e o ER e e e e o TR =k E e = e mr w

!
1
1
Yes; the Initiating department usually H
deflnes it and seeks DEC approval. !

]

1
1
No; DEC looks at incremental health !
risks. '
:
1

— ww wr e wr Em o R o e Wr e Em o Em am mm am A owm wm

]
L
Yes; facilities, such as nursing homes !
and schools, near a proposed site are !
Identified and potentlal impacts on fagi-}
flty users are assessed. H
L]

- wr wr mm mm am A me Em am e am W e e mm wm o am e wm

- am m wm e wm Em Gy v e mr Em Em mm wr wm we am om e

No
Yes; all exposure routes and potential
health Impacts are examined.

Yes; all exposure routes and potential
health Impacts are examined.




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

New York

Does the EIA address

the followtng compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

- An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

- An assessment of
positive health impacts

— An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

- Impacts to health care
facilities

- e N e e wt omm mr o am am mm e e oEm

- Review of existing
literature and data

- eam Em M e e e mr ow Em am ER e e wr wm

— Development of methods to
mitigate health impacts

- Development of accident
scenar los and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

Yes

Yes

- . wr wr wm am o mm i A o wm Em wr Em o e — mm om

Yes; no formal procedure exists. The
initiating department must include a
proposed protocol how cumulative effects
wlil be evaluated. Multiple sources and
multiple emissions are usually examined.

Yes; for an increase in demand due to
an increase in illness from normal and
accidental discharges.

— em mm e m o B eE e e Em we Em R wr wr Em Em am am wm

Yes; both epidemliological and animal
test data are reviewed.

- = = e e e e e oaw am o e e e o e = o omm me

_em M am wm Em o Ak 4w o m ek e mr mm em ey we mm oEm e

_eam o — = o o e e e e dm o oew o R = = owm o e
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E1A HEALTH ISSUES

New York

Does the EIA address

the following compo-

nents of an assessment

of health risks? (continued)

- Plan for on-going
monitoring of health
status

No

Are environmental standards/
objectives used in the EIA
process health-based?

i
i
1
]
]
]
1
1
]
1
L}
1
i
[}
1
1
1
]
1
1
L}
L}
1
1
1
1
1
1

Yes; they are based in part on health
factors. NY DEC uses EPA standards and:
health assessment criteria documents to }
develop its own standards. They are used:
in EIA to evaluate potential health and
environmental Impacts from proposed

act ions.

Discretionary/mandatory

Examples of public Involve-
ment (list is not all
inclusive)

- Would intervenor funding
be useful?

Is the pubilec involved in the | Yes
health assessment?

Public review of documents,
involvement of public In hearings if
held, participation in issue
conferences

]
)
)
[}
[}
L]
[]
)
1
)
t
t
1
1
g
Mandatory g
;
¥
)
r
r
d
1
:
1
Yes g

g

1

[}

NOTES

2.14.A A June 25, 1987 policy memorandum distributed to various offices In the

Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) states that EISs for
constructing municipal solid waste incinerators should include “an
evaluation of the health risks associatead with emissions of air
contaminants of most concern from such plants.” The memorandum
provides a procedure to follow when conducting this type of evaluatlon
(see Volume IIlI, Appendix Q).

2.14.B Health assessments, as required by the policy memorandum, must include

an assessment of all routes of exposure for contaminants expected to be
emitted by the facility. An example of an EIS with a health risk
assessment is the SCA Arc Pyrolysis Project EIS (1986). An entire
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document is devoted to the Public Health Risk Assessment Study. The
study includes an exposure assessment, toxicity assessment, and a
dlscussion of health risks (see Volume IllI, Appendix 0).



2.15 Summary of Current Practlce In Wisconsin
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ElA HEALTH ISSUES

Wisconsin

EIA mandate

Name of policy/
legislation

Is the reference
to health direct
or indirect?

Legislation

and implementing regulations

Wisconsin Environmental Policy Act (sec. 1.11,
NR 150 Wisconsin Administrative Code:

Statutes);

Indirect; i

mplied In implementation of EIA and

the need to review "ali relevant environmental

i ssues . ™

What is the process
followed to screen
potential health
concerns?

Screening and scoping is conducted by the

Department

of Natural Resources (DNR) staff;

No speclIfle criteria exist relating to human
health; staff base decisions on professional

judgment.

What are types of
projects that have
addressed health

issues in the EI1A?

Incinerator

projects; development of ground-

water standards; landfills.
(See Note 2.15.A)

Are specific terms
of reference
regarding health
set if health is a
concern?

Yes; DNR

staff identify issues through brain-

storming and consultation with other agencies,

opposition

groups, the proponent and public.

Are health professionals
involved in the ElA
process?

Who?
When?
How?

Yes; depends on each case.

The Health Department may be one of the co-

sponsors of the project, such as in the ground-;

water standards project. They may also be
involved by providing comments on portions of

the EIS and

reviewing the EIS.




EIA HEALTH ISSUES

Wisconsin

Does the EIA address
the following compo-—
nents of an assessment
of health risks?

- Exposure period

— Area of Impingement

- Baseline health
study

- Impacts to critical
subpopulations

— Impacts to future
generations

- e Em Em g ER N B M B s W ow

- Impacts to residents
during construction;

- Impacts to workers
during construction;

- impacts to resldents

during plant operation;

Impacts to workers
durlng plant operation

An assessment of acute,
short-term Impacts;

An assessment of chronic,
long-term impacts;

An assessment of

posit ive health impacts

the Department of Natural
rather than the propo-
nent or initlating department, Is respon-
sible for preparing an IEE or EIS. The

1

L]

In Wlsconslin, ;
'

|

i

proponent supplies the necessary Infor-|
'

1

]

)

]

i

1

Resources {DNR),

matlon upon the request of the DNR.

Yes; DNR bases the definition on reason-
able measures.

e e e e wr e mw wr = = mr = wwr e e mm E ms e =

Department of

'

]

Usually, no; however, the H
for the EIA '
i

]

Health collected this data
on groundwater standards.

- e e = wr mm owr owmm oEm mm mm Au mm Em mm Em MR me AW e e

No; this has not been an

Yes; risk analyses and qualitative !
assessments may be conducted depending on}
the nature of potential impacts.

Yes; same as above.
Yes; same as above.

Yes; same as above.

- e Em e o m E e e v o o B e wm Em Em Em o

No

<
(0]
(72}
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EIA HEALTH ISSUES Wisconsin

:
Does the EIA address '
the foilowlng compo~ '
nents of an assessment i
of health risks? (continued) i
[ ]
,
]
1
[}

Yes; the science is not well-developed
but DNR includes a qualitative discussion!
of this component and explains why

v quantitative analyses are not possible.

- e M ek e wr mm Em mr e wr wr Em R e v mr mm ma e

- An assessment of cumulative
health exposure/effects?

1
- impacts to health care i Yes; this is not done on a routine basis.!
faclllities i However, DNR may review impacts to health:
. care faclltitiaes for very large projects.

I - - - - - - - - - -
1

)
]
________________ _.:
] :
- Review of existing ! Yes; allEjAs include a literature search:
literature and data i for environmental Impacts and, if rele-
v vant , health Impacts.

I = = = e e e e e e e e e e e e e e m e -

]

T I R e T T iy -

- Development of methods to Yes

mitigate health impacts

Yes; this component is handled primarily
through regulatory programs for both
employees and the surrounding public.

It Is discussed in EIA documents.

- Development of accident
scenarios and emergency
response procedures

- Development of waste
disposal procedures

— e am o o e S e o Em o R e owr owm w - wm mm e M wr wm o S e o am am e wr mm Em v e w

]
]
- Plan for on-going No; monitoring Is conducted for resource !
monitoring of health qualtty only. It Is assumed the stand- |
status ; ards used to evaluate monltoring data !
are adequate to protect human health. !
i

:

1

L)

1

]

Are environmental standards/
objectives used In the EIA
process health-based?

Yes; they are based in part on health
factors. Wisconsin uses federally
derived standards. in EIA, standards are:
used as targets for performance and as !
bases for comparison of predicted impacts;
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i EIA HEALTH ISSUES Wisconsin i
1

' Is the public involved In the | Yes d
¢ health assessment? g
. = Discretlonary/mandatory Mandatory H

DNR gives public notlce of pending
EftAs and hold hearings if necessary.

- Examples of public involve- :
DNR also involves the public In H
:

ment (list is not all
Inclusive)

scoping procedures. The publlc Is
allowed to review documents {Includ-
Ing drafts) and provide comments.

- Would intervenor funding No response !
be useful?

1
L]
[]
]
|
3
3
1
1
1
1
1
1
L]
]
r
i
1

NOTES

2.15.A For example, in an EIA for a waste incinerator plan in Eau Claire,
Wisconsin, health was addressed In a number of sections (see
Volume Ill, Appendix P). Potential health impacts from projected air
emissions are discussed. They are analyzed In a guantitative
discussion of health risks due to various exposures, such as
Inhalat ion, ingestion of contaminated fish, and other possible
pathways. Waste disposal plans and mitigatlion measures to offset
certain health Impacts are also discussed.
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2.16 Summary of Current Practice In Europe

The Investigation of current practice in Europe was based on a review of
case studies rather than a review of survey and interview responses as was done
for North America. As such, a set of remarks precede the tables summarlting
current practice to explaln the specific context of this portion of the report.
These remarks discuss the context of European ElAs,limitatlons encountered
during the research phase of the project, and a few general flndings based on
the research. The Introductory comments are based on discussions with the
Centre for Environmental Management and Planning (CEMP) at the University of
Aberdeen in Scotland, the subcontractor responsible for this portion of the
project, and on a letter and covering note received from CEMP (see Volume III,
Appendix Q).

Each table is based on a review of an actual EIS or EIS summary. The
following is a 1lst of the case studies on which the tables are based. They

are listed alphabetically by country:

- Comblned heat and power plant England

- Proposed deep shaft colliery England

* New reservoir for drinking water Fed Rep of Germany

* Proposed city by-pass Fed Rep of Germany

* New reservoir for power generation Finland

* Proposal for major road development Finland

- Cross channel fixed link (rail terminal) France

- Electrical powered steel production plant France

- Lead recovery refinery France

- Proposed oll refinery Ireland

* Major new highway Italy

- Disposal of radioactlve waste on a national Netherlands
basis

* Proposed new route for ma)or road Netherlands

* Storage of contaminated sludge from lower Netherlands
Rhine

- Water extraction for drinking and industrial Netherlands
use

* New reservoir for power generation Norway

* New sectlon of maln national road Norway

- Proposed demonstratlon nuclear fuel Scot land
reprocessing Installation

= Proposed paper mltl Scot land

"#" = Considerations are confined to summary documents.
"~'= Considerations are based on review of complete EIS.
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A number of difflculties were encountared in gathering the case studies:

- Because of the summer holidays, governments were closed for half of the
summer months. When they reopened in late August and early September,
little time remained to collect reports and add to the few which had been
obtalned prior to the summer holldays;

- Many ElAs are written in languages other than English, making It difflcult
to ascertaln thelr relevance to the project;

- Many reports are held In confidentiality and are not distributed to the
publ Ic;

- CEMP experienced diffleulty In obtaining examples of sufflclent relevance

and quality to merit review.

Due to these difficulties and the relatively small sample size, the
observations made by CEMP In the tables are iimited by the degree to which the
sample Is representative of studies undertaken in Europe. While the findings
may not be representative, they may be indicative of current practice in
Europe.

Alsc, due to the difficuity in obtaining a sufflicient number of suitable
studies, a number of summary EIA reports were examlned as an alternative.
While these summaries were not accompanied by supporting Information, the
breadth of investigation was made explicit In each case. Thus, the degree to
which health Implications were consldered could be clearly established.

As the basis for this study was the review of actual and summary Ei$s, the
ability to complete the entire table as was done for the North American
summaries was limited. For example, EIA documents do not discuss legislation,
screening procedures, terms of reference, or Involvement of health
professionals. These Items relate more to the context within whichEiAs were
undertaken rather than to individual reports. As such, these questions (which
were answered using the survey method in Canada and the United States) are not
answered in the following tables. The tables are devoted primarily to the
discussion of components of health impact assessment In €15s and answer the
general question, Does the EIS address relevant health issues (such as
potential health impacts to critical subpopulations, future generatlons,
residents, workers, etc.)?

As noted above, these tables do not examine legislation or tegislative
procedures within which EtA Is either required or undertaken. in both the
letter and covering note, CEMP notes the exIstence of a European Economic
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Community (EEC) environmental impact directive (85/337/EEC, see Volume lII,
Appendix @). Even though the directive came into force in EEC member states
January 1, 1988,it influenced the development of EIA procedures prior to this
date In not only EEC member states but also Scandinavia.

As the prlimary EIA mandate In Europe, the EEC directive contains a number of
polnts worth noting. For example, the preamble to the directive states:
" . . . the effects of a project on the environment must be assessed In order

to take account of concerns to protect human health ...* Article 3 requires
the EIA to identify, describe, and assess the direct and indirect effects of,
among other things, "... human beings, fauna and flora ...* However, the
specific requirements for addressing health-related considerations are confined
by Article 5, Annex Il to "... an estimate ... of expected residuss and
emissions ..." and a “description of the aspects of the environment likely
to be significantly affected ... including populatlon, fauna, flora ..."

Although this directive exists and gives attention to human health
considerations, CEMP stresses that the legislative context of EIA within Europe
Is not, as yet, well-established. Efforts In Europe will most likely be
focussed on establishing EIA firmly, postponing attentlon to the Incorporation
of health untll a later date.

While health may not be considered during the course of EIA, CEMP comments
that health considerations may be addressed in other planning processes. For
example, health considerations may be addressed through a permitting or
regulatory process. Also, they may be included in programs which are more
safety than environment oriented, as tradlitionally in Europe health has been
I Inked with safety more than environmental issues.

Where health is considered in EIA, a few general findings may be made.
First, there Is a general tendency in Europe to consider-health factors related
to the day to day operation of a project rather than to potential Incidents
which may have a far greater effect on human health. On the other hand, no
clear evidence exists regarding greater consideration to health effects “within
the factory fence” than to effects arising from exposure of humans outslde the
facility boundaries.

Second, through its research, CEMP has discovered that separate
documentation on health exists for many EiSs. However, it was impossible to
obtaln any such documentation. For example, CEMP knows of a number of
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documents on environmental health issu8s produced by members of the
petrochemical industry, but they are not available to the public.

Finally, health has not been identified as a major issuein preliminary
“scopling" of E1As where scoping was undertaken and it has not emerged as an
issue during public consultation.

With these points in mind, the following tables present a summary of current
practice in Europe as based on the review and analysis of the case studies

mentioned above.



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Prepared Dby:

Combined Heat and Power Scheme for Sheffield

England

1985

Part of EEC funded feasibility study Into Combined Heat
and Power

Sheffield Environmental Health Department



Ouestion

Ise a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried out
if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
identified and potential health
impacts identff ied?

Are potential health impacts that
may occur in future generations
examined?

a)

Are health impacts to residents

during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during construction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during project
operation considered?

Is animal data or data from other
locations used to identify potential
health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

c)

Potential positive health impacts?

Answer

No

Not specifically. Various
areas are mentioned with regard to some
of the likely emissions.

Yes. Since’1984 Sheffield has had a
detailed monitoring system for §0_,

NOx and smoke and these were used® for
the baseline study of the EIA.

No

Yes. The possibility of SO
accumulation in the environnient is
considered although it is stated that
this 1s unlikely to be a problem.

No

No

Yes. Problems of odour and %0, and NOx
concentration in adverse atmospheric
conditions are considered.

No

Yes. The possiblity of excessive
levels of 80, in adverse weather
condition6 “Ts discussed.

Yes. Potential pollutant levels have
been carefully modelled using a
computer model based on the baseline
data.

Yes. The effect of the plant will be to
reduce emissions from other parts of
the city (due to other plants being
made redundant) As a result overall
SQ,, NOx and smoke levels over the
cify will be reduced.



Question

Does the proponent involve the
public in assessing potential human
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in
population (Increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
waste by-products to wminimize

potential environmental/human health?

Does the proponent develop a means
of monitoring ongoing human health
effects?

Answer

No

Yes. Due to the nature of the
development, levels of 50,,N0x and
smoke over the city as a Whole will be
reduced. However, localised increase
may occur and cumulative levels may be
considered to be a problem.

Yes. Methods of mitigating all known
problems with the CHP. However

many of the potential emissions have
only been estimated and the exact
mitigation measures have not been
covered.

No

No

No

No

No

Not specifically. This has been
considered but is not discussed 1in
the report.

All emissions from the plant will be
monitored, but not from the point of
view of health effects.



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Proposed Deep Shaft Colliery
England
1987

To examine the environmental Implications of a
proposal to develop a coal prospect in the Midlands
region of England. (The report was submitted to the
local planning agency in support of the proponents
application for “planning permission”.

Environmental Resources Ltd., a private firm of
environmental consultants.



Question
Is a particular exposure defined?

Is an area of Implngment defined?

Have basellne studies been
carried out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
identified and potential health
impacts Identified?

Are potential health Impacts that
may occur in future generations
examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to worker6
during construction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to resident6
and worker6 during project operation
considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other location6 used to identify
potential health Tmpacts?

a) Does the proponent determine
and assess the potential acute,
short-term impacts to human health?

b) potential chronic, long-
term effects?

Answer
No

Not specifically. Properties are

Identified which are considered to
experience impact (noise, dust) but
no boundary area is defined.

Monitoring to determine present
noise levels and air quality (dust)
has been undertaken, though no
Indication of methods, duration and
frequency of sampling is given.

No. Reference is made only to dust
and nearby dwellings - "dust

from the mine site 18 not expected to
reach levels high enough to damage
human health or vegetation!”

No

No. Recognition of noise and dust
“nuisance” is made though Impacts
to health are not considered as such.

No

No, only in terms of nuisance.

No. Limited reference is made to

experience at another colliery

in controlling dust emissions from
the mine site, though not from the
point of view of impacts to health.

No

No

¢) Potential positive health impacts? No



Qgestion

Answer

Does the proponent involve the public No, consultation with local

in assessing-potential human health
impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify
and assess potential impacts on
health care facilities due to a
rise in population (increased
employment)?

b) due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) for the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

government, statutory and non-statutory
bodies and public groups has been
undertaken, though health does not
appear to have emerged as a relevant
concern.

Not specifically. Reference is made to
impacts of other operations in the
vicinity, but from the point of view of
their contribution to base-line
conditions, rather than from a health
viewpoint.

Not specifically, Much is made of

the fact that adverse consequences

of the original proposal have been
“mitigated out” in more recent designs
though no specific reference 1& made
to health impacts.

No. No regard is given to the need
for additional services.

No

No

No

No



Question

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for the disposal of its wastes and
by-product6 to minimize potential
environmental/health Impacts?

Does the proponent develop a
means of monitoring on-going
human health effect6 during
operation?

Answer

Attention is given to the disposal

of spoil overburden from shaft
excavation and coal seam establishment.
This waste 16 not hazardous nor deemed
to represent effect6 to health.
Environmental impact is minimized

by the digposal of spoil in dlsused
sand quarry volds, thereby avoiding
the sterilization of new land and
winimizing visual intrusion.
Rehabilitation of the site {8 considered
a beneficial impact.

Some attention 18 paid to the potential
contamination of ground water6 which is
observed to have health implications
through contamination of potable water
supply, but is considered not to be
significant and easily controllable
within statutory water quality
standards.

No. Post project (effects) monitoring
is restricted to noise and air quality.



Nature of Project: Major new dam and reservoir for drinking water

Country: Federal Republic of Germany
Date: 1980/81
Reason for EIA: Assessment of impact of proposed dam

Proposed by (proponent) Water supply company

From UNECE 1987. Application of EIA, Highways and Dams



Question Answer

Is a particular exposure period No

def ined?

Is an area of impingement defined? Yes roughly-area of reservoir and
catchment.

Have baseline studies been carried No health aspects

out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations identified No
and potential health impacts
ident if led?

Are potential health impacts that may No
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents No
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers No
during contruction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to residents No
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from No
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and No
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term No
impacts?

¢) Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the No, the project was abandoned before
public assessing potential human public consultation for which provision
health impacts? was made.

Does the proponent examine existing No

exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
addltional exposure caused by the
proposed project?



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential Impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise In

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b} For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of Project: Proposed city by-pass

Country: Federal Republic of Germany
Date : 1979
Reason for EIA: Evaluation of impact of proposed by-pass

Proposed by (proponent):City of Wiesbaden

From UNECE 1987 Application of EIA. Highways and Dams



Question Answer

Is a particular exposure period No
defined?
Is an area of impingement defined? Yes, considered for air pollutants and

noise : area would appear to have been
determined by modelling.

Have baseline studies been carried No evidence.
out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations identified No
and potential health impacts
identified?

Are potential health Impacts that may Modelling, not described in this
occur in future generations examined? summary, had clearly been carried
out for noise and air pollutants.

a) Are health impacts to residents Not discussed
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers Not discussed
during contruction assessed?

c¢) Are health Impacts to residents Not discussed
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from No
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and Not described in this summary but

assess potential acute, short-term some consideration has clearly been

impacts to human health? given with respect to noise and air
pollutants.

b) Potential, chronic long-term As above.

impacts?

c) Potential positive health impacts? Yes consideration is given to reduction
in noise and air pollutants.



Question Answer

Does the proponent involve the Yes, to the extent of considerations
public assessing potential human described above.
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing Not mentioned.
exposure levels and assess the

potential cumulative effect of

additional exposure caused by the

proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods No

of mitigating potential health

impacts?

a> Does the proponent identify and No permanent increase in population
assess potential impacts on health encouraged.

care facilities due to a rise in
population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects As above.
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects As above.
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and No
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant

release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the No
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure Not described.
for disposal of its wastes and its

by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means of No
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of Project: Major new demand reservoir for power generation

Country: Finland
Date : 1972/1982
Reason for EIA: Assessment of imput of proposed dam

Produced by(proponent): Water Supply Company

From UNECE 1987, Application of EIA. Highways and Dams.



Question Answer

Is a particular exposure period No

defined?

Is an area of impingement defined? Yes. Area of reservoir and catchment.
Have baseline studies been carried No health aspects.

out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations identified No
and potential health impacts
identified?

Are potential health impacts that may No
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents No. Consideration is given to
during construction assessed? amenity aspects.
b} Are health impacts to workers No

during contruction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to residents No
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from No
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and No
assess potential acute, short-term

impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term No
impacts?

c) Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the No. Public comment was invited but
public assessing potential human health does not appear to have been an
health impacts? issue.

Does the proponent examine existing No

exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential Impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effect6
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures In case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effect6 during operation?



Nature of Project: Proposed major road development

Country: Finland
Date: 1984
Reason for EIA: Consideration of alternative routes

Produced by (Proponent): National Board of Roads and Water Ways

From UN'ECE 1987. Application of EXA. Highways and Dams



Question Answer

Is a particular exposure period No

defined?

Is an area of impingement defined? Not clearly defined other than for
noise.

Have baseline studies been carried Not other than noise.

out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations identified No
and potential health impacts
identified?

Are potential health impacts that may Not other than noise modelling.
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents Not other than noise.
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers A6 above.
during contruction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to residents As above.
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from No
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and Not other than noise.
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term A6 above.
impacts?

¢) Potential positive health impacts? No

Doe6 the proponent involve the Public concern on noise had been taken
public assessing potential human into account.
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing Yes with respect to noise, modelling had
exposure levels and assess the been carried out.

potential cumulative effect of

additional exposure caused by the

proposed project?



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a> Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

2> Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for. employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

Not mentioned in this summarised EIS
although clearly some consideration
had been given.

No. No permanent increase in
population envisaged.

As above.

As above.

No

No

Not described.

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during_oneration?



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Cross-Channel fixed link (French rail terminal)

France
1985
Public Consideration of project

Proponent ministries Including Transport



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baselines studies been carried
out, if so what are they?

Answer

No clear definition.

Yes varying according to impact
reviewed e.g. noise and visual impact.

Not included

Are critical subpopulations identified No

and potential health Impacts
identif led?

Are potential health impacts that may No

occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during contruction assessed

c¢) Are health Impacts to residents
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential,
Impacts?

chronic long-term

c¢) Potential positive health impacts?

Does the proponent involve the
public assessing potential human
health 1impacts?

General consideration is given to noise
and dust and the construction and
operational phases are separated to
some extent.

As above

As above

No

Only within general consideration of
noise.

As above

As above

The document is intended for public.



Question

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means of
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during oneration?

Answer

Background noise levels are described.

Yes noise barrier will be constructed
as part of project.

No. Consideration i1s given to increases
in population, which are calculated
for different phases.

No. As above

No. As above

No

NO

In broad terms yes without specific
investigation of health aspects.

No



Nature of Project:

Country :

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Recovery of about 27000 t y-1 of lead almost entirely from
batteries. Plant is already operational.

France
1982

Request from provincial authority

Proponent company



Question

Isaparticular exposure perliod
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Answer
Vaguely defined as long-term.
No. Mentionis made of

neighbourhood  without clear
definition.

Have baseline studies been carried out EIAls post-operational with no

If so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
identified and potential health
impact6 Identified?

Are potential health impacts that may
occur in future generations
examined?

a) Are health Impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts toworkers
during construction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during project
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other location6 used to identify
potential health impacts?

evidence of baseline studies
- however the EIA resulted from an
undisclosed neighbourhood health study.

Yes. Categorisation Into group6 such
a6 women, smokers etc who are at
more or less risk.

Not within scope of document but
proponent is clearly aware of
long-term aspects.

No. Post-construction study i.e. the
plant ha6 been operational for some
years.

No. See above

Yes. Exposure by inhalation and
ingestion and routes to these via

dust, vegetation, food-chain. Health
assessment programme for employee6t on
regular basis with specific attention
to symptoms of lead poisoning. The
document was required by the provincial
authority a6 a result of neighbourhood
health assessment. There is also
evidence of concern for animal health.
Analysis for lead is carried out on a
comprehensive basis with distinction
between soluble and insoluble lead.

Not specifically mentioned although
clearly fully aware of background.
A clear and concise description is
given of the symptoms etc, of lead
poisoning.



Question

a) Doe6 the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
Impacts to human health?

b) Potent ial, chronic long-term
Impacts?

Answer

Yes. In description referred to
above.

Yes. As above.

¢) Potential positive health Impacts? No. Does state the advantages of good

Does the proponent involve the
public In assessing potential human
health Impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilties due to rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedure6 in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

housekeeping etc.

No. As described above the provincial
authority has used an external
consultant but there s no evidence of
any information being made public.

Yes. Reference is made to background
levels of both noise and lead and

the effect of amelioration measures

is addressed. There is no clear
reference to the use of risk assessment
and for both lead and noise effects
would appear to be by simple

addition or subtraction.

Yes. Methods of improving recovery

of lead and noise attenuation.

No

No

No

No. Only superficial mention of
emergency response.



Question

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and 1ts
waste by-producté to minimize
potential environmental/human health
Impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means of
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

Answer

Yes. By contracting to another
organizatlon. No mention of controls,
monitoring or auditing procedures.

Yes. Any programme beyond the
“factory fence” would appear to be
outside the scope of the document

" (and possibly not the direct

responsibility of the proponent).
Employee6 are subject to regular
health assessment using a complex index
which integrates exposure, any clinical
symptoms and any groups such as
identified previously.



. 1
Nature of Project: Steelworks manufacturing 259,000 t.y- of molten steel

Country: France
Date : 1983
Reason for EIA: Detailed assessment of site following earlier screening of

three possible sites

Produced by: Proponent Company



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if 60 what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
Identified and potential health
impacts Identified?

Are potential health impacts that
may occur In future generations

examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during construction assessed?

¢} Are health impacts to residents

and employees during project operation

considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and No.

assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

Answer

NO

Yes In broad terms by extrapolation
from similar steelworks. For noise
the measurement points are chosen
taking the local population Into
account.

Baseline noise study are appended as
are detail6 of soluble and insoluble
precipitation at several other
similar and “control” locations.
No, only with reference to
neighbourhood noise are specific

areas of population identffied.

No

No

No

No. Health aspects are not
specifically addressed.

Only noise is addressed.

No

c) Potential positive health impacts? N o

Does the proponent involve the
public in assessing potential
human health impacts?

No. There is no evidence of public
involvement although it is possible
that the EIA was prepared for
general consideration.



Question

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potenttal cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential Impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public
in the vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its waste and its
waste by-products to minimize
potential environmental/human health
impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

Answer

Yes. Results from studies at several
relevant sites on quantity and
composition of sedimented particles
(from air) are presented. No set
procedure for the new steelworks is
presented.

Yes. Noise reduction method6 are
considered, as are methods of
recovering airborne particles.

No

No

No

Only in outline.

No

Yes. The accent is on recycling
where possible either at the same

or adjacent work6 with some, possibly
permanent, storage of non-recyclable
waste on the same site. The eventual
fate of non-recyclable waste is not
addressed. A general statement is
made that there are no toxic wastes.

Yes. Regular wvisits (two half days per
week) of a specilaist in
occupational medicine.



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Prepared by:

Proposed 011 Ref inery tank farm, marine terminal and
associated work6 at Tarbert

Ireland

1982

Requested by Kerry County Council as part of the
application for Planning Permission

Aran Energy Ltd (Proponents) and a commissioned team of
experts.



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of Impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if s¢ what are they?

Ansver

Not speciffcally, although period6
of a year are mentioned for SO.,, NOx
build up in the environment.

Yes. An affected area is clearly defined

and split into primary and secondary
zones.

Yes. Extensively for noise and
atmospheric emissions.

Are critical subpopulations identified Various population centre6 are

and potential health Impacts
identified?

Are potential health impact6
that may occur in future generation6
examined?

Are health impact6 to residents
a) during construction examined?

b) Are health impact6 to worker6
during construction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during project operation
considered?

Is animal test data or data from other
locations used to identify potential
health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential,chronic long-term
impacts?

¢) Potential positive health impacts?

Does the proponent involve the public No.

in assessing potential human health
impacts?

mentioned a6 well a6 a small local
school. No mention of health
effect6 specifically however.

No, apart from the mention of possible
danger of SO2 build up.
No

No

Yes, but only public, not employees,

Yes. Extensive use 1is made of data
from similar plant6 and a number

of local industries, eg. a power
station.

Mention is made of
but not

Not specifically.
possible short-term risks,
health effects.

As above

No

The document is an EIA and has
had no public input.



Question

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
Of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures In case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
waste by-products to minimize
potential environmental/human
health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means
of monitoring ongoing health
effects during operation?

Answer

Yes. Notably atmospheric emissions
and noise levels. However more time is
spent on how the exposure levels will
be kept within the required limits
rather than their effects.

Yes. These’ have been covered
extenslvly for all areas of the
plant, noise, air emissions, oil
spillages etc.

No

No

No

Yes. For oil spillages only. develop
Explosions/fire are covered but only by
a risk assessment. Llttle mention 1is
made of health effects. The risk
assessment 1s detailed and covers
virtually all aspects of the refinery.

As above

ves. Disposal of all wastes

at the refinery is considered.
Solutions include recycling,
Incineration and landfill (onsite).

No. Although discharges from the
plant will be continually monitored
to ensure they remain within legal
limits.



Nature of Project: Major new highway

Country: Italy
Date: 1985
Reason for EIA: Assessment of impact of proposed road and options, and

to serve as an “experimental” EIA in Italy

Produced by{(Proponent): Regional Government of Umbria using consultants
Including Dr Galletta

Based on paper presented by Dr B Galletta (1985)
at international seminar on Environmental Impact
Assessment, 1985, Aberdeen, with access to parent
document in Italian.



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if so what are they?

Answer

No

Yes in broad terms but not for health.

No only noise exposure studied.

Are critical subpopulations identified No

and potential health impacts
Identified?

Are potential health impacts that may
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health Impacts to resident6
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during contruction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
Impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

No

Consideration of noise.

No

Only noise exposure.

No

Only with respect to noise.

¢) Potential positive health Impacts? As above

Does the proponent involve the
public assessing potential human
noise, health Impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Public were polled at outset of project
before EIA was considered. Other than
noise, health issues did not appear to
have been an issue. Accident risks do
not appear to feature in the EIA.

Yes to noise no details of procedures.



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent Identify and
assess potential Impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

Yes with respect to noise - baffles etc.

No

No

No

No

No

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of Project :

Country:

Date :

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Disposal of radioactive waste on a national basis with
reference to different scenarios for quantities and
quality.

Netherlands

1986

Preparation of a document for public consideration.

Central National Organization for Radioactive Waste



@eation

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried

out,

Are
and

if so what are they?

critical subpopulations Identified
potential health impacts

Identified?

Are

potential health impacts that may

occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to resident6
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to worker6
during construction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents

and

employees during project

operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b)Y Potential, chronic long-term
Impacts?

c)

Potential positive health impacts?

1 [

Answer

Yes, 50-100 years.

Not specifically although clear
concern with national boundary.

Data have clearly been collected
and studied and a comprehensive summary
is Included.

No, not covered specifically although
the proponent is clearly awareof them.

Not specifically although incremental
exposures that may arise from various
options for radioactive waste disposal
are calculated.

No
No

Yes. Detailed studies of exposure
to natural and waste radiation
have been carried out.

Clearly data has been used although

no details or summary are presented
Reference is made to the

International Commission on Radiological
Protection.

Not covered specifically although
proponent has clearly taken this

into consideration.

As above

No



Question

Does the proponent

assessing-potential human health
impacts?
Does the proponent examine existing

exposure level6 and assess the

the potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
prepared project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
Impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedure6 in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a

procedure for disposal of its wastes
and its waste by-products to
minimize potential environmental/
human health impacts?

involve the public

Answer

Yes, The document is designed for
public consideration. There are
numerous sub-reports dealing with
specific aspects which were not
available to the reviewer. The
government 18 a minority shareholder
in the planned enterprise.

Yes. For example, background
radiation arising from different
soils and sub-soils is considered
and different scenarios are used to
develop calculations of possible
future radiation exposure levels.

Yes. Optimisation of
transportation and construction

of storage buildings. Concentration
of waste to minimize volumes and
process design to minimize handling
requirements.

No

No

No

Yes.
are discussed.

Yes. As above.
Yes. Apart from radioactive waste
consideration is given to incineration

of wastes such as solvents and water.

A variety of possible emergencies



Question

Does the proponent develop a means of
monitoring ongoing human health

effects

during operation?

Answer

Yes, although this is not described

in detail it is clear that employees
and some member6 of the public

would be part of a health monitoring
programme. The lack of detail does not
allow judgement on adequacy, however.



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date :

Reason for EIA:

Produced by(proponent}:

Proposed new route for major road
Netherlands

1977/78

Evaluation of alternative routes and also a trial run
for EIA procedures in the Netherlands

Department of Public Works of Ministry of Transport
and Public Works

From UNECE 1987. Application of EIA. Highways and Dams



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

been determined by modelling but is not

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if se what are they?

Anawer

No

Area for noise and carbon monoxide has

defined in this summary.

Yes eg noise and accidents.

Are critical subpopulations identified Not other than general health

and potential health impacts
identified?

consideration, however human health
and well-being (noise risks) is listed
as one main environmental impact.

Are potential health impacts that may No

occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during contruction assessed?

c) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

Not separated from b) and ¢)

Not separated from a) and <)

Yes. Noise and atmospheric
contamination with carbon monoxide
specifically discussed. Risks from
transport of hazardous substances are
included.

Not specifically discussed.

Consideration given to noise and air
pollutions and risks from incidents
including benefits that may arise from
reduction6 in exposure and reductions
in road accident frequency.

A6 above.

c} Potential positive health impacts? As above.



Qgestion

Does the proponent involve the
public assessing potential human

health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health

impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to wminimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Ansver

Yes public involvement is part of
process but was not clearly defined by
regulations at time of this “trial” EIA.

No

Yes eg reduction6 of risks of
spillage6 of hazardous substances but
consideration is Superficial.

No permanent increase in population
foreseen.

As above.

As above.

General consideration given to
accidents and spillages but scenarios
are not developed in detail.

As above.

NO

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Storage of contaminated sludge from lower Rhine
Netherlands
1986

Evaluation of alternative sites and consequences of
storing contaminated sludge

Rotterdam Public Works Dept. Rotterdam Port Authority
and the Ministry of Transport and Public Works.

This is based not on a full EIA document but on a summary prepared for the

public.



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingemcnt defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations identified
and potential health impacts
identified?

Are potential health impacts that may
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during contruction assessed?

c} Are health impacts to residents
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential,chronic long-term
impacts?

¢) Potential positive health impacts?

Does the proponent involve the
public assessing potential human
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Answer

Yes. 15 years with consideration beyond

Yes. Area of likely contamination of
water.

No

No

No

No

No

No

Cadmium and zinc are mentioned but

not specifically in the context of
human health. Clearly these have been
assessed with respect to health.

N o

Yes. The public has been Involved.

Yes. Background levels are discussed
without description of procedures.



@estion

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a> Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise 1in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a> Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means of
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

Answer

Yes. Design of storage facilities
takes this into account.

No increase foreseen.

Yes. Design of storage facilities
takes this into account.

No

No

No

This is essentially a self-contained

waste disposal project.

No evidence.



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date :

Reason for EIA:

Produced by:

Future Drinking and Industrial Water Extraction
Options for Province of North Holland

Netherlands

1981

To examine possible future options for increasing
water supply and to serve as a model EIA prior to
introduction of statutory requirements

Ministry of Health and Environment Protection with
Finance from Ministry of Cultural Affairs, Recreation
and Environmental Protection using consultants = OD
205; Centre for Environmental Studies, University of
Leiden; National Institute for Water Supply; State
Institute for Nature Management.



Question Answer
Yes. A 1995 and beyond 2000 (in less

Is a particular exposure period

defined? detail).

Is an area of Impingement defined Yes. Province of North Holland.
Have baseline studies been carried No reference to background health
out, if so what are they? data.

Are critical subpopulations No

identified and potential health
impacts 1dentif led?

Are potential health impacts that may NoO
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to resident6 No
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers No
during construction assessed?

c¢) Are health impacts to resident6 NO
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from Not relevant as health aspects not
other locations used to identify reviewed.
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and No
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health

b) Potential, chronic long-term No
impacts?

c¢) Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the public Not through this EIS although public

assessing potential human health is involved in review of statement.
impacts?
Does the proponent examine existing No

exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?



Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential Impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise In

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
waste by-products to minimize
potential environmental/human
health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means
of monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

No

No

No

No

Mention of possible incidents eg. spills
of chlorine but risk to humans not
discussed.

As above

Waste 1s addressed but from ecological
rather than health viewpoint.

No



Nature of Project: Proposed new dam and reservoir for power generation

Country: Norway

Date: 1973-81

Reason for EIA: Evaluation of impact of new reservoir and local
alternatives

Produced by (proponent):Directorate of the State Power System

From UNECE 1987 Application of EIA.  Highways and Dams



Question Answer

Is a particular exposure period No

defined?

Is an area of impingement defined? Yes. Area of reservoir and catchment.
Have baselines Studies been Carried NO evidence Of health aSpeCtS being
out, if so what are they? included.

Are critical subpopulations identified No
and potential health impacts
identified?

Are potential health impacts that may No
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents No
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers No
during contruction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents No
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from No
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and No
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term No
impacts?

¢) Potential positive health impacts? g

DOGS. the proponent invplve the Public was consulted but health was not
public assessing potential human raised.
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing No
exposure levels and assess the

potential cumulative effect of

additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢c) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of Project: New section of main national road
Country: Norway

Date: 1978/80

Reason for EIA: Consideration of options

Produced by (proponent):County Road Direction

From UNECE 1987. Application of EIA. Highways and Dams

147



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means of
monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

Answer

Not other than by comparison of
accident risks and noise from
project options.

No. No permanent increase in
population foreseen.

As above.

As above

No

No

No

No
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Question

Is a particular exposure period
def 1ned?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if so what are they?

Answer

No

Yes not detailed In this summary.

Yes with respect to accidents noise.

Are critical subpopulations identified No

and potential health impacts
identif fed?

Are potential health impacts that may
occur in future generations examined?

a) Are health impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during contruction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during projects
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

No

Yes construction and operation are
clearly separated.

No but no clear evidence of workers
being considered.

Yes

No. Accident statistics and graphic

calculations of noise have been used.

Not other than noise and accidents.

As above.

¢} Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the
public assessing potential human
health impacts?

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Yes. Public comment was invited but
health does not appear to have been
an issue. Public Involvement seems to
be decided by competent authority.

No

Tas



Question

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

c¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
by-products to minimize potential

environmental/human health impacts?

Answer

Not other than by comparison of
accident risks and noise from
project options.

No. No permanent increase in
population foreseen.

As above.

As above

No

No

No

Does the proponent develop a means of No

monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?



Nature of Project:

Country :

Date:

Reason for ELA:

Produced by:

Proposed Paper Mill

Scot 1and

1986

To examine the environmental implications of the Planning
Proposal by KAUKAS of Finland.

Department of Planning Irvine Development Corporation

s

L i



Question

Is a particular exposure period
defined?

Is an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, if so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
Identified and potential health
Impacts identified?

Are potential health impact6 that may
occur in future generation6 examined?

a) are health Impacts to resident6
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to workers
during construction assessed?

¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during project
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other location6 used.to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine and
assess potential acute, short-term
impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
health impacts?

Answer

No

Yes. But only with regard to noise.

Yes. But only with regard to noise.

Not specifically. Various housing
concentrations are identified with
noise levels.

No

Yes. But only with regard to noise
eg. piling, construction traffic.

NO

Yes. Health of public and employees
covered briefly, even 60 it is only
a general decription of noise and
air emission level6 rather than
actual human health effects.

Yes. Data from a sister mill in
Finland is used extensively as a
means of predicting potential
emissions and impacts.

Yes. But only with regard to noise
during construction.

Not specifically. Mention is made of
the various emissions etc but their
effects in the long-term are not really
discussed.

c) Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the
public in assessing potential
human health impacts?

No. But because it is part of a
a Planning Application it is
available for public consultation.
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Question

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure levels and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify and
assess potential impacts on health
care facilities due to a rise in

population (Increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects
of normal discharges?

¢) Due to potential health effects
of accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and its
waste by-products to minimize
potential environmental/human impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means
of monitoring ongoing human health
effects during operation?

Answer

Yes. But only with regard to noise.
The EIA spends most of it6é time
stating that all levels of emissions
will be within legal guidelines.

Yes. These are covered extensively
for all aspects of the plant.

No

No

No

No

No

Waste disposal is covered sparingly
le. all wastes,emissions etc will be
dealt with in such a way as to
remain within legal limits. Where

a site or method for dumping has not
been found the descriptions are

less detailed.

No mention is made of monitoring
of any kind.

14



Nature of Project:

Country:

Date:

Reason for EIA:

Prepared by:

145

Siting of the European Demonstration Fast Reactor Fuel
Reprocessing Plant (EDRP) at Dounreay, Caithness

Scot land

1985

Prepared in support of the outline Planning Application to
Highland Regional Council

British Nuclear Fuels and the United Kingdom Atomic Energy
Authority



ggesr.ion

Is a particular exposure period
def 1ned?

1s an area of impingement defined?

Have baseline studies been carried
out, If so what are they?

Are critical subpopulations
identified and potential health
impacts identified?

Are potential health impacts that
may occur in future generation6
examined?

a) Are health Impacts to residents
during construction assessed?

b) Are health impacts to worker6
during construction assessed?

c¢) Are health impacts to residents
and employees during project
operation considered?

Is animal test data or data from
other locations used to identify
potential health impacts?

a) Does the proponent determine
and assess potential acute,
short-term impacts to human health?

b) Potential, chronic long-term
impacts?

Tay
Answer

Not specifically but rates of exposure
to radiation are discussed.

Not specifically, although the
surrounding area is mentloned regularly.

Extensive baseline studies especially

radiation levels have been carried out,
these have usually been in association
with the existing reactor.

Yes, children, as they are most
likely to be affected, particularly
with regard to radiation in the
food chain - milk etc.

Yes. Suggests possible accumulation
of radiation over a period of time
although dismissed these as likely to
be insignificant.

Yes noise, dust and vibration.

No

Yes, effect6 of noise, air emissions
and radiation are predicted, based
on existing data.

Yes, extensive data has been collected
from the reactor already located on
the proposed site.

No, the effects of a short-term event
are not really discussed although

an extensive risk analysis is
undertaken.

Yes, but in little detail.

c¢) Potential positive health impacts? No

Does the proponent involve the
public in assessing potential
human health impacts?

An extensive (85 day) Public Enquiry
was held to discus6 the whole
proposal. At the present time
attempts are being made to re-open
the enquiry.



Question

Does the proponent examine existing
exposure level6 and assess the
potential cumulative effect of
additional exposure caused by the
proposed project?

Does the proponent consider methods
of mitigating potential health
impacts?

a) Does the proponent identify

Answet

Yes, for example naturally occurring
radiation (from granite etc).
Potential radiation accumulation in
soils,the food chain etc are also
assessed and generally dismissed as
insignif Icant.

Yes, extensive description of the
methods of preventing radiation
leaks. Also some mention of
mitigation of air emissions (SOZ,NOx
etc) and noise.

No, but mention is made of the

and Aassess potential impact6é on health extensive services available eg.

care facilities due to a rise in
population (increased employment)?

b) Due to potential health effects of No

normal discharges?

c) Due to potential health effects of Neo "

accidental discharges?

a) Does the proponent examine and
develop accident scenarios and
corresponding emergency response
procedures in case of a contaminant
release for employees?

b) For the affected public in the
vicinity of the project?

Does the proponent plan a procedure
for disposal of its wastes and 1ts
waste by-products to minimize
potential environmental/human
health impacts?

Does the proponent develop a means
of monitoring ongoing health effects
during operation?

on site, medical, fire and accident.

L1 "

Not speclf ically. Various possibilities
are assessed but only by risk analysis.
Response procedures are not

covered thoroughly.

No

Yes. These are covered extensively.
States that all discharges will be
within legal limits.

Human health effects are not widely
monitored but environmental levels,
biological levels etc are widely
covered.
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