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FOREWORD

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Research Council (CEARC) was established in
1984 by the federal Minister of the Environment through the Federal Environmental
Assessment Review Office (FEARO), to advance the theory and practice of environmental
assessment (EA). As part of its commitment to improve EA in Canada, CEARC
encouraged research in several areas related to environmental assessment. The
research results are presented in three series of publications: Research Prospectus,
Background Papers and Manuscript Reports.

This report is part of the Manuscript Report series which is composed primarily of individual
research papers sponsored, completely or in part, by CEARC. The Manuscript Reports are
provided in the language and format in which they were submitted. They are not subject
to peer review and do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of CEARC.

Microfiche copies of CEARC publications can be ordered through:

Micromedia Limited
165 Hotel de Ville
Place du Portage, Phase II
Hull, Quebec
G8X 3X2

Tel : I-800-567-1914 (Canada), (819) 770-9928
Fax : (819) 770-9265

For more information on CEARC’s  work, please contact:

Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office
Process Development Division
14th Floor, Fontaine Building
200 Sacre-Coeur Boulevard
Hull, Quebec KIA OH3
Tel : (819) 953-8591 or 953-0036
Fax : (819) 994-l 469

* Her Majesty in Right of Canada owns all intellectual and other property rights and title in
the CEARC Reports.
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PART I - INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

The Canadian Environmental Assessment Research Council (CEARC) was
established in January 1984 by the Federal Minister of the
Environment with the support of the Federal Environmental Assessment
Review Office (FRARC). The main purpose of CEARC is to advise
governments, industry, and universities on ways to improve the
scientific, technical, and procedural basis for environmental impact
assessment.

The twelve-member Council is drawn from federal and provincial
governments, the private sector, and the university community.
While the council is abinistratively  supported by a Secretariat
drawn from the staff of FEAR0 and Environment Canada, CEARC  is an
independent organization and source of advice.

CEARC’s  aim is to contribute to the quality of the natural and
social environment in Canada through the following objectives:

a> Advise on the need for and adequacy of research related to
environmental impact assessment.

b) Review and comment on the use of scientific information and
the place of environmental impact assessment in planning and
development.

c) Encourage new ideas and research directed towards improving
the concept, practice, and effectiveness of the assessment of
social and environmental impacts.

The Council, either separately or in cooperation with other
agencies, facilitates research relevant to environmental impact
assessment through undertaking comprehensive state of the art
reviews, sponsoring technical workshops, supporting graduate
students, and providing a focal point for information on current
impact assessment research and experts in Canada.

L.J. D’honE & Assock~s  bd.



One of the areas of research interest identified by CEARC  was the
“Institutional Arrangements by Which Social Impact Assessments Are
Conducted in Canada”. This research interest was based on the
growing recognition that the identification, assessment, and
management of social impacts is, to a large extent, dependent on the
institutional parameters and dynamics which frame SIA. These
include legislation, the government review process, the proponent’s
approach to SIA, and the methods by which municipalities, interested
groups s and individuals participate in the process. Institutional
arrangements affect the scope, methods, comprehensiveness,
integration with other elements of the environmental assessment, and
even findings of the SIA. As well, institutional arrangements can
influence the extent to which the SIA process itself can generate
positive or negative social consequences.

The term social impact assessment encompasses:

‘a) Demographically related changes, e.g. the effects of
increases or decreases in population growth on community

_ infrastructure, cohesion, and services;

b) Economically related changes, e.g. the effects of new
patterns of employment and income on different groups in a
community and on revisions in land use values and taxation;

c) Culturally related changes, e.g. the effects of change on
community institutions, local traditions, and societal values
and on the quality of life of individuals in communities;

d) Resource related changes, e.g. the effects and significance
of changes in the natural systems upon which people depend for
subsistence, employment, or recreation;

e) Changes in community infrastructural requirements, e.g.
health, social, recreational, educational, religious, justice
services and facilities.

L.J. D’hondh  Assocka  hd.



B. PURPOSE

The report seeks to provide a review and assessment of institutional
arrangements for SIA in three selected provinces, and from this
review to establish criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of
institutional arrangements including:

legislation
regulatory agencies
reviewing agencies
government review process
proponent
communities
organizational relationships
information flow/communications
conduct of SIA's

These criteria are presented in the form of an "Ideal Model" in Part
IV of-the report, "Conclusions and Recommendations".

L.J. D’honE & Assocks  hd.
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c. APPROACH TO STUDY

The report is based on a review and assessment of institutional
arrangements for SIA in three provinces: British Columbia, Alberta,
and Ontario. These provinces were selected by the consultant and
agreed to by the client, based on the following criteria:

provinces where institutional arrangements were first to be
installed (i.e. legislative requirements, EIA guidelines);

provinces where the most experience in SIA exists;

provinces where the practice of SIA appears to be most advanced
in ternrs of utiliziag state of the art concepts.

Selection was not by an objet tive measure of the
rather based on the judgement of the consultant.

above criteria but

The st_udy process was one that involved the regulatory agency of
each province, agencies involved in the review of socio-economic
dimensions of an BIA*, proponent organizations  (public,
quasi-public, and private), social impact assessors (consultants and
academics), and spokespersons for community and public interest
groups.

The approach to the study was essentially open-ended, seeking to
identify key issues related to institutional arrangements and the
methods by which institutional arrangements might be improved.
Through this process, and by identifying what aspects of
institutional arrangements were working well, a tentative “Ideal
Model” for institutional arrangements was developed for the final
report.

The study design itself was a modified Delphi process, both in the
main flow of the project (Figure la, Basic Study Approach) and in the

* In Ontario, the preferred term is EA or environmental
assessment.

L.J. D’hondk Assocks hd.
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study process within each province (Figure lb, Provincial Study
Process). It is based on expert opinion, anonymity of sources, and
an iterative process which seeks to build knowledge,  confirm the
validity of observations, and evolve, to the extent possible, to a
beginning consensus on key issues and means by which institutional
arrangements could be improved or enhanced.

The report, therefore, is based on “expert opinion”, filtered
through several iterations and supplemented by the judgement of the
consultant. There is no attempt to “defend” any of the observations
by more detailed, analytical research methods.

Figure la outlines the basic approach to the study. A literature
review was conducted to identify research related to various
components of the study and to seek out any existing conceptual
frameworks for the analysis of institutional arrangements. The
literature review included probes with key agencies and individuals
within the U.S. network of social impact assessors.

As well in this early stage, letters were sent to lo-12 of the most
prominent professionals in Canada engaged in SIA. The purpose of
the study was stated and a request was made for views on key issues
related to the institutional arrangements of SIA in the
practitioner’s home province.

These first two steps began to give an appreciation of the
complexity of what was to be studied and various topics for further
exploration in the review of each province.

Following the study review of British Columbia, an interim report
was prepared for the CBARC  Advisory Committee. This in turn
provided necessary feedback related to the deficiencies in the first
provincial review and a basis for improving the study process in
Ontario and Alberta.

Figure lb outlines the study process which occurred in each
province. The process began with a review of documentation made
available by the regulating agency. This included relevant
legislation, EIA Guidelines, and other supportive documentation as
appropriate. Regulating agencies also submitted a written response.

L.J. D’honc  & Assocks  LTd.
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which gave further description to various aspects of the government
review process such as authority structure, the role of review
agencies, etc.

This preliminary review of documentation provided the basis for a
more in-depth discussion of provincial policies, guidelines,
organization structure and linkages, information flows, etc. when
meeting with the provincial regulatory agencies. These meetings
also explored key issues from the perspective of the regulatory
agency and those aspects of institutional arrangements which they
felt were working well.

Subsequent meetings were conducted with reviewing agencies to
explore their role in the process and their views on the social
aspects of the EIA process; with at least three proponents in each
province; and with persons who had played significant roles as
community spokespersons in an EIA process or as spokespersons
representing a broader “public interest” in the province. Often,
these latter contacts were by telephone interview because of time
restraints and/or the distances involved.

Following these meetings and interviews, a synthesis of the input
recieved was prepared in outline form. This synthesis became the
basis for an all-day workshop which included representatives from
government, proponents, community and public interest spokespersons,
and practitioners of SIA, both consultants and academics. The size
of the workshops varied from about twelve to twenty.

The intent of the workshops was to confirm and expand on the various
issues identified and to attempt to reach a consensus on recommen-
dations to improve institutional arrangements. These recommenda-
tions were not intended to be province-specific, but generic in
nature with regard to an improvement of the institutional framework
for SIA in Canada.

The study process also included one case study, the B,C. Hydro “Site
C” project , in order to examine institutional arrangements of at
leastone  province within the context of a major project.

L. 1. D’AMonF:  & Associms LTd.
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This report is not an attempt to evaluate institutional arrangements
of any one province, but rather from the review and assessment of
practices in those provinces with the most experience, to develop a
tentative “Ideal Model” towards which to evolve our institutional
policies and practices for SIA in Canada as a whole.

Limitations of the Study

As the first effort to assess institutional arrangements for SIA in
Canada, there is little precedence from which to develop a
conceptual framework for such a study or a study design by which it
could be conducted. Research that is documented and available from
either Canada or the United States emphasizes the complexity of the
task.

Dr. C.P. Wolf, in an unpublished paper*, states that, “Institutional
analysis has been an ill-defined concern partly because of the very
complexity of existing institutional systems, both as planning and
implementation tools and as valued social objects in their own
right. ” He continues, “The state of the art in institutional
analysis has been described as quite limited...despite reliance on
capable institutional performance in every sphere of human activity
for the attainment of every collective purpose.”

Complexity was matched by constraints of time (effectively four
months) and budget with which to accomplish the task.

The study process in each province was limited in the number of
knowledgeable persons who could be consulted and the amount of
documentation that could be reviewed. No effort has been made to
substantiate “expert opinion” on issues through detailed research.
In British Columbia, where three different review processes are in
place, the study concentrated on one: the “Energy Review Process” as
established by the B.C. Utilities Commission Act.

j: Institutional Analysis, C.P. Wolf, 1983.

L.J. D’AMORE&ASSOC~ATES  hd.
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Despite these limitations, the study has been successful in
receiving valuable input from over 100 knowledgeable and experienced
individuals with a variety of perspectives. Hopefully, this input
is properly reflected and interpreted in the pages of this report.

Moreover, this rich mosaic of perspectives has been fertile input
for the development of a tentative “Ideal Model” for institutional
arrangements by which to conduct social impact assessments. It
remains for this “Ideal Model” to be discussed and refined with
regards to its applicability in any given jurisdictional setting.

L. 1. D’honE  & Assocks  Lid.
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D. TOWARDS AN ANALYTICAL F’RMRWRK  AND CONCWTUAL  UNDERSTANDING OF
THE INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGMNTS FOR SIA

The manner in which an SIA ia conducted, its influence on planning
and decision-raking and eventual benefits (or possibly dis-benefits)
to a community, is dependent on a wide array of variables. The
combination of variables is different for any given project, as is
the complex way in which they interact.

Figure 2a, The Context of SIA, is a simiplified diagram illustrating
the inter-relationships of three “context sets”, each within
themselves made up of a range of inter-dependent variables. The

Figure 2a

THE  CONTEXT OF SIA

L.J. D’AMORE&  ASSOCIATES  hd.
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“Societal Context” both influences and shapes the political and
situational contexts in the short term and long term respectively,
and in turn is shaped by them. What societal values are dominant in
shaping government and private sector decisions? What is the
current state of the economy ? What is the disposition of native land
claims? Is there a general trend towards a “Conserver Society”?
What major events and trends internationally are affecting Canadian
society such as international money markets and the supply and
demand of various commodities including oil, metals and forest
products. These and other factors are a major influence in shaping
corporate and government policies and decisions related to
development, which in turn affect decisions related to EIA’s and
their socio-economic components.

Each SIA is also conducted within a different “Situational
Context”, The range of variables here are indicated in Table A and
include situational variables related specifically to the project,
the affected community, and the region within which the project will
be developed.

Finally, the political context can determine whether or not an EIA
is required; if hearings will be conducted; if a given project
should be “fast-tracked” to stimulate economic development; and in
some cases the extent of public and community consultation that
occurs during the EIA process. The decision as to whether a project
will proceed is ultimately a political decision which can be
influenced by the political context at the time which in turn
reflects the combined societal and situational context from a
political perspective.

L.J. D’hon&Assochms LTd.
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Table A

TRB SITUATIONAL CONTRXT  OF SIA

Decision  on project go-ahead

Comaunity’ettitude  toward project

To be determined

Poaitive

Nature of planning/decision process Open

Relationships Collaborative

Role of assessor Facilitator/
Researcher

Political Process

Proponent-

Respons ive

Sensitive/res-
ponsive to
social issues

Negative

Closed

Adversary

“Scientific
analysis”

Rigid

“Will do what is
required”

Regional Context_ _  - - - _ - - - - - - - - -

Number of major projects in region Singular Major Several Major
project in projects in
space-t ime space-t ime
dimensions dimensions

cumulative
impact8
beeing
assessed

singular
assessments
uncoordi-
nated

Perception of project impacts
(i.e. people, jobs, tax
revenues, etc.) Positive Negative

Perception of biophysical impacts Relatively minor Relatively major

L.J. D’AMon&AssockEs  LTd.
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Table A (cont.)

Goals/plans

Economic development

Type of economy

Population

Social organization

Community infrastructure

Project related Project does not

to long-term contribute to

goals/plans of goals/long-range
community/region plans

Area of high unem- Area well developed
ployment requiring
economic develop-
ment

Industrial Subsistence

Relatively high Low population
population density density

Well developed Limited

Well-developed Limited

L .J .  D'AMonr&AssociAl~slTd.
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The nature of each “context set” will be unique to each project for

which an SIA is conducted, as will the dynamic interaction of
variables within each “context set” and between “context sets”.

This “total context” in turn influences the nature, extent, and
quality of interaction among “key actors” involved in an SIA: the

proponent, government, affected communities, and public interest
groups as illustrated in Figure Zb.*

Figure 2b

KEY ACTORS IN THE PROCESS

c 0 ti 1 E X T ,

SJTUATIONAL-SOCIETAL-POL!TICAL

GOVERNMENT

* Consultants hired by the proponent can be considered as an
extension of the proponent organization. Also, “community” is a
generic term and includes the “municipality” as a formal body.

L . J .  D'AMon~&AssociATrsLTd.
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While the interaction among key actors is affected from without
(i.e. the “total context”) it is also influenced from within. The
manner in which each of the key actor’s involved in an SIA will react
to the perceived “total context” and relate to other key actors in
the process is dependent on the people who make up that
organization; the structure of the organization and processes
facilitated by that structure; and the organization’s “culture”
which shapes the philosophy, goals, ethics, and activities of the

organization. These relationships are illustrated in Figure 2c,
“Organizational  Dynamics”.

Figure 2c

ORGANIZATIONAL  DYNAMICS

STRUCTURE

L.J. D'hondk Assochns Lrd.
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The structure of an organization includes its organizational format,
lines of authority and responsibility, and generally established
procedures by which it operates. These in turn are determined by an
organization’s goals and objectives. “Process” includes the flow of
communications and information, functions, activities, and other
forms of interaction which occur within the organization’s structure
directed at accomplishing the aims and objectives of the
organization.

People are the element that makes it all work. It is their
experience, qualifications, interest, and commitment to socio-
economic issues and community well-being which in the final analysis
determine not only the quality of the SIA, but also the eventual
manner in which community impacts are managed and the net benefits
or dis-benefits which accrue to affected individuals, groups, and
communities.

Organizational culture is the overall “ambience”, the intangible
“spirit” of an organization; the “tone” that is set by the leaders
of the organization; the organization’s philosophy and ethics as
expressed in statements of policy and objectives and as practiced.
Is the organization rigid or flexible; is it oriented to short-term
“bottom-line” objectives or long-range goals; does it have a sensi-
tivity to social issues and a custodial attitude in its usage of the
environment and natural resources? These are elements of organiza-
tional culture. Within governments and large corporations, these
cultural elements can and do vary significantly from agency to
agency and department to department.

This then is the conceptual framework within which the following
assessment of institutional arrangements for SIA is examined (Figure
2d).

Emphasis in the report is given to the “Government Module” of the
conceptual framework. However, “institutional arrangements” in the
context of this report and as interpreted by the consultant includes
the full set of parameters and dynamics outlined above.

The SIA’s conducted within the institutional arrangements assessed
in this report are compone!ts  of a more encompassing environmental
impact assessment (EIA). Therefore, it is frequently necessary to
examine this broader process in order to understand the
institutional arrangements of the SIA.

L.J. D’honE & Assocks  LTd.



Figure 2d

CONCEPTUAL FRMEWORH FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF

INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGBMWI'S

C O N T E X T

S I T U A T I O N A L - S O C I E T A L - P O L I T I C A L

GOVERNMEN iT

P - PEOPLE
s - STRUCTURE
c - CULTURE
P - PROCESS

PROPONENT

P U B L I C  I N T E R E S T  G R O U P S
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A. LBGISLATION

Table B, Relevant Legislation, highlights the key points regarding
the legislation for social impact aseeaeaent  in British Columbia,
Alberta, and Ontario respectively.

British Columbia

The main
ColuPbia

statutes
are:

for environmental and social impact in British

Environmental Management Act (1981)
Environmental Land Use Act (1979)
Utilities Commiesion  Act (1980)

The Environmental Management Act ia the only act that provides
direct statutory reference to environmental impact assessment for
activities  which may have adverse environmental impacts. This Act
does not include any reference to social impacts and does not
include social within ita definition of environment.

The Environmental Land Use Act, as well, does not include any
reference to social impacts and regulationa have not yet appeared
under the Act. However, “Sector Guidelines” Betting forth
procedures for linear, coal, metal mine, and major site specific
developseats do call for social and economic impact assessments of
proposed projects.

The Utilities Commission Act provides for the review and
certification of project8 which generate, use, store, transmit,
transport or transship large quantities of energy, and the review
and certification for the removal of energy resources from British
Columbia.

While an “application” for an Energy Project Certificate requires
certain infomation, it is not a direct etatutory requirement for an

L.J. D'hoRc&  Assockcs Lrd.
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BIA. B.C. Regulation 388/80  pursuant to the Act states that an
application shall include:

the identification and preliminary asses-t of any
impacts by the project on the physical, biological,
and social environments, and proposals for mitigating
negative bets and obtaining the paxkum benefits
from positive impacts.

There r-ins, however, soDe  concern that social irpact assessment
is not adequately embedded in the Act.

The application also requires information regarding the “description
of the applicant’s public information  and consultation prom”.
Most proponents interpret this stateaent to be a requirerent for
public consultation. Rowever,  the extent of public consultation,
the mechanisms used, and what is done with the input appears to be
left to the discretion of the proponent.

A positive feature of the guidelines is the statement that the
report should “outline the plans and procedures for field inspection
and monitoring programs for ensuring compliance and management of
impacts”.

Alberta

The Alberta BIA process is established through the Land Surface
Consentation  and Reclamation Act (1973). The Act makea  no provision
for social impact assessment or public consultation. While the gIA
Guidelines are clear in their expectation for both, some concern
remains that requirePent  for social impact assessment, when an BIA
is called for by the Minister, are not legally enforceable.

A recent article* by enviromntal  lawyer Phil Elder states that
while the Minister has prepared guidelines which require the HA to
“address both the biophysical and social consequences of proceeding
with the development, a close examination of the applicable

t-

* Elder, Phil, “Are Alberta Environment’s Socio-Economic Impact
Assessment  Requirements Ultra Vires?“,  Environmental Law Centre
Newsletter, Vol. 3, No. 4, Edmonton, 1985.

L.J. D’honc & hsocims  Lrd.
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legislation reveals that the power to require social impact
assessment (SIA) is not included. Although highly praiseworthy
from the point of public policy, the requirements seem to be ultra
v i res . . . I have therefore concluded that, prima facie, socio-economic
assessment is not among the ‘environmental impacts’ the Minister can
require to be done.”

It is the responsibility of the proponent to seek clarification from
the Minister of the Environment to determine if an EIA is required.
Projects may also be referred to the Minister from the public,
elected representatives in other provincial agencies for a decision
regarding the need for an EIA. Projects are screened by a committee
of Alberta Environment Directors which advices  the Minister, through
the Department’s senior management that an EIA should be requested.

Ontario

The Ontario Environmental Assessment Act (1975) is, as implied by
the name, legislation designed to deal specifically with
environmental assessments. Definition of the environment is broad
and all-encompassing, including “social, economic and cultural
conditions that influence the life of man or a community”. As well,
the definition includes the inter-relationships between natural,
physical and social environments.

The Act is also broadly defined in its coverage which includes all
“undertakings” of provincial ministries, agencies, or public bodies
and all municipalities unless exempted by the Minister. Private
sector projects, however, must be specifically designated.

The provisions of the Act suggest, in effect, a planning process.
It requires an environmental assessment to consist of:

“a description of and a statement of the rationale for,

- the undertaking
- the alternative methods of carrying out the undertaking
- the alternatives to the undertaking.”

FOF each of these in turn, the assessment must describe the affected
environment, effects on the environment, actions necessary for
mitigation, and an evaluation of the advantages and disadvantages to
the environment.

L.J. D’honc & Assockm LTd.
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RELEVANT LES ICLATION

British Columbia Alberte Ontwio___------___________-_------_-_____________________-___---------------- ___----__ _-_--____^____--_-_________

Bnvironmental  Land Use Act (1979)

Utilities Commission Act (1980)

Land Surface Conservtrtion and
Reclamation Act ( 1973)

Environmental Assessment Act (1Y75)

Environment Munagemcnt  Act (1981)

_  -_-_A _ - _._... _-_ ___-_-- _ ___. . . - -__ _ _._ _- - ___.___ - ______ _________________________- ____._______--_______--~~-----  --

Envrronment Menngement  Act requires
(by direct statutory reference) an
EIA for act lvities  which may have
adverse environmental impacts.

Environmental Land Use Act estab-
llrhed a Committee of Cabinet (ELK)
No regulations under the Act,  but
“Sector Curdel ines” developed for
linear, cool, metal mine, and
major site-specific developments.
Guidelines set forth procedures for
developers to coordinate planning
with environmental, social, and
economic impacts of a proposed
proJect.

Utilities Commission Act estab-
lashed  a comprehensive review
process for certification of major
energy projects. Application
requirements are governed by
regulation and include identifi-
cation and preliminary assessment
of environmental impacts; propofrals
for reducing negative impacts and
maximizing  benefits of positive
impacts.

Social Ampacts  incorporated

Public  consultation encouraged in
guldellncs. Not part of legislation

YroJect justification required.

Mitigation/Compensatron  required.

Monitoring required.

Requires an Environmental Assessment
when, in opinion of the Minister, eny
“operat Aon” or “activity” is 1 ikely
to result in a surface disturbunce
and when Minister considers it in the
public interest to do so.

Act refers to conservation of ntrturnl
resources and control of potlution;
control of noise; and preservutlon  of
natural resources for aesthetic value.

No reference to  soci al impacts . No
reference to public consultati on.

Guidelines include effects on:
- health and safety;
- social, economic, and cultural

conditions in the community.

Guidelines put emphasis on:
- scoping
- a community based impact

asscssmen t
- importance of interaction

between proponent, community
and government agencies

- monitoring.

L.J. D'horw & AssochEs hd.

Implementation 1s by regulation.

Requires an EIA for all “under-
CLJtings” of  provincicrl  m i n i s t r i e s ,
agenc ie s ,  pub l i c  bod ie s ,  and  a l l
municipalities unless exempted by
Minister.

For private sector, only projects
designated  by regulation subject to
Act.

“Undertaking” includes enterprises,
activities, proposals, plans,
and programs.

Social Impacts incorporated.

Assessment and Government Revken  are

a matter of public “record” and
available for inspection by any
person following public notice of
their availability.

Persons are able to make written
submissions to Minister re. under-
taking and by written notice to the
Minister “require a hearing by the
Board”.

Public  consult atIon not required but
encouraged in guide1  Lnes.

Assessments include:
- rationtile  f o r  undertaklng

- a l t e r n a t i v e  m e t h o d s  o f  carrying

o u t  undertaking

- alternatives t o  u n d e r t a k i n g

Monitoring

encouragtfd
not rcqulred,  but

In guide1 lnes.

“class” EA f o r  proJects  ulth coIplIlor1
characterlstlcs,  r e l a t i v e l y  s m a l l  t.
s c a l e , recur frequently snd have TV
generally predictable range of
‘fects.
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The Act contains several interesting and unique features including:

- the requirement to describe alternatives to the undertaking
- provision for a “Class” EA
- keeping of a “public record’ available to any person
.- ability of any person to make written submissions to the
Minister with respect to the undertaking, the environmental
assessment and the review thereof
- ability of any person to requite a heating by the Board by
written notice to the Minister (“unless in his absolute
discretion he considers that the requirement is frivolous or
vexatious or that a heating is unnecessary or may cause undue
delay”).

The Ontario legislation is felt to be generously written and well
conceived in defining ‘social” as a part of the environment.
However, the term “social” lacks definition in the Act as in the
existing guidelines.* The broadness of the Act in terms of both its
conce_pt  of the environment, as well as “undertaking’, is seen by
some as an advantage and by others a disadvantage. The broadness,
on the one hand, gives wide scope to an environmental assessment
(which can add to cost and time), but on the other hand, results in
uncertainty and vagueness as to what a social assessment should
consider.

While further definition may not be warranted in the legislation, a
commonly held view is that supplementation is required in the
guidelines.

The Act generally is considered to be excellent legislation,
particularly considering that it was written in 1975 (the first
province to pass an E.A. Act). For some, in fact, it may be overly
ambitious in what it sets out to do. There are, hwever,  three
areas of refinement that were put forward:

* Guidelines are currently under revision.

L.J. D’AMonE&Ass”r,iATEsLrd.
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- public consultation ehould be a requirement embedded in the
legislation. .

- financial assistance should be available for commun ities and
groups to enable them to be involved.

- provisions for monitoring should be included in the Act.

Public consultation and monitoring both folnn part of the current
guidelines. Public consultation is “strongly advised” in the
current guidelines and monitoring is indicated as a ehared
responsibility between the proponent and government. It was
suggested that these arem be strengthened by being embedded in
legislation.

The Importance of Legislation

Having social assessment properly embedded in legislation provides
sever&  advantages.

It demonstrateR  the long-term comitment  of a government to the
concept and proper conduct of social aaseaements  where required.

Legislation gives social assessment legitimacy. It create8 an
expectation that proper studies are to be conducted.

Legislation results in appropriate organizations  being set up
and staffed, both in government and the private sector, to
respond to legislative requirements.

Staff involved in carrying out social assesement  requirements
are able to justify their activities and be supported by senior
management.

Proponents who otherwise would not have given adequate
attention to social assessment  are required to do ao by law.

e-

L.J. D’AMonr&  Assockrs hd.
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B. RBsmNSIBLB AGRRCIBS

The responsible agencies for administering the

TableC

RESF'ONSIBLE

BRITXSECOLWBIA

ment rent

Bnvironmental
EGironment

Energy
Comsaitte

Commiseion

Columbia

Ministry for the Bnergy Review Process

Bnvironmeat. Both Ministera  sigh an Energy Project Certificate
before any  energy project can be constructed. Depending on

male and complexity of the project,the two Ministers may refer

I... J. D’honc  & Associms  LTd.
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.a proJect  assessment to the British Columbia Utilities Commission
according to terms of reference specified by the Ministers. The
commission can conduct public hearings into either or both:

- the need for the project
- environmental and social implications of project development.

Alternatively, the Ministers can forego any formal public review and
issue an Energy Project Certificate with terms and conditions
developed during the project assessment process.

An Energy Project Coordinating Committee has been established to
coordinate the agencies involved in the energy project review
process, and to advise the Ministers at various stages of the
procedures (See Figure 3). The Committee consists of three members:

A Director of the Project Analysis Branch, Ministry of Energy,
Mines and Petroleum Resources

- Director of the Assessment Branch, Ministry of Environment

- Representative of B.C. Utilities Commission

Three Working Committees assist the EPCC,  as illustrated in Figure 3,
including a Socio-Economic Committee.

Alberta

In Alberta, the Land Surface Conservation and Reclamation Act is
administered by the Ministry of the Environment. The Minister has
the discretion to require an EIA if, in his opinion, it is in the
public interest to do so. EIA’s are required on most major resource
development projects. At present, the following types of
development may be subject to an HA: oilsanda recovery projects,
coal mines, thermal or hydro power generation projects, refineries,
petro-chemical plants, sour gas plants, transmission lines,
pipelines, recreation complexes, and water resource developments.
The decision to require an EIA is made on a case by case basis to
ensure flexibility and consultation with the proponent to determine
if an EIA is required in the public interest. The Guidelines are
worded so as to ensure the proponent is aware of the possibility of
the need for an EIA and to encourage the proponent to seek
clarification and thereby encourage early consultation.

L.J. D’AMORE  & Assocks  Lrd.
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The EIA process is administered by the Environmental Assessment
Division of the Ministry. The Division coordinates the inter-
departmental EIA review process and, through its regionally-based
staff, ensures contact between communities and project proponents in
the BIA preparation. Included in the Division is a Community
Affairs Branch designed to be a communications link between
government, industry, and the public in matters concerning the
environment.

The Energy Resources Conservation Board (BRCB) is charged with
energy resource management functions (including preservation and
effective use) and complements Alberta Environment with regards to
environmental management functions related to oil, gas, oilsands,
pipelines, electric energy, and coal.

EIA’s  on energy projects requiring ERCB approval are filed with both
Alberta Environment and the ERCB as part of a proponent’s appli-
cation. Where hearings are required on energy projects, they are
conducted by the ERCB. The decision to accept an application for an
energy project rests with the ERCB, which in its decision weighs
considerations brought forward by the EIA, including social
considerations.

While, the Board has no jurisdiction over social matters and
therefore cannot make approval of an application subject to any
social conditions, the Board can and does bring matters to the
attention of responsible ministers.

Environmental lawyer Phil Elder, has stated, “It is not clear
whether the ERCB has jurisdiction to recommend to the Lieutenant
Governor any social measures it considers necessary but cannot
itself impose.“*

Aside from this legal opinion, Alberta policy is that the proponent
is responsible for identifying social impacts, and it is the role of
government social agencies to use the information provided in the
EIA to respond to the situations created by the project.

l * “,The  ERCB’s  Social Impact Assessment Mandate”, Phil Elder,
Environmental Law Centre Newsletter, Vol. 3, No. 3, Edmonton, 1985.

L.J. D’AMORE & Assocks hd.
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Ontario

As in Alberta, the responsible agency for administering legislation
in Ontario is the Ministry of Environment. The Environmental
Assessment Branch coordinates the EA review by the Ministry of the
Environment and other interested provincial ministries or agencies.

The Minister of the Environment can decide to accept the
environmental assessment (or to accept with amendments) and, if
there is no requirement for a hearing, to approve the undertaking.

Alternatively, after accepting the EA, the Minister may refer it to
the Environmental Assessment Board for a hearing and decision
regarding approval of the undertaking. This may be of the
Minister’s own volition or in response to submissions from the
proponent or the public requiring a hearing.

A third alternative is for the Minister to refer the environmental
assessment to the Board for a hearing to decide both:

- the acceptability of the environmental assessment, and

- approval of the undertaking.

Again, this may be of the Minister’s own volition or in response to
a notice requiring a hearing.

The Environmental Assessment Board is a permanent body consisting of
a minimum of five members chosen by Cabinet from outside the public
service. The Chairman designates members from the Board to hold
hearings as required.

Observations

Each province has sought to achieve a one window approach to the
environmental assessment process and generally has been successful,
This has proven to be helpful to proponents in their efforts to
satisfy requirements for an EA.

L.J. D’honr&  Assocks LTd. ~
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in interesting feature in British Columbia is the establishment of a
Socio-Economic Coordinating Committee (WCC). The purpose of the
committee is to facilitate, coordinate, direct, and manage the
socio-economic assessment of major projects and to help ensure
efficient and equitable management of their impacts.

The SECC solicits, collects, summarizes, and, where possible,
integrates the reviews of provincial agencies concerning
socio-economic assessments of designated projects. The SECC
monitors (in consultation with participating agencies) the
effectiveness of existing assessment processes with regards to
socio-economic issues and the quality and consistency of the
information employed in decision-making. The monitoring may lead to
recommendations for improving the review of socio-economic
assessments.

Members of the SECC constitute the social-economic working committee
of the Energy Project Coordinating Committee (see Figure 3).
Similarly, they are involved in the environmental assessment review
process for other types of projects in the province.

Socio-economic assessment seems to lack this focus, overview, and
integration in the Alberta and Ontario review process. In these
provinces, one review coordinator is designated from the staff of
the Environmental Assessment Division (Branch) who coordinates the
information flow of the entire review for a given project
(undertaking). Coordinators, while having an appreciation of social
and economic issues, generally are not specialists in these areas.

An interesting feature of the Alberta Environmental Assessment
Division is the establishment of a Community Affairs Branch. The
Branch resources are used to support Alberta Environment’s policies
for community-based assessments and the promotion of communications
between proponent-community and government agencies.

In both Alberta and Ontario, concern was expressed that the
Environment Ministry was a developer as well as a regulator. In
Alberta, the Environment Ministry is responsible for water resource

.
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managePent  and in this role has been the developer of dams and
irrigation projects. In Ontario, the Environment Ministry has been
the developer of sewage projects.

Concern was expressed in Alberta that there are no provisions for
formal hearings by a separate agency when Alberta Environment is the
developer. Therefore, the public does not have the necessary
mechanism (as it does with energy projects through the ERCB) to call
for a hearing and to cross-examine with regards to need, social/
environmental issuea, or mitigation.

One view expressed is that developrnent  divisions of an Environmental
Ministry should be relocated to other ministries.

The role of the Assessment Branch in each province has been evolving
over the pest ten years and in soae instances has had redefinition.
The original role seems to have been as environmental advocates,
protecting the enviromnt. It was recognized,  as in Ontario for
example, that the Branch, with limited staff, could not become
experts in all aspects of the environment. These experts, however,
did exist in the various agencies of government. Therefore, they
begansto  m-define their role in terms of administering a process.

In British Columbia, the role of the Assessment Branch has been
influenced by the societal context and government policy: “Given the
Government’s general policy to stimulate economic development,
streamlining procedures have been introduced into the project review
processes to gain approval-in-principle as early as possible.“*
Some persons fear this “fast-tracking” will affect the quality of
social assessments.

In Alberta, some observers suggest that the role of Alberta
Environment has shifted with Ministers from:

Protection of the Environrent  to
Balancing Economic  Development and Environmental Protection

The vi- expressed by Alberta Environment is that their role has not
shifted, that its role has always been environmental protection. In
carrying out this responsibility, ‘*the Department seeks to balance
economic development and environmental protection. The Department
has demonstrated that it is possible to have environmentally
acceptable economic development.”

* Status Report - Environment Planning and Project Assessment
Procedures In British Columbia, Miniatry of Environment, August 1985.

L.J. D’AMoRE&A Qciar~s hd.
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These shifts in roles, where they have occurred, have tended to
create some confusion in the perceived image of Environmental
Ministries, their Assessment Branches (Division), and how people and
communities should relate to them in a review process.

L. 1. D’AmoRc  & Assocks  hd.
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c. ADMINISTRATION OF TRB ACT

Role of Administering Agencies

Table D outlines the respective roles of reviewing agencies in each
province. In all instances, responsibility for an Environmental
Assessment rests with the proponent. The proponent nonetheless
recognizes  that the EA must be acceptable to the administering
agency and the various review agencies. To ensure this is
accomplished in an efficient manner, each province has a “scoping”
stage prior to the conduct of an environmental assessment.

In British Columbia, the three working committees of the BPCC,
including the social/econoric  committee, meet with the proponent to
discuss terms of reference (TOR). In Alberta, joint moping is done
with the proponents, and the proponent ie strongly urged to initiate
community and public consultation at thia stage to identify key
issues from a community and public perspective.

Ontario has a foraal pre-subaission  consultation phase required by
the proponent. Public consultation is strongly encouraged in this ’
phase. The review coordinator will identify for the proponent
agencies, organizations, and individuals who should be contacted in
this phase.

While the EPCC in British Columbia and the Environmental Assessment
Division in Alberta coordinate the input of review agencies in this
stage, proponents in Ontario are encouraged to make direct contact
with government review agencies.

Once the Environmental Assessment is completed by the proponent, the
administering agency of each province coordinates the inter-
departmental government review and develops a gove mment response.
Comments on deficiencies noted from social agencies in British
Columbia are examined by the Social/ Economic Working Committee
where they are mmmarized and, where possible, integrated before
being sent to the proponent. In Alberta and Ontario, this is
accoaplished by the review coordinator.

L.J. D’honE & Assochms hd.



.

. 33

Table D

RESPECTIVE ROLES OF RBVIBWING AGBNCIES IN EACH PROVINCE.

ALBERTA______-__-_-----------------__---- ONTAf?IO_-------_.--- .____  __.____  .____  ---_____.

Energy Project Coordinating Commit-
tee (WCC)

Coordinate informet ion flow for
review process *

Diecussions with proponent/
consultant re:

Tetas of Reference
information requirewnts
monitoring requirement8

Review application and identify
deficiencies

Recommend disposition to Minister
of Energy, Mines and Petroleum
Resources and Minister of Envi-
ronmen t

- Exemption
- Public Hearing through

Ut i l i t i e s  Cmisslon  and
Decision by Cabinet

If exempt,  EPIC  coordinates
drafting of necessary terms and
conditions in Ex+ption order

If hearing, WCC coordinates draft
of terns of reference

Involved in monitoring as appro-
priate

Environmental Assessment Division

--_ __-_-___--.._-_--_-----_--_-_.  .-

Alberta Environment Committee of
Directors screens project and
edvises Minister if BIA should be
requested

Joint scoping of project with
proponent

Facilitates contact between
affected community and proponent

Coordinate inter-departmental
review

Forward deficiencies and receive
supplementary report

ERCB  conducts hearing of applica-
tion and BIA with supplemental
informat  ion

BRCB  prepares dec ision report and
recommendations to Cabinet

Board’s decision accompanied by
approval from the Minister of
Environment

Environmental Assessment Branch

-- - - -.--------_____--__-_ _ _-. __ .- -- -

Identify for proponent, agencies,
organizations, and individuals for
pre-submission consultation

Assist proponents and participants
in interpretation of the Act and
its requirements

Act as facilitator in pre-submlsslor
stage at request of participants

Coordinate government review of EA

Forward deficiencies and receive
supplementary report

Release EA and review to public

Review and recommendations re.
acceptance of EA and approval of
undertaking (U Minister

Hearing if rt.rluired  by Environ
mental Asseosuent  Board re.

- Acceptance of EA and/or
- Approval of Undertaking

L.J. D’honE & Assocks  LTd.
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SupplerPentary  iafonration received from proponents is subsequently
reviewed for completeness and acceptance.

Subsequent to the review, the WCC in British Columbia ret-nds
the disposition of the application to the Minister of Energy, Mines
and Petroleum Resources and the Minister of the Environment. The
recommendation is either for exemption from the Act or for a public
hearing through the Utilities Commission and decision by Cabinet.
If the Ministers choose to exempt an application from the Act, the
EPCC coordinates the terms and conditions to be contained in the
Exemption Order in consultation with agencies. If an application is
referred to the Conission  for a public hearing, the WCC
coordinates the drafting of terms of reference for the hearing for
review and decision by the Ministers.

On completion of the review in Alberta, the proponent’s application,
EA, and supplemental information are subject to a public hearing
conducted by the BRCB. Following the hearing, the BRCB prepares a
decision report and recommendations to Cabinet. The Board’s
decision report is accompanied by an approval from the Minister of
the Environment which indicates that the project is generally
acceptable regarding matters of the environment.

Following the EA review in Ontario, the Environmental Assessment
Branch releases the BA and its review to the public. If there are
no submissions requiring a hearing, the Environmental Assessment
Branch makes its recommendations to the Minister regarding
acceptance of the BA and with regard to approval of the undertaking.

Alternatively, the Minister may call for a hearing of his own
volition or in response to submissions for a hearing. The hearing
is conducted by the Environmental Assessment Boardand may be for
acceptance of the EA and/or approval of the undertaking.

L.J. D’honc & Assocks Lrd.
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Appendix A contains flow charts of the sequence of main activities
involved in administering legislation in each of the three provincea.

The previous section made mention of the Community Affairs Branch a8
an interesting component of the Bnvironmental  Assessment  Division in
Alberta. It8 role is to:

- provide public with information and advice on environmental
isaue8 and regulations;

- provide awareness of a project to those who may be affected;

- work with the public to identify and analyze potential social
and environmental irpacta of project;

- assist citizen8 in becoming involved;

- provide
materials.

individual8 with acce88 to re8ource people and

Compliance with Guidelines

A fundamental difference exists in the reaponeibility  for the
mitigation and management of environmental impact8 a8 opposed to the
mitigation and management of social impacts. The former are the
responsibility of the proponent, whereas social impact8 are the
rerrponeibility  of the government.

Problem8 potentially begin with the environmental assessment. In
British Columbia and Alberta, there doe8 not appear to be a
statutory basis to require information on eocio-economic area8 a8 a
legal obligation. In Ontario, both the legislation and the
guideline8 are sufficiently broad that what is legally required in
the aocio-econmic  area is subject to debate.

L.J. D’hoRE & AssochrEs  LTd.
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Therefore, compliance to guidelines with regards to SIA depends to a
large extent on the will of the proponent. This can range from an
extreme negative responae of “It’s none of your business” regarding
certain government requests for information to going beyond
government guidelines, BB is the case of the Ontario Waste
Management Corporation.

Proponents generally respond to statutory requirements. However,
where there is no statutory base for the information request, and if
the information tends to weaken a proponent’s position or is
difficult/costly to obtain, the proponent is not under any legal
obligation to reply.

W.E. Rees, in a brief to the Beaufort  Sea Environmental Assessment
Panel (1985),  is critical of the very concept of “self-assessment”,
i.e. making the proponent responsible for his own EIA. He states:

The proponent will naturally tend to diminish
potentially negative effects while inflating project
benef i ta. The frequent divergence of data and
judgements  in the proponents EIA from information
presented in their own original consultants’ reports
(well-documented in earlier interventions to the panel)
is a prime example from the Beaufort  Sea BIA.*

The degree of compliance is a function of several factors which
include: corporate philosophy; corporate culture; the attitudes of
senior management, project management, and project engineers; the
knowledge, experience, and maturity of staff responsible for
socio-economic assessment and their ability to influence corporate
culture; and the abilities, commitment and “SIA Belief System” of
the consultant commissioned to do the SIA.

* Government Management Capability: A Brief to the Beaufort  Sea
Environmental Assessment Panel, W.E. Rees, UBC Planning Paper -
Studies In Northern Development #8, Vancouver, December 1985.

L.J. D’honr & Assocks  Lrd.
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For many proponents, the main consideration is: ‘What do we have to
do to get approval for the application?” They are also concerned
with costs and approval time. Anything that makes the approval
process in total less burdensome, less costly, and faster is
generally a positive incentive. (For these reasons, proponents tend
to be moving towards negotiative strategies and environmental
mediation with a view towards avoiding time consuming and costly
hearings.)

Public Consultation

Public consultation is viewed as a natural complement to social
impact assessment , beginning with scoping on through to the review
process and final decision-making. Public consultation is
encouraged and in some instances facilitated by regulating agencies.

Despite encouragement for early public consultation in the scoping
stage, some proponents cling to the view that they have to have
“anstiers” before embarking on public consultation.

In some instances, early public involvement can be problematic.
Expectations can be raised in anticipation of a project and then the
project may not proceed. In one instance, a major energy company
was training natives in the operation of an LNG plant and
subsequently did not proceed with the plant.

As well, with some proponents such as B.C. Hydro and Ontario Hydro
public consultation at a project level is not totally adequate.
People want to talk about broader issues such as conservation,
energy policy, corporate policy, and strategic planning.

Accountability

In most socio-economic assessments, the consultant is accountable to
the proponent and the proponent, in turn, to the regulating agency.
There is no direct line of accountability to the community or
municipality. The general pattern in each province is that
Municipal Affairs is the reviewing agency designated to represent

.
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the interests of the municipality in the government review of an
EIA. This tends, however, to be mainly with regards to the Official
Plans and By-laws of affected municipalities rather than social or
economic issues. The policy appears to be that communities should
speak for themselves on these issues. However, municipalities are
not formally part of the “government review” process, which is a
provincial government review. Their involvement is in the context
of the broader consultation process, and as such they have no formal
voice in the acceptability or non-acceptability of the EA.

Further, most major resource projects are in rural areas and affect
small communities of 200 to 5000 persons. They may have a town
administrator with a few staff at best. They lack the resources and
experience to adequately deal with an EA or socio- economic
assessment.

The Economic Context and its Effects

The severe economic recession over the past few years has also
influenced the manner in which legislation has been administered.
The main priority of governments, both federal and provincial, has
been to stimulate economic development and employment.

In British Columbia, for example, “Given the Government’s general
policy to stimulate economic development, streamlining procedures
have been introduced into the project review process to gain
approval-in-principle as early as possible.“* As a result of
“streamlining”, some information of a socio-economic nature
previously asked for in the EIA is no longer being requested. This
includes, for example, information regarding native employment, the
employment of women, and training programs. Generally speaking,
there appears to be pressure to eliminate any requirements in the
terms of reference which do not have a statutory base.

* Status Report - Environmental Planning and Project Assessment
Procedures in British Columbia, Ministery of Environment, Victoria,
1985.

L.J. D’hon~ & Assockrs Lrd.
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Alberta  in particular has been seriously affected by the boom-bust
cycle of the past several years. As well, in Alberta there is the
continued uncertainty of the international oil markets as evidenced
by the recent fall in crude oil prices. Given this economic
context, both government and proponent are anxious to move quickly
on projects when a “window of opportunity” exists. This affects the
manner in which the Act and the Guidelines are administered in thnt
“Agencies don’t want to be seen as an obstacle to development.” As
a consequence, while socio-economic issues tend to get stated in the
EIA and/or hearings process, there appears to be little effort to
deal with them in terms of recommendations for mitigation in either
the SIA document or the hearings process. The mitigation and
management of social impacts is generally left to government.

A second way in which the economy has affected the EA process is
through budget cutting which has reduced the staff available to
administer the legislation in each province. In British Columbia,
budget cuts have affected the availability of human resources for
the socio-economic coordinating committee. In Alberta, the
Community Affairs Branch does not appear to have sufficient staff to
carry out its mandate. In Ontario, the Environmental Assessment
Branch has been reduced in size.

Similarly, in major resource corporations, staffing of the
socio-economic function and community relations function have been
reduced. Even in corporations which previously strived for
“excellence” in these areas, the pressures for short-term,
“bottom-line” performance have required the reduction of efforts.

Finally, as indicated above, the responsibility for dealing with
social impacts rests with government through its various social
agencies. In some instances, the boom-bust cycle has resulted in
social infrastructure being over-built. Where this is not the case,
the tendency is to wait for social impacts to actually occur (e.g.
the need for a school or for social services) before responding.

The economy has also resulted in some major enterprises having to be
closed. This is particularly devastating in single-resource
communities. No legislation or guidelines exist for this
eventuality. .

L. 1. D’AMORE & Assocks hd.
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The Decision Requiring an EA

In both Alberta and Ontario, there is some concern regarding the
decision process requiring an EA. In Ontario, all government
undertakings require an EA unless exempted by the Minister. The
view was expressed that some major projects that should have had an
EA had been exempted by the Minister. This vieu  also expresses
concern that the rationale and considerations which enter into such
decisions are not made public. Similarly, there is an expression of
concern in Ontario that various projects have been approved under
“Class” EA’s which should have had a full individual environmental
assessment.

The concern in Alberta is that government projects have been
approved without a full-scale and public environmental assessment.
In Alberta, the Minister of the Environment must specifically
designate a project for an EA (the opposite of Ontario). Whereas
for major energy projects of the private sector the public has the
opportunity, through the ERCB, to call for an environmental impact
assessment, there is no such mechanism for government projects.

The Debate Over Broad Guidelines

There was considerable debate in Ontario with regards to the
broadness of both the legislation and the guidelines. On the one
hand, the breadth of the Act and its guidelines provides scope for
consideration of virtually any aspect of the social or economic
dimensions of an environmental assessment. One view is that, in
reality, when an undertaking is being assessed, the specific issues
of that undertaking are assessed within the broad framework of the
guidelines. Each project is unique and hence the guidelines work
well. Furthermore, SIA is a “vague” and “abstract” area which is
difficult to define.

A second view is that the current guidelines do not-provide affected
municipalities and individuals with an understanding of what should
be expected from a socio-economic assessment. This view suggests
that it is necessary to articulate and Legitimize a minimum standard
that should be met in a socio-economic assessment.

L.J. D’honr & Associms LTd.
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The extent to which the socio-economic area is currently addressed
depends to a large extent on the requirements indicated by reviewers
in the socio-economic agencies. In some agencies, there are
reviewers who have taken a strong interest and are pushing for
issues to be addressed; in other areas, reviewers may be less
interested.

The debate suggests a need for comparative studies to determine what
seem to be reasonable guidelines for various classes of projects and
the requirement for monitoring to improve the knowledge base from
which to be able to forecast likely impacts.

Other Observations

Ontario’s Environmental Assessment Act, when originally passed in
1975, was intended to apply to the private sector after a period of
one or two years. However, this is still not the case. Private
sector undertakings must be specifically designated for an EA by the
Minister, whereas all government undertakings require an EA unless
exempted.

The private sector would have difficulty responding to the
“alternatives to” requirements of the legislation in Ontario.

The Minister of the Environment in Ontario is not able to legally
enforce the Act with regards to government undertakings as the Crown
cannot sue the Crown.

In some instances, there is concern that projects conceived and
planned in the mid-19709,  delayed because of the economic situation
of the late 1970s and early 198Os,  are now being carried forward
using outdated documentation and within a different societal context.

L.J. D’AMORE & Assocks  hd.
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D. TRI BA/SIA  RRVIEW PRWBSS

Informat ion Flow

Figure 4 outlines the basic flow of information relating to the
Environmental Assessment process. (The flow charts in Appendix A
are helpful in understanding the context within which the
information flow of the SA/SIA occurs.) The flow is essentially
similar in each province. The information flow related to public
consultation appears as dotted lines as these are at the discretion
of the proponent, although generally encouraged. Contact with
affected municipalities may occur directly by the proponent as part
of the public coneulation stream and/or through the reviewer within
the Department of Municipal Affairs.

Decisions related to the terms of reference are made by the
proponent, who is responsible for the EA. Most often, however,
tew of reference are mutually agreed to by both the government and
proponent at this stage.

The process is intended to be a “one window” process to facilitate
the efforts of the proponent. The proponent or his consultant,
however, may wish to confer directly with a reviewer on specific
topics and/or to obtain relevant information. This is usually
arranged by the review coordinator with the regulatory agency.

The infomation flow varies elightly in British Columbia where there
are three phases to an Energy Project Review Process.

Prospectus - introduces the project and outlines proposed
preliminary studies.

Preliminary Planning Reports - identify major issues, compare
alternative locations, identify proposed studies.

Application - In compliance with information requirements of
the Utilities Commission Act.

c
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FIGURE  4 - E A / S I A I N F O R M A T I O N  F L O W
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Alberta Environment encourages a Community Based Impact
Importance is placed on interaction between proponents,
government agencies and the public.

Assessment.
relevant

"In this approach, the public plays a major role in
identifying issues it wishes the proponent to address
and the subsequent review of the information.

Guidelines have been developed to assist proponents
prepare the requisite information. The use of guidelines
enables development of decisions relevant information
and provides for flexibility in content bearing on the
circumstances of each project and its location. Within
the context of these guidelines community matters are
perceived of as being part of the environment whether
they are biophysical or social in nature".*

With respect to the public this Department facilitates
contact between the affected community and the
proponent. The EIA process also enables the public to
become informed of how the government will regulate the
project and respond to identified impacts.

In addition to its role with the public the EIA serves
as a vehicle for coordinated information exchange
between the proponent and government agencies. Alberta
Environment acts as the coordinator of this exchange by
ensuring agency awareness of the project, by ensuring
agencies identify pertinent information needs and by
ensuring agencies bring specific related matters to the
attention of the proponent to address in the EIA. It is
up to each agency to use the information in the EIA to
determine if any special response is warranted on their
part. This function is especially relevant for social
service delivery agencies which have no regulatory
control over a development but which may have to adjust
its program delivery as a result of development.

Figure 5a illustrates the EIA process in Alberta.

The Environmental Assessment Branch
that its EA process is essentially:

in Ontario emphasizp

A planning process which is designed to ensure that the
broadest possible range of reasonable alternatives are
developed, analyzed and evaluated based on their net
effects on the full scope of the environment, including
the integration of a comprehensive "social" component.

* Letter from F.J. Schulte,  Director Environmental
Assessment Division to L.J. D'Amore,  January 7, 1986.

L. 1. D’honr & Associ  ATrs hd.
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Figure Sa

THE EIA FROCESS - ALBERTA

GOVERNMENT PROPONENT COMMUNITY

PLANNING

1) Proponent contacts Alberta
Environment

2) Decision on EIA requirement

3) Proponent publishes notice of
requirement

4) Proponent and public discuss
approach

5) Outline finalized

PREPARATION

1) Proponent collects data, initiates
research

4) Document preparation

2) Proponent identifies impacts

3) Proponent develops mitigative
measures

5) Proponent publishes notice that
draft EIA is available

6) Public feedback and document
revision

REVIEW

1) Report submitted 3) Substantive review and public
hearings If required

2) Deficiency review by government
agencies 4) Report and recommendations

DECISION

1) Ministerial and Executive Council 3)
Approvals

2) Permits and licences Issued

Monitoring program developed,
Implemented
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quality of their contribution in both the scoping or pre-aubrission
consultation phase and the review phase can determine the quality
and content of the eventual EA. .

In the scoping stage of the EA. the reviewer states the information
requirements of the EA with respect to his/her Ministry’s mandate.
The reviewer may also wish to indicate methods by which the
information requirements can be achieved as well as information
sources. In some instances, the proponent might be appraised of
particular government policies or plans that may be relevant to the
proposed project or undertaking.

The reviewer’s role differs from the above in British Columbia with
respect to terrs of reference. There, the proponent submits his
proposed terms of reference to the Energy Project Coordinating
Committee (WCC) in the “prospectus” phase. Reviewers examine the
TOR for the adequacy and appropriateness of proposed studies and the
methods by which they will be conducted. Reviewers also comment on
the proposed public consultation program. Other aspects of the
reviewer’s role at this stage are similar to those described above.

In the revi- stage, the reviewer assesses the proponent’s EA in
relation to the infonsation requirements indicated in the scoping
phase. Is the information  accurate and complete? Are impacts
related to the Ministry’s mandate adequately identified and
assessed? Is the information  contained consistent with that of the
Ministry’s? Is any further information, documentation or analysis
required before the assessment can be considered complete?
Deficiencies in the E?A are noted and passed on to the proponent
through the regulatory agency.

Finally, reviewers right express their views regarding the need for
the project and approval of the project or undertaking. In Ontario,
reviewers  might also indicate if they are satisfied with the range
of alternatives presented.

Assuming the BA is accepted and the project (undertaking) approved,
the EA now becomes input to a planning process for each social
agency. The reviewer must determine if any of the socio-economic

L. 1. D’AMORE & Assocbns  LTd.
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impacts identified fall within the scope of his/her ministry’s
mandate and are signficant enough to require a response through the
agency’s delivery system.

188UtZS  Related to the l3A/SIA Process

Understanding the EA Process

The actors in the EA process do not always have a full understanding
of the process and/or how their effort relates to the total
process. This concern was particularly expressed in Ontario and
Alberta. Government reviewers, proponents, consultants, and
municipalities lack an understanding of the relevant legislation and
the process by which it is implemented. “The process is complex and
difficult to follow through in terms of the mechanisms and number of
actors.. . everyone has a little piece of the action.” While the need
to educate all parties in the process may be evident, budget
constraints and staff overload have caused this to be a deferred
task.

Informat ion

The information generated by the review process tends to be
fractionated. Agencies consider their specific mandate but
generally lacking is a comprehensive framework within which the
input of social agencies can be integrated. Also lacking is an
organizational mechanism through which this can be achieved. In
British Columbia, the Social/Economic Working Committee appears to
have served thie function.

The various channels of communication can also become complex and
lengthy with the number of actore involved in the process so that
information distortion can easily occur.

(_-
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Reviewers

Reviewers are critical to a successful EA/SIA  process. Their input
to the terms of reference and subseqeuent review of the EA can
significantly affect the issues which are addressed and the quality
of the assessment with regard to those issues. If an agency does
not participate in a review, information related to that agency’s
mandate may not be included in the final EA. Or, if a reviewer does
not get involved in the scoping stage but makes comments in the
review stage, the proponent may have to go back and fill in the gaps.

As indicated above, some reviewers do not understand the process,
and prior to becoming a reviewer, had little exposure to the
concepts, purpose, and methods of socio-economic assessments.
Several would still consider themselves novices with regards to
SIA’s except for their particular professional field.

There appears to be lacking any program to educate reviewers in the
process, or to bring them together at any time during a given EA to
discuss the project, identify requirements, and priorities, compare
views on issues and resolve differences. Some reviewers indicated a
lack of feedback regarding terars  of reference, copies of deficiency
letters, and the influence of their comments on decision-making.
Without feedback or workshops to compare views with other reviewers,
the individual reviewer in several instances has had a sense of
working in isolation. Reviewers feel “alone”; that they “don’t talk
enough to each other”; that they are “unaware of what other
reviewers are saying”. One reviewer indicated he was hesitant to
express certain concerns in his review not knowing if any other
reviewer shared these concerns (These issues did not get expressed
in British Columbia.)

Just.as  review coordinators and other staff of the regulating agency
are faced with a staff overload situation, so too reviewers have
been affected by budget cuts and downsizing of staff. .“We’re five
persons doing today what eleven persons were doing two years ago.”

.
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For most reviewers, the responsibility is an add-on responsibility.
“It’s not what I was hired to do”. As well, reviewing EA’S is
usually a small portion of the reviewers total responsibility.
“It’s 5% of my job”. Consequently, some reviewers are “not able to
devote enough time to a review to cover it in any detail”.

This aituation is compounded by the intermittent involvement of
regional staff in the review process and changes in personnel at
both the head office and regional level.

The net result is that the extent of effort that a reviewer puts
into any given review is a function of:

The commitment of senior management of that agency to the
review process;

The individual interest and commitment of the reviewer.

This in turn effects the range of input by a reviwer. Some
reviewers comment within a narrow context of their Ministry’s
mandate. Others will review the EA with an attempt to “understand
the entire picture but without interfering with the mandate of
othera”. This attitude is a result of both the particular
Ministry’s commitment to the process and the individual’s.

One reviewer looks at the EA from the broader perspective of her
Minister’s role in “corporate decision-making” as a member of
Cabinet and comments accordingly.

Review By Mandate

The general tendency therefore
comments to the mandate of the

is that reviewers restrict their
r Minis tries for two reasons:

They do not have the time to consider other aspects of the
review.

Their comments may have to be defended at a hearing.

L.J. D’AMORE&  Assocks  LTd.
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This tendency often results in a government review which is
fragmented and less than comprehensive with regards to socio-
economic issues. There is no single ministry which is totally
concerned with community impacts in total; several have “a piece of
the action” such as Municipal Affairs, Housing, Social Service,
Health, Education. Some issues, for example community identity,
community cohesion, and community development, do not come under any
ministry’s mandate. Another viewpoint is that government systems
have developed to meet specific needs and that some issues are not
considered appropriate or are not well enough defined to be part of
a ministry’s mandate.

Meeting the Government’s Need For Data

There is some concern, particularly by proponents, that government
agencies have taken advantage of the EA process to meet their own
need for data. In British Columbia, this relates more to fish and
wildlife, but, in Ontario, to archeological research.

The Ministry of Culture has the mandate to manage heritage resources
but lacks the funds to do so. As the Environmental Assessment Act
in Ontario requests the proponent to ‘describe the environment’, the
Minister has made great gains in achieving its mandate by requiring
extensive archeological research of proponents in the geographical
areas of their undertakings.

Public Consultation

Generally, there is a need for more careful definition of public
consultation, its purpose, its scheduling, and synchrony with other
components of the EA process.

There is some concern that “a lot of decisions are made before the
public gets involved”. This view suggests that more public
consultation is required in the scoping stage of an EA. “Local
people often have little input in the identification of issues that
should be addressed.’ In the Ontario process for example,
individuals have access to the public record documenting the
rationale for decisions, but often the public is*not involved until
a ‘preferred alternative’ has been selected.

L.J. D'hondb Assocks  hd.



.

53

In some instances, proponents felt they began public consultation
too soon, before they had answers to a number of,questicns.

Public consultation can be quite burdensome for participants in
terms of time, effort, and, often, expenses. This is particularly
true for large projects which can take up to three years from
initial application through to completion of a hearing. Moreover,
participants are uncertain from the start whether or not their
participation will have any influence in the decisions that are made.

Where synchrony does not exist between public consultation and the
main stream of the EA/SIA process, there is no basis for partici-
pants to believe they are having any influence.

The documents distributed for public review are a critical factor in
sustaining interest and partipication. Often these are lengthy,
complex and difficult to comprehend.

The Ontario Waste Management Corporation has gained credibility in
its public consultation by funding groups to hire experts to review
their reports. They will also be funding interveners at the hearing.

Other Issues

Currently, there is no provision in any of the three EA processes
for dealing with relative irpacts.

Deficiencies in an BA are not always dealt with by the proponent.

The BA review  is a government review. Municipalities are not
formally a part of the review process.

Some consultants are uncomfortable with the “open planning process”
required by the BA in Ontario. As well, some Municipalities
required to use the process in the development of “Waste Management
Master Plans” are having difficulty with the process. The
Assessment Branch attempts to assist them in understanding the
process through presentations at council meetings.

c--
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B. THE  CONDUCT OF SOCIAL IMPACT ASSBSSMBNTS

General

The state of the art of SIA and its practice have been improving
gradually in Canada since its introduction in the early 1970s.
However, there is still substantial room for improvement. Several
of the weaknesses, as they relate to institutional arrangements,
stem from the concern for social issues trailing the general
“environmental wvment” of the late 1960s. As a result, we have
environment ministries which have broad legislated mandates as
custodians of the environment, but custodial responsibility for a
community’s  well-being is fragmented among a variety of agencies and
levels of government with no organizational  mechanism to provide a
holistic framework.

As requirements for SIA’s evolved, a reasonable response was that
they-be incorporated into the environmental assessment and
administered with the same regulatory agency. However,
environmental agencies, as a rule, did not add social scientists to
their organizations  to look after the social component of the
environmental assessment.

Considerable research has been conducted with regards to
environmental issues and methods of mitigation, but research into
the social issues related to major developments has generally been
limited. Most funding is for project-specific SIA’s as procedural
requirements for approval of a project. Monitoring of impacts has
been extremely limited, and consequently, we have done little over
the past twelve years since the initiation of SIA in Canada to
develop a knowledge base from which to improve our ability to
predict impacts-or how to deal with them.

The above factors have resulted in SIA still being considered as
“vague” and social issues as “hard to define and even harder to
support” by key
express concern
the EA process.

actors in the EA process. Practitioners of SIA
that SIA in many instances remains an “add on” to

L.J. D’AMORE & Assock~s  LTd.
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The establishment of a Socio-Economic Coordinating Committee in
British Columbia has been a positive step in overcoming some of the
above central tendencies. In Ontario, legislation which defines
“social” as an integral component of the environment has been
helpful. And in Alberta, the incorporation of a Community Affairs
Branch in the Environmental Assessment Division in constructive.

Lack of Accountability to Local Communities

Perhaps the most serious concern regarding the institutional
arrangements for SIA is the lack of accountability to local
communities-- the people who will be living with the effects of
development, be they positive or negative.

The intended client of an SIA is ultimately those people affected by
a project or undertaking. The central purpose of an SIA is to
identify the potential effects of a project or undertaking on a
community and to assist that community in adjusting to those impacts
with minimal disruption to the quality of life of its members.

In practice, the SIA, as a component of the environmental
asse*sment, is the responsibility of the proponent--“the EA is the
proponent’s document” is a phrase frequently repeated in the course
of this study. The proponent in turn has as a central motivation
the approval of a project or undertaking which itself is dependent
on acceptance of the EA by the regulatory agency. Therefore, the BA
is written primarily to meet the requirements of a government review
process and the specific information needs of those agencies
involved in that process.

Reviewers of the various social agencies involved in the review
process have constraints of time (as discussed in the previous
section) and generally confine their comments to the mandates of
their ministries. These may or may not include issues which are of
concern to local communities. In some instances, review  agencies
have regional staff whom they can consult; in other instances, they
do not, so that reviewers do not always have a sense of the local
community context.

L.J. D’AMORE&  Assocks LTd.
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While regulating agencies strongly encourage a proponent to consult
with affected municipal councils and communities, the extent to
which this is actually achieved varies with the proponent and the
initiatives taken by affected municipal councils, community groups,
and individuals.

Municipalities, even when consulted by a proponent, are at a
disadvantage because of their lack of experience in dealing with
environmental assessments. Often they are small rural munici-
palities with minimal full-time staff and lacking in financial
resources to hire their own consultants for a community impact
assessment. Yet, they may be required to make major investments in
infrastructure such as water and sewage, albeit with financial
assistance from the province in most instances.

The community, as a result, is put in a position of being dependent
on the proponent for the quality and comprehensiveness of its
approach to community impacts and on the government for the quality
and comprehensiveness of the review of community impacts, their
implications, and how they will be dealt with. Except for Ontario,
government reviews are not public documents.

Communities are looking for a “clearer sense of the impact the
project will have on us who live in the community, immediately and
in the long term. The frustration we have is that the government
reviewing agencies need to play more of a role in helping us to
understand that impact. We need to move away from the strong
dependency on the proponent for the assessment of community
impacts. ”

Once social issues are defined, there are often lacking mechanisms
to deal with them in a coordinated, comprehensive manner.

A community can, however, significantly influence the quality of
information contained in EIA and its review. The Ontario Waste
Management Corporation has set a precedent in Ontario by funding
community groups to hire their own experts. In Alberta, workshops
are often organized between the proponent and the municipality to
assist in the assessment and understanding of impacts.

L.J. D’AMORE & Assocka LTd.
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Alberta Environment has given strong emphasis in its guidelines to
community-based EIA’s, and proponents have responded accordingly.
The concern in Alberta seems to be more the lack of response to
impacts once they have been identified than the proponent’s
assessment of community impacts.

The Limitations of “Government Review” Based SIA’s

To a large extent, these limitations have been discussed above and
elsewhere in the report. These limitations include:

The inability of government to relate to the community as a
total entity, as a complete social system. Issues fall between
the cracks of jurisdictional mandates; and for some issues no
mandates exist.

The lack of a social scientist in regulatory agencies to ensure
that socio-economic issues are adequately addressed.

The lack of a social policy framework within which to evaluate
the benefits and dis-benefits from a social perspective.

Government reviews, except in Ontario, are not available to the
public. Therefore, interested groups and individuals are not
aware of the extent to which their interests are being
represented, or if they are, indeed, being represented at all,
unless the project comes before a public hearing. Once a
project goes to a public hearing, both the deficiency letter
and the proponent’s response become part of the public record.

Except for British Columbia, reviewers making comments on
behalf of their agencies often appear to be doing so in
isolation.

Once social impacts are identified and assessed, the manner in
which they will be dealt with, who will deal with them, and
when remains unspecified and unclear.

L. J. D’AMORE  & Assockrrs Lrd.
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There is often lacking any organizatiooal mechanism for the
coordinated and timely response to social impacts. Special
mechanisms have been put in place for some major projects such
as Fort McMurray  and Cold Lake. 1

An organizational  mechanism whereby government agencies, the
proponent, and the community can come together to discuss and
resolve social issues is also lacking.

One agency that has been successful in achieving a more holistic
approach with regards to the interests of its constituents is the
Agriculture and Food Ministry of Ontario. The Ministry reviews
projects with regard to rural areas considering the profile of the
farming community; quality of the farm land being affected; the
farming infrastructure; and other relevant factors. The Ministry
regards all farmers as their clients and is committed to protecting
their interests. The Ministry is supported in its efforts through a
well-organized  and active network which includes the Ontario
Federation of Agriculture with its structure of county federations,
the Christian Fanners Federation, and other smaller groups. The
farm groups act as catalysts for the active involvement of farmers.
In one situation, a coalition of fifteen farm groups raised $100,000
to have full attendance and representation at a nine-month hearing
of an Ontario Hydro project.

Scoping and Terms  of Reference

Each province puts emphasis on ‘scoping” in the initial stages of
environmental assessment to develop terms of reference. In Ontario,
this is referred to as the “Pre-Submission  Consultation’ phase. The
intent is to move away from ‘cookbook’ type approaches to SIA which
result in full inventories and descriptions, but little analysis and
assessment, to more of a focus on key issues and “decision relevant”
information.

Proponents have generally responded well to scoping. It is to their
advantage to know all the issues ‘up front’ and generally leads to
more cost-effective SIA’s to the benefit of all parties. In some
instances, proponents xi11 go an additional step and, as part of
their public  consultation process, have concerns and issues ranked
in terms of their significance to the community.
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The government review process, however, may focus on a different set
of social issues reflecting the mandates of the reviewing agencies.
The example was given of a highway corridor assessment where some
“quite serious social impact issues were not mentioned by any of the
reviewers, but the Ministry of Culture insisted on a full
archeological survey not only on the preferred corridor, but also on
all three alternative corridors.”

The proponent in these instances is obliged to respond to the
implicit ranking that comes through the review process, and in some
cases the allocation of funds in researching social impacts bears no
relation to the significance of issues. “Millions of dollars are
spent digging up bones. ”

Generally lacking at the provincial level, as well as at the
regional and local levels, is a social policy framework with
policies and objectives within which to assess the benefits and
dis-benefits of a proposed development. Therefore, there are few
established criteria from a social perspective which can be used to
frame the scoping stage.

While most municipalities have a municipal plan with regards to
physical growth and development, few, if any, have a “social
development” plan.

The Government of Ontario requires all municipalities to have an
“Official Plan”. Following a review of the Municipal Planning Act
some eight to ten years ago, it was decided that the Official Plan
was a physical plan and would not include social policy and
objectives. This dichotomization  has carried over into the BA
process for at least one ministry: the Ministry of Community and
Social Services. Their review of any undertaking focuses
exclusively on the implications for its own facilities and direct
client base (some 400,000 clients throughout the province) rather
than the broader social perspective that might be expected from such
a Ministry.

As previously mentioned, there is no coordinating mechanism (except
for B.C.) to see that the issues identified by government agencies
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are complete and that they mesh with those identified by the
proponent through public consultation. Further, affected communities
in Alberta and British Columbia are not aware of the extent to which
their concerns and interests are being represented by government
agencies except and until the government’s deficiency letter and the
proponent’s response are made known at public hearings.

If the proponent’s public consultation in the scoping phase has been
inadequate, interested parties will not have an opportunity to
present their concerns until and if there is a public hearing. This
is “too little, too late.”

Scoping itself as a concept has certain limitations. It assumes
that all key issues can be identified early in the EA process, and
this is not always the case. Issues may change with time as know-
ledge of a project develops, as may the perceived priorities of
those issues. The Alberta workshop emphasized that scoping should
be an early and continuous process throughout the EA and into
monitoring. Environmental assessments generally are moving towards
continuous consultations throughout the process.

The Lack of Qualitative Issues

Identifying and addressing qualitative issues remains a weakness in
our current practice of SIA. This may be due to several reasons :

Dealing with quantifiable issues is easier.

For some, quantification and the manipulation of numbers in
making projections appears more *‘scientific”.

Lawyers want specific, “defensable”, tangible evidence and
“hard data” for hearings.

“Hard data” is easier for
understand and deal with.

project engineers and managers to

Qualitative issues are difficult to define, more costly to
identify and assess, and lack ready solutions. “If you cannot
do anything about them, why waste time and money researching
them. ” .

L.J. D’Ahtonc  & AsswiAms  LTd.
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We have very limited research into concepts such as the “social
carrying capacity’ of communities. That is, how much growth or
change a community can absorb and et whet rate before it loses its
community identity, its community cohesion. What are the key
variables which determine this social carrying capacity and how do
they inter-relate? What does “quality of life“ mean to local
residents?

What are the major “emotional factors in the introduction of a
major development to a community which creates stress for a
community’s residents. Whet can be done to minimize this stress?
Are there some simple things that can be done such as pacing a
proponent’s consultation program to the rhythms of the community-
conducting meetings in small, informal groups with the intent of
two-way dialogue, rather than large, information-giving (or “project
selling”) public meetings? Will giving the community a voice in
decision-making reduce stress, tension, and anxiety? The answer to
each of these rhetorical questions is probably yes--but no research
exists to substantiate the answer. Without substantiation,
proponents are hesitetnt to innovate.

To the extent that research does exist with regards to qualitative
issues (be it in Canada, the U.S., or overseas), proponents,
reviewers, and practitioners of SIA are generally not aware of it.

Proponents tend to be conservative as those reviewing the SIA
generally will judge the content by the standards set in previously
acceptable SIA’s. To innovate could be risky, and the stakes are
high. Most proponents, therefore, commission SIA’s designed to
identify “standard impacts” related to social infrastructure and
services. As well, these impacts are comfortably the responsibility
of government social agencies. Whose responsibility would it be to
deal with any qualitative issues identified extraneous to any one
government agency’s mandate? This too is risky new ground. Table
Es, in the section on cumulative impacts, provides a profile of
qualitative issues related to boomtowns.

Even more difficult to address are various qualitative issues at a
provincial level or even broader “societal” level. How do we
address issues of safety and security with regards to nuclear waste?

L.J. D'hondk Assocks LTd.
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What is the relevance of a changing societal context to major
project decisions? In the B.C. Hydro “Site C” project, it was
highly relevant. After a very lengthy hearing, the B.C. Utilities
Commission decided against the project. A major factor in the
decision was the Sierra Club’s argument that B.C. Hydro’s forecast
was unrealistic. It had not considered trends towards a conserver
society and the generally improved efficiency in the use of energy
by society.

Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts are a particularly serious issue in Alberta where
heavy concentrations of energy development projects are occurring.
These may include various combinations of major projects and/or
smaller individual projects. Separately, social impacts from any
single project may be limited, but impacts become serious when
several projects are concentrated in the same area. These areas
include Fort McMurray; the Cold Lake-Bonnyville-Crand  Centre Area;
Elk Point-St. Paul; and Lloydminister on the Saskatchewan border.

The environmental impact assessment process does not require
information regarding cumulative effects, nor was it intended for
that purpose. While the ERCB is asking for information related to
cumulative impacts in its hearing, it deals only with energy
projects, and only major energy projects come before the Board. As
well, the BIA process only deals with major projects. One review
agency attempting to assess cumulative effects has counted 20 BIA’s
which it has received for review over a given period, but has
identified some 120 projects in various stages of planning or
implementation.

C. 1. D’honr & Assocks  hd.
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Some proponents are beginning to include cumulative impacts in their
assessments. However, they are considering only those projects
which have already gone before the ERCB, and are focusing their
assessments on the incremental impacts of their projects.

Various social agencies are attenpting  to identify cumulative
impacts, e.g. Social Servics  and Community Health, Housing,
Education, and Manpower; but these efforts are confined to impacts
related to each Ministry’s mandate and there does not appear to be
any coordination of efforts among ministries for a comprehensive
assessment of cumulative social impacts. Municipal Affairs is
probably closest to attempting a comprehensive assessment where
required, but it is not able to deal with the full range of social
issues.

Each review agency has its own separate data base and often its own
model for purposes of projection. There is no central information
base that includes a basic set of data for all projects including
proposed projects, projects at various stages of the EIA process,
and projects at various stages of implementation. Consequently,
ministries are often planning with different sets of planning
assumptions. In Cold Lake, for example, different ministries each
had different population projections from which they were planning.
They eventually came together to discuss their respective
forecasting assumptions.

Companies as well are planning separately. “People who handle
permits in companies don’t think in terms of social impacts or
cumulative impacts. For them, these are buzz words floating
around. They’re on a short fuse to get things turned out and
probably not aware of what other companies in the area are doing.
They look to the ERCB for guidance.” Companies which may be more
aware, and who are looking at cumulative impacts, are reluctant to
take the lead in response to cumulative effects.

L.J. D’hondk  Assocks  LTd.
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Various responses to cumulative impact8 have been evolving. These
include:

In Fort M&may: an "Interface Comuittee" ha8 been set up
which ie being coordinated by the ERCB. The Committee includes
representation from the conmunity, major energy companies in
the area and some provincial agencies. It is proving to be
very successful as a0 on-going process for the identification,
discumsion  and resolution of issues related to the Fort McKay
Band.

The Northern Alberta Development Concil (NADC) provide8 fund8
and expertise to communities with population pressures. There
are fifteen communities in Northern Alberta which have had
population increaaes in excess of 40 percent in the last eight
years, several increasing by a8 much aa 140 percent. The
single most important issue in these rapid growth communities
is the lack of coordination of government services in response
to impacts.

In Blk Point, a cumulative impact study wa8 commissioned to
identify and asses8 cumulative effects. The etudy also gave
recommendations indicating which organizations  should be
responding t0 which i88Ue8. The study ha8 also resulted in
improving comfun icationa among parties.

The government ha8 been working on "Integrated Resource Plane"
for certain key regions of the province. However, these have
been for crown lands only and do not have a social component.
An "Integrated Resource Plan" being prepared for the Cold Lake
area will include tourism, recreation, and parks.

Table B provide8 a profile of cumulative social impacts in boomtown
settinga derived from research in the U.S.

I_. J. D’honc  & Assockcs  hd.
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The Integration of Social, Economic and Biophysical Factors

There is a general awareness of the need to move towards the
integration of social, economic and biophysical factors in the
environmental assessment process. This is being achieved in various
ways.

In Ontario, the defin
includes both “social

i tion of environmen t is a
and economic” cons i derat

1 1-inc
ons.

lusive

In Alberta, the emphasis on a community based approach to EIA
tends to inter-relate social, economic and biophysical factors.

Regulatory agencies generally include persons from different
disciplines, and individuals themselves often may have degrees
and/or experience in two or more disciplines. (The
socio-economic area, however, remains weak in comparison to the
biophysical. )

The environmental assessment groups in proponent organizations
include both environmentalists and persons with socio-economic
related disciplines. The most common form by which integration
of issues occurs in proponent organizations is by the on-going
process of “rubbing shoulders” with one another from the start
of a project.

In some instances, the process is more structured. B.C. Hydro
has what it considers to be a “state of the art model” for the
integration of social, economic, and biophysical factors.
Ontario Hydro has two sets of 34 factors covering a broad
definition of the environment. These have been used in public
consultation to establish the ranking of factors. The Ministry
of Transportation and Communications in Ontario has a “Goal
Achievement Matrix.”

The proponent often relies on integration to be achieved by the
consultant utilizing an inter-disciplinary team comprising the
consultant’s own human resources and those of specialized
sub-consultants as required.

The most advanced work regarding the integration of social-economic
’ and biophysical relationships appears to be evolving in the West.

The intimate linkages of native people with the land has forced the
requirement to examine social issues in juxtaposition with issues of
the environment and natural resources.

L.J. D'honc & Assocbms  LTd.
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As well, public consultation generally forces the integration of
social, economic and biophysical factors as individuals are not
bounded by disciplines in their view of issues. As we are able to
design public consultation processes that are a more integral
component of the EA process, we c8n expect further advancements in
understanding the linkages of issues. In addition, we need to move
from what are currently multi-disciplinary approaches being used by
most consulting teams to more inter-disciplinary approaches. This
applies to the government EA review process as well.

L.J. D’AMORE & Assocks LTd.
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F. IMPACT MOWl’ORING AND MANAm*

British Columbia

British Columbia is the one province, of the three reviewed, which
has designed a system for impact monitoring and management. A
monitoring system is currently being designed in Ontario.

The British Columbia monitoring system allows for the difficulty and
excessive cost of anticipating all socio-economic impacts.

Some impacts can be predicted as certain or probable
consequences of an energy development project, and
mitigative measure8 can be specified. However, 8ome
impacts cannot be predicted and precisely defined in the
planning stages and other impacts cannot be fully
assessed until actual construction or operation begins.
Therefore, some project impacts must be identified and
managed a8 they arise. This means there must be
provision for identifying and responding to impacts
before, during, and after construction. **

Thus, the system provide8 for monitoring of mitigation and
compensation conditions which must be implemented a8 part of an
aproved development plan; a8 well as an impact management process
which ensure8 that impacts are identified as they arise and are
responded to by the proponent and/or responsible agencies. Figure 6
illustrates the “General Framework for Managing Environmental and
Social Impacts”. The system emphasizes  a coordinated and
cooperative approach in responding to impacts through the
utilization, where possible, of existing programs.

$ This topic is the main focus of a parallel study currently
being conducted for FKARO by Krawetz 6 McDonald, Research Management
Consultants.

$* Implementation of Conditions of an Energy Project Certificate
and Energy Operation Certificate--A Technical Discussion Paper,
Ministry of Energy MihFe8,  and Petroleum Resources, 1983.

L.J. D’AMORE  & AS? ‘ks hd.
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Figure 6

GENERAL FRAMGWORK  FOR MANAGING
BNVIROBMMTAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS
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Alberta

While proponents are responsible for conducting SIA’s and
identifying social impacts, the responsibility for responding to
their impacts rests with government agencies. Consequently, SIA’s
generally do not include mitigative measures or suggested mechanisms
to monitor social impacts. Moreover, proponents are not required to
provide for monitoring of social impacts and generally believe this
should be a government function. Monitoring is generally acheived
through existing planning and budgetary procedures of social
agencies and local authorities such as School Boards and Hospital
Boards.

The management of impacts, once they do occur, appears to be mostly
re-active and uncoordinated. The main arguments for being
“re-act ive” are the unreliability of predictions regarding social
impacts; the cost of services and social infrastructure involved and
the risk that the development may not proceed as scheduled or
perhaps not at all. Hence, when a project begins, affected
communities are generally not aware of what services will be
provided, how they will be delivered, or when they will be made
available.

Nonetheless, one of the best models in Canada for imapct monitoring
and management is in place at Keephills in relation to the TransAlta
Utilities generating plant. Keephills provides an excellent example
of shared decision making between the prononent and the community
and a continuous consultative process over the life of a project.
Periodic surveys of community attitudes have also proven to be a
valuable tracking mechanism. Keephills is examined in detail in a
case study conducted as part of the report on monitoring being
prepared by Krawetz & McDonald for FBARC.

Another example where monitoring has been successful is in Cold Lake
through the Cold Lake Citizens Advisory Committee. Local Advisory
Committees have also been established for major water resource
projects and in some instances by the ERCB.

Ontario
i

In Ontario, the reviewing agency which sets conditions to an
undertaking is responsible to see that they are met. However,
social agencies generally do not have the resources to monitor for
compliance. If they do monitor and find conditions are not being

I_. J. D'honE  & Assochs  LTd.
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met, they have no legal means to force compliance as the Crown
cannot sue the Crown.

Ontario Hydro has developed its own approach to monitoring and
mitigation with some success. The extra services required by a
municipality, as a result of Ontario Hydro’s development, are
identified in the socio-economic assessment. The costs incurred for
these services are provided to the municipality as part of the
agreement. Where provincial government services are involved, e.g.
education, Ontario Hydro and the municipality inititiate discussions
with the appropriate ministry. Monitoring is then provided during
construction and one /ear into operation. Monitoring is usually
achieved through a liaison committee which includes representatives
from the community. In one instance, a planning coordinator was
funded for the life of the agreement (1977-1986).

At Bruce, where the problem now is de-population from a peak of
8,000 to 3,500 by 1988, Ontario Hydro in collaboration with the
province and municipality are initiating an industrial development
program to attract industry.

L.J. D’honc & Assocks  hd.
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G. TEE  EiRARrNGs  PROCESS

General

Beginning with the Berger Inquiry into the MacKenzie Valley Pipeline
in the rid-19706,  public hearings have become a routine component of
regulatory procedures pertaining to major developments. For
proponents, hearings represent a major hurdle in the path towards
project approval. For govemment, the hearings are a critical
mechanism in the decision-making process ensuring that the
development is in the best long-term interest of society; that the
project is technically sound and economically viable; that
environmental standards are adhered to; and that the deveopment  is
achieved with minimal disruption to affected coasnunities. For the
public, hearings are a means of learning about the nature of the
proposed undertaking and its possible impacts; and an opportunity to
voice their views and concerns regarding the undertaking and/or its
effects.

The number of proposed developPaents  for which hearings have actually
been called are relatively few. In Alberta, less than 1% of
pipeline applications; less than 10% of sour gas plants; and less
than 10% of oil sands projects have gone to hearings. In total,
there were 79 hearings in 1985. Where hearings have occurred, the
average length of those hearings has been two and one half days.*

Nonetheless, there is concern within both governments and industry
that hearings are becomPing

more common
more complex
more costly, and
more time consuming.

$ Statistics from Energy Resources Conservation Board of Alberta.
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Hearings have been effective as a decision-making process for
government. While most projects are approved, the hearings process
often results in significant adjustments and modifications to
project design and plans as a result of the multiple perspectives
brought forth during the hearings. As well, proponents come forward
with greater preparation and more detailed socio-economic
assessments in anticipation of questioning.

In some instances, as in the “Site C” project of B.C. Hydro,
interveners have presented sufficient arguments in opposition to a
project to convince a panel that the development is not in the best
interest of society at this tme.

However, the tendency, until recently, has been to use the hearings
process as a single formal mechanism to address a wide range of
issues. To this extent, it has been misapplied at substantial cost
in time, money and human energy, sometimes with less than
satisfactory results.

At a-recent international conference on impact assessment, Mr. Vern
Mallard, Chairman of the Alberta Energy Resources Conservation Board,
made the following statement:

From a decision-making point of view the system works.
Once the decision has been made, all of the parties know
where they stand. However, from a social interest point
of view, I suggest that the answer is not nearly as
favourable. In many cases the public hearing becomes
very adversarial and at its termination the disputes
between the parties are more pronounced than at the
commencement of the process. Frequently the specific
concerns of the interveners have not been considered or
resolved at the hearing because they relate to matters
that are beyond the scope of the hearing.*

* “Resource Development, Impact Assessments and the Public”,
Speech to the Special North American Conference of the International
Association for Impact Assessment, Calgary, Alberta, September 1985.

.
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B i l l Rees  confirms this viewpoint with regards to conunities:

Most often, of course, because of over-riding provincial/
state or national interests and authority, the impacted
community recognizes  that the proposed development is
likely to be approved in spite of local protests. Local
interests are therefore reduced to using the hearing
process as a means of obtaining limited concessions and
compromise. Community interventions at impact hearings
therefore often express the following implicit or
explicit objectives:

- identification of intangible values (e.g. quality
of life considerations) likely to be negatively
affected by the proposed project;
- identification of resources or development
options likely to be compromised by the proposed
development;
- negotiation of changes in project design,
location, or timing to reduce anticipated impacts;
- specification of areas where mitigation or
compensation might be necessary to the community or
any of its members;
- specification of key issues and indicators for
inclusion in
program. *

costs

Much of the concern of
the &at of hearings.

governments and proponents is with regards to
Once it is known that a proposed development_.

will go to a hearing, a “multiplier effect” is introduced to the
up-front costs of a development.

any post-implementation monitoring

* “The Potential Role of Public Hearings In Impact Assessment*‘,
William E. Rees, Environmental Impact Assessment Review (In Press).

L. J. D’AMORE:  & Assocbws  Lrd.



_.

75

Government review agencies want to be sure that their suggested
terms of reference are all-inclusive.

The proponent, not knowing what will be asked at the hearing,
attempts to prepare for all possible questions. The
requirement for accuracy and the formal nature of hearings
results in costly and extensive documentation.

Consultants who may be called a~ expert witnesses expand the
breadth and depth of their studies.

iawr ers force the above attention to detail through their
rigorous line of detailed questioning.

The formal, legal nature of the hearing process frequently
results in lengthy and costly proceedings.

Recent trends towards intervener funding add further to costs.

In some instances, interveners use delaying tactics to stall a
hearing, adding further to project costs. For opponents of a
project, victory may be achieved by delay.

One point of view is that the cost of hearings is a small price to
pay to ensure that the appropriate decisions are being made with
respect to a major development. On the other hand, increased
up-front costs can be particularly burdensome for smaller projects
and conceivably influence their economic viability.

The length and cost of hearings has had an overall positive outcome
in that proponents have become motivated to seek more cost-effective
methods for both identifying and resolving issues. More emphasis is
being placed on collaborative and negotiative processes with
affected individuals, groups, and communities prior to the
hearings. Regulatory agencies as well are encouraging $ssue
resolution prior to hearings.

Even where issues may not be resolved, hearings are able to qickly
“clear away the clutter” and focus on key problem areas when
preliminary consultative and negotiativ6 efforts have been made.

L. 1. D’honE  & Assocks  LTd.
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Litigative Nature of Hearings Process

Hearings tend to be dominated by lawyers--lawyers representing the
proponent , affected municipalities, intervening government agencies
and other intervening groups. The panel and lawyers usually adhere
to a judicial process related to admission of evidence and line of
questioning. While issues eventually are uncovered, much of the
questioning is tedious and irrelevant. Yet the process is
intimidating, particularly to citizens who are being exposed to it
for the first time.

Reports which have been prepard with the hearing in mind tend to be
a lengthy compendium of detailed documentation, thus adding to the
difficulty in following the process.

The full significance of social issues, which tend to be more
qualitative in nature, is not always revealed through the judicial
process. Panels generally do not include persons with expertise in
the social area, and lawyers are often uncomfortable in dealing with
qualitative social issues which cannot be expressed in quantitative
form. Moreover, there is a general feeling among citizen advocates
that social issues rarely affect the major “go, no go” decision but
rather are relegated to issues for mitigation or compensation.

The Effect of Hearings on the BIA Process

Knowledge that a project will go to a hearing can in itself initiate
a set of dynamics which affect the entire process by which the
enviromental assessment is conducted leading into the hearings and
the hearings process itself. There are at least two scenarios that
emerge which are a function of the “organizational  culture” of the
proponent and the degree of opposition to the project.

In the first scenario, the proponent‘s lawyers take control of the
process. An emphasis is placed on precise, objective information
which is defensible. Hence, subjective, qualitative information
related to social sensitivities is omitted. Project planning
becomes constrained by what can be legally defended at the hearing.

L.J. D’AMORE~LASSOC~ATESLT~.
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Particularly when there is strong opposition to the development, a
confrontational set of relationships begins to form. Informat ion is
protected and parties prepare as adversaries. Interveners who
oppose the project often refuse to collaborate prior to hearings,
preferring to preserve their independence rather than to appear as
being co-opted.

In contrast to this scenario, and particularly where there is no
strong opposition to the project, some proponents are motivated to
increase their public consultation process, share information, and
come to an early identification and resolution of issues with all
affected parties prior to the start of hearings. They recognize
this more open and negotiative process as much more cost-effective
and one which results in higher quality plans and decisions for all
parties.

Intervener Funding

Proponents are increasingly realizing the value of intervener
funding when it is used to engage technical expertise. 1

In London, Ontario, the 3M Company of Canada provided intervener
funding to the community so that it could hire its own technical
expertise to review plans for a waste facility. The main concern
was air emissions. A technical expert was hired who confirmed that
the plans were satisfactory and made further design suggestions
which were agreed to by the proponent. The proponent and community
group reached agreement and made a joint submission to the hearing
board on conditions to be attached to the license.

Intervener funding for technical expertise tends to keep the
hearings focused on the real issues and enhances the potential for
agreement among parties. Differing objective perspectives on an
issue tend to provide balance and improved decision-making.

There remains concern in some instances, however, with the narrow
application of intervener funding and inadequate compensation of
interveners. The result is often the inability to effectively

.
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participate in hearings. Also of concern is intervener funding
awarded after the fact if intervention is found useful by the
hearing board.

When intervener funding is not provided, the hearing tends to become
a fact finding process for the c-unity  and other intervening
interest groups who have had little or no opportunity to become
adequately informed prior to the hearing. As well, interest groups
usually approach the hearings as skeptics  of the proponent’s
experts, which tends to contribute to a confrontational mode. When
intervener groups are able to raise sufficient funds, they usually
hire legal counsel rather than technical experts. Lawyers proceed
with a detailed line of questioning, searching for detailed flaws in
the proponent’s documentation with little knowledge of the technical
aspects of the proponent’s submissions.

A common theme emerging from all three provinces is that intervener
funding for technical experts would save money (when one considers
that the average cost of a hearing has been calculated at $3,000 per
hour); save time; minimize  litigation and confrontation; and result
in better quality decisions for all parties.

There remains some concern that intervener funding might get out of
control and become a “funding sink”. Early in the history of the
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry, Mr. Justice Thomas Berger
established criteria under which “public interest” funding would be
distributed. These criteria were:

1. There should be a clearly ascertainable interest that
should be represented at the inquiry.
2. It should be clear that separate and adequate
representations of that interest will make a necessary and
substantial contribution to the inquiry.
3. Those seeking funds should have an established record of
concern for and should have demonstrated their own commitment
to the interests they seek to represent.
4. It should be shown that those seeking funds do not have
sufficient financial resources to enable them adequately to
represent that interest and will require funds to do so.

t
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5. Those seeking funds should have a clear proposal 88 to the
use they intend to make of the funds and should be sufficiently
well-organized to account for the funds.

These criteria appear to be well accepted by both hearing panels and
interveners. Bxpereince suggests that intervener funding has not
gotten out of control where it has been applied.

L.J. D'Amonr  & AssociAns  hd.
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H. GOvmWRNT-PROP_ ITY RRIATIONS

Overview

Figure 7 provides a simplified conceptual diagram of the “Orbits of
Influetice in Government-Proponent-Community Relationships”. In
reality, relationships and lines of communication  and influence are
complex and multi-directional.

The outer sphere connecting the proponent,* government, municipality
with its orbital coamun ity groups and public interst groups is the
main activity sphere of the environmental assessment process with
its socio-economic component. Government agencies in turn have
their lines of communication and responsibility upwards to their
respective ministers who sit together in Cabinet; proponent staff,
to their senior executives (and Boards of Directors); and municipal
staff, to their municipal councils. Public interest groups as well
have their own networks and “political activists”. The BA process
involves interaction between proponent etaff (or their consultants),
with government staff, and through various involvement processes
interaction with affected municipalities, community groups,
individuals, and various public interest groups who represent
broader societal concerns.

Where a project tends to be large, controversial, and politically
sensitive, the “political process” becoum activated and
conrmunications  within the inner sphere increase. Political
activists representing broader societal concerns may not have direct
access to Cabinet me&em but can exert political pressure through
effective use of the media to generate public support.

* Included with the proponent xould be consultants engaged by the
proponent.

L.J. D'honc & Assocks  hd.
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Figure 7
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The interaction between government and the proponent is formalized
through guidelines and a formal government review process which
establishes the basis for obtaining required licenses and permits.

The interaction between the proponent and the municipality,
community groups, and public interest groups, while encouraged by
regulating agencies, is left to the initiative of the proponent.
The proponent might decide on any of the following options:

- Limit contact to advising the municipality of project plans.
- Conduct a public information program.
- Allow for public and community input within the regulatory
framework of hearings.
- Design and implement a consultation process designed to both
provide project information as well as receive input regarding
concerns and views on project-related issues from affected
individuals, groups, and communities.

While proponents are responsible for identifying social impacts, the
responese to those impacts is generally the responsibility of social
agencies of the government. This response will be discussed in
greater detail.

The Municipality - Junior Partner in the Process

Communities which are the subject of an SIA are most often having to
react, usually defensively, to what are external intitiatives. It
is often dramatic change, totally out of proportion to the scale of
the community (usually rural) and frequently inconsistent with the
values, lcoal living patterns and aspirations of current residents.
They are, at first, proponent-dependent in terms of the extent to
which their concerns and views related to social issues will be
identified. They are subsequently government-dependent on the
nature, extent, and timing of government services and social
infrastructure which is designed to respond to social impacts (at
least those social impacts which fall within the mandates of social
agencies).

L.;!. D'honE & Assocks LTd.
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From a proponent’s perspective, the client for an EIA is the
government, which must accept the EIA and approve the application
for development. Therefore, the proponent consults with government
in formulating terms of reference for the EIA and responds to
“deficiencies” in the BIA following its submission and review b y
government agencies. While the proponent is usually encouraged to
consult with effected communities in the scoping stage, and in the
conduct of the SIA itself, the extent to which this is done, and the
manner and quality in which it is done, is dependent on the
proponent and the proponent’s consultant.

Once the BIA is completed, municipalities have no role in the formal
government review of the BIA. Social agencies participating in the
review comment on the adequacy of the EIA within the context of
their ministry’s mandate. In some instances, one or two social
agencies may not participate in the reivew, in which case that
mandate may not be covered.

In the case of environmental issues, the Ministry of Environment
with its various agencies, has both the expertise and the custodial
responsibility to assume a comprehensive review of environmental
considerations. Socio-economic and community issues, however, fall
within the mandates of several ministries (Health, Education, Social
Services, Justice, Manpower, Municipal Affairs and others) with no
single agency charged with the responsibility of assuring a
comprehensive review.

In Ontario, the government review forms part of a public record and
is available, along with the EA, to the public. In British Columbia
and Alberta, this is not generally the case, and therefore affected
groups s communities and municipalities are not aware of the extent
to which government agencies are representing their interests unless
and until the project goes to a public hearing.

Municipalities (particularly the smaller ones) are also at a
disadvantage in that they usually do not have the human resources or
expertise to ensure community issues have been fully identified and
dealt with. Nor do they have the financial resources to hire
consultants. For some municipalities, it may be their first. l
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experience with an BIA process which is complex and not easily
understood.

Municipal Affairs in each province usually takes a custodial role in
looking after the interests of municipalities. This tends however
to be more  related to ensuring compliance with physical land use
planning requirements and by-laws. Municpal Affairs is hesitant
(and justifiably so) to coaent on social issues on behalf of the
community.

A serious weakness in the BIA process, therefore, is the lack of any
focal rechanislr which ensures that the socio-economic interests of
the municipality are being protected.

Affected c-unities  are not only having to respond to extemally-
introduced initiatives, but usually having to do so according to
either the proponent’s or the government’s tti table. At the front
end, there is little provision for community organization to prepare
itself for participation in the HA process, nor are c-unities
provided with resources to facilitate a well-conceived community
response. Once the process is initiated, a dor project can take
anywhere form 3 to 5 years from initial application until a final
decision is made. During this period, the community lives with
uncertainty as to its future.

The Special Situation of Rural Areas

The concentrated development of energy resources in certain rural
areas of Alberta is causing significant social effects for the rural
populations in these areas. Problems begin with the SIA itself as
there is less available data on which to establish social baseline
conditions. This makes the projection of impacts and the
formulation of recommendations for mitigation more difficult.

The most serious concern appears to be the use of rural roads by
industry. The roads were designed for rural farm communities and
consequently the continuous use of the roads by heavy industry is
resulting in problems of noise, dust and safety. Aa well, road
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deterioration ia resulting in more frequent break-down of farm
equipment. Alberta Transport is currently attempting to determine
upgrading requirements and a formula for cost sharing to improve
road  condi t ions .

Two other serious issues are noise and pollution. People who have
lived in the rural area all their lives, or who might have moved
there for “peace and quiet”, find the noise of drilling rigs, wells,
large industrial vehicles and other industrial equipment very
stressful. The BRCB has established standards for ambient noise,
but these are not found to be adequate by some rural residents.

In some situations, rural people feel they have been treated
unfairly by company landsmen. Yet they do not believe they stand a
chance in court against big companies. The ERCB has no mandate to
deal with land acquisition and so proponents are granted approval of
their applications without having to present or justify policies for
land acquisition or relocation.

Compensation is also an issue with regards to damage to property and
livestock as a result of development. Currently, a person seeking
compensation has the full burden of proof and must go through a
litigative process involving cost and time with no knowledge of the
eventual outcome. A workshop participant indicated that affected
rural people are beginning to petition for a compensation mechanism
that does not involve litigation. This might, for example, be a
“Compensation Board” that can hear cases and make awards up to a
certain amount.

(A “Surface Rights Arbitration Board” does exist in Alberta to deal
with issues pertaining to land access and compensation should the
owner and company fail to come to agreement. The adequacies or
effectiveness of the Board were not addressed in this study)

The Competition for Tax Revenues

The concentrated energy development in certain areas of Alberta have
also resulted in a complex set of issues related to the costs of
municipal services and the allocation of tax revenues. Developments
often occur in one jurisdiction but require service provision from
other adjacent jurisdictions which in turn do not receive tax
revenues from the development. In some cases this issue h%s been
resolved through a formula for revenue sharing, but not all.
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through a formula for revenue sharing and/or atteapts at annexation
by the Municipal District.

More of a problem is when municipalities prepare for development by
increasing services at a substantial cost, and then development is
postponed or delayed because of economic and/or political factors at
a national or international level.

Government Response to Impacts

Just as communities are dependent on the proponent during the
conduct of the HA (see previous discussion - “Municipality-Junior
Partner in the Process”), they become dependent on government during
the construction and operation phases of developmemt  for the
increased level of social services required.

The developer is responsible for environmental management and any
conditions which my have been decided during the regulatory process
related to mitigation of environmental impacts. However, the
government is responsible for responding to social impacts and there
is no comparable cornaitment  on the part of governmen t to the
increased level of services required.

This generally has not been a problem in Ontario, as most
undertakings which have been the subject of an KA review have been
in the urban context of Southern Ontario where social services and
infrastructure are sufficiently established to make necessary
adjustments.

In Alberta and B.C., the policy appears to be one of waiting until
the impacts occur before responding with required services. (There
are exceptions to this observation, most notably Tumbler Ridge which
is an exemplary model of a pro-active response and will be discussed
subsequently).

The policy is primarily the result of budget constraints of both
governments, although it is also rationalized on the basis of the
unpredictability of impacts and the consequent services required to

$. .
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respond to them. Economic uncertainty is a second major factor.
This is particularly the case in Alberta which has been prone to
boom-bust cycles. As well, projects tend to be smaller than the
mega-projects  of the 1970s  and are therefore more easily absorbed.

Some elements of social infrastructure such as schools and hospitals
currently are over-built in a few communities because of the boom-
bust cycle in Alberta. However, front-end financing of social
infrastructure remains a major issue in areas with heavily
concentrated development of energy resources. Moreover, provincial
agencies do not appear to be adequately coordinating either their
planning or implementation responses in some of the communities
where rapid growth as a result of resource development has occurred.

As mentioned previously, some positive examples do exist. These
include:

Northeast Commission Office
Interface Committee
Cold Lake Coordinating Committee
Alberta Environment Oil Sands Environmental Research
Program (AEOSERP)
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Tumbler Ridge: A Pro-Active Response- - - - - - - - - - - __------_------_---  - - - -

Tu&ler  Ridge ia probably Canada’s beat example of a pro-active
response by government to the social and community issues of
resource development. It is a totally new community designed to
accommodate approximately 2,000 persons engaged in the processing of
coal from two coal mines and their families. Eventual population is
expected to be in excess of 5,500.

Tumbler Ridge is located in a remote area of British Columbia, some
860 km north of Vancouver. What is a unique feature of Tumbler
Ridge is the strong emphasis on “socially sensitive” planning which
became integral to the planning process. (See Figure 8. >

Figure 8
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Socially sensitive planning combines the notions of
planning with social impact assessment. On the one
hand, it builds upon social impact assessment with its
emphasis on social objectives and its concern with
making socially sensitive decisions in which potential
repercussions are considered. On the other hand, it
builds upon planning, reflecting a concern with
designing creative solutions to the social problems of
co-unities and increasing the understanding of these
problems so as to develop practical solutions.*

The social purpose or central objective of Tumbler Ridge is “to
create a socially cohesive, financially viable, self-governing
community conducive to attracting and retaining a stable workforce”.
A set of social principles, in turn, have been formulated to guide
development from a human perspective. These are indicated in Table
F, Social Principles for Developments.

The social development plan for Tumbler Ridge also includes
proposals directed at accelerating the maturation process of the
community. They were aimed at compensating for newness, isolation,
and an initial lack of social cohesion. Proposals are for services
and programs over and above what would aorrPally  be dictated by a
community of 5,500 and are grouped into two categories.

Serv ices for the first families-compens
lack of social cohesion:

- information centre
- “handyman” service
- social development officer
- social services council

ating for newness and

* The Need For Changing Models of Planning: Developing Resource
Based Communities, Gary Paget and R.D. Rabnet. Paper prepared for
the First International Conference on Social Impact Assessment:
Advaxxing  the State of the Art, Vancouver, 1982.
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Table F

SOCIAL PRIKIPLBS FUR DBVEINMENT

.
Overall to create a socially cohesive, financially viable,
Objective self-qoverninq community conducive to attractinq and

retaininq a stable workforce

. Choice: It is important that residents locate in Tumbler Ridqe
by choice and not just by economic circumstances. Taking
personal responsibility for this decision encouraqes a
commitment to the town.

. Commitment: n successful community requires a commitment to
plan, d commitment to participate, and a commitment to produce
a community which fosters stability, a sense of belonqinq, and
personal growth.

. Challenqe: Each participant has a responsibility to foster a
new way of thinkinq which emphasizes the challenge of the
frontier and appeals to the pioneer spirit.

. Self-reliance: The focus should be on the individual and what
he or she can do for himself or herself.

. Participation: The development of the town must reflect the
needs of the people who live there if it is to become a
cohesive, stable community.

. Integrat ion: Integration of social and health facilities and
programs makes sense both from a service delivery and a cost-
effectiveness perspective.

. Equity: Tumbler Ridge must plan for those people who experience
the greatest  difficulty in new towns.

. Fiscal Responsibility: The town will one day stand on its own
and be financially responsible. The town, therefore, must be
desiqned to be financially viable. r

. Environmental Sensitivitv: It is to the advantage of the
community and the residents to develop as harmonious a relation-
ship as possible between the town and its environment.

Flexibility: Al?. decisions, policies, and proqrams must be
flexible to accommodate unexpected changes in the development of
the town.
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- preventive health and social services
- communit.y  recreation fund
- teen lounge
- detoxification programs
- interir medical and social services

Attracting and retaining people-compensating for isolation:

- air access
- comanmicat  ions
- regional bus service
- attracting and retaining health professionals
- emergency ervices

The coal companies and the District of Tumbler Ridge entered into a
“Company/Townsite  Participation Agreement” which set out the mutual
commitments of each party with respect to facilities, housing, an
information centre, and other aspects of social infrastructure. A
set of-tables indicating the substance of these negotiations is
*provided in Appendix B.

Emphasis hm been placed on the early provision of human services so
people feel at the start that they are part of a thriving community.
First priority has been given to an information centre to assist
people in becoming oriented.

The physical and financial plans of the community show a high degree
of social sensitivity 88 well. Emphasis  has been placed on a high
percentage of home ownership. Neighbourhoods are well-bounded and
identifiable, incorporating an elementary school, churches, small
commercial centres, and about 500 homes.

The focus of the physical plan is the town centre with a secondary
school, major commercial area, hotel, motel, municipal hall, and a
community centre.

Newcomers are encouraged to fill out questionnaires to suggest
programming for the community centre, the types of outdoor
activities that should be provided, clubs and societies that should
be formed, and also indicating what skills they are prepared to
contribute.

L.J. D!hoRddissock~s  Lrd.



PART III - CONCLUSIONS AND RBWNDATIONS:

TOWARDS AN “IDEAL MODEL” FOR INSTITUTIONAL ARRANCIiMENTS

The foregoing assessment of current institutional arrangements
combined with the range of insights and suggestins made by
participants during the conduct of this study, provides a foundation
on which to develop what can be called an “IDEAL MODEL” for

institutinal arrangements.

The “IDEAL MODEL” is essentially a scenario which sets out
institutional arrangements aimed at:

1. improving the state of the art in social impact assessment;

2. enhancing the practice of SIA from initial project
feasibility through to construction and operation;

c

3. improving the efficiency of institutional arrangements;

4. acknowledging accountability to communities affected by a
development;

5. faci l i tat ing and enhancing efforts towards
approaches among a l l parties in the SM.

cal loborat ive

This tentative “IDEAL MODEL” will hopefully serve as a basis for
further discussion among proponents, governments, community
advocates, and SIA practitioners with a view towards the continued
refinement of institutional arrangements in Canada.
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LBGISLATION

As indicated by the narrative for each province,,legielation  is in
various stages of evolution. In general, “model legislation”, given

our current state of the art views of SIA, would include the
following requirements:

“Social” as an integral component of the EA.

Public consultation throughout the EA process from scoping
through to final decision-making, monitoring and impact
management.

Both the environmental assessment and the government review of

the EA available to the public.

Monitoring of social effects/benefits and the effectiveness of
mitigation measures.

Provision for cumulative impact assessment where there are two

or more projects in an area.

A mechanism whereby the public can require an environmental
assessment and/or hearing.

A recent trend has been a shift in emphasis toward the early
incorporation of social and environmental factors in the planning of
projects. This trend is reflected in the Ontario legislation.

“Model legislation” would be supplemented by guidelines which were
periodically reviewed and refined to reflect new developments and
refinements in the concept and practice of SIA, its linkages to
public consultation, and integration with biophysical aspects of an
environmental assessment. I

GUIDELINES

“Model guidelines” would provide sufficient definition of social
impact assessment so that inexperienced individuals and communities
would know what should be expected from a proponent’s SIA.
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Guidelines should also provide an explanation of the review process
so that individuals and communities could anticipate how and when in
the EA process they might wish to become involved.

Sufficient experience now exists to identify various “classes” of
projects and to prepare separate guidelines for each class focusing
on the types of social and community impacts that can be anticipated
within each class. These might also include, where appropriate,
information on what mitigative measures have been found to be most
effective. Alberta and British Columbia currently have guidelines
for various classes of projects.

British Columbia’s “Guide to the Bnergy  Review Process” provides an
example of the type of information that individuals and communities
should expect from a socio-economic assessment (Table G, Information
for a Socio-Economic Assessment).

RBGULATCRY  AGSNCIBS

As with legislation, agencies responsible for the review of
environmental assessments are in various stages of evolution and
have taken different paths. This will likely continue to be the
case over the next ten years. Study findings suggest that the
“Mode 1 Agency” would have the following characteristics with regards
to the social component of an BIA:

Adequate legislation to support its mcmcM.e.

Cmitment from Cabinet in support o,f mandate and senior
portfolio for Barvif;&merlt  ~;dster.

cditment  of Bnvironment Minister to social and community
issues of BIA. A minister who himself got into the community
to hear first hand the expression of social concerns.

,Multi-disciplinary  staff, most of whom are trans-disciplinary
(i.e. have two or more relevant disciplines) and each of whom
has an appreciation of social issues. At least one 01 two
staff members whose main discipline is a social science.

L.J. D'Amon~ & Assocks  LTd.



M a n p o w e r
hl.1rllw~\*c’r re@rements,  t i m i n g  a n d
Jt~li\*t*f!* nwchanisms  for  construct ion
l~hase;
OlwrationA  manpower  requi rements  and
rwnpowrr  plan (e.g. t iming, training and
liOllfC1’S of s u p p l y ;
Projected impacts on regional and
prwincial  labour markets;
Occupational health and safety during
construction and operation;

Income
Total  direct labour  income  d u r i n g
construction Jnd operation;
I nqxw cm hqe  hw~ls;
Tot.11  gowrnmcnt  revenue: regional,
provincial, fcdtwl;

Popuh t ion
Existing population total,  distribution and
demographic characteristics;
Projected population totals, distribution
and demographic characteristics during
construction phase and operation  phase;

Table G

INFORMATION FOR A SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT

4.4
.

4.5
.

.

.
_
.
.

4.6
.

Human Services Impact
Projected demand for, and im act on, the
facilities and programs for eat F general
service category:

Education  services;
Recreation scrviccs;
Health care services;
Social services;  1
Communication scrviccs;
Court and judicial services;
Fire I nd police protect ion  services;

Social Impxt
Social stability and adaptability of affected
communi ty  groups;
Cultural services (eg. theatres, etc.);
Social problems and social costs;
Occupat ional  health impacts;
Communi ty  in tegrat ion;
Relocation of residents;

Economic  Impact
E c o n o m i c  impact bcncfits a~\ri costs ;IS
indicated in project justification
informat ion (Appendix  2 ,  Section  1);

4.7
.

.

.

4.8
.

4.9
.

.

.
. .

Community Impact
H o u s i n

B
(hous ing  demand and supply

issues wing construction and operating
phases including capacity of housing
market, affordability and company’s
housing policy);
Community land (rcquircmcnts for l a n d
for residential,  commercial,  industr ia l ,
institutional and other uses);
Community infrastructure (demand a n d
supply for sewage system, water  system
and other infrastructure);

Local  Government  Impact
Impact on local government plans,
finances and organitation (e.g.
boundaries, corporate status) and capatit)
to respond to impact for all Iwrl govern-
ments and Indian Bands likcl!e to be
affected by the dcwloymcnt;

Regional  Impacts
Impact on existing transportation network
and projected demand for expansion of
new services;
Impact on existin

aV
ublic  utilities and

projected dcman
new services.

or expansion  of
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Some degree of stability over time in the Director of the
Branch and its staff.

An organizational mechanism which brings together a
comprehensive and integrated review of the socio-economic
response of reviewing agencies and relates it to a comparably
comprehensive and integrated biophysical response.

Periodic workshops among the socio-economic integrators and
social review agencies to exchange views, identify gaps in the
process, and generally discuss possible refinements and

’ improvements.

Government reviewers come together occasionally to share their
views at a philosophical and conceptual level with regards to
the overall BA process and its socio-economic component. As

- well, reviewers have a workshop once or twice a year to explore
how socio-economic issues relate to biophysical issues.

An organizational mechanism to create awareness of a project or
undertaking in affected comuni  t ies. That same mechanism
assisting the communities (council-administration-groups-
residents) to understand the implications of a project, what
they should expect from an assessment, and why and how they can
become involved in a consultation process.

Resources to assist that involvement beginning with involvement
in the formulation of terms of reference for the EA/SIA.

, Adequate educational resources including videotapes md
brochures which describe the review process and its objectives
for use with new reviewers, consultants, proponents, affected
communities, and interested groups and citizens.

1.

A recognition that the intended client for a social impact
assessment is the affected community.

L . J .  D'AMonr&AssocicrEsLTd.
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ADMINISTRATION OF TRE ACT

All parties to the EA process have a conmritment to make it work.

“Scoping” is accomplished to focus in on key issues at the
start of the assessment and includes affected municipalities as
a formal entity in the process.

Public consultation is seen as an essential component of
scoping. Resources to assist affected communities in the
consultation process are made available through joint efforts
of government and the proponent.

Terms of reference are agreed upon by the socio-economic
coordinator from government, representatives of affected

communities, and a representative of the proponent.

The policy context and rationale for decisions made by
government are documented and matters of public record
including the intial decision for the requirement of an BA and
the final acceptance or rejection of an application.

‘The proponent has a corporate philosophy and culture which is
hospitable and responsive to the social and community
dimensions of an EA.

The EA division of
socio-economic and

a proponent includes persons experienced in
community impact assessment.

The socio-economic unit of the proponent periodically briefs
project engineers and management on SIA and the significance of
SIA issues regarding project planning.

The. proponent also has a community affairs group which works
closely with affected communities and serves as a link to the
EA division and project planners.

L.J. D’honc & Assocks hd.
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Socio-economic consultants are experienced, current with the
state of the art, ethical, and credible to affected
communities, interest groups, and individuals.

All parties involved are committed to the process, and the
pattern of relations among all parties establishes a basis for
mutual trust and respect.

THE SA/SIA  PROCESS

The ‘EA process, to the extent possible, is streamlined, effective,
and efficient.

All key actors in the process, including the proponent, consultants,
municipalities, government reviewers, interested groups, and
individuals, understand the process, how it can work for them, and
the part their particular contribution plays in the total scheme of
things.

The government’s regulatory body places emphasis on an educational
function recognizing that when key actors are familiar and
comfortable with the process it functions more effectively and
efficiently and tends to foster more harmonious relationships.
Senior management of the regulatory agency therefore recognizes  the
high return on investment from its educational function.

In addition to sponsoring workshops and seminars on the SA/SIA
process, the regulatory agency has a videotape with back-up documen-
tation which describes the BA process in layman’s terms. These
educational resources are readily available to proponents,
consultants, reviewers, municipalities, groups or individuals
engaged in the process for the first time.

I- .

Senior management of each reviewing ministry is supportive of the EA

process and commits adequate resources to it.
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The reviewer for each agency has a broad perspective and
professional interest and commitment to the concepts of SIA and the
EA process generally.

Reviewers recognize  that the ultimate clients of the “social”
component of the EA and their agency’s response to impacts are the
communities, groups and individuals affected by a project or
undertaking.

Socio-economic reviewers come together periodically in meetings to
exchange views on terms of reference for major projects and
undertakings as well as at the review stage for dialogue regarding
the completeness of an RA (including socio-economic areas not
specifically covered by an agency’s mandate) and the required
responses by social agencies to impacts indicated in the EA.

A ministry is designated as the lead ministry to provide an overall
framework within which the socio-economic aspects of a review can be
coordinated. Alternatively, an organizational mechanism such as a
Social/Bconomic  Committee exists to provide this function.

This lead ministry or working committee ensures that there is an
appropriate balance in the information requirements of different
social agencies in the scoping stage; establishes priorities for
these requirements; end ensures that the full range of requirements
is reasonable to the scale of the project or undertaking being
proposed.

The public consultation process is carefully designed. The
proponent prepares a written statement with regards to the purpose
of the consultation process, the policies by which it will be
conducted, and the specific objectives of each stage in the process.

A critical path is prepared the. clearly illustrates the linkages
between the flow of events in the consultation process and the flow
of events in other streams of the EA process, demonstrating how
input from the consultation process will affect planning and
decision-making.
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Documentation used in the public consultation process is concise,
logical, and easily understood.
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Where appropriate, affected communities, groups, and individuals are

provided resources to assist them in the consultation process.

THE CONDUCT OF SOCIAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

A steering coaunittee is set up at the initiation of the EIA process
consisting of a representative of the proponent, affected
communities and the govern t ’ s socio-economic coordinator for the

EA. The Steering CoraPittee’s  first task is to agree on which
socio-economic consultant will be engaged. The Steering Committee,
with the socio-economic consultant, agrees on procedures for scoping
and the SIA terms of reference that result from scoping.

Scoping results in:

- the elimination of non-significant areas;
- areas of concern for which answers already exist from
previous experience;
- those remaining areas of concern which require focus and the
relative priorities of these areas;
- identification of what information is required that is
“decision-relevant”.

Scoping is seen as an on-going and open process recognizing  that all
issues ray not be identified in the initial scoping effort. The SIA
itself remains sufficiently flexible as a process to respond to new
issues that may be uncovered.

Workshops are conducted in affected communities by government staff
explaining the BIA process; the opportunities and methods by which
the c-unity and its members can become involved; and the results
which should be expected from the EIA process generally and the SIA
particularly.
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Resources are provided to the community to assist its participation.
This might include a resource person with community organization
skills and/or funding for the community to hire its own experts with
respect to key issues.

The SIA gives appropriate emphasis to qualitative issues
recommendations for their mitigation and management.

and

Proponents allow a 10% factor in SIA budgets for consultants to
research current SIA state of the art related to the proposed
project or undertaking and previous successes in mitigating the
social impacts anticipated.

Each state of the art review is made available to the government’s
socio-economic coordinating group to become a continuously evolving
“knowledge bank” from which to improve the state of the art of SIA.

The same “knowledge bank” is a repository for knowledge gained from
the systematic monitoring and management of social impacts of
different projects in different settings.

The Steering Committee is a
review of the resulting SIA

formal
and is required to

participant in the government
reach agreement on:

- appropriate mitigation measures
- assignment of responsibilities for impact management
- appropriate monitoring program, with assigned responsibility

These recommendations are agreed to by both the proponent and the
lead social agency of government. Conditions are attached to the
project license with commitments to the affected municipalities by
both the proponent and the government.

The community recognizes  that it too has a role to play incthe
mitigation and management of social impacts beyond participation in
decision-making. This role forms part of the above agreement.

1.1. D’AMORE & Assocks LTd.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Environmental standards (e.g. air emissions, effluents, noise) in
areas of concentrated development are re-examined.

Geographic areas with concentrated resource development are
designated as “Special Development Areas”. In each of these areas

the government prepares an ‘Integrated Resource Development Plan’
which establishes the optimal development of resources over the long
term within established environmental guidelines. A “Social

Development Plan” is prepared in parallel with the Integrated
Resource Development Plan and inter-related with it. The “Social

Development Plan” includes integrated plans for social
infrastructure, the delivery of social services, and requirements
for community facilities (e.g. education, recreation, spiritual
centres, medical centres, etc.). These plans are staged in

accordance with anticipated growth thresholds.

A central information base is created where all information for

proposed projects is
model is designed to
project application.
in status occur.

compiled and stored. An integrated computer
incorporate basic standard data from each
The status of projects is updated as changes

All social agencies are linked with on-line terminals to the central
information bank and have software capability to develop an array of
scenarios based on “what if?” type ques tons related to cumulative1
effects and implications for their agencies.

Proponents have access to the information bank as well and utilize
software capable of projecting required quantitative aspects of an
SIA for their proposed projects in relation to other projects in the_.
area.

The standardization of these basic quantitative projections in the
SIA results in improved efficiency for both the proponent and the
government review process. Proponent SIA efforts are propor-
tionately shifted to identifying and dealing with qualitative
aspects of the SIA.

L.J. D’AMoR~ Assocks  hd,
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INTEGRATION OF SOCIAL-ECONOMIC-BIOPHYSICAL FACTORS

The integration of social, economic, and biophysical factors is
achieved through a combination of methods which include computer

models and inter-disciplinary teams working closely together in all
stages of a project  beginning with project conception and feasibility
studies.

The government’s regulatory agency, as well, encourages the
development of analytical methods and computer models to
inter-relate socio-economic and biophysical data. The coordinator
of the socio-economic review meets regularly with the coordinator of
the biophysical review to assess the inter-relatedness of issues.
Periodic workshops are held among all reviewers to explore the
linkages and synergies of social-economic-biophysical factors.

SIA consultants, public consultation consultants, and biophysical
consultants meet regularly to identify, study, and assess the
linkages of issues.

It ib recognized  that this must begin with the scoping stage and
incorporate issues amd their linkages as perceived by affected
individuals, groups, and communities.

Proponents provide for these meetings in budgets allocated to the
EIA.

IMPACT MONITORING ANB MANAGEMENT

The SIA Steering Committee set up during the EIA process remains in
place as a mechanism (possibly with new members) to guide
implementation of the “Impact Monitoring and Management Program”
agreed to by the proponent, government, and community.
The program provides for:

monitoring to ensure compliance to conditions of the agreement
related to socio-economic impacts;
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monitoring of the effectiveness of mitigative measures with a

view towards making adjustments or refinements as required;

cant inued “acoping” for unanticipated issues and social effects
and a negotiated collective response as required;

systematic records from which an evaluation can be done
regarding actual vs. anticipated social impacts; the
effectiveness of response mechanisms; unanticipated effects;
and other lessons learned;

the results of the periodic evaluation are provided to the
“knowledge bank” discussed above as a contribution to the
continued evolution and improvement of the state of the art in
SIA;

-the staged requirements for government services are coordinated
by the government’s socio-economic coordinator for the project
(who sits as a member of the SIA Steering Committee);

the delivery of social services and the provision of social
infrastructure and facilities are scheduled in anticipation of

‘their requirements;

a province-wide “Compensation Board” is established for the
settlement of property (including livestock) damage claims up
to $10,000.

HEARINGS

Proponents provide communities with funding for technical experts to
revieslr EIA documents with respect key issues. Where possible,
issues are resolved with communities in-consultation with technical
experts.

L.J. D'how & Assocks  LTd.
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Social issues of concern to the community are resolved to the extent
possible with the SIA Steering Committee (described above).
Similarly, proponents seek to satisfy concerns and resolve issues
with affected individuals and groups through negotiative processes
prior to hearings.

A pre-hearing conference with all participants establishes:

agreements which have been reached through mediation and
negotiative processes,

agreement on elements of fact,

‘remaining areas of contention,

agenda and procedures.

The hearings are utilized to resolve outstanding issues, not to

receive infonnat ion.

An overall budget for intervener funding is established. Interveners
are awarded costs based on the criteria established by Mr. Justice
Thomas Berger.

Interveners
submissions and

are provided guidelines for preparation of written
participation in the hearings.

If necessary, panels are able to hire their own
for final resolution of technical issues.

technical experts

A training program is established for people conducting hearings
similar to training programs established in England.

Panels include a person with knowledge and experience related to
socio-economic impacts and effective mitigation and management
strategies regarding socio-economic issues.

L.J. D'honE  & Assocks  Lrd.



106

For major projects involving substantial public controversy over the
use of resources and/or the scale of environmental and social
impacts, a two-stage hearing process is established. Stage 1,

Project Justification, would establish that:- - -  ---______________

the proposed project is an appropriate use of resources in the
designated area;

there is in fact a societal need for the project;

preliminary assessments of environmental and social impacts

indicate that adequate mitigation and impact management is
possible.

Stage 2, Project Implementation,_ _ _  _---_- - - - - - - - - - - - would determine how the project
will be realized with minimal environmental and social disruption.
Detailed impact assessments are conducted on each major
alternative. Mitigation, compensation, and impact management
strategies are agreed upon.

GOVIMNMENT-PROPONENT-C(MMLJNITY  FWATIONS

Affected municipalities are treated as equal partners in the HA
process and are formally included in the government review of the
EIA.

Communities are allowed sufficient time’to organize for their
response to the gA process. The government , through its Community
Affairs Branch, provides a resource person to facilitate the
community organization process.

Government organizes  workshops in affected communities to explain
the EA process; the opportunities for involvement; and the y
mechanisms for that involvement.

The public consultation program is designed with the guidance of the
SIA Steering Committee. It is designed to fit the temporal rhythms
of the community and offers a combination of consultative methods
suitable to the character of the community.

L.J. D’hond Assocks  hc
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Where impacts affect a wider rural region, the rural area has
representation on the SIA Steering Committee.

Agreement irs reached during the EA process on which roads are to be
used; the level of use; operating procedures on roads (particularly
speed of industrial vehicles); upgrading requirements; and
responsibility for upgrading.

Coats of additional municipal services due to development are
determined in the socio-economic assessment, and the allocation of
coata by jurisdiction. Tax revenue sharing formulas are agreed to
prior to project approval with due consideration to the burden of
costs.

Required government services are determined in the SM. A

coordinated response to requirements is planned by government in
consultation with the SIA Steering Committee and scheduled in
anticipation of requirements.

L.J. D’AMoRc  & Assocka  Lrd.
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EIA PROCBSS

1. British Columbia

2. Alberta

3. Ontario
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Fi,yrrrc  .3

Ener& Project Application Process
PRE-AI’PLICATION  PHASE

(1) Idt~ntification  and ;1sstwmtwf of feasible  alttwi;ltiw ItKafions.
(2) Analysis c)f clltcrnntive  locations and  idtwtification  of prt~ft*rtwt~s.
(3) Preliminary Trocurt~mtwt  Plan.
(4) Terms of reft~renct*  for proposed environmt~ntal!sc)cio-t\conomic  impact  \tudit*\.
(5) Ttwns of refertanct*  for propostbd projtbct  just i f ication studit*s.
(6)  Dtwrrption of public consultation program.
(7) I’rt~liminary  list elf apprtjv,lls,  IictwctBs,  ,Ind ptbrmits rquirtxi.

A P P L I C A T I O N

APPLICAT ION PHASE
t

(1) Dtwription  of applicant as per Regulation.
( 2 )  Trojcct  dt*scription:

(a) purpose,  costs, ,Ind ,Incill,ir\,  facilitit5.
( b )  timt*tablt* for ccjnstruction,  tipt*ratit,n, ab,lndtjnmt*nt,  rtBcl,lnwtlcw,  \\.lth  critical d,llt*<.
(c) publ ic  works ,  undt*rtnkinp,  or infrastructurtb  t*nt;liltd  ivith ccb3t\  ,lnci 4t-ht.bdulc.

(3) Environmental and sock)-economic  impact assessment and popsals  for minimi/.ing  ncgati\*c
impacts and maximking  positive impacts.

(4) ProjtYt justification: , ,twtbrgv supplv/dcm~nd,  kclinlc,ll  ft~‘l\ibrllt\: tin,incwl  tcasibillt\.  (Irc,ciIrc*-
mtbnt,  hanetI1-cos1  dat.1.

(5) A n c i l l a r y  applications:  apprtwals,  permi t s ,  licenct*s  rtyuirtBd undtsr  Po/l~rt~o~~  C~w/rol  /\t*!,  bV,lrr~~~
Ad, a n d  otht7 ptbrtiwnt  sfakiks.

(6) P u b l i c  consiilfc~tic~n  pri+ytim  dt5teription  and summary 01 rt’5ixjnw*.
( 7 )  Otht*r jnform,l(lc)n  as rtquirtxi.

1

, cr...-_* -;v..L  ‘_ .__. . . . . .



GOVERNMENT PROPONENT COMMUNITY

*

PLANNING

1) Proponent contacts Alberta
Environment

2) Decision on EIA requirement

3) Proponent publishes notice of
requirement

4) Proponent and public discuss
approach

5) Outline fmalized

PREPARATION

1) Proponent collects data, initiates
research

4) Document preparation

2) Proponent identifies impacts

3) Proponent develops mitigative
measures

5) Proponent publishes notice that
draft EIA is available

6) Public feedback and document
revision

REVIEW

1) Report submitted 3) Substantive review and public
hearings if required

2) Deficiency review by government
agencies 4) Report and recommendations

DECISION

1) Mtnrstenal  and Executive Council
Approvals

2) Permits  and licences issued

3) Monitortng  program developed,
implemented
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APPENDIX B

TWBLER RIDGE

’ L.Ji D'AMonc & AssociAns hd.



PHYSICAL
PLAN

SERVICE rAC1  LlTY
REQUI l (.D

(m2)

I . scrvicca  f o r  the First f4rrillao:
Compcnsatlng  f o r  Ncwnesa  a n d
tick o f  Social  Cohesion

.  Information  Centre
Jnfornrtlon  Of ficcr
Sccrctary-Reccptioniat

90

. Handy @tan  Service

. Social  Devcloprrcnt
Officer 40
Secretary-ReceptIonlot

. s0cra1  s e r v i c e .  Counc i l

.  Prcventatiue  Health a n d
Social  services

100

II Attracting and Retaining
People: Conpcnwting  f o r
Jaolar ion

.  Air Scrvlcc

.  ConvwnrcatAons
Tclcphone
Mail  Scrvicc8/Ncwspapcr
Tclcvrrion/Radio

. Rcg2on41 bus  Service

. Attract&n9  and Reta in ing
Health  Profcamaonalo

. Emergency Scrvlms

. Commune  ty Recrc8tion  f und

. Teen Lounge

. Dctox C e n t r e

. Intcrrm  ttcdicrl  a n d
Social  Scrvrcea

(none

NOTES :

T f1NAHCIAL  PUN I ORCAN  1 TAT  I ONAL PIAN I

SiAff

RTQPD.

1
1

1
1

7

rc<equi

CAPITAL
COSTS

60.000

20.000

bO,OOO

kNNUAL RCSPONSIII~LITY fUNDING
DPEll.
tGSTS GOVT. ana-. HUN.  GOVT. COUP. HUN _

(I 19901

50,000
2s.000 0 0 0
IJ,OOO

0

1,000 0 0

1. Comtm  may k incrchscd dcpcnd&ng  on ncpotrat~ons  between the govtrnmnt  and the Companrca. See Section
Pa9e

2. 1 I the prograr  ie a c c e p t e d , coats  ~111 bc ancurrcd  b u t  crtlmatca  o f  t h r c  coet arc unavailable sc prercnt.

3. A cownunrty  recrcatlon  fund as p r o p o s e d  for  f u t u r e  rccrcatronal  and cu l tu r a l facllitlec and programs.

4. If the program I# accepted, costs  ~~11 bc incurred but cmtawtes  of this cost  are unavdllablc  at p r c s c n t .



3.0 Nouslng 1.1:  Provrnciel/Wmicrpel .  Pol~c~rs  reqacdinq  the
l oocoval of houslnq provrs~on  end l ele ot housing
pOi Acres, ,n p~rti;ul~r.
l lirlnation of the ‘rlpht-
or-first-cofu¶~1’  C13USC.  . Poltcacs  regacdinq  t h e

quan t i t y  and quality  of
hous 1 n9.

1 . 2  P rov i s i on  o f . Decisions must be made
rental  l ccommodetlon regarding  provrsion of
f o r  co-my md non- rental  housing for compmy
company employees and non-company employees.

3. 3 Won-discrininrtlon
i n  houslnq policies  In
terms of sex, l ge, race.

4 . O  Comwrciel 4.1 Asslstancr  in t h e . A local  purchase  pol icy that
Servicem provi8ion  o f  conmercisl c o u l d  include  en inforution

secvlces. progprar,  local  business
developnwnt,  preparerion  o f
small con t r ac t s  suitable  for
Local  businesserr.

5 . 0 ConmunrtY 5.1 To review end l 9ree
Secvicesm on. the fine1  f a c i l i t i e s

progru.

S.2 to l sslst in the
provision of  recreation
pcogrmns  end Iecrlrties.

5 . 3  To assist i n  the . both  government and the
provision of  drycare coal companies could assist
services  l d IacilAties. rn provrsion of  daycare.

5.4 Assrstance  In
provlslon  o f  adu l t
l duc&tlon servlms

. Agreement on the final
fecrlities  schedule rust be
reelired by the coal coapanies,
provincial  government  and
Distr ict  of Tumb le r  Pidge.

. Company support of rec-
reation should be offered
through f inancial  contributions
for capital and operating c o s t s
and policies on comununlty
wrticrpation  in company
progrwu end use of company
facilities.

. The Coapany and government
shou ld  reach  agcecrrnt  on the
concept of the Recreation
Tscrlkties  Fund and agree  on
the formula for contrrbution
to the fund.

. the coal companies  shou ld
co-opcratc  v~th  government
e n d  Northern  LIghtr  College  i n
)ob trdtnlng  and l pprcntlccsh8p
programs by provAdln9  rnstruct-
ors, fac1lrtrcs. esI totes  o f
the&r  nccd r  f o r  traancd workers
and suggestions for p r o g r a m
content. The company could
a l s o  undertake  Its gun
program*  such A) public  l e c t u r e s
and n,nc  tours.

RESPONSIBlLlTY

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

c-

0

0

0

0

Respons i b i l i t i e s  f o r
p rov i d ing  faeilrtres
end services must be
determined as part
of this process.

The government could
provide organfxational
support  and training;
the conpantes  could
subs&dire  daycare f o r
all residents by
provldAn9  subsLdles
f o r  cAplta1  or opcrat-
in9  co s t s .



trblo 4.6. 1

surwIcIRY  Or  SUOJCCTS  FOR  unf W E N T

SURJECT  FOR

OPJECTIVC Ar.REUlfzNT RCQU  I RUlENTS

1.0 Planning 1.1 Provlaron  o f . Industry information on
Information  on 9roducrion wroduction  schedules and
schedu le s ,  workforce Arkforce  ch.aractcrirticr.
numbcr8. sl;ills and
dcmoqrs?hkc  charac-
tcrirtlcs.

. Inform~tlon  on  0

incoming rcaidcntm
II

. An annua l  census
needs rurvey.

and

1 . 2  A?p4lntrnt  o f  4 . W i t h i n  the Hunlcipal  &nd
senior menaqcncnt  person Prov inc i a l  Governments,  Lcy
t o  Liaise on  a full-tirr c o n t a c t  yrson8  to IAaiso
basis  with t h e  ?ro)cct with industry re?rrsentativem.
manager  and Conmissioner/
fbyor.

. Urch in  each of the coal
cowanlcs, l senior runaqcr
vlth authority to n&o
decisiona on behalf of the
company  and ensure their
i*lerrntation.

2.0 bcal 2-l T o  e s t a b l i s h  a .  A-intwnt  o f  a 8enior
Covcrnsrnt consu l t a t i on  Frocess co-any  manaqer  t o  ?roviCe

reqardinq the  Fssxble ongoing l iaison with the
effects of  i n c r e a s e d  o r tow,  counci l  regardin
decreased production. changes in product  ion

schedules.

. Adop t i on  of a -any
policy stating thr co-unity
~111 have as much advance
uarninq am nossible  o f
chanqem  which could a f fec t
the cormuni  ty.

. Preseration  by the town
council of a contingency
?lan to l cconnodate expansions
o r  decllncs  in production  i n
the  ~ici?al  “l&n and budqet.

2 . 2  C-my
kpresentatlvrr  Ln t h e
corrmunity

.  Pre+retlon  b y  the c-any
of an o r i en t a t i on  3rogrm  for
l Mloyees. oarticularly senior
runaqenrnt, and their families
that  i nc ludes  dlscusslon  of
comunlty  relationa.

t-
_ Prenaracion  by the con?u~y
o f  4 communrty relationm
:011cy rndrcetinq  t h e  comwny’m
rcs?onslbllrty f o r  cowwnrty
SCIVICCS and  Trition reqardinq
cowwn~cy  a f f a i r s .

. Devclo?rrnt  b y  senror  comfy
Mnaqcment  of a c l e a r  wsrtion
on current  or  devrlo-lnq  Issues
of concern to the comply  and
manaqccrrnt.

. Appointment of company reores-
l ntatlves  on the ddvrsory  plan-
nanq cowvniss1on  and  soc~&l
scrvlccs  council

0

0

C0tl.P

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

CO~WLNTS

This  information
should be Frovided
to the m u n i c i p a l i t y
with other noti f ied
am reiui  red.

This LnformAt  ion
could be qathercd
by the Social
Development  O f f  leer
o r  Information  Officer

A tvo year  notim
pcraod would allw
l dquate tinr for
community ?lanninq,
although it  is
recoqni  ted that
ci ramstances  beyond
the c+any’e  control
may  lead to 10r8
raoid  chanqc.

The oro9rer  could k
coyordinated vi th
the  Inforutlon
Officer and the Social
Development  O f f i ce r .

This  ?olicy  should be
-de known to t h e
conmwnrty,  and.
?rcfcrmbly,  should be
revlewd by the
coununity.
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5.5 To a s s i s t  An the
p r o v i s l o n  o f  hcelth end
8ocA41  s e r v i c e s .

5.4 to l s8i8t ln the
p rov i s i on  o f  transportation
and communications services.

The coal compantea  c o u l d
l orist in provrsron  o f  health
l d socral-  servLces  by:

co-ordinatinq  their
f i r s t  &id. l rbul4nce end
mrqcncy services  with
comunlty  servLce8.

recrultrnq profcssion~ls,

wz9optlnq  proqrams uid
polrciss  to help emp loyee s
and the comm.unity  w i th
health  urd social  proqrrms.

. Comptiies  could support
vo lun tee r  proqrmr  by provrdina
finAnice1  bnd o the r  suonort
t o  Social Oevelopswnt  Officer
or Inforution  Of ricer,
responolble  f o r  onqolnlnq
volunteer services.

. The campnies  should assist
urth  provision of  transport-
a t i o n  Md communlc&tlons
se rv i ce s  because  they are
ujor  users of  these  facil-
ities end their emp loyee s  ben-
l flt froa reductions in
phys i c a l  and psycholoqicsl
lsolstion.

6 . 0  Physical 6 . 1  kmoval  o f  t h e
E n v i r o n a n t c o n s t r u c t i o n  camp  and

o t h e r  wmporary
structures once
construction is complete.

6 . 2  S a f e g u a r d s  against . Safeguards l qarnst teaporary
temporary cbmpsiter  near carpsi  tea in the Tumbler Ridge
construction s i t e s . l rea should be developed.

4.3 Comunlty des iqn
quidelincs  f o r hour rnq.

4.4 S u p e r v r s r o n  o f
construction workers and
con8tructron  activity.

6 . 5  Conmun
proqraq.

1ty l wa roncss

. Construction contracts f o r
m i n e  sates  and the town
site should speclly:

- s chedu l e s  f o r  rcnuinlnq
temporary  8tructures.
and

- rerponsrbility  for
restoring construction
camp sites once the
construction i8 complete.

- Guidel ines could be prepared
by s developer contracted to
the coal companies or by t h e
province.

. Requl&tlons  reqardlnq
construction  activities  and
workers recreation41 use of
the l rea must be deveAoped  and
enforced In order  to
preserve  t h e  natural  envrron-
ncnt.

.  ResIdcnts’ warencss  o f  and
responsAbility  f o r  rnviron-
mental protectlon  could be
developed by public  Inform-
ation proqramr  &nd the example
met  by the provlncc and  the
coal  conpanIcs.

7 afsPoNsIeI

COV’I COUP cow a(CQNTS

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

7

0

0

The coqenies  could also
s t r e s s  the  knprturce  o f
v o l u n t e e r  work  to its
l aployw• md consider
cornunity  service 48
part of employee l vel-
uetions.

Assistance could take
the Corm 02 cash
contributions f o r
constructing and
ope r a t i ng  f a c i l i t i e s
md upgrading  l ir
t r anspo r t a t i on  to allou
for night access.

0

0

0

0

The provi rice,
-uniciwlity end the
c-1  corpmies  s h o u l d
conrider  developing
l serviced cqromd
for short term
wxoeuwd~tion  o f
job-seekers.

‘Ihe co-ordlnating
architect/planner
l hould review the
quidelines  before
f inal  approval  and
adopt lon.



7 . 0  Cohesive  and 7 . 1 Diwrmlf~catlon  o f
Stable the loca 1 economy.
Cocrmunl  ty

7.2 To l stabllsh . The  Company consultation

conmultation  wAth t h e vlth t h e  cormunity  req&rding

c0mwnity  rcqardlng manpower  rocruitmnt  md
unpouer  cecrul tnrnt l cqlwrent polickes  could be

md l nployment policies. affected by:

7 . 3  tncour89rment  o f
joint decision-ublng
between potential
employees and their
fUUlieS.

7 .4  P rov i s i on  o f
accurate inforrvtlon  on
t h e  coanmity  in the
recruitment litmtrturc.

7 . S  To a s s i s t  i n  t h e
provisiocr of  an i n
ation c e n t r e .

IOCIP

7.6 to provide
assist&m in t h e
creation of thr S o c i a l

S e r v i c e s  touhci  1 .

7 .1  TO  d e v e l o p  a
conprchcnsAve  thea
for the coamnlty.

7.8 t o  0btaln
l grecrnt on principles
o f  s o c i a l  devclo?mnt
for the community.

7.9 lo p r o v i d e
l slst&ncr in the
provrsron  o f  manaqenent
c o u n s e l l i n g  t o  s-11
business  a n d  n a t i v e
organitations  in t h e
comunLty.

.  m e  compmler  s h o u l d
c o - o p e r a t e  with prOvinCla1

g o v e r n m e n t  e f f o r t s  t0
e x p l o r e  posslbillties f o r
l cononic diwrar  I ICatiOn  at
tu&lcr  Udqc.

dlstrlbution  o f  lnformtion
o n  comp4ny  cnploymcnt
proqramr  and ~011~1cr,

recrultrrnt  o f  wrkers i n
t h e  r e g i o n ,  and

c o n s u l t a t i o n  t h r o u g h  t h e
Tu&ler  RAdpe SocAal
S e r v i c e s  Courctl  o r  o t h e r
cwmittees  00 conp4ny
p r a c t i c e s  that  a f f e c t  t h e
coamunity  .

Companies  should encourage
joint decision-making  between
potent  i&l employees  and t h e i r
families  b y  i n c l u d i n g  famly
rabers i n  t h e  r e c r u i t m e n t
proprmr a n d  a u d i o  v i s u a l
p r e s e n t a t i o n s  and by  addressin
the fmily’r  concerns about
rrployment  and o t h e r  ASSUCS.

‘9

. In order to Increase accuracy
i n  r e c r u i t m e n t  prograas,
recrul  ters  should hrrve
p e r s o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  i n
northern 1 iving.

. T h e  c o m p a n i e s  s h o u l d  o f f e r
f i n a n c i a l  a n d  o t h e r  s u p p o r t
t o  an  i n f o r m a t i o n  c e n t r e ,  t o
assist  i n  r e s i d e n t  orientatlon
m d  settlement.

. The  coaqanies  shou ld  a s s i s t
In the c r ea t i on  o f  a S o c i a l
S e r v i c e s  C o u n c i l  b y  making
a v a i l a b l e  a s e n i o r  amager
to serve.

. Although government  services
a r e  p r i m a r i l y  responrlble  for
devel0pinq a theme, the
companies  c o u l d  a s s i s t  b y
l whar i r rng  the  theme in the
recruitunt l i t e r a t u r e .

. A l l  a c t o r s  i n  T&lcr  Ridge
s h o u l d  agree to the orlnciples
o f  s o c i a l  dev+opmnt a n d

rupport  t h e m .  _

. T?w  coqmnles  should adopt
e c o n o m i c  d e v e l o p m e n t  pal tctes
that provr  Cc c o m p a n y
unaqclrnt  l lrperttse to small
companres in t h e  r e g i o n .

T RESPONSIBItfTY 7
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0

0

0

0

0

0

conr

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

cow

0

0

0

0

0

C-NTS

Presentation uterial

to be used for
recruitmnt  purposes
s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a
n e w s l e t t e r  a n d  an
a u d i o  visual
presentat  ion of the
region, t h e  t o w n  a n d
the type of jobs avail-
a b l e .

this i n c l u d e s  t h e
c o m p a n i e s ,  t h e  p r o v -
i n c i a l  a n d  r e g i o n a l
povernmcnt  dcpartwntr
and agencies  involved In
servace  del ivery.  the
municipal  c o u n c i l  a n d
senior  governments.
These principles  aunt
be clear and l xpllclt
t o  all inconAng  r e s i d e n t s .

the  cowanlcs  shou ld
alao  co-operate wrth
N o r t h e r n  Lights  Co l l ege ,
t h e  MInistry of I n d u s t r y

l nd S-11 Busrnesr  and
t h e  F e d e r a l  DUSL~~SS
D e v e l o p m e n t  Bbnk  ln
s p o n s o r i n g  b u s i n e s s
tr&inlnq p r o g r a m s .


