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ABSTRACT

This report discusses public participation in a
Megaproject Environmentâ1 Assessment and Revieu¡ Process.
specif ically, the AIcan aluminunt smelter revie\rr process. Two
methods are employed to assess the Alcan process - the first. a
review of related Iiterature on public participauion and
environmental assessment processes. SecondIy, a survey of
public attit.udes and concerns towards the megaproject
assessment and review process.

A set of ideal guidelines for government. industry or
proponent, and the public to foIlow in an environmental
assessment and revier,¡ process is developed . These guidel ines
are discussed in chapter seven of the report, along with a
critique of the events that occurred in the A1can review
process.

A modifiea megaproject environmental assessment and
review process is developed. based on the results of the review
of related Iiterature; att.itude survey; and an examinat.ion of
the Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review Process and
the review process formulated to revieh¡ the AIcan proposal.
This modified Megaproject. Environmental Assessment and Review
Process is presented and discussed in chapter seven.

Four recommendations are advanced in chapter eight
specific to the AIcan process. These recommendations apply
more generally to the Manit,oba Environment,al Assessment and
Review Process. In sumnary, I recommend:

I) A legislat.ive basis to the Manitoba Environmental
Assessment and Review Process;

2) An expanded definition of environment to include
the socio-economic environment;

3) Financing of legitimate interest groups; and

4) A clear definition of the Environmental Assessment
and Review Process. This should outline all
opportunities for public involvement; information
for the public on the review process; opportunity
for the public to participate in the development
and revíew of t.he EIA guidelines and completed
environmental impact statement; and requiring both
government and industry to involve the pubtic in
the revie!¡r process.
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chapt er

THE PROBLEM AND

1

ITS SETTING

1.1 Backqround

The prospect, of megaprojects Isuch as AIcan,

timestone, and the !ùestern Power Gridl in the late I97O's

offered to provide Manitoba with the basis for economic

development for the IgBO's and I99O's. However. these projects

have aII apparently been postponed for the forseeable future.
An aluminum smelter hTas one of the megapi:ôjects

proposed f or the province of Manitoba. It,s proporrent. the

Aluminum Company of Canada (AIcan), developed its interest in

Manitoba because of t.he prospect of relatively inexpensive and

abundant hydroelectricity. In late 1979, the then Deputy

Minister of the Manit.oba Department of Economic Development and

Tourism [Mr. D. S. Rogers] wrote to Alcan Vice-President of

Research, Technology and Engineering. invit,ing the company t.o

consider Manitoba äs a possible. location for an aluminum

smelter. Manitoba's relatively inexpensive electricity, freeze

on hyoro rates. and abur¡riance of a renewable hydro resource

ürere cited as enticementÊ.

Following a preliminary feasibility st,udy and a public

survey, Alcan announced on Septenrber 23, 1981, the selection of

a 50 sq. kn. preferred site in the Rural Municipality of

Rockwood. Ten days later, the conpany pinpointecl an exact 15.5

sq. km. site west of Balmoral between the tob¡ns of Stonewall
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and Teulon, and indicated that righE-of-\,tay access agreenrents

had been negotiated with affected landowrrers (see Map 1). Lese

than a year later. in June 1982, A1can wit.hdrew the smelter

proposal from Manitoba for an indefinite period.

Since t.he hrithdrawal of t,he Alcan aluminum smelter

proposal, many people in government. industry, and from t.he

public at large have expressed eoncern over the effectiveness

of the public participation component of the megaproject review

procesË set up in Manit.oba to review the Alcan proposal. This

study undertakes a retrospective evaluation of the AIcan

smelter review process, with a view to developing

recommendations for improvement in the public participation

component of the current reviehr process should similar projeets

be proposed in the future. The research exan¡ined the Alcan

smelter revie\r process, and in particular the pubtic

participation procedure thåt uas employed. focusing on the

perãpectives and attit.ude6 of tþe Manit,oba public towards these

procedures.

The AIcan smelter review process differed from the

regular project review proeess used in Manitoba. A modifiecl

version of the Interdepartmental Planning Boarcl/Manitoba

Environment.al Assessment and Review Process for government

projects r^ras adopted for this purpose (see Figure I, page fB).

The principle features of this process. aïned at'

addressing the more elaborate review requirements of

megaprojects such as the proposed smelter, btere as follows:
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f ) Alcan prepared a pro j ect irnpact assessment,

according to the guidelines prodr.rced by the

Province;

2) Government closely nonitors t.he assessment while

it is being prepared;

3) The preparation and review of the impact

assessment is divided into t\,ro distinct segments,

(environmental and socio-economic), each with a

separate sgt of guidelines;

4) The government review for each of these segments

is managed separately by it.s ohtn Impact Assessnrent

Advisory Commit.tee. The Impact Assessrnent

Advisory Committees mor¡itored A1can's ímpact

assessments âs they vrere being prepared and then

prepared the revieht reports of AIcan's statementÊ.

5) Public hearings \cere to be held af t.er the

completion of Alcan's socio-economic and

environmentâ1 impact statements and t.he

government's reviews on these statements. The

CIean Environment Commission was to hold hearings

on the environmental aspects of the project; a

Socio-Economic Review Commission was to be set uP

to consider the socio*economic impact Êtatement.

These hearings would make recommendations to

Cabinet on theÍr various responsibilities.

Cabinet r¿ould then arrive at a f inal decision

(Manitoba Government, 1981) .
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T.2 Problem Statement

Public pärticipation has beconre a conrÍlon a¡rd necessary

element of political decision-naking. It is no longer unusual

to hear government, corporate and institutional leaders

supporting some degree of public involvenent and consult.at,ion.

Public participation is now considered a regular part. of the

formal proeedures for najor project. examination and approval

establíshed by the Federal and Provincial governments.

Providing for meaningful public participat,ion is sound

environmental politics. A clean and stable environment has a

price which is measured not only in economic values but

consists of a loss of individual discretion in 6ome decisions.

To be politically feasible, environmentat policy must obtain

broad public support for the tradeoffs it entails. The best

\"ay to obtain and ensure public support is to involve citizens

directly in the environmental issue and have them Ba¡:ticipate

in the decision-malçing process .(Elder, 1975 ) .

After AIcan decided to indefinitely postpone the

construction of an aluminun smelter in Manitoba, the idea of

having an Environmental As6essment and Review Process that

involves an âppropriate Ievel of public participation in the

process has crystallized. A survey of the attitudes of the

Manitoba public (particularly t,hose residents of the Rocki¿ood

Municipatity) towards the Alcan alumínum smelter revield process

r^ras conducted. The survey provided insights into the AIcan

reviehr process leadíng to t,he revision of the Megaproject

Environmental Assessment and Review Process.
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1.3 Need for the Study

This study tarâs required to upgrade t.he public

participation component ín the megaproject. revieÌd process in

Manitoba. The st,udy was done in anticipation of major projects

appearinE on the scene in t,he future and in recogrrition t,hat

the government bras not well prepared to undertâke an as6essment

of the A1can project.

I.4 Limitations

Owing to monetary and time constraints, this project

vras limited to conËideration of the public participation

experience associatecl wit.h the Alcan megapro ject.

1.5 obiectivee

The goal of the study was to examine. assess, and make

recommendations for improvements to the public participat.ion

component of the Megaproject Eqvironmental AssesÊment and

Review Process in Manit.oba. Ob jectives that Ltere set to reach

this goal are:

1) Evaluation of the attitudes and opirrions of the

Manitoba public tor¡ards the public participation

component of the Alcan environmentåI assessment

and revier¿ process and relate these results t,o the

current megaproject reviebt proeess in Manitoba;



-7

2) Examination and discussion of crite¡:ia necesËary

for asÊessing public participation in ä review

proeess and analyze the AIcan smelter review

process based on these criteria; and

3) Construction of a Megaproject Environmental

Assessment and Review Process model that provides

for an âppropriate degree of public participation

in t.he review of proposed ma jor pro jects.

1.6 Content outline

Chapter Two of this report consists of the research

nethods used in the study. Châpter Three is a review of the

Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review Process and of the

Alcan (Megaproject) Environmentä1 Assessment and Revier¡

Process. In Chapter Four,. public participation 1:iterature is

reviewed to develop criteria for asse6sing a revielt process.

This eontinues i.n Chapter Five,. tdhere f urther criteria are

developed based on a review of a6sessment processes in other

provi"nces in Canada.

The results of the attitude survey conducted are

discussed in Chapter Six, adding to the basis for understanding

and evaluat.ing the Alcan revierd process.

In Chapt,er Seven. guidelines for government, industry

and the public t.o follow in an assessment proeess are

discussed, as well as the modified process for megaproject

assessment. Finally, in Chapter Eight. six recommendations are
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put f orth f or t.he purpose

proeess (speci.ficaIIy, and

-8

of improving the megaproject review

EARP in general).



Chapter 2

RESEARCH METHODS

The study involved three phases of data cotlection and

analysis. Phase one involved a review of related literaLure.
This includect t.he researcher obtaining a background knowledge

of EARP in Manitoba through conversations with the staff of the

Assessment and Review Support Services and MEARA, and examining

and studying publications and reports on this topic. The

literature review includes a section on public participation

and public participation in t.he Manitoba Environmental

Assessment and Review Process. PubIic invlovement irr the

assessment processes of AIbert.a, Saskatchewan, alld Quebec ürere

chosen for comparison with the Manitoba proce6s. Upon

completion of the literature review, a list <¡f relevant

criteria for assessing public participation in a revieur process

\ilere developed. These criteria are later used to critique the

Alcan aluminum smelter proposal, environmental assessment and

review process.

FoI]owing this ir¡itiat phase of research. a

questionnaire was developed to survey a select. group of the

Manitoba pubtic (primarily residents of the R.M. of Rockwood),

AIcan personnel and personnel of Government agencies involved

in the smelter proposal review. From the results of the

questionnaire, t,he following areas of concern were assessed:
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1) how the regpondents perceived the AIcan

environmental assessment and reviehr process;

2) strengths and weaknesses of the process;

3) what. role the respondents believed government,

Alcan and the pubtic had in the process;

4) what role the respondents believe that government,

industry and the public should have in the process;

5) whether any similarities existed in anti-AIcan and

pro-A1can sentiments;

6 ) whether any change in at,t,it.ude towardp Af can had

occurred following the decision to postpone

construction;

7) what impacts, if âDY, the respondents believed an

aluminum smelter would have on the area;

B) what possible changes, if any, the respondents

r¿ould like to see in the revier¿ process of

megaproject6; and

9) if any social fragmentation oecurred in the area

äs a result of the Alcan smelter reviel/ït process,

and whether, if it did occur, it is st.i11 present.

From the results of the foregoing phases of research,

conclusions $tere reached regarding the revierar process of the

AIcan smelter proposal. These conelusions were used to modify

the megaproject review procesÊ. and formed the basis for

recommendations to improve the existing process. This resulted

in a simplified model for environmentâ1 assessment and review
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for megaprojects that involved a greater degree of public

participauion.

Z.L The Ouestionnaire

A select sample populat,ion r^ras interviewed to exa¡nine

the attitudes and perceptior¡s of the Manitoba public towards

the public participation componerrt of the Alcan âluminum

smelter review, Thirty ( 3O) persons \^rere interviewed either in

person or through telephone conversations. The sample

population of thirty people !üas deemed to provide an

approBriate eross section of participants under the tirne and

budget Iirnitations of the study. It was neither possible nor

particularly desirable to conduct a 6tatistically significant

stucly (the adult population of the R.M. of Rockwood in 1980,

according to the most recently avaitable voters list vras

4255). By BerÊonally conducting aII t.he interviews and

interviewing those who were most involved or had a great

interest in the AIcan aluminum smelter proposal, a response

rate of IOo% was achieved.

Twenty-one per6ons \rere intervier¿ed f rom the R.M. of

Rockwood including people from within the buffer zone (an area

Ieft surrounding the smelter where compensation was to be paid

to the residents); people just outside this buffer area; people

from the townË of Stonewall, Teulon and Balmoral; and members

of the Rockwood Smelter Study croup (an independent, study group

set up at. the time of t.he A1can proposal to examine the effects
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of aluminum smelters). From these people, a wide variety of

views hrere represented. Three persons from the Manitoba

government; one person from the federal government; three Alcan

personnel; and tbto persons f rom the Winnipeg area (who Lrere

involved in the review) ütere interviewed to obtain their views

on the process thât brâs used to review the Alcan smelter

proposal. These people provided for a cross-section of views

(for, against, and neutral) concerning the Alcan aluminum

smelter review process.

The interviews took the form of st.andardized,

open-ended intervierds, consisting of a set of caref ul ly wordect

and arranEed questions, with the intention of having each

respondent ans\rer the same question worded in ttre saltre rrlanr]er

in a similar sequence. This type of format is conducive to

minimizing variation in t.he questions posed to interviewees.

The format reduces the possibility of bias that originates from

having different interviews for. different people, and t.he

problem of obtaining nore comprehensive data from certain
people white gett.ing less systenatic information frorn others.

Two major reasons for using this procesa as part of t.he

evaluation vrere:

I) the exact instrument used in the interviews is

available for examination by decision makers and

inf ormat.ion users; and

2) the interview is higtrly focused so that int,erview

time is carefully used.
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This nethod also nakes data analysis easier beeause it,

is possible to locate each respondentts anshrer to the same

question quickly, and organize guestions and ansr"rers that are

similar. The questior¡naire provirled f or a Iarge amount of

input by the respondents so that t.hey could j"nclude any

personal comments or opinions. (Appendix B outlines the

questionnaire that formed the basis for interviews).

Some Iimit.âtions decrease t.he effectiveness of the

standardized, open-ended interviehts. These include:

I) IittIe flexibility is present in relating the

intervieür to particular individuals and

circumstance6; and

Z) standardized wording nay con6train and linit the

naturalness and relevance of questions and ansvrer6

In some cases , \rrhere t,he intervie\"ee Lras not f rom the

l"ocaL areâ, some questions \,rere not relevant and these were

quest ionsexcluded from the

v¡ere asked of each

intervÍew. H,owever ,

person intervi.ewed.

a basic set of
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Chapter 3

REVIEW OF MANITOBA PROCESSES

chapter examines the current process

assessment in Manitoba (EARP) and the

for
process

proposa I

Thi s

environmental

that was set

( megapro j ec t

up to revie\^¡ the Alcan aluminum smelt.er

revie\Àr process).

3. I Manitoba's Review Process

An environmental assessnent is defined irr the report

"An Environmental Assessment and Review Process for Proposed

Provincial Projects" (I976) as a process designed to inform the

decision-malcing authority of the potential effects of a

proposed project on the environment.

The Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review

Process (EARP) was formally approved in this province in

November 1975. The process is intended to be a preventive

strategy or mechanism to identi,fy and resolve potential

environmental problems related to air, water, and soil

pottution of a proposed projecL (Manitoba Governnent, I978).

AtI projects proposed by the provirrcial governmetlt attd it.s

cro\^?n corporations that may significantly affect the

environment are required to be subject to the assessmettt and

revievr process. Manitoba's EARP is government policy and

therefore is applicable to provincial government act.ions and

not that of private industry.
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environment

following:

r)

aÊse6sment

of Manitoba,

15

process is

and more

:, ( ì".
.:. v L

designed to

specifically,

protect. t.he

to ensure the

environmental as6essments are carried out for aIl
proposed provincial projects that may

sígnificantly alter or affect the environment, â6

ä result of contamination of air. water and soit;
2) the results of the environmental assessment are

sub ject to review by Cabinet who nray permit,

modify, or disallow ttre proposed action; and

3) the results of the assessnent and all subsequent

recommendations arrd conditions applicable thereto,

will be used in the planning, implementation, and

operational phases of the project if approved

(Manitoba Government. 1976).

The Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review

Agency (MEARA) was established brithin t,he f ormer Department, of

Consumer and Corporate Affairs and Environment (now Department

of Environmenl and Workplace Safety and Health) to imptement

the newly formed revier,Àr process. MEARA's primary

responsibilities are to:

f) revie\^t proposals for all new projects or proposals

respecting major alterations to existing

facilities;

2) exempt those projects which would not require a

thorough assessment;
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3 ) recommend to the Minister of Enviror¡nrent, those

prÕjects wtrich in the judgenrent of the Review

Agency require an environnental assessment;

4) provide environmental impact quidelines;

5 ) review environmental i.npact statements;

6) recommend addit,ional procedural guidelines to

further identify and mitigâte adverse

environmental impacts; and

7) submit reviews and recommendations to Cabinet to

permit, modify, ot disallow a proposed undertaking

(Manitoba Governnent. 1976).

The Envíronmental AssesÊment and Review Process

consists essentially of the foltowing steps:

1) If the proponent determines that the proposed

project may have potentially significant

environmenÈaI impacts. the proponent, must prepare

a project description aud submit it. t.o MEA,RA

(Appendix C outlines p::oject description

guidelines);

2) Assessment and Review Support Services prepare an

Initial Environmentâ1 Evaluation (IEE) for MEARA

cf the proposed project. An IEE contains either

suggests mitigating measures, a recommendation

thât an Environmental Impact Assessment is

required, or a recommendation that t,he project

should proceed as proposed;
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to assess the

conventional
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3) MEARA reviews the IEE and makes recommendations to

the Minister (based on information reeeived from

t.he Support Services) that an EIA is not requirecl

and that the project may proceed; recommends the

need for an EIA; or t,he need for mitigating

4)

measures;

The Minister makes the final decisiorr based on

MEARA's recommendations and irrf orms ttre proponent;

Proponent prepares the BIA (if necessary) and

submits it to MEARA for review (Appendix D

outlines the guidelines) ;

MEARA reviews the EIA and submit.s its

recommendat.ions t,o the Minister;

The Minister may give public notice of the receipt,

of t.he EIA, preparation of MEARA's review, and the

location where the EIA and its revíew may be

inspected by the public;

The Minister may initiate (after t.he receipt of

the EIA or at âny point earlier) public hearings

on the EIA; and

Cabinet decides to åpprove the project, witfr or

without modif icati.ons, or re ject the pro ject

(Guide. I982).

assessment and revie\'¡ process t.hat u¡as developed

Alcan smelter proposal differed from the

Environmental Assessment and Review Process.

s)

6)

7)

8)

e)



Figure l. Alcan Smelter Review Process
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Alcan was required to prepare an Environmental Impact

Assessment (EIA) and a Socio-Economic Impact Assessment

(SEIA). The EIA was to assess the potent.ial impact. of the

project. on the bio-physical environment (thât is, ttre air,

\4¡ater, soiI, wildlif e and vegetatiorr) wtrí1e ttre SEIA would

relate the bio-physical impacts to impacts on people's lives as

weIl as examining other potential impacts on indivirluals and

communities.

Figure I is simplified representation of the Alcan

Environmentat Assessment and Review Process. The major steps

of the proceÊs are:

I) Alcan submits a project description or outline to

the Inter-departmentat SEIA and EIA advisory

committees;

2) These committees issue guidelínes for the

preparation of environmental and socio-economic

impact statements .by the proponent;

3) Public receives quidelines and review proeess

exp lanat i on;

4) Proponent prepares EIS and SEIS âccorcling to

Euidelines; Proponent is encouraged to hotd public

meetings so that the public's opinions and

:oncerns are incorporated into the final EIS and

SEÏS;
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5 ) Completed Inrpact Statenrent6 are f orwarded to

government Inter*DepartmentaL SEIA and EIA

Advisory Committees; the publíc also receives a

copy of complet,ed statements;

6 ) Advisory Committees review impact stat,ement,s

copy of provincial review sent to Socio-Economic

Review Commission (SERC) and the CIean Environment

Commission (CEC) for public hearings; public also

receives copy of provincial review;

7) PubIic hearings are field by the Socio-Economic

Review Commission and the Clean Environment

Commission. SEIA recommendations made by the SERC

to Cabinet who makes the final decisi<¡rr; CEC

issues errvirorrmental stan,ilards that proponent nust

follow if project is allowed to proceed; the

pubtic ís encouraged to participate in public

hear ings z

B) Cabinet makes final decision as to whether project

is permitted; is permitted with modifications; or

is rejected.

The Alcan revie\Àt process provided f or public

participation as a fundamental component. It Lras intended thåt

t.he public woutd be fulty inforned about the review proeess

that rdas oecurring and what role the government had in the

process, and to enÊure that the public r¿ould have the

opport,unity to part.icipate in the process.
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Two sets of guidelines vrere drawn up (one for
socio-economic impacts and one for environmental impacts) for
preparat,ion of two separate impact assessment stat.ements. The

impact. statements \rere to be reviewed by different Aclvisory

Committees, and pub)-ic hearings were to be held at ttre end of

the process to ensure public involvement and to ensure thät all

âspects of the project had been eonsidered. Socio-economie

impacts hrere to be considered by a "Socio-Economic Review

Commission" (SERC) (which had not been set up at the time of

the review) and t.he Clean Environment Commission (CEC) was to

hear environmental impacts. These hearing tribunals would make

recommendat,ions to Cabinet who r¡ould make the final decision.

By separat,ing the socio-economic and environmental ímpacts, the

Manitoba government hoped that, alI aspects of the proposed

project would be thoroughly considered.

The 6uceess of the proposeil Provincial Environ¡nental

Assessment and Review Process d,eveloped f or AIcan ( in
particular. and rnegaprojects, in general) is unknown as the

åssessment \Aras not completed pr ior to AIcarr withdrawing t.he

aluminum Êmelter p::oposal fronr Manitoba. It must be remembered

that the AIcan case \iras a simplif iecl case.



( '.

-22

Chapter 4

REVIEEü OF PUELÏC PARTICIPATION LTTERATURE

This chapt.er includes a review of cuJ:rently availabte

literature on public participation. The purpose of this part

of the Iiterature review is t.o arrive at criteria for assessing

an Environmental Assessment and Review Process. The rationale
for public participation, as weIl as approaches and methods âre

examined and provide the basis for the format,ion of the

criteria.

4.I bri Pa tici ation Adv

Disadvantages

Public participation according to the U.N. Conference

on Habitat (Sadler, Volume 1I, I97B) is defined as the "dynamic

incorporation of the people in ttre social" economÍc, and

polit.ical 1i.f e of a country...': . This def inition is f,urther

elaborated on by Elder (1975) to include: "...not only effort.s

to convey informacion, but public pärticipation implies

education to allow citizens, âs well as specialists to play a

role in evaluating the economic, technical. and administrative

consequenceË of measures under consideration".

4.T.I Ã¡lva n a es of Pubtic Participationt_

I) Specialists from industry or government seldom have aIl the

knowledge and experience t.hat is requirecl for responsible
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decision-naking. In the past. failure to ident.ify concern6

of the public has often resulted in poor planni.ng and

decision-making (Mâurer, L979i SeweIl and O'Riordan. I976).

2) Public participation enables those affected by a proposed

activity or decision to participate in the process before

the final decision is made. More often, the public witl

accept the final decision if they have had a chance to

participate irr the decision-making process (Maurer, I979).

3) The agency is given an opportunity to assess public views

more accurately; aLso helps to inform the public of what

t,he problens are and what alte¡:natives might be considered

in a search for solutions (Sewell and Burton. 1974).

4) Public participation usually provides for more responsible

government as the gap which grovrs between politicians and

the public from one election t,o the next is bridged. A

Iinkage is built between the pubtic and the bureaucraey so

that government agencíes ar,e no longer distant from those

they are supposed to serve" "The public service regains

its true meaning" (Connor. I974).

5) PubIic part.icipation will result in more responsible and

responsive citizens. No longer will it. be posÊibIe for the

public to simply leave it up to the decisj.on-ntahers and

then decry their decision after the fact. Citizens have to

shoulder their share of difficult decisions raIher t,han

leave government to make aIl decisions and face the

opposition afterwards (Canter, L977).
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Often it is the ease that being able to participat,e in
the decision-making process wiIl be as sâtisfactory or

rehrarding as having the decision being made in orre's f avour

( Sewell and PhiIlips, I979 ) .

4. 1.2 Disadvant.aqes of PubIic Participat.ion

Several disadvantages of public participation are

expressed in the literature on this subject. These include:

I) It is often expensive and time consuming

(especialty in terms of large scale projects such

as pipelines, airports, etc. ). (Canter, I977).

2) Those who participate are often not representative

of the general public, nor do they always hold the

same view. Those that particípate are usually t.he

more vocaI, better educated and notiva f.ed personÊ

in society. PubIic participation may serve to

reinforce or enhance this division (Maurer, I979;

SewelL and O'Riordan. 1976).

3) Public participation may result in confusic¡n of

the issues, since mâny ne\r perspectives may be

introduced. erroneous information is often

received resulting from the lack of knowledge on

the subject on the part of the participant

(Canter, l-977r.
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4) The process nây result in 6hort-term,

short-sighted and piece-meaI planning rather than

Iong term, more thought-out decision-making

(Maurer, 1979).

5) Public participation does not necessarily result

in better government. Historical t,rends in t,he

United Stat.es have shown that to make government

more accessible to public influence wiIl not

necessarily make it more huma¡re or responsible

(Dye & ZeigIer, in !{enqert, 1976 ) . (Eve¡r though

this \dås originally inter¡ded to âppty to the

Arnerican situation, it seems just as applicable to

t.he Canadian situation) .

4.2 Approaches to PubIic Participation

Four broad approaches to public pârt.icipation are

outlined by tang and Armour (I9.8O). These are:

1) _I.NF'.ORUÀTIAN EEELBA : involves giving people

information on their environment and changes

proposed t,o ít. and seeking responses f ron them.

Two kinds of information cân be iclentified:
processed - from statj.stics, studies and books;

and personal - fron¡ first-hancl experience witfr the

environment in question. The Bubli.c Ie¡lds to have

nore of the second and less of the fírst, while

for decisíon-makers the opposite is generalLy
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true. Both types of j.nfornration are necessary for

decision-making.

2) C!N-9-U!-TÀTJQNi ref ers to planne::s aild other

officials meeting wj.tfr individuals arrd group6 in

an organized way for t,he purpose of increasíng

participation in planning and decision-making.

Consultation is important when the issue is
perceived differently from the standpoint of the

implementing agency than from the standpoint of

the cit,izen.

3) JOINT PLANNING: is a process where citizen6 and

other interested groups on one hand, and planners

and industry on the other. become partners in

designing the planning process, formulating the

p1an, and solving problems that arise along the

\,ray. Final decisions on adopting and im¡rtementing

the plan remain ç¡i,th others.

4) DELEGATED AUT RI : transfers aone or aII of the

authorit.y and responsibility of the initiatirrg

agency to citizen-controlled groups to conduct the

ptanning and/or undertake management. Del.egated

aut.hority applies to loeal situations with a

significant amount of self-heIp involved, hrhere

appropriate expertise is available, hrhere

administration ean be ent,rusted to an organized

responsible group of users; where openness can be
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en6ured and accountability clearly established;

and where performance can be regularly evaluated.

The principle weakness of the foregoing is the model's

assunption that cit.izens and the public wiIl identify and take

advantage of the participative opportunities available.

4.3 Methods of Public Participation

Several nrethods of public participation are cited in

the Iiterature on this sub ject. IrtsIead of discussirrg alI of

the techniques available, the t\^to most comnon methods - public

hearings and public meetings (both proposed for the Alcan

smelter review process) will be discussed as well as a brief

description of other forms that public participation can take.

4.3.r Ms
There are t\'¡o common forms of public participation

ofÈen used ín the decision-making process. The first. of theee

is public hearings. PubIic hearings talre on a wide variety of

fornrs from formal, quasijudicial proceedings to very informal

hearings or meetings. Most. often hearings are very

f ormalized. trühen signif icant developnents are being

considered, public hearings provide an opportunity for aII

those direct.ly and indirectly affected to voice their

concernË. public hearings are also applicable to sit.uat,ions in

which changes are being considered in administrative standards,

as the concerned interests are given an opport.uni.ty to express

themselves (Farrell ) .
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There are several advantages atrd dj.sadvartt.ages or

corìstrâint,s associated witn the prâct,ice of holding public

hearings. Advantages include: public hearings are relatively

inexpensive to hold; people attending are generally

welI-inf ormed of the issues at hand; t.he process aIlot¿s f or

some degree of interaction between the pubLic and

decision-malçers or planners; and aIlows for an organized and

planned formal information/feedback hearing.

The disadvantages of pubtic hearings far outnumber the

advantages. The major eonstraint, of public hearings is thåt

people attending may not be representative of the range of

people who are potentially affected. Other disadvantages

inctude: high visibility may prevent certairr irrdividuals from

expressing themselves, ìntho otherwise would. due r.o a real or

imagined fear that they may be personally threaterted; requires

a significant time commitment; attendanee is often affected by

distance barriers; communicatiqn of ten ends up beíng one rqtay;

people generally feel thât public involvement oecurs after

decisions have been made; and public hearings often tend to

develop into or adopt a format of adversary confrontation

(FarreIl).

4.3.2 Public Meet.inss

PubIic meetings êre another commmon form of public

involvement. Public meetings are generally much less formal

than hearings and provide a more t:elaxed atmospltere for
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participation. Public meetings are se6sions where the general

public and agencies or governmer¡t can int.eract. and include a

focus on question and ansbter. Mucir information must be

distributed before hand in order for the public to contribute

ef f ectively in the meeting. In smaIl, rural comnu¡rit,ies, the

public meeting remains a viable forunr for community concern and

problenr solving (Cortnor, in Sadle¡:, V<¡lune I, L977) .

There are a number of dj.sadvantages associated with

public meetings. Pubtic meetings seem to generaLe 'more heat

than light'into the issue at hand. Often the public is not

invited to participate until after the issues have developed a

high leve1 of anxiety among members of the community (Connor,

in Sadler, Volume I, Lg77). Public meetings require a

significant. tine commitment on the part of the public. The

public is expected to participate, not at their o\rn

convenience, but at. â time and locat.ion specified by the agency

or government. Most of those who attend the public meetings

have a vested interest in the issue and have sonething to say,

yet many of them are unable to participate because agency

preÊentations and special interest groups monopolize the

question period and often Íntimidate more moderaIe persons.

(These problems are also associated with public hearings).

several steps can be taken to overcome many of the

problems associated wit,h public meetings. Inf ormati.on can be

distributed welI in advance; an agenda for the meeting can be

developed and foltowed; and a report summarizing the events and
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the meeting can be made available to inform the

the agency heard at the nreeting.public of what

4.3.3 e Forms of

Usually the objectives of publíc hearings and meetíngs

can be accomplished by some other means, or a combination of

techniques including such methods as open houses, \forkshops and

resource centers. These methods of public involvement

generally foster a more effective exchange of ideas and

concerns between various segments of the public, planners. and

politicians in a convenient and comfortable manner. The

informalit.y of these techniques allows for better interaction

betrdeen the public and agency than is usually obtained at

public meetings or pubtic hearings. The agency ís able to

ansvrer indívidual concerns and able to obtain an idea of the

public,s view of the issue at hand. Open houses and [e6ource

centers enable a large portion of the Bublic to become more

fully ararare and more fully i.nvolved in the issues eonfronting

them at a time that is convenient for them. The only major

disadvantage of these methods is the large co6ts involvecl in

the provision of mâterials and staff.

4 .4 SuIllnarv

The trend in the last decade has been

participation in the decision-making process.

forward has been helped by legislation ertabling

tor¿ards more

Thís nove

and pr:oviding
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for a greater degree of participation; higher education IeveIs;

Ereat.er co-ordination and planning; and a growing concern over

the need to preserve our environment. PubIic pârticipat.ion is

not tikely to be nrore effective in the future unLess the

reasons for traditional inequalities limitinE it are corrected

(such as status, wealth and access to inf ornratiorr) . Rregha ( in

Sadler, VoIume I, L977 ) believes ttrat pubtic participation r¿i1I

prosper in Canada only in a more egalitarian society that puts

a higher value on co-operation rather than on competition.

Ultimately, he 6tâte6, public part.icipation wilI depend on the

quality of the public--"hre rrrilI get. v¡hat Lte deserve I ".

4.5 Conclusions a nd Criteria

From the foregoing review of related literature, a number

of philosophies on public participation continue to appear.

These reoccurring philosophies provide the basis for criteria

for the asses6ment of public pa.rticipation in an assessment

proeess.

4.5. I Two-wav Communication Flow

An attempt must be made by decision-makers ( inclustry,

government) and the public (individuals. interest groups) to

establish a t\,ro-r,tay communication flow, So that. ideas flow from

the decision-rnakers to the public and the public provides

construct.ive feedback to the planners.
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criteria #r 
There should be verticar tvro-vray conrnrunicât.ion

specialists, industry and government must communicate with

interest groups and individual persons and vice versa.

Otherwise, if public input is ignored" confrontations mäy arise

which often delay implementâtion or alter completely the

original intention of a project (Owen in EIA in Canada:

Processes and Approaches, I977).

4.5.2 Tnformation of Project

Related to Criteria *1 is the public's right to

information from both governmer¡t and industry on the proposed

project. Often, the general public does not have sufficient

information on the project to participate adequately and

effectivety in the assessment process.

Criteria *2

The public requires a flovr of informat.ion from both

government and industry on the proposed project. The public

also requires information on EIA's (their purpose and process);

the role of the public in the assessment process: and

dissemination of inf ormation on the Êt.udy, the progress of t.he

study, and âny potential adverse or positive impacts.

Public HearÍnqs

PubIic hearings often become a confrontãtiorl betu¡een

4.5.3



..i\l;

- 33

the public and industry and government. âs the public perceives

the heari-ngs to be hetil after the final decision on the

proposed project has already beerr reached.

Cr iteria #3

Public hearings should be held prior to ¿¡ny final

commitment being made. This would allow for the public to be

involved in the decision-makíng process and have their opinions

and views incorporated into the process, ensuring greater

accountability in government (Connor, L974r.

4.5.4 Immediate Involvement of PubIic

The public is often involved in the decision-making

process after the final decision has been made. The public is

more tikely to reject a decision if they have not been allowecl

to participate in t.he decision-naking process.

Criteria *4

The pubtic should be involved immediateì.y f¡:onr the

Êtart of the asÊessment process. The public should be involved

in the preparation of the EIA guidelines, and in the complet,ion

and review of the EIA statement, as perceptions of the public

often differ from that of the government. industry or

specialists.



REVIEI^I

Chapter 5

OF OTHER ASSESSMENT PROCESSES

This chapt,er reviews Environmental Assessment and

Review Processes in Quebec, Saskatche\,ran, AIberta, and the

Manitoba Megaproject Process to assess the pubtr ic participation

components in these systems. From the review of these

provinces's systems, additional criteria are developed, (in

addit.ion t.o those developed in Chapter 4) that provide the

basis f or âssessing pubtic part,icipation in a revie\., process.

5. I Manitoba ' s Meqapro iect, Process

The Environnental Assessfitent and Review Process that
r¡ras developed to assess the AIcan alunrinunl smelte¡: proposal

differed from the usual assessment process used il Manitoba.

The "megaproject" process int,ended to provide for a greater

degree of public participation t,han is usually found in EARP.

These mean6 ürere to be met by:

1) the EIA and SEIA guidelines $rere public documents,

freely available;

2) a fuII explanation of the government's review of

the Alcan project \.tas to be widely publicizecl;

3) the EIA and SEIA vrere to be publically released as

soon as they were filed with t.he province;

4 ) the ProvÍncial reviews of the EIA and SEIA brere to

be released to the public åË soon äs completed; and
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5) public hearings vrere to be hetd on aII

environmental and socio-econo¡nj.c aspeets of t,he

pro j ect.

In the corrventional environnrental assessltrenI and

revieb¡ process , there is much Iess provis ion f or pubì. íc irrput. .

Public involvement at any phase in the Manitoba Environmental

Assessment and Review Process, is Ieft to the discretion of the

Environmental AsÊessment, and Review Agency and ultinrately, the

Minister of Environment. PubIic input is, hor¡ever. generally

considered by MEARA prior to formal approval of the proposal.

5,2 Ouebee's Process

Quebec's Environmental Assessment and Revie\Âr Procedure

has a legaI basis provided by t.he Environmental Quality Act

(L.R.Q., c. Q-2). This Act was amended in I97B to provide for,
among other things, the creatíon of the Bureau d'Audiences

Publiques 6ur I'Environnement,,resBonsible primarily for
holding public hearings in the case of project proposals

sub ject to the tìeview Frocedure.

Quebec's process (See Figure II) provides for a much

greâter degree of public pårticipation thân does Manitoba's

process. The assessment and reviev¡ procedure in Quebec

provides an information. consultation, and public hearing phase

t,o enable the pubì.Íc to participate in the decision-making

process. The purpose in allowing the public to part,icipate is

to enable the affected parties an opportunity to obtain
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technical infornration, express their views, arrd make thëir

concerns known. Irrvolving tire public a1lr¡ws the decision-maker

or agency ân opportunity to ascertain that, there are no

unexpected con6equenees of the urrdertaking of ä parLicular

project and therefore decreasing or avoiding the expense of

social and environmental corrective measures in the future.

PubIic participation in the process consists of five

s tâges :

Stage I - Inf ormat,io.n is provided by t he Minister of the

Enviornment and the project initiator (public

notification).

Stage 9 - Consultation by the public of the apptication for

a certificate of authorizat.ion and application for

a public hearing.

Stage 10 - PubIic hearings (if treld).

Stage 11 - Submission of the report on the public hearinE.

Stage LZ Submission of the, report on pubtic irrformation and

consultation.

In summary, the Quebec EARP guarantees the public

access to any t.echnical information regârding the applicatíon

for a certificate of âut.hority and the right to examine the EIA

statement. If the general public feels that the EIA statement

does not adequately deal with alt of the environmental issues,

they may request that the Minister hold a public neeting so

that the public's views can be expressed. These viewpoints are

then taken into consideration in the final decision (Guide

re82).
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5.3 Albertars Process

The legisLative base for Albertars Environmental

Assessment and Revie\^r Process is contained in the Land Surface

Conservation and Reclamation Act. The guidelines for

assessment and review emphasize public involvement. The

Alberta document 6tates that proponents should attempt to

inctude the affected party into the ETA process. Ttre purpose

of public participation is to provide for adequate exchange of

information t.o allow ident,ification of potential inrpacts and

concerns; t.o provide for adequate assessment of Lhe community

significance; and t.o ensure evaluation from the public

perspective of alternatives and pot,ent,ial gains and losses /

involved in proceeding witn a proposed development (Guide,

1982).

The proponent is encouraged to hold public meetings

and seminars at the earliest date and incorporate the results

from public participation j.nto,t.he f inal Envitronnentat Impact

Stâtement. When the assessment is completed, the Alberta

guiaelines stress that the proponent must ensure that the

public has an adequate opportunity to review the overall

implications. The public muÊt be given an opportuníty to

indicate whether or not the proposal i.s within the Iimits of

pubtic acceptanee.

4 Saskatqhe!¡an' s_Pilge€-â

The Saskatchevran Environmental AsseÊsment and Review

5
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process places even more emphasis on public involventent than

the Manitoba or Alberta processes. Saskatchewan adopted a

policy for environmental impact assessment in 1976. Assessment

legislation, the Environmental Assessment Act was passed in

I9BO. Some of the changes that occurred involved public

participat,ion:
. I) Technical reviehr comments are t,o be made available

for public review concurrently with the

environmental impact statement. A minimum 3O day

public review period is required; and

2) Grants may be made available for interest groups

to participate in the assessment process.

The public affected by a developnrent shoulcl

participate in the identification, anâ1ysis. arrd evaluation of

the impacts, and in the planning of nritigation arrd errhanee¡nent

mea6ures to minimize any negative effects. From the St,art of

the proceËË, the public is given an opportunit'y to

pârticipate. The Saskatcheretan doeument point.s out that the

public should participate early enough in the assessment

process so that their comments, interests, and recommenclations

may be considered during the preparation of the final EIA.

Once an accept,able EIA is received by Saskatche\rtan Environment,

it then gives public notice of receipt of t.he EIS and places

where it may be inspected. The public is asked to subnit any

comments or recommendat. ions to sasha tche\^ran Environment . If ,

as a result of the public review, si.gnificant public coneern is
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expressed, ånd if. in t.he opinion of the Minister of

Environment" the project has environmental concerns, the

Minister can appoint a Board of Inquiry to review the EIA

St.atement.

5.5 Summary

From t.his brief examination of the

process in Manitoba, Quebec, Alberta

assessntent and

and saskatche\ran,review

it is evident t.hat Manitoba's EARP places less emphasis on

citizen participation in the Environmental Assessment and

Reviet¡ Process. The review process that was devetoped to

assess the Alcan smelter proposal did. hor^tever. provide f or a

greater degree of pubtic participation than is t.he usual case.

Manitoba has no legislative base for its Environmental

Assessment and Review Process and this Iimits project revie\.t to

proposed government projects or cro\,tn corporation proposals or

privat.e indust.ry that desires to da sÐ.

Manitobats definition of environment is also too

narrowly defined to encourage or \A/arrant nructr public

involvement. The definition of Environnent, according to

Manitoba legislation, is limited to "air, r^Ìater, and soil".

Thus an assessment would be required for any project that

proposes to signif icantly impact upon the "air, \.tater, or

soiI". The public. therefore. would only participate ín

projeets that would have impacts as defined above, with little

eoncern or at.tention given to the socio-economic environment.
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Although the Alcan Review Process $ras to provide for

public involvement, this is generally not the case. Manitoba

does not guârantee the public the right to participate in the

revieL¡ process of projects which may have potentially

significant environmental impacts. Involvement is Ieft up to

the discretion of the Minister of Environment. Classic

democratic principles hold t.hat. those who are affected by a

project should have an opportunity to participate in the

decision-making process eoncerning the project (Maurer, 1979).

The problem to be resolved is whether Manitoba should have a

review process thât guarantees the public a right t,o

part.icipate in those decisions that ult,imately affect their

I ives .

5.6 Conclusions

Several philosophies underly t.he Environmental

Assessment and Review Processes of Quebec. Alberta and

SaskaÈchewan and

smelter proposal.

are later used to

process.

the process that riras formulåted

These provide

assess public

a portion of

participation

for the A1can

criteria that,

a review

the

in

5.6. I Funds for Interest Groups

The Saskatchebtan government provides grants to

interest groups enabling them to pa¡:ticipate ir¡ the assessment

process. Often interest groups tack sufficient econoni

resources thåt enable them to part.icipate ef f ectively " jil.*r,:,i.jr:ìt i.,r,,.,,,,
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Criteria *5

PubIic funding should be nade avaÍlable to

Iegitimate interest groups to trelp cover costs of ¡:eseareh and

participation in and holding of nreetings.

5.6.2 Explanation of PubIic's Riqht to Participate

An explanation on the right.s of the public to

participate in the revievt process is required. This

idealty include:

a) the extent to which opportunities exist that

should

possible for those who wish to participate to

malre it

do so;

b) extent to which t,he pubtic are awâre of the

opportunit.ies to ParticiPate;
c) extent to which the public is made and kept informed

or aLtare of the events; and

d) eNtent to which the proponents and government respond

to the public's inPut..

Criteria *6

The public should ideally be given an explanation of the

opportunities that, they have to participate in the

environmental assessment and review proceËs.



.: i:Í

Chapter 6

ATTITUDE SURVEY RESULTS

6.1 Introduction

This chapter examines the results t.hat were obtained

in Lhe interviews conduct,ed concerning the Alcan aluminun

Êmelter proposal and revie\d. This serves to add Lo the basis

for understanding and evaluating the AIcan proposal revier¿

procedure.

In the environmental assessment and review of a major

project, three parties are usually involved: the government,

the indust.ry or proponent, and the public and/or interested

citizen groups. The review of the AIcan aluminum ËmeLter

proposal appeared. at the surface, to involve only two of these

the industry (in this case. AIcan) and the Manitoba public.

The government played a much less obvious role in t.he entire

procesÊ.

6.2 Survev Population

For the purposes of exanrining the attitudes and

percept.ions of the Manitoba public towards the AIcarr smelter

revier^T process, thirty persons r,rere interviewed. This included

three employees of the Manitoba government; one employee of the

federal government; three employees of the Aluminum Company of

Canada Ltd; t\{o people f rom Inlinnipeg (who hail a subst.antial

interest, in the proposal); and thtenty-one people from the
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Rockwood area. Of the tvtenty-t\.to people f rom the Rockwood

ärea. síx people útere from inside the buffer zone that. Alcan

had allowed to surround the proposed sÍte; and three were from

municipal government I inc]uding the Mayors (at ttrat tinre) of

t.he Towns of Stonewall and Teulon, and ttre Reeve of Rockwoodl.

6.3 The Rockwood Snrelter Study Groupts Role

Several citizen groups \,rere forned inrmediately

following AIcan's announcement of its intenticn to construct an

aluminum smelter in Manitoba. One of the bett.er lçnown groups

rdas the Rockwood Smelter Study Group (RSSG). The RSSG was

composed of concerned, int,erested residents of the Balmoral

area that met to discuss the possible ramifications an aluminum

indust.ry could have on the area. The RSSG planned to be a

public study group, open t.o alI Manitobans with the prinary

purpose of obtainÍng information and expert,ise on the Alcan

issue. From the resources avai,lable, the group would determine

for ítseIf the beneficial and adverse effects on the immediate

area, and the province. resulting f r:onr a alunrinu¡rr snrelter.

The initial objective of the Rockwood Smel[er Study

Group was to eonduct unbiased. impart.ial research into the

subject, area of aluminum smelterÊ and to decide whether or not

to support the smelter in t.he area. The intentions of t.he

Eroup \cere honorable. It soon becane apparent, ho\cever, Èhat,

some members of the RSSG l^tere biased against Alcan and the

proposed smelter. Once t.his b¡as realized by AIcan and other
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members of the community. the RSSG lost credibili.ty as an

impartial study group and was labeIled as "anti-Alcan".
The Rockwood Smelter Study Group did hor¿ever serve an

important role in the public participation component. of the

Alcan smelt.er proposal review. The group held meetings,

sponsored speakers, and offered the pubtic a r¿eaIth of

information on t.he subject of aluminum smelters.

6.4 Manitoba Gove rnment-rs Role

The Manitoba govel:nment played a Iess visible role in

the a6sessment proces6. The only involvement that government

appeared t,o have was in t.tre prepa¡:ation of the socio-economie

and environmentat guidelines for the proponent.. The government

had planned to corrduct a fult review of the Alcan aluminum

smelter proposal including public hearings, but the project rltas

postponed before the Manitoba government could proceed this far.

The Manit.oba government did not hald or participate

(to the respondents' knowledge) in any public meetings held on

the Alcan smelter proposaL Representativec from the

government r^rere present at a f ew publ ic debates sponsored, in

part, by t,he Manitoba Naturalist Soci€ty, but this is believed

to be the extent of their participation. Alcan and t.he

Rockr¿ood Smelter Study Group organized and chaired t,he ma jority

of the meetings held.

Five, of the thirty people interviewed. felt that the

governnent didn't participate ín the meetings because they
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didn't. have enough time, and had the proeess conti¡ued,

government s¡ould have become involvecl in public meetings and

hearings. These peopte felt that goverrrment should remâin

unbiased and Iimit t.heir participation in these leetings.

Nineteen respondents believed the government didn't participate

in the meetings because they didn't know wttat they rdere doing.

nor what their role should be in the process. These people

also \dere of t.he opinion that the government should have been

more actively involved in order for the public to see what

stand the government \^tas taking on the issue. The public

generally believes that when government is involved in a

controversial environmental issue such aS AIcan, all public

coneerns and views wilI be considered, and the government would

sort out $rhat is right or rllrong. The people of Manitoba tAtere

not given this assurance. The remainder of the respondents

\dere undecided as \dhat role the government should have played

irr these meetings

Three of thirty respondenLs felt. the government vtas

right in not pârticipating in tht process prior Lo Lhe public

hearings being held as it would have showed an. apparent bias.

The majority of t.he other respondents (twenty people) were of

the opinion that. the government could have participated in the

public meetings in an impartial. unbiased manner. in much the

same manner that Alcan had conducted itself.
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6.5 AIcan's RoIe

Alcan, in contrast to the Manitoba governnrent. held

several public meetings and open houses; brought in speakers

and experts; antl sponsored, in part, a tour for a group of area

residents, t,o see the Grande Baie Smelter in Quebec. All but'

one respondent felt that Alcan performed their role in a

prof essional manner. Alcan IÂras perceived aS being generally

impartial and unbiased. and sought to provide the public witfr

aIl information (both positive and negative) that it had

available. One respondent commented that he obtainecl, from

Alcan, considerable informat,ion on the negative e¡rviroltmentâ1

inpacts associated with alunrinum smelters. Altltough Alcan had

an obvious bias and was trying to sell it.self to the area

residents, they conduct.ed themselves in a professional and

seemingly unbiased, impartial nanner.

6.6 Assessment of Apnroach

Although thtenty respondents (of thtenty-one people who

responded to this question) feIt, they \dere given ample

opport.unity to participate in public meetings and to voice

their opinions and concerns, only four of the tltenty people

believed that the way in which public meetings \tere held was

the best method (ie. by the industry or proponent, and int,erest

groups). The other sixteen respondentã felt that public

meetings should be jointly held by th¡:ee groups - the

government. the proponent and interest groups.
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Five respondents )<new exâctIy the environmental

assessment and review process that government planned to

imptement t,o review the AIcan snelter proposal (three of the

five respondents \Â¡ere from goverrrnrent). Terr of the thirty

respondents felt that the governnent thenrselves were not sure

what they \^rere to do. Twerrty-one people knew that there \'¡as to

be a review of the completed impact statements and public

hearings, but none of these people \'rere conf ident that this was

to be the process. Eight respondents ttere of the opinion that

the public hearings vtere to be only a formality. âs a decision

had already been made by the Conservative Government. These

people believed that public hearings should be held in advance

of any final decisions being made. OnIy after the hearings and

recommendations macle by the hearÍng tribunal, should a decision

be reached.

Six of thirty respondent,s felt that a more effective

hearing process \cas required. Ihey believed the role of the

Clean Environment Commission. whieh cu¡:rently holds hearings on

environmental matters, should be strengthened - qivitrg titem the

mandate to handle both socio-ecotromic and environntental

hearings; an¿l naking their recommendations and eonclusions

f inal .

AlI of the twenty-one people who responded to this

question felt that they ü¡ere able to receive a sufficient.

amount of information on the subject of Alcan and aluminum

smelters in order to reach a decision on r¿hether or not to
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support a smelter in t,he area. Although most information was

from Alcan (vrith lesser amounts from the RSSG), information on

both the positive and negative aspects of aluminum smelt,ing

vrere available. Fourteen of the tltenty-one respondentS feIt

the Manitoba government should have Éupplied the BubIic with

additional information. especially on the Environmental

Assessment and Review Process to be followed; the government's

st,and on the project; and on Lhe hydro agreement.

of t.he tbrenty-one pegple who responded to the question

regarding impacts, only six peopte feIt that the environntental

impacts a smelter could genêrate were not made clear. Five, of

these tl,tenty-one people, believed ttrat t'here vrould be no

negative environnental impacts whatsoever; six people ldere of

the opinion t.hat any adverse environmental effects t¿ould be

conf ined to the buf f er area, with lit.tle or no damage t.o areaÊ

outside this zone. An area that a nunber of respondents felt

that more information was required was on the socio-economic

effects such a large indust,ry could have on the areâ. OnIy

seven people (of threnty-one respondents) considered the

socio-economic effects or impacts that an aluminum smelter

would generate (in addition to environmental impacts) when

asked what impacts such an industry could have. The majority

of the respondent,s (thirteen of tl,renty-one) belíeved that any

negative inpacts a smelter would have on the Rockwt¡od area

would be far out-rlreighed by the positive impacts of econontic

growth and development.
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Six people interviewed (of tvtenty-one) considered

moving if Alcan had proceeded wittl plans to const,ruct an

aluminum smelter in the BalmoraI area. These people believed

that t,he negative environmental and socio-economic ïnrpacts

wouId, by far, exceed any possibte benefits front an aluminum

smelter. Five of the six people did not earn their livings in

the area (they either worked in Winnipeg or out of the Rockwood

area ) . The other person f armed just. out.side of the buf f er zone

and felt that. the environment would be severely degraded for

agr icu 1 ture

A trend seemed to appear to the anti-Alcan sentiments

present in the BaImoraI area. Those who fervent.ly opposed the

idea of an aluminum smelter in Balmoral made their livings

outside of the conrmunity and were not economically dependent

upon the local area. These people had more to lose

aesthet,ically by having an aluminun smelter built in the area.

Those who rlrere supportive of AIcan ttere dependent upon the

local area for their Iivelihood and saw AIcan benefitting the

area economically in terms of jobs, transportâtion and spin-off

benef its .

T&renty six (of threnty-eight respondents) believed that

the economic condit.ions in the worLd and its ramifications on

the aluminum

decision to

people were

contributed

industry was in part

postpone construct.ion

of the opinion that t.he

to Alcan's decision to

the reason for A1can's

However,

Manitoba

leave the

eleven of these

government

province. They

L)
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believed that if the present economic conditions had been

better A1can still r¿ould not. have constructed an aluminum

snelter because of the government'É failure to provide a hydro

agreement.

Some social fragmentat.ion did occur in the communiLy

as a result of the Alcan smelter proposal, but most respondents

agreed that the problem was noÈ as great as what it might have

been. Fourteen of tb/enty-one people who resporrded to this

question felt that the effects. of any rifts had brorn off, but

that evidence of the problenr did occasionally appear. Most of

the problems that did occur and are stí11 evident wel:e not

between anti- and pro-Alcan people. but between the less

moderate and more moderate members of the anti-Alcan group,

e6pecially within the Rockwood Srnelter Study Group. Some

members of the group had differing opinions as to how the group

shoutd have held meetings and what stand they should be taking

on the issue. The RSSG was initially,formed as an independent

study group but it bras soon apparent that there Ltas a conflict

of int.erest \^tithin the group. This led to splits anong members

of the group that are still present today. As one person

stated, "frr any area t.here is bound to be rifts between people,

even brithout something 1ilçe Alcarr to set it off ".

6.7 Review of Alcan Ass e S sment Proeess

If AIcan had continued r"¡ith

smelter in Manitobâ, the

their plans to construct

Environmentalan aluminum process for
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Assessment and Reviet/ Ltas to be a modified version of the

current. Environmental Assessment and Review Process in

Manitoba. The Manitoba government believed that this proces6

would be suitable for the review of all such megaprojects. ancl

would encompass atI possible environnental and socio-economic

ramif ications .

, Some weaknesses in the AIcan revie!ú process ldere

observed by the intervier', respondents. One important requisite

where the process r,ras lacking, is in the ârea of legislation.

The Manitoba EARP operates under the direct,ion of government

policy requiring only provincial government projects to be

subject to the assessment process. Alcan did not have to

submit itself to the Manitoba process of environmental

assessment but it was in t.heir best interests to do so. Seven

people interviewed felt that the Manitoba Environmental

Assessment and Review Process should have a legislative basis

requiring aIl major proposed projects to be reviewed (subject

to the Minister's discretion) . Included in this tegislation

should be a clause requiring that public participation be a

vital and necessary.component of any reviet¡.

The existence of thto separate Interdepart.mental

Advisory Committees (one f or SEIA and one f or EIA) t'hat

requires the preparat,ion of tr^lo sets of guidelines, complet,ion

of t\do impact statements, and two public hearings was thought

t.o be unnecessary and insufficient" It is often difficult to

distinguish and clearly separate socio-economic and
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environmental impacts as the t!üo often overlap and influence

each other. FornaI pubtic hearings. in the best conditions,

are oft.en confusing. intimidating. and stifling. änd to have

Êegregated hearings would make the situation worse. People

would have found it difficult to participate effectivety in

these hearings and the government would have been blaured for

ttre confusion that could have resulted. What is required is a

unif ied process for the review of boItr socio-ecortclmic and

environmental impacts by one agency or body.

6.8 Analvsis of the AIcan Smelter Review Process

Using the criteria for assessing pubii"c participation

in an assessment and review process that ttere developed in

sections 4.5 and 5.6. the AIcan aluminum smelter revier¡ proceÊs

vras analyzed. Once nore, the criteria developed for assessing

pubtic participation in a revieut process are:

1) An explanation is required concerning on the

right.s of the pubtic to participate in the review

process. This should include

a) the extent to which opportunitíes exist that

make it possible for those who wish to

participate to do so;

b) the extent to which the public is made ahrare

of the opport.unities t,o participate;

c) the extent to which the public is made avrare

and kept informed of the events;
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d) the extent to wtrich the proponents and

government respond to the public's input.

2) There should be vertical two way communication

specialistË. industry and government must

. communicate witfr interest groupÊ and ind iviclua I

persons. and vice versa. Otherwise, if public

input is ignored, confrontations can arise which

often delay inplementation or alter completely the

original intention of a Project.

3) A flow of information is required t'o the public

from bot.h government and industry on the proposed

project. This includes education of the public on

EfA'S, (their purpose. process, and Lhe public's

role); and disseminatiorr of information on the

study (the progress of the 6tudy and any potential

adverse or positive imPacts).

4) The public should be involved imnediately from the

start of the process' The public should be

involved in the prepâration of EIA guidelines. and

in the completion and review of the EIA statement

because perceptions among the public often differ

from those of the government, industry or

specialists.

5) Public hearings should be held prior to any final

comnrittment being made. This would allow for the

public to be involved in the decision-nraking

ìi1
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process and have their opinions and views

incorporated into this process. This makes for

greater aecountability in governmenl.

6) PubIic funding should be made available to

assessrnent

tegitinrate interest gr:oups

research, particiPat irrg in

etc.

The foltowing is a crir ique of

1)

2)

to help cover costs of

and holding meetings,

the Alcan (nregaproject-)

and revielr¡ process:

No explanation was given to the public outlining

t.heir rights to participate in tFrê process.

Lacking was ân outline of the opportunities to

participate; information âs to the series of

events that \"tere occurring; and whether or not

government and industry htere responding to t'he

public input.

AIcan est,ablished a tt¡o:btay communication flow

between their specialists and officials and t'he

Manitoba public. They inf ormed the public of t'that

they intended to do. and of impacts (both positive

and negative) of the developement- The government

did not establish the same sort of communication

f tow and the ma jority of persons inte¡:viewed f elt

t.hat this hras required.

Alcan provided the public with a great deal of

information on the subject of aluminum smelters.
3)
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This was done through a wide variety of techniques

including: neütspapers, television, open houses and

public neetings. The public received very Iit,tle

information from government on the project. the

government | Ê ptan f or reviewing the pro j ect. t,he

government's stand on the project. of the public's

role in the revie\al Process.

4) The public vras involved from the start. The EIA

guidelines vrere made available to the public.

Alcan also held public neetings and open houses in

an attempt to get the public involve<l in the

process. Opportuni r.y was available Eo the public

to participate in the assessment process.

5) Public hearings htere scheduled to be held but the

process never reached this stäge. Many people

int.erviewed felt that public hearings. had they

been held. t¿ould have been a f ormality.

6) Funding was not available to research groups to

carry out t.heir own investigation and hold public

meetings. Some members of the RSSG felt that a

better study of aluminum smelters could have been

done had research funds been available to them.

6.9 Summary and Conclusion

In sunrnlary. aIt persons inrerviewed (hrith the

exception of one respondent) felf Alcan had done alr excellent,
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job in pronoting t,he company and the projecti holding pubtic

meetings and open houses; providing the pubtic with

information; and a forum for voicing their opinions and

concerns. The government should ltave been more publicty

involved in many of these activities but chose to remain. until

Alcan teft the province. out of any act.ivities. The role that

AIcan performed in the aluminum sntelter proposal review

demonstrated for the Manitoba public the inadequacy of what the

Manitoba Government rcaÊ doing, (or not doing) in the review

process. Alcan. in fact. took on a larger role in the process

than was required of them. However, this was necessary because

the government rcasnrt sure of what they were doing nor of what

they should be doing. Because the position of the government

bras inchoat.e, AIcan was f orced into playing a much greater role

than r¡ouId have been necessary had the Manitobâ Government been

better organized.



Chapter 7

MODEL AND ANALYSIS OF PUBLTE PARTÏEIPATION

This chapter develops the guidelines the primary

participants in a revieL, process (government, industry. and the

public) should fo1low. In additi<¡r¡, on the basis of the

conclusions and recommendations drawn from the previous

chapters, proposals are advanced for modifying the

Environmental Assessment and iìevie\,¡ Process Ín order to

integrate both socio-economic.and environmental impacts into

one broad environmental cat.egory.

7.L Guidelines f.or Government , I ndus trY and Public

The following are the ideal

proponent ( industry) . and t.he public

Environmental Assessment and Review

have been developed from the results

the review of related literature.

guidelines government, the

should follow in an

Process. These guidelines

of the quesEio¡rnaires and

7.L.I Guidelines for Government

Government, ideally, in an assessment process shoul¿l

be responsible for:

1) participating in public meetings, not as a

chairperson but as a participant witrr the

proponent and the Public;

2) acting in an advisory role for the public,

providing t,echnical assistance and advice;

.r.l'i
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providing the public with information. not only on the

proposed project but also on the government review and

met.hods of public ParticiPation;
providing financial assistance to legitimate interest

groups in order that they may participate more

effectively in the review process. (One of the

problems that the RSSG experienced was a Iac]ç of funds

to carry out a thorough study of aluminum smelEers);

holding public hearings with t.he hearing tribunal;

these public hearings should be helct in advance of any

commitment being nade. BoEh environnteutal ar¡d

socio-econonric aspect,s <.rf the assessmellt stlould be

covered in the hearing process; and

maintaining a two-\day infornration flor¿ between the

government and the public so that governnlent will be

ahrare of t.he public's concern and wishes, and t.he

public will be autare of what the government is doing-

7 .L.Z Guidelines or Industrv

The

f ol1ovr are:

1)

guidelines t.hat industry or the proponent. shoulcl

participate in public meetings along witn

government and the public; hold public meetings

and open houses in order to incorporate t'he

opinions and concerns of the public into the

comple[ed EIA statement;

3)

4)

5)

6)
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2) provide the pubtic wit.h information concerning the

proposed project; this should include both

positive and negative impacts the irrdustry could

have I the industry should establish a tl^to-\.Jay

infornration flow between thenr and the public;

3) complete the EIA statement according Eo governntent

guidelines;

4) attend and participate ir¡ public hearings.

7.1.3 Gq!¡1e1:ines f or lhe PubIic

The public also has a responsibility in t'he

Environmental Asses6ment and Review Process. Generally, they

shou Id :

1) participate in public meetings along witrr

government and industry;

2) obtain information and study the pr:oject in order

to come to tfreir own conclusion about the project;

3 ) obtain inf ormation ab<¡ut Ehe governmerrt's revier¡

process. the public's role in that process. and

methods of participat.ion available;

4) review EIA gui¿etines, statements, and the

government review. and provide the governnent and

proponent vrith inf ormat.ion on concerns and

opinions; anil

5) make known to government (in advance of the

hearings) of intentions to part,icipate in public

hearings.
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These are ideal guidelines that the government,

proponent and pubtic should fo}low in a revieh, process. It is

doubtful that all will be followed, but attempting to follow as

many aË possible, it is believed that a more effective review

process would result.

7.2 ModeI of Meoaproìect Assessment and Review

Although the AIcan Aluminum Sme Iter revierá, prjocess IrJas Lo

differ from the revie\,r process generally employecl in the review

of proposed projects in Manitoba, soflle conclusions and

recommendations calt be drawn about the proeess based on the

analysis of the Alcan smelter review and applied to t,he

Manitoba Megaproject EnvironmentâI Assessment and Review

process, as weII as the conventional Environmental Assessment

and Review Process.

Fígure III is a simplified Megaproject Environmental

Assessment and Review Process model, modified from the review

process formulated for Alcan. The model attempts to integrate

both socio-economic and environmental impacts into one broacl

category in keeping witn the definition of environnent in

Appendix A. The process is basically as follot/s:

1) Proponent prepares â project descript,ion o¡: pr:oject

outline. Environmental Planning Board (EPB) (a

"fabricated" board integrating the Inter:departmental

SEIA Advisory Commmittee and Interdeparl-ntental EIA

Advisory Committee, composed of members of MEARA and

¡,'\ 4:ì



Figure 111. Modified Environmental Assessment and
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Interilepartmentâ1 Planning Board) receives

description and decides whether a fu11 EIA is

requi red .

2) If an EIA is required t.he EPB issues assessment

guiaelines (for both socio-economic and

environmental inrpact assessntents ) , altd guidelines

for public participacion for the prr:ponent. Copy

of guidelines and an explanation of Lhe proposecl

review is available for public examination"

3) Proponent conpletes the EIA statement according to

the guidelines issued. Proponent holds public

meetinEs (in conjunction with government and

interest groups) in order that public views and

concerns are incorporated int.o the final statement.

4) Environmental Planning Board receives a copy of

completed environmental impact st,atement. The EPB

reviews document and decides whether any further

inf ormation is needed. If more inf o¡:mation is

required, EPB drafts concerns to be completed by

the proponent. If llot, EPB prepares a EIA

st,atement review fo.r ttre hearing tribunal and

not,ifies the Minister to arrange for public

hearings. Public receives a copy of completed EIA

statement. and government's review. The public may

review and Bass comments and concerns to

government Lo be addressed in furt,her study by the

proponent or ât the public hearings"
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5) Pubtic hearings are hetd on both the environnental

and socio-economic impacts by one hearing tribunal

(in this case the "Environmental Review

Comrnission" a re-enforced Clean Environment

Commission). The public is encouraged to

part.icipate at the pubtic hearings but must notify

Ehe hearing tribunal of the intention to

particiPate Prior to the hearing.

6) The Environmentat Review Comnrission issues their

report and makes recommerrdat,ions to ttre Minister

r¿ho in turn recommerrds to the Cabinet uthether the

project is to proceed as planned, Proceed with

some modif ication. or if t,he pro ject i.s re jectecl.

In this process, no distinction is made between the

"physiCal" envirOnment and "SOciO-eCOnomic" enVirOnment; they

are treated and reviewed together - one set of guidelines are

prepared. one EIA st,atement and one s,et of hearings are held.

This modified Megaproject Environmental Assessment and

Review Process would provide for a greater degree of public

participation than the megaproject review process developed for

the A}can smelter proposal. It is believed by t,he aut,hor of

this report that a combined socio-economic and environmental

impact assessment and review would result in less confusion (in

terms of separation of socio-economic and environmental

inrpacts ) and thus a better process .



Chapter I
CONCLUSIONS AND RE COI!ß4ENDATIONS

There is much difficulty in making recommendations as

to hor¿ to improve or increase the effectiveness of the Manitoba

Megaproject Environmental Assessment and Review Process (that,

was developed to review the Alcan proposat) as much more

experience and knowledge in the process and in other processe6

is required than Ì¡ras possible for the researcher to acquire

over the period of summer research. The recommendations that

follow. hor¡ever, âre meant to be a guide for possible

improvements t,hat could be implemerlted in ttre Manitoba

Megaproject process (and even in the Manitoba EnvironmentåI

Assessment and Review Process).

8. I Conelusions

The environmental assessment and revier,rr process thât

$ras developed to revien the AIcan smelter proposal included

considerable potential for public participation. The actual

public participation proces6 that occurred in the Alcan

aluminum smelter proposal review, happened not because of

initiatives on the part of the Manitoba government, but as a

result of AIcan initiatives.

Alcan provided the public with a variety of

opportunities fo¡: part.icipation in the process that was

occurring. These opportunities included public meetings, open

ii',
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houses. information seminars. and the provision of a wealth of

information. The Manitoba government. on the other hand,

failed to provide similar opport,unities for public

participation.

Although most of the opportunities for public

involvement, (some meetings \arere held by interested citizen

groups) were provided by the proponent of the project, there

existed several opportunities to participate. The Aluntinum

Company of Canada f.imited should be conrmended f or a job r¿el1

done.

8.2 Recommendatio4e

8.2.L Leqislation

Manitoba currentty has rro legal basis for the

Environmental Assessment and Review Process. As a result. only

provincial government projects are subject to the Manitoba

EARP. ûIhat is needed is a legal basis for the process

requiring aII major proposed proiects that may significantly

impact upon t,he environment (both socio-economic and

bio-physical) to be subject to the Environmental Assessment and

Review Process. A legislative basis for EARP would provide

certainty to the Manitoba public thât an âssessment trould be

conducted prior to a major projecI development. All actions or

proposals, both private and public, would have to be revieu¡ed

prior to implementation. Legislation would also ênsure that

the public has the opportunit'y to på¡:ticipate in the

li¡'"
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decision-making process; provide a framework for EIA

guidelines; and ensure that the Proponent (or irrdustry) and

government provide the public wi ttr irrf ornration otI the proposed

development and the assessment arrd review process that would

occur .

Recommendation l: It is recommended that t'here be a

Iegislative basis to the Manitoba Environmental Assessment and

Review Process.

8.2 .2 Definition of Envi ronment

The current def inition of environrnent is too Iimit,ed.

According to the Environmental Assessment and Review Process

for Proposed Provincial Projects Guidebook (1976), environment

is def ined as the "air, Irâter, or soil " . This clef initíon

excludes any ref erence to the soci<;*econonric environment. Most

people interviewed failed to consider the soci<¡-economic

impacts that a project such as Alcan could have. The

definition should be expanded to inctude socio-economic

considerations equally t"tith environmental impacts. Thus '

environment would include both t'he social and physical

surroundings, encompassing community structure as well as built

Iandscapes and natural resources; encompassing the social,

economic and cultural conditions that influence the life of man

or a community; and enconpâssing the physical and biological

aspects of the environment.
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current definition of environment should

socio-economic eonsiderations.

8.2.3 Gover¡nent Assistance

Several pubtic interest groups \Àlere f ormed. during the

time A1can was in Manitoba. to investigate and study aluminum

smelters and their possibte inrpacEs. These groups relied

heavily on their oü¡n financial resources (usually rlepelrding on

donations from menrbers) to study Ehe informatiorr avaíIable.

holding meetings, and sponsoring special lecturers and

Êpeakers. One of these groups. the Rockwood Snrelter Study

Group. felt a more intensive and in-depth review of alurninum

smelters could have occurred had they had more funds and

assistance available for research. The Saskatcheu¡an Government

and the Manit.oba Public Utilities Board have botlt chosen to

fo1low this route.

Recommendation 3: The government should provide legitimate

interest groups witn financial resources and technical

assistance in order that these groups may conduct tfreir ol¡¡n

investigation into the proposed development or project.

8.2 4 Public E rlrrcation and Tnfor:nrati ôn

The Manitoba Government did not provide the public

with information concerning the proposed project. the review

that rÂras being planned, opportunities available f or public
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participation, and what the goverrtntent, stand olr Ette pr:oject

rras. Public input \,laË not sought in ttre f ornatiotr of the

impact asÊes6ment guidelines. no¡: Itas the public given an

opportunity to assess t,he guicleLines once completed.

The Manitoba public should have been provided with

information regarding the project, information or the

environmental asses6ment and reviett process, and opportunities

for the public to pårticipate in the review.

Recommendation 4: The Environmental Assessment and Review

Process should be clearly defined outlining all opportunities

for pubtic involvement; infornation for the public on the

revien process; opportunity to participate in the development

and review of the EIA guidelines arrd conpleted environmentaI

inrpact. statement; and requiring both government aud industry to

actively encourage participation.

?;\'
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Environment - refers to both social and physical surroundings.

It encompasses community structure as well âs built

landscåpes and natural resources; encompasea the

physical, biological and socio-economic aspect, of the

environment.

Environmental I Dået Assessment (EIA) - is a measurement of the

probable chanqe (both positive and negative) in t,he

various socio-economic, biological and physical

characterist,ics of t{¡e environment, which may result

from a proposed or impending action.

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - is a document writt.en

in a format Ëpecified by the Review Agency which

represenLs a summary of the environmental inventory

and the findings of the environmental assessment.

Environment Imr) act Statement RevieIrJ (EISR)-isadocument

produced by the Manitoba Environmental Assessment ancl

Review Agency Board containing the history of events

a6soeiated witfr the project; a detailed examination of

the vital environmental factors involved. including

their major impacts on the social and economic

6ectors; and recommendations to the Minister. The

Agency could recommend that, the project be halted,

that it. proceed as planned. or that it proceed witfr

certain qualifying conditions and terms.

Manitoba Environmental Assessmen[ anr1 Review Aoencv (MEARA)

is a group

Minister of

of senior civit seJ:vants appointed

to administer the

by the

the Envíronment

Environmentat Assessment and Review Process (EARP).

i )'
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Environmental Assessme nt and Review Process (EARP) - is a

Proponent

program devetoped as a result of a Provincial Cabinet

PoIicy to ensure that:

a) envÍronmental effects are taken into account early

in the planning of nevt government sponsored

projects. programs and activities;

b) enviroirmental assessments are carried out for aIl

projects which may have an adverse effect on the

environment before commitments or irrevocable

decisions are made; and

c ) t.he results of these assessments are used in
planning, decision-making and implementation.

is a government department, crown co¡:poration or

private agency that initiates. plans oJ: proposes a

pro j ect .

Initial Environmental Evaluation (IEE)-isapreliminary

review of a project description by MEARA Lo determine

if a fuIl environmental assessment should be required

or if minor changes to the project might avoid or

nitigate adverse impact,s.

Public Participation - the dynamic incorporatíon of the public

in the social, economrc and political life of a

country designed to convey information, educate

citizens to allow them to participate as rsell a6

special ist.s in evaluat.ing the economic, technical and

administrative consequences of measures under

consideration "
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QUESTIONNAIRE



t) AGiÌ: 0-rB
L9-24
25-29
30-34
3.5 - 39

40-44
45-49
50-54
55*59
60+

IN TTIE R.I"l. OF ROCKWOOD:

Z) OCCUPATION: Please specify.
(Tf farmer, please note type)
(Also note if commuter to l.rfinnipeg, etc.)

}) ADDRESS:
LEGAL ADDRESS:

i) EDUCATTON:
Please circle highest grade or year completed
Grades: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Business or Trade School: I 2 3 4

College: I 2 3 4

Graduate School: 1 2 3 4 5 6

t) slix:
Male Female

RTS

10 11 12

') 
LIÌNGTII OF RIiSIDENCE

O - 4 years

5 -10 years

lf -15 years

16 + years

Al1 life

') IIOI^/ FAR IIROM THD PROPOSED ALCÄN SITE DO YOU LIVE?

-t i'.r,:.
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B) ARE YOU AI^IARE O}- THE ALCAN SMELTER PROPOSAL FOR AN ALUMINUM SMELTER IN
THE BALMORAL AREA?

YES NO

g) I^JERE yOU AI^]ARE TITAT THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT WAS CONDUCTING A REVIEI^¡ 0b-

THE PROJECT?

YES NO

10) WIiEN DID YOU I'IRST IiIND OUT AßOUT ALCAN? (Please give approxiilIate clal-e/

11) HOI^I I^]ERE yOU FrRST MADE AWARE Ot' THE ALCAN ALUMINUM SI'IELTER PROP0SAL?

Please check one response

News Media (television, radio, newspaper)

Mail (from ALCAN)

(from ProvÍncial Government)

(from local GovernmenE)

Public hearings and meetÍngs

Friends and neighbours

Ocher (please specify)_

12) DID YOU ATTIND ANY PUBLIC MEET]NCS CONCERNING TITE ALCAN ALIJMINUM SI'IELTER PROPOSAL?

YES NO

If answer to Question 12 is no, please proceed to Question 23.

13) TIOI^I I'ÍANY MEETINGS DID YOU ATTEND?

L4) OVER I^/HAT PERIOD OF TIME WERE THESE HELD?

(Repeat queslions 15 rhrougtn 22 f.ot as many meetings as attended).

15) WERE TIIESE MEETINGS CONDUCTED BY:

ALCAN PROVINCIAL GOVT. LOCAL GOVT

Othcr tr**otrp" (please specify)

;,)
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16) WtiAT WAS TltE PURPOSE 0F TllE MEETING?

L7) IN YOUR OPINION DID THE SPONSORS OF THE MEETING IIFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATE

THEIR PUIìPOSE?

18) I^JAS THE MEETING BIASED FOR OR AGAIÑST THE PROPOSAL?

IIOR AGAINST

19) IN YOUR OPINION, I^JAS EVERYONE PRESENT ALLOI^JED TO PARTICIPATE EQUALLY?

20) IN YOUR OPTNION, I,IERE Tr{E MEETINCS MONOPOLIZED OR CONTROLLED BY ONE 0R A

FEI,J CROUPS?

YES NO

If yes, which one dominated?

2]-) IN YOUR OPINION, I^IAS THE PUBLIC ABLE TO PROVIDE INPUT INTO T}IE MEETINCS

TI]ROUGTI QUESTIONS AND DEBATE?

22) IN YOUR OPINION, I^JAS IT MADE CLEAR IN THE MEETING I,rfIAT THE POSSIBLI] IÞ4PACTS

A SMELTER COULD BE ON THE AREA?

23) WERE ANY OPEN HOUSES HELD CONCERNING THE ALCAN SMELTER PIìOPOSAL?

YES NO

How many?
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24) V,rHO SPONSORED THESE OPEN IIOUSES?

ALCAN

Provincial Govt.

Local Covt.

Other interesË groups (please specify)

25) IF YES, DID YOU FIND OUT EVERYTHING YOU WANTED TO KNOI.J ABOUT THE SMELTEII

PROPOSAL?

YES

If no, what questions were left unanswered for you?

NO

26) BESTDES PUBLTC I'IEETrNCS OR OPEN HOUSES,

ALCAN SMELTER FROM ANY OTHER SOURCES?

Ple¿¡se specify sources.

27) BESIDES PUBLIC MEETINGS OR OI'EN HOUSES ' DID YOU CET

COVERNMENT REVIEI^I FROM ANY OTHER SOURCES? YES

DID YOU GET 1NFOIìMATION ABOUT TI]E

YES NO

INFORI'{ATION AtsOUT THE

NO

Please specify sources"
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28) HOI^J DID THE GOVERNMENT PLAN TO REVIEI^I THE ALCAN PROPOSAL?

hIHAT WOULD I{AVE BEEN THE RESULT OF TTIE REVIEW?

29) I^JAS GOVERNÌ"IItNT COrNG TO TNVOLVE TttE PEOPLE OF TliE COI'{l'.lUNrrY rN Tll[ lìEvrrl,I?

YES

How (If Yes)

30) IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD YOUR VIEWS AND THE VIEI'IS OF THIS COMI'IUNITY HAVE IIEIiN

CONSIDERED IN TIIE GOVERNI'IENTIS DECISION ABOUT ALCAN?

YES NO

hrhy or why not?

31) IN YOUR OPINION, WAS AN ADEQUATE A.Ì'IOUNT O!- INFORMATION MADIì AVAILABLI T0 YOU

CONCERNING TI{E ALCAN ALUMINUI"I SP1ELTER PROPOSAL?

YES NO

How do you think this coulcl be improved?

32) IN YOUR OPINION, I^/HO SHOULD CONDUCT PUBLIC MEETINCS?

(Please specify)

NO

| \.,,
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33) rN YOUR OPINrON, WHO SHOULD HOLD PUBLTC OPEN I{OUSES?

(Please specify)

34) WERE ALL SIDES FOR AND AGAINST ALCAN PRESENTED AT MEETINGS?

YES NO

If no, whictr sides hrere not presented?

35) IN YOUR OPINION,

YES

36) IN YOUR OPrNION,

YI'S

DID GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATE ADEQUATELY IN THESE }II]ETINCS?

NO

If no, how could government have conEributed more?

In tt¡e open houses'Ì YES NO

If no, how could government have conÈrÍl¡uted more?

DID ALCAN PARTICIPATE ADEQUATELY IN TTTESE MEETINCS?

NO

If no, trow could ALCAN lrave contributed more?

37) DID YOU CONSIDER MOVING IT ALCAN HAD PROCEEDED WITH PLANS TO CONSTRUCT A

SMELTER IN TIII] AREA?

YES

If yes, give reasons why.

NO



38) IN YOUR OPINION, I^JOULD AN ALIIMINIM SMELTER AT BALMORAL HAVE BENEFITTED

YOU PERSONALLY?

YES NO

If yes, in what ways?

7

WOULD ALCAN HAVE BENEFITTED THB INTERLAKE AREA?

NO

39) rN YOUR OPTNTON,

YES

If yes, in wl'rat ways?

40) IN YOUR OPrNION, I^TOULD THE ALCAN SMELTER HAVE HAD ANY IMPACTS 0N THE

ENVTRONMENT IN THE SURROUNDING AREA?

YES NO

In what means?

4I> ARE YoU oPPOSED TO COMMERCTAL/INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT TN THE R.M. OF ROCKWOOD?

YES NO

If no, what type of development would you be ín favor of?

42) WITAT DO YOU FEEL I^JAS T1IE CAUSE FOR ALCAN DECIDING TO POSTPONE TIIE CONSTRUCTION

OF AN ALTIMINI]M SMELTER IN MANITOBA?

Please explain.
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43) HOr^r r^roul,D you FEEL ABOUT ALCAN LOCATING IN THE BALMORAL AREA NOW?

44) HOr^r WOTTLD yOU FEEL ABOUT ALCAN LOCATING IN ANOTHER AREA OF THE PROVT.NCE?

In what area(s)

45) DID THE ALCAN SMELTER CAUSE ANY HARD FEELINGS BETI^IEEN PEOPLE IN 1TIIS

COMMUNIlY?

YES NO

In ¡^¡hat ways?

46) I!'RIFTS DID OCCUR BETI^IEEN PEOPLE, IS THIS STILL PRESENT TODAY?

YES NO

Corûnents.

47) Do YOU }IAVE ANYTHING ELSE To ADD ABOUT ALCAN, TITE GOVERNMENT'S TNVOLVEMENT,

OR OTHER THINGS?
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APPENDIX C

PROJECT DESCRIPTION GUIDELINES



ENVTROIJ}MITIAL

IOJECT DESCRI.PTTON MANAC,fi\MTJT DTVÏSION

,TDELTI\ES JIILT. T976

ITBODUCTION

V,lithin the conciiti-ons of the prorrincial env-ironmental assessment and

rview process, a'll prnvincial departments, agencies and crowrL corporations shall

Lbmit al-l information, which i¡r their best professional judgement, wiJl enable

re Reviel+ Agency to unCerstand. the nature anci scope of the project as well as

r recogn-ize"fhe potential environmental impacts. This inforrnati-on must be

rbmitted. prior to irrevocabJe d.ecisions or conmi,tments respectj-ng proposed'

.ouincial gnd.ertakings. l¡lith all due eonsideration to the abover the pro-

rnent shaIl subrnit:

1. T¡.formation and tech¡.i-cal cata on the proposed project.

2. Relevant d.rawlngs, plans, photosr maps, charts, etc'

j" A descripiion of and a statemen', of the ratiorrale for lhe under-

taking, the alternative methocis of carryìrtg out the under.taking

and the alternatives to the underbaki-ng.

l+. A d.escription of all in situ facilities, and auxi-liary or

support strrrctures.

5. Tnformation on anticipated. gáseous, liquÍd and solid waste

generation.

6" The manner in whicf, 
"o*pti"nce 

with existing feaeraf an¿

provinci-al env-ironmental- quality standards and regulations

wi-Il be achieved.

? Tæa¡sporbation requirements respecti-ng i-ncom:i:rg and outgoi:i$l. LJ'é

material, employee and customer traffic, etc", insofar as they

ater, or soiJ.*affect contarni-nation of the aírr w

B. The organizati-onal structure wldch wo.uld be established to

rr'ìri¡j ef,ar r¡rj nanase al l asnei':s of 
"lie 

orooosed Dro,iecls.
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All provincial departments, agencies and croun corporations required

undertake or procure an environmental- assessment of a prrcnosed project shal-l

tply witÌr the foll-owilg impact assessment guideli¡es r and such other g.rid*-

;es as may be developed by the Ð:vironmentál Assessment Review Agency.

Gride-l i-nes Resne'cti¡s Alt Flrvironmental lrnnacts of a Prooo sed Pr.o _i ect

L. All pri.mary anc secondary effects, beneficial or otherwise

should be described. shor+" and tong-term impacts should be

pnrjected.

2. The environmental assessment should add.ress:

â¡ All ecological changes erçected through alteration of the

physical and biological habitat.

b. The implication of these ecological changes as related to
air, water, or soil.

3- Th-e tjme frame ::l wrri-crr :rpact" are anticipared shoul-d be

detai.]-ed.

l+. Remedial, protective and corrective measures to be lmplemente¿

if required shoul-d be thoncughly.descríbed.



Which Cannot Be Avoidedl. Grideli:res

1.

2.

.)).

e lfi Prrcbable Adverse Bffeets

The type and magnitud'e of any adverse impact on airt 
-watert 

or

soil which ca¡urot be reduced i¡ severity, or which cannot be

reduced to-an acceptable leve1 should be described'

For those impacts which cannot be eljminated or reduced, their

implications a¡d the reasons why the prrcposed action shr'':ld be

accepted, notwithstand.ing the lj:nitaLions of the-se effects or

impacts should. be described :i¡r detaiJ.t

where abatement or mitigative measures can be implemented to

reducead.verseeffectstoacceptablelevels,thebasisfor

consid.erj¡rg these levels ad'equate, æd the effectiveness and

costs of the abatement measures should. be specified'

C. G:idelines Resoective Alternatives

1 Alternativefacilityconfigurationsoftheproposatshouldbe

considered.

2. Alternative locations for the prnposed prrcject shoul-d be

di-s cussed "

3. Alternatives to the proposed prrcject which may i-nvolve trade-

offs among uses of avai-Lable enrriranmental resources should be

developed, described and objectively weighed'

l*. The analysis of alternatives should be structured i¡ a manner

which wiIL permit comparison of environmental benefit or damage"



5. Where practicaln impacts of alternative action(s) should be

q¡alifie¿ or described qgalitatively to facil-itate ar¡

objective Judgement of their significance.

D. Grideli¡ Re nectine the Relationship Betwe en Iocal Short-Term Uses ofQ

the Eevironment and the l4alntenance and Ð:hanc ement of Lon Ê=Term Product irritv

1. Cunnrlative and long-tenn effects of the prcposed action which

either significantly reduce. or enhance the state of the 
.

"t ri"or,*unt should be d.escribe'1.

2. Ttre d.esirabiJ-ity of the proposed action should be weighed to

guard agai¡st shortsighted foreclosure of ftrture options or

needS.

3. .Special attention should be devoted to those effects which

narrow the range of beneficial uses of the enrironment or pose

long-terrn risks to health or prrcperty.

l+. A description a¡rd. evaluation of the.ímmediate long-term

enuironmental effects.

5. Irreversible environmental damage which may result from

accidents associated with the praposed. acti-on should be

considered.




