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technical information, express their views, and make their 

concerns known. Involving the public allows the decision-maker 

or agency an opportunity to ascertain that there are no 

unexpected consequences· of the undertaking of a particular 

project and therefore decreasing or avoiding the expense of 

social and environmental corrective measures in the future. 

Public participation in the process consists of five 

stages: 

Stage 8 -

Stage 9 -

Stage 10 -

Stage 11 -

Stage 12 -

Information is provided by the Minister of the 

Enviornment and the project initiator (public 

notification). 

Consultation by the public of the application for 

a certificate of authorization and application for 

a public hearing. 

Public hearings (if held). 

Submission of the report on the public hearing. 

Submission of the.report on public information and 

consultation. 

In summary, the Quebec EARP guarantees the public 

access to any technical information regarding the application 

for a certificate of authority and the right to examine the EIA 

statement. If the general public feels that the EIA statement 

does not adequately deal with all of the environmental issues, 

they may request that the Minister hold a public meeting so 

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

then taken into consideration in the final decision (Guide 

1982). 
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5.3 Alberta's Process 

The legislative base for Alberta's Environmental 

Assessment and Review Process is contained in the Land Surface 

Conservation and Reclamation Act. The guidelines for 

assessment and review emphasize public involvement. The 

Alberta document states that proponents should attempt to 

include the affected party into the ETA process. The purpose 

of public participation is to provide for adequate exchange of 

information to allow identification of potential impacts and 

concerns; to provide for adequate assessment of the community 

significance; and to ensure evaluation from the public 

perspective of alternatives and potential gains and losses 

involved in proceeding with 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 into .the final Environmental Impact 

Statement. When the assessment is completed. the Alberta 

guidelines stress that the proponent must ensure that the 

public has an adequate opportunity to review the overall 

implications. The public must be given an opportunity to 

indicate whether or not the proposal is within the limits of 

public acceptance. 

5.4 Saskatchewan's Process 

The Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment and Review 
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Process places even more emphasis on public involvement 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 

1980. Some of the changes that occurred involved public 

participation: 

1) Technical review comments are to be made available 

for public review concurrently with the 

environmental impact statement. A minimum 30 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 development should 

participate in the identification. analysis, and evaluation of 

the impacts. and in the planning of mitigation and enhancement 

measures to minimize any negative effects. From the start of 

the process. the public is given an opportunity to 

participate. The Saskatchewan document points out that the 

public should participate early enough in the assessment 

process so that their comments, interests, and recommendations 

may be considered during the preparation of the final EIA. 

Once an acceptable EIA is received by Saskatchewan Environment, 

it then gives public notice of receipt of the EIS and places 

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

comments or recommendations to Saskatchewan Environment. If, 

as a result of the public review. significant public concern is 
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expressed. and if. in the opinion of the Minister of 

Environment. the project has environmental concerns. the 

Minister can appoint a Board of Inquiry to review the EIA 

Statement. 

5.5 Summary 

From this brief examination of the assessment and 

review process in Manitoba. Quebec. Alberta and Saskatchewan. 

it is evident that Manitoba's EARP places less emphasis on 

citizen participation in the Environmental Assessment and 

Review Process. The review process that was developed to 

assess the Alcan smelter proposal did. however. provide for a 

greater degree of public participation than is the usual case. 

Manitoba has no legislative base for its Environmental 

Assessment and Review Process and this limits project review to 

proposed government projects or crown corporation proposals or 

private industry that desires to do so. 

Manitoba's definition of environment is also too 

narrowly defined to encourage or warrant much public 

involvement. The definition of Environment. according to 

Manitoba legislation. is limited to "air. water. and soil". 

Thus an assessment would be required for any project that 

proposes to significantly impact upon the "air. water. or 

soil". The public. therefore. would only participate in 

projects that would have impacts as defined above. with little 

concern or attention given to the socio-economic environment. 
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Although the Alcan Review Process was to provide for 

public involvement. this is generally not the case. Manitoba 

does not guarantee the public the right to participate in the 

review process of projects which may have potentially 

significant environmental impacts. Involvement is left up to 

the discretion of the Minister of Environment. Classic 

democratic principles hold that those who are affected by a 

project should have an opportunity to participate in the 

decision-making process conce~ning the project {Maurer. 1979). 

The problem to be resolved is whether Manitoba should have a 

review process that guarantees the public a right to 

participate in those decisions that ultimately affect their 

lives. 

5.6 Conclusions 

Several philosophies underly the Environmental 

Assessment and Review Processes of Quebec. Alberta and 

Saskatchewan and the process that was formulated for the Alcan 

smelter proposal. These provide a portion of the criteria that 

are later used to assess public participation in a review 

process. 

5.6.1 Funds for Interest Groups 

The Saskatchewan government provides grants to 

interest groups enabling them to participate in the assessment 

process. Often interest groups lack sufficient economic 

resources that enable them to participate effectively. 



- 42 -

Criteria #5 

Public funding should be made available to 

legitimate interest groups to help cover costs of r.esearch and 

participation in and holding of meetings. 

5.6.2 Explanation of Public's Right to Participate 

An explanation on the rights of the public to 

participate in the review process is required. This should 

ideally include: 

a) the extent to which opportunities exist that make it 

possible for those who wish to participate to do so; 

b) extent to which the public are aware of the 

opportunities to participate; 

c) extent to which the public is made and kept informed 

or aware of the events; and 

d) extent to which the proponents and gover.nment 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 process. 



6.1 Introduction 

Chapter 6 

ATTITUDE SURVEY RESULTS 

This chapter examines the results that were obtained 

in the interviews conducted concerning the Alcan aluminum 

smelter proposal and review. This serves to add to the basis 

for understanding and evaluating the Alcan proposal review 

procedure. 

In the environmental assessment and review of a major 

project. three parties are usually involved: the government. 

the industry or proponent. and the public and/or interested 

citizen groups. The review of the Alcan aluminum smelter 

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

- the industry (in this case. Alcan) and the Manitoba public. 

The government played a much less obvious role in the entire 

process. 

6.2 Survey Population 

For the purposes of examining the attitudes and 

perceptions of the Manitoba public towards the Alcan smelter 

review process. thirty persons were interviewed. This included 

three employees of the Manitoba government; one employee of the 

federal government; three employees of the Aluminum Company of 

Canada Ltd; two people from Winnipeg (who had a substantial 

interest in the proposal); and twenty-one people from the 
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Rockwood area. Of the twenty-two people from the Rockwood 

area, six people were from inside the buffer zone that Alcan 

had allowed to surround the proposed site: and three were from 

municipal government [including the Mayo~s (at that time) of 

the Towns of Stonewall and Teulon, and the Reeve of Rockwood]. 

6.3 The Rockwood Smelter Study Group's Role 

Several citizen groups were formed immediately 

following Alcan•s announcement of its intention to construct an 

aluminum smelter in Manitoba. One of the better known groups 

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

composed of concerned, interested residents of the Balmoral 

area that met to discuss the possible ramifications an aluminum 

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

public study group, open to all Manitobans with the primary 

purpose of obtaining information and expertise on the Alcan 

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

for itself the beneficial and adverse effects on the immediate 

area, and the province, resulting from a aluminum smelter. 

The initial objective of the Rockwood Smelter Study 

Group was to conduct unbiased, impartial research into the 

subject area of aluminum smelters and to decide whether or not 

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

group were honorable. It soon became apparent, however, that 

some members of the RSSG were biased against Alcan and the 

proposed smelter. Once this was realized by Alcan and other 



- 45 -

members of the community, the RSSG lost credibility as an 

impartial study group and was labelled as "anti-Alcan''. 

The Rockwood Smelter Study Group did however serve an 

important role in the public participation component of the 

Alcan smelter proposal review. The group held meetings, 

sponsored speakers, and offered the public a wealth of 

information on the subject of aluminum smelters. 

6.4 Manitoba Government's Role 

The Manitoba government played a less visible role in 

the assessment process. The only involvement that government 

appeared to have was in the preparation of the socio-economic 

and environmental guidelines for the proponent. The government 

had planned to conduct a full review of the Alcan aluminum 

smelter proposal including public hearings, but the project was 

postponed before the Manitoba government could proceed this far. 

The Manitoba government did not hold or participate 

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

the Alcan smelter proposal. Representatives from the 

government were present at a few public debates sponsored, in 

part, by the Manitoba Naturalist Society, but this is believed 

to be the extent of their participation. Alcan and the 

Rockwood Smelter Study Group organized and chaired the majority 

of the meetings held. 

Five, of the thirty people interviewed, felt that the 

government didn't participate in the meetings because they 
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didn't have enough time, and had the process continued, 

government would have become involved in public meetings and 

hearings. These people felt that government should remain 

unbiased and limit their participation in these meetings. 

Nineteen respondents believed the government didn't participate 

in the meetings because they didn't know what they were doing, 

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

also were of the opinion that the government should have been 

more actively involved in order for the public to see what 

stand the government was taking on the issue. The public 

generally believes that when government is involved in a 

controversial environmental issue such as Alcan, all public 

concerns and views will be considered, and the government would 

sort out what is right or wrong. The people of Manitoba were 

not given this assurance. The remainder of the respondents 

were undecided as what role the government should have played 

in these meetings. 

Three of thirty respondents felt the government was 

right in not participating in the process prior to Lhe public 

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

The majority of the 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 Alcan's Role 

Alcan, in contrast to the Manitoba government, held 

several public meetings and open houses: brought in speakers 

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

residents, to see the Grande Baie Smelter in Quebec. All but 

one respondent felt that Alcan performed their role in a 

professional manner. Alcan was perceived as being generally 

impartial and unbiased, and sought to provide the public with 

all information (both positive and negative) that it had 

available. One respondent commented that he obtained, from 

Alcan, considerable information on the negative environmental 

impacts associated with aluminum smelters. Although Alcan had 

an obvious bias and was trying to sell itself to the area 

residents, they conducted themselves in a professional and 

seemingly unbiased, impartial manner. 

6.6 Assessment of Approach 

Although twenty respondents (of twenty-one people who 

responded to this question) felt they were given ample 

opportunity to participate in public meetings and to voice 

their opinions and concerns, only four of the twenty people 

believed that the way in which public meetings were held was 

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

groups). The other sixteen respondents felt that public 

meetings should be jointly held by three groups - the 

government, the proponent and interest groups. 
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Five respondents knew exactly the environmental 

assessment and review process that government planned to 

implement to review the Alcan smelter proposal (three of the 

five respondents were from government). Ten of the thirty 

respondents felt that the government themselves were not sure 

what they were to do. Twenty-one people knew that there was to 

be a review of the completed impact statements and public 

hearings, but none of these people were confident that this was 

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

the public hearings were to be only a formality, as 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. Only after the hearings and 

recommendations made by the hearing tribunal, should a decision 

be reached. 

Six of thirty respondents felt that a more effective 

hearing process was required. Jhey believed the role of the 

Clean Environment Commission, which currently holds hearings on 

environmental matters, should be strengthened - giving them the 

mandate to handle both socio-economic and environmental 

hearings; and making their recommendations and conclusions 

final. 

All of the twenty-one people who responded to this 

question felt that they were able to receive a sufficient 

amount of information on the subject of Alcan and aluminum 

smelters in order to reach a decision on whether or not to 
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support a smelter in the area. Although most information was 

from Alcan (with lesser amounts from the RSSG). information on 

both the positive and negative aspects of aluminum smelting 

were available. Fourteen of the twenty-one respondents felt 

the Manitoba government should have supplied the public with 

additional information. especially on the Environmental 

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

stand on the project: and on the hydro agreement. 

Of the twenty-one people who responded to the question 

regarding impacts. only six people felt that the environmental 

impacts a smelter could generate were not made clear. Five. of 

these twenty-one people. believed that there would be no 

negative environmental impacts whatsoever: six people were of 

the opinion that any adverse environmental effects would be 

confined to the buffer area. with little or no damage to areas 

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

that more information was required was on the socio-economic 

effects such a large industry could have on the area. Only 

seven people (of twenty-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 respondents (thirteen of twenty-one) believed that any 

negative impacts a smelter would have on the Rockwood area 

would be far out-weighed by the positive impacts of economic 

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

moving if Alcan had proceeded with plans to construct an 

aluminum smelter in the Balmoral area. These people believed 

that the negative environmental and socio-economic impacts 

would. by far. exceed any possible benefits from 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 farmed just outside of the buffer zone 

and felt that the environment would be severely degraded for 

agriculture. 

A trend seemed to appear to the anti-Alcan sentiments 

present in the Balmoral area. Those who fervently opposed the 

idea of an aluminum smelter in Balmoral made their livings 

outside of the community and were not economically dependent 

upon the local area. These people had more to lose 

aesthetically by having an aluminum smelter built in the area. 

Those who were supportive of Alcan were dependent upon the 

local area for their livelihood and saw Alcan benefitting the 

area economically in terms of jobs. transportation and spin-off 

benefits. 

Twenty six (of twenty-eight respondents) believed that 

the economic conditions in the world and its ramifications on 

the aluminum industry was in part the reason for Alcan's 

decision to postpone construction. However. eleven of these 

people were of the opinion that the Manitoba government 

contributed to Alcan•s decision to leave the province. They 
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believed that if the present economic conditions had been 

better Alcan still would not have constructed an aluminum 

smelter because of the government's failure to provide a hydro 

agreement. 

Some social fragmentation did occur in the community 

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

agreed that the problem was not as great as what it might have 

been. Fourteen of twenty-one people who responded to this 

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

that evidence of the problem did occasionally appear. Most of 

the problems that did occur and are still evident wer.e not 

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

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

especially within the Rockwood Smelter Study Group. Some 

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

should 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 was soon apparent that there was a conflict 

of interest within the group. This led to splits among members 

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

stated. "In any area there is bound to be rifts between people. 

even without something like Alcan to set it off''. 

6.7 Review of Alcan Assessment Process 

If Alcan had continued with their plans to construct 

an aluminum smelter in Manitoba. the process for Environmental 
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Assessment and Review was to be a modified version of the 

current Environmental Assessment and Review Process in 

Manitoba. The Manitoba government believed that this process 

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

would encompass all possible environmental and socio-economic 

ramifications. 

Some weaknesses in the Alcan review process were 

observed by the interview respondents. One important requisite 

where the process was lacking.is in the area of legislation. 

The Manitoba EARP operates under the direction 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 their best interests to do so. Seven 

people interviewed felt that the Manitoba Environmental 

Assessment and Review Process should have a legislative basis 

requiring all major proposed projects to be reviewed (subject 

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

should be a clause requiring that public participation be a 

vital and necessary component of any review. 

The existence of two separate Interdepartmental 

Advisory Committees (one for SEIA and one for EIA) that 

requires the preparation of two sets of guidelines. completion 

of two impact statements. and two public hearings was thought 

to be unnecessary and insufficient. It is often difficult to 

distinguish and clearly separate socio-economic and 
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environmental impacts as the two often overlap and influence 

each other. Formal public hearings, in the best conditions, 

are often confusing, intimidating, and stifling, and to have 

segregated hearings would make the situation worse. People 

would have found it difficult to participate effectively in 

these hearings and the government would have been blamed for 

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

unified process for the review of both socio-ecor1ornic and 

environmental impacts by one agency or body. 

6.8 Analysis of the Alcan Smelter Review Process 

Using the criteria for assessing public participation 

in an assessment and review process that were developed in 

sections 4.5 and 5.6, the Alcan aluminum smelter review process 

was analyzed. Once more, the criteria developed for assessing 

public participation in a review process are: 

1) An explanation is required concerning on the 

rights of the public to participate in the review 

process. This should include: 

a) the extent to which opportunities exist that 

make it possible for those who wish to 

participate to do so; 

b) the extent to which the public is made aware 

of the opportunities to participate; 

c) the extent to which the public is made aware 

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

government respond to the public's input. 

2) There should be vertical two way communication -

specialists. industry and government must 

communicate with interest groups and individual 

persons. and vice versa. Otherwise. if public 

input is ignored. confrontations can arise which 

often delay implementation or alter completely the 

original intention of a project. 

3) A flow of information is required to the public 

from both government and industry on the proposed 

project. This includes education of the public on 

EIA'S. (their purpose. process. and the public's 

role); and dissemination of information on the 

study (the progress of the study and any potential 

adverse or positive impacts). 

4) The public should be involved immediately from the 

start of the process. The public should be 

involved in the preparation 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 

committment being made. This would allow for the 

public to be involved in the decision-making 
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process and have their opinions and views 

incorporated into this process. This makes for 

greater accountability in government. 

6) Public funding should be made available to 

legitimate interest groups to help cover costs of 

research. participating in and holding meetings. 

etc. 

The following is a critique of the Alcan (ruegaproject) 

assessment and review process: 

1) No explanation was given to the public outlining 

their rights to participate in the process. 

Lacking was an outline of the opportunities to 

participate: information as to the series of 

events that were occurring: and whether or not 

government and industry were responding to the 

public input. 

2) Alcan established a two-way communication flow 

between their specialists and officials and the 

Manitoba public. They informed the public of what 

they intended to do. and of impacts (both positive 

and negative) of the developement. The government 

did not establish the same sort of communication 

flow and the majority of persons interviewed felt 

that this was required. 

3) Alcan provided the public with a great deal of 

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

including: newspapers. television, open houses and 

public meetings. The public received very little 

information from government on the project. the 

government's plan for reviewing the project. the 

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

role in the review process. 

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

guidelines were ~ade available to the public. 

Alcan also held public meetings and open houses in 

an attempt to get the public involved in the 

process. Opportunity was available to the public 

to participate in the assessment process. 

5) Public hearings were scheduled to be held but the 

process never reached this stage. Many people 

interviewed felt that public hearings. had they 

been held. would have been a formality. 

6) Funding was not available to research groups to 

carry out their 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 summary. all persons interviewed (with the 

exception of one respondent) felt Alcan had done an excellent 
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job in promoting the company and the project; holding public 

meetings and open houses; providing the public with 

information; and a forum for voicing their opinions and 

concerns. The government should have been more publicly 

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

Alcan left the province. out of any activities. The role that 

Alcan performed in the aluminum smelter proposal review 

demonstrated for the Manitoba public the inadequacy of what the 

Manitoba Government was 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 wasn't sure of what they were doing nor of what 

they should be doing. Because the position of the government 

was inchoate. Alcan was forced into playing a much greater role 

than would have been necessary had the Manitoba Government been 

better organized. 



Chapter 7 

MODEL AND ANALYSIS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

This chapter develops the guidelines the primary 

participants in a review process (government, industry, and the 

public) should follow. In addition, on the basis of the 

conclusions and recommendations drawn from the previous 

chapters, proposals are advanced for modifying the 

Environmental Assessment and Review Process in order to 

integrate both socio-economic and environmental impacts into 

one broad environmental category. 

7.1 Guidelines for Government, Industry, and Public 

The following are the ideal guidelines government, the 

proponent (industry), and the public should follow in an 

Environmental Assessment and Review Process. These guidelines 

have been developed from the results of the questionnaires and 

the review of related literature. 

7.1.1 Guidelines for Government 

Government, ideally, in an assessment process should 

be responsible for: 

1) participating in public meetings, not as a 

chairperson but as a participant with the 

proponent and the public; 

2) acting in an advisory role for the public, 

providing technical assistance and advice; 
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3) providing the public with information. not only on the 

proposed project but also on the government review and 

methods of public participation; 

4) 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 lack of funds 

to carry out a thorough study of aluminum smelters); 

5) holding public heari~gs with the hearing tribunal; 

these public hearings should be held in advance of any 

commitment being made. Roth environmental and 

socio-economic aspects of the assessrne11t should be 

covered in the hearing process; and 

6) maintaining a two-way information flow between the 

government and the public so that government will be 

aware of the public's concern and wishes. and the 

public will be aware of what the government is doing. 

7.1.2 Guidelines for Industry 

The guidelines that industry or the proponent should 

follow are: 

1) participate in public meetings along with 

government and the public; hold public meetings 

and open houses in order to incorporate the 

opinions and concerns of the public into the 

completed EIA statement; 
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2) provide the public with information concerning the 

proposed project: this should include both 

positive and negative impacts the industry could 

have; the industry should establish a two-way 

information flow between them and the public; 

3) complete the EIA statement according to government 

guidelines: 

4) attend and participate in public hearings. 

7.1.3 Guidelines for the Public 

The public also has a responsibility in the 

Environmental Assessment and Review Process. Generally. they 

should: 

1) participate in public meetings along with 

government and industry: 

2) obtain information and study the project in order 

to come to their own conclusion about the project; 

3) obtain information about the government's review 

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

methods of participation available: 

4) review EIA guidelines. statements. and the 

government review, and provide the government and 

proponent with information on concerns and 

opinions; and 

S) make known to government (in advance of the 

hearings) of intentions to participate in public 

hearings. 
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These are ideal guidelines that the government, 

proponent and public should follow in a review process. It is 

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

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

process would result. 

7.2 Model of Megaproject Assessment and Review 

Although the Alcan Aluminum Smelter review process was to 

differ from the review proces~ generally employed in the review 

of proposed projects in Manitoba, some conclusions and 

recommendations can be drawn about the process based on the 

analysis of the Alcan smelter review and applied to the 

Manitoba Megaproject Environmental Assessment and Review 

Process. as well as the conventional Environmental Assessment 

and Review Process. 

Figure 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 broad 

category in keeping with the definition of environment in 

Appendix A. The process is basically as follows: 

1) Proponent prepares a project description or project 

outline. Environmental Planning Board (EPB) (a 

"fabricated'' board integrating the Interdepartmental 

SEIA Advisory Commmittee and Interdepartmental EIA 

Advisory Committee, composed of members of MEARA and 
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Interdepartmental Planning Board) receives 

description and decides whether a full EIA is 

required. 

2) If an EIA is required the EPB issues assessment 

guidelines (for both socio-economic and 

environmental impact assessments). and guidelines 

for public participation for the proponent. Copy 

of guidelines and an explanation of tl1e proposed 

review is available for public examination. 

3) Proponent completes the EIA statement according to 

the guidelines issued. Proponent holds public 

meetings (in conjunction with government and 

interest groups) in order that public views and 

concerns are incorporated into the final statement. 

4) Environmental Planning Board receives a copy of 

completed environmental impact statement. The EPB 

reviews document and decides whether any further 

information is needed. If more information is 

required. EPB drafts concerns to be completed by 

the proponent. If not. EPB prepares a EIA 

statement review for the hearing tribunal and 

notifies the Minister to arrange for public 

hearings. Public receives a copy of completed EIA 

statement and government's review. The public may 

review and pass comments and concerns to 

government to be addressed in further study by the 

proponent or at the public hearings. 
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5) Public hearings are held on both the environmental 

and socio-economic impacts by one hearing tribunal 

(in this case the "Environmental Review 

Commission" a re-enforced Clean Environment 

Commission). The public is encouraged to 

participate at the public hearings but must notify 

the hearing tribunal of the intention to 

participate prior to the hearing. 

6) The Environmental Review Commission issues their 

report and makes recommendations to the Minister 

who in turn recommends to the Cabinet whether the 

project is to proceed as planned. proceed with 

some modification. or if the project ls rejected. 

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 statement and one set 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 Alcan smelter proposal. It is believed by the author 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 

impacts) and thus a better process. 



Chapter 8 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

There is much difficulty in making recommendations as 

to how to improve or increase the effectiveness of the Manitoba 

Megaproject Environmental Assessment and Review Process (that 

was developed to review the Alcan proposal) as much more 

experience and knowledge in the process and in other processes 

is required than was possible for the researcher to acquire 

over the period of summer research. The recommendations that 

follow, however, are meant to be a guide for possible 

improvements that could be implemented in the Manitoba 

Megaproject process (and even in the Manitoba Environmental 

Assessment and Review Process). 

8.1 Conclusions 

The environmental assessment and review process that 

was developed to review the Alcan smelter proposal included 

considerable potential for public participation. The actual 

public participation process 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 Alcan initiatives. 

Alcan provided the public with a variety of 

opportunities for participation in the process that was 

occurring. These opportunities lncluded public meetings, open 
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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 opportunities for public 

participation. 

Although most of the opportunities for public 

involvement {some meetings were held by interested citizen 

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

existed several opportunities to participate. The Aluminum 

Company of Canada Limited should be commer1ded for a job well 

done. 

8.2 Recommendations 

8.2.1 Legislation 

Manitoba currently has no legal basis for the 

Environmental Assessment and Review Process. As a result, only 

provincial government projects are subject to the Manitoba 

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

requiring all major proposed projects that may significantly 

impact upon the 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 that an assessment would be 

conducted prior to a major project development. All actions or 

proposals, both private and public, would have to be reviewed 

prior to implementation. Legislation would also ensure that 

the public has the opportunity to participate in the 
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decision-making process; provide a framework for EIA 

guidelines; and ensure that the proponent (or industry) and 

government provide the public with information on the proposed 

development and the assessment and review process that would 

occur. 

Recommendation 1: It is recommended that there be a 

legislative basis to the Manitoba Environmental Assessment and 

Review Process. 

8.2.2 Definition of Environment 

The current definition of environment is too limited. 

According to the Environmental Assessment and Review Process 

for Proposed Provincial Projects Guidebook (1976), environment 

is defined as the 11 air, water, or soil". This definition 

excludes any reference to the socio-economic environment. Most 

people interviewed failed to consider the socio-economic 

impacts that a project such as Alcan could have. The 

definition should be expanded to include socio-economic 

considerations equally with environmental impacts. Thus, 

environment would include both the social and physical 

surroundings, encompassing community structure as well as built 

landscapes and natural resources; encompassing the social, 

economic and cultural conditions that influence the life of man 

or a community; and encompassing the physical and biological 

aspects of the environment. 
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Recommendation 2: The current definition of environment should 

be expanded to include socio-economic considerations. 

8.2.3 Government Assistance 

Several public interest groups were formed, during the 

time Alcan was in Manitoba, to investigate and study aluminum 

smelters and their possible impacts. These groups relied 

heavily on their own financial resources (usually depending on 

donations from members) to st~dy the information available, 

holding meetings. and sponsoring special lecturers and 

speakers. One of these groups, the Rockwood Smelter Study 

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

smelters could have occurred had they had more funds and 

assistance available for research. The Saskatchewan Government 

and the Manitoba Public Utilities Board have both chosen to 

follow this route. 

Recommendation 3: The government should provide legitimate 

interest groups with financial resources and technical 

assistance in order that these groups may conduct their own 

investigation into the proposed development or project. 

8.2.4 Public Education and Information 

The Manitoba Government did not provide the public 

with information concerning the proposed project, the review 

that was being planned, opportunities available for public 
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participation. and what the government stand on the project 

was. Public input was not sought in the formation of the 

impact assessment guidelines, nor was the public given an 

opportunity to assess the guidelines once completed. 

The Manitoba public should have been provided with 

information regarding the project. information or the 

environmental assessment and review process. and opportunities 

for the public to participate in the review. 

Recommendation 4: The Environmental Assessment and Review 

Process should be clearly defined outlining all opportunities 

for public involvement; information for the public on the 

review process; opportunity to participate in the development 

and review of the EIA guidelines and completed environmental 

impact statement; and requiring both government and industry to 

actively encourage participation. 
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DEFINITIONS 
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Environment - refers to both social and physical surroundings. 

It encompasses community structure as well as built 

landscapes and natural resources; encompases the 

physical, biological and socio-economic aspect of the 

environment. 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) - is a measurement of the 

probable change (both positive and negative) in the 

various socio-economic, biological and physical 

characteristics of t~e environment, which may result 

from a proposed or impending action. 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) - is a document written 

in a format specified by the Review Agency which 

represents a summary of the environmental inventory 

and the findings of the environmental assessment. 

Environment Impact Statement Review (EISR) - is a document 

produced by the Manitoba Environmental Assessment and 

Review Agency Board containing the history of events 

associated with the project; a detailed examination of 

the vital environmental factors involved, including 

their major impacts on the social and economic 

sectors: and recommendations to the Minister. The 

Agency could recommend that the project be halted, 

that it proceed as planned, or that it proceed with 

certain qualifying conditions and terms. 

Manitoba Environmental Assessment and Review Agency (MEARA) -

is a group of senior civil servants appointed by the 

Minister of the Environment to administer the 

Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP). 
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Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP) - is a 

program developed as a result of a Provincial Cabinet 

Policy to ensure that: 

a) environmental effects are taken into account early 

in the planning of new government sponsored 

projects. programs and activities; 

b) environmental assessments are carried out for all 

projects which may have an adverse effect on the 

environment before commitments or irrevocable 

decisions are made; and 

c) the results of these assessments are used in 

planning. decision-making and implementation. 

Proponent - is a government department. crown corporation or 

private agency that initiates. plans or proposes a 

project. 

Initial Environmental Evaluation (IEE) - is a preliminary 

review of a project description by MEARA to determine 

if a full environmental assessment should be required 

or if minor changes to the project might avoid or 

mitigate adverse impacts. 

Public Participation - the dynamic incorporation of the public 

in the social. economic and political life of a 

country designed to convey information. educate 

citizens to allow them to participate as well as 

specialists in evaluating the economic. technical and 

administrative consequences of measures under 

consideration. 
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APPENDIX B 

QUESTIONNAIRE 



1) AGE: 0 - 18 40 - 44 

19 - 24 45 - 49 

25 - 29 so - S4 

30 - 34 55 - 59 

JS - 39 60+ 

2) OCCUPATION: Please specify. 
(If farmer, please note type) 
(Also note if connnuter to Winnipeg, etc.) 

3) ADDRESS: 
LEGAL ADDRESS: s T 

4) EDUCATION: 
Please circle highest grade or year completed. 
Grades: 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 
Business or Trade School: 1 2 3 4 
College: 1 2 3 4 
Graduate School: 1 2 3 4 s 6 

S) SEX: 

Male Female 

6) LENGTH OF RESIDENCE IN THE R.M. OF ROCKWOOD: 

0 - 4 years -----
5 -10 years -----

11 -lS years ____ _ 

16 + years -----
All life 

10 

7) HOW FAR FROM THE PROPOSED ALCAN SITE DO YOU LIVE? 

R 

11 12 
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8) ARE YOU AWARE OF THE ALCAN SMELTER PROPOSAL FOR AN ALUMINUM SMELTER IN 
THE BALMORAL AREA? 

YES NO ----- -----

9) WERE YOU AWARE THAT THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT WAS CONDUCTING A REVIEW OF 
THE PROJECT? 

YES NO 

10) WHEN DID YOU FIRST FIND OUT ABOUT ALCAN? (Please give approximate date) 

11) HOW WERE YOU FIRST MADE AWARE OF THE ALCAN ALUMINUM SMELTER PROPOSAL? 
Please check one response 

News Media (television, radio, newspaper) 

Mail (from ALCAN) 

(from Provincial Government) 

(from local Government) 

Public hearings and meetings 

Friends and neighbours 

Other (please specify) -----------------------------

12) DID YOU ATTEND ANY PUBLIC MEETINGS CONCERNING THE ALCAN ALUMINUM SMELTER PROPOSAL? 

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

13) HOW MANY MEETINGS DID YOU ATTEND? 

14) OVER WHAT PERIOD OF TIME WERE THESE HELD? ---------------------
(Repeat questions 15 through 22 for as many meetings as attended). 

. 15) WERE THESE MEETINGS CONDUCTED BY: 

AL CAN PROVINCIAL GOVT. LOCAL GOVT. -----
Other interest groups (please specify) 
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16) WHAT WAS THE PURPOSE OF THE MEETING? 

17) IN YOUR OPINION DID THE SPONSORS OF THE MEETING EFFECTIVELY COMMUNICATE 
THEIR PURPOSE? 

18) WAS THE MEETING BIASED FOR OR AGAINST THE PROPOSAL? 

FOR AGAINST 

19) IN YOUR OPINION, WAS EVERYONE PRESENT ALLOWED TO PARTICIPATE EQUALLY? 

20) IN YOUR OPINION, WERE THE MEETINGS MONOPOLIZED OR CONTROLLED BY ONE OR A 
FEW GROUPS? 

YES NO 

If yes, which one dominated? 

21) IN YOUR OPINION, WAS THE PUBLIC ABLE TO PROVIDE INPUT INTO THE MEETINGS 
THROUGH QUESTIONS AND DEBATE? 

22) IN YOUR OPINION, WAS IT MADE CLEAR IN THE MEETING WHAT THE POSSIBLE IMPACTS 
A SMELTER COULD BE ON THE AREA? 

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

YES NO -----
How many? ____ _ 
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24) WHO SPONSORED THESE OPEN HOUSES? 

AL CAN 

Provincial Govt. 

Local Govt. 

Other interest groups (please specify) 

25) IF YES, DID YOU FIND OUT EVERYTHING YOU WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT THE SMELTER 
PROPOSAL? 

If no, what questions were left unanswered for you? 

26) BESIDES PUBLIC MEETINGS OR OPEN HOUSES, DID YOU GET INFORMATION ABOUT THE 
ALCAN SMELTER FROM ANY OTHER SOURCES? YES NO 

Please specify sources. 

27) BESIDES PUBLIC MEETINGS OR OPEN HOUSES, DID YOU GET INFORMATION ABOUT THE 
GOVERNMENT REVIEW FROM ANY OTHER SOURCES? YES NO~~~~~ 

Please specify sources. 
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28) HOW DID THE GOVERNMENT PLAN TO REVIEW THE ALCAN PROPOSAL? 

WHAT WOULD HAVE BEEN THE RESULT OF THE REVIEW? 

29) WAS GOVERNMENT GOING TO INVOLVE THE PEOPLE OF THE COMMUNITY IN THE REVIEW? 

YES NO -----
How (If Yes) 

30) IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD YOUR VIEWS AND THE VIEWS OF THIS COMMUNITY HAVE BEEN 
CONSIDERED IN THE GOVERNMENT'S DECISION ABOUT ALCAN? 

YES NO -----
Why or why not? 

31) IN YOUR OPINION, WAS AN ADEQUATE AMOUNT OF INFORMATION MADE AVAILABLE TO YOU 
CONCERNING THE ALCAN ALUMINUM SMELTER PROPOSAL? 

YES NO 

How do you think this could be improved? 

32) IN YOUR OPINION, WHO SHOULD CONDUCT PUBLIC MEETINGS? 

(Please specify) 
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33) IN YOUR OPINION, WHO SHOULD HOLD PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES? 

(Please specify) 

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

YES NO ----- -----
If no, which sides were not presented? 

35) IN YOUR OPINION, DID GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATE ADEQUATELY IN THESE MEETINGS? 

YES NO ----- -----
If no, how could government have contributed more? 

In the open houses? YES NO 

If no, how could government have contributed more? 

36) IN YOUR OPINION, DID ALCAN PARTICIPATE ADEQUATELY IN THESE MEETINGS? 

YES NO 

If no, how could ALCAN have contributed more? 

37) DID YOU CONSIDER MOVING IF ALCAN HAD PROCEE~ED WITH PLANS TO CONSTRUCT A 
SMELTER IN THE AREA? 

YES NO 

If yes, give reasons why. 
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38) IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD AN ALUMINUM SMELTER AT BALMORAL HAVE BENEFITTED 
YOU PERSONALLY? 

YES NO ----- -----
If yes, in what ways? 

39) IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD ALCAN HAVE BENEFITTED THE INTERLAKE AREA? 

YES NO ----- -----
If yes, in what ways? 

40) IN YOUR OPINION, WOULD THE ALCAN SMELTER HAVE HAD ANY IMPACTS ON THE 
ENVIRONMENT IN THE SURROUNDING AREA? 

YES NO ----- -----
In what means? 

41) ARE YOU OPPOSED TO COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE R.M. OF ROCKWOOD? 

YES NO ----- -----
If no, what type of development would you be in favor of? 

42) WHAT DO YOU FEEL WAS THE CAUSE FOR ALCAN DECIDING TO POSTPONE THE CONSTRUCTION 
OF AN ALUMINUM SMELTER IN MANITOBA? 

Please explain. 
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43) HOW WOULD YOU FEEL ABOUT ALCAN LOCATING IN THE BALMORAL AREA NOW? 

44) HOW WOULD YOU FEEL ABOUT ALCAN LOCATING IN ANOTHER AREA OF THE PROVINCE? 

In what area(s) 

45) DID THE ALCAN SMELTER CAUSE ANY HARD FEELINGS BETWEEN PEOPLE IN THIS 
COMMUNITY? 

YES NO -----
In what ways? 

46) IF RIFTS DID OCCUR BETWEEN PEOPLE, IS THIS STILL PRESENT TODAY? 

YES NO 

Connnents. 

47) DO YOU HAVE ANYTHING ELSE TO ADD ABOUT ALCAN, THE GOVERNMENT'S INVOLVEMENT, 
OR OTHER THINGS? 

~ . ~. 
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APPENDIX C 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION GUIDELINES 



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

GUIDELD!ES 

INTRODUCTION 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

JULY, 1976 

Within the conditions of the provincial environmental assessment and 

review process, all provincial departments, agencies and crown corporations shall 

submit all information, which in their best professional judgement, will enable 

the Review Agency to underst.and the nature and scope of the project as well as 

to recognize the potential environmental impacts. This information must be 

submitted prior to irrevocable decisions or commitments respecting proposed 

Provincial undertakings. With all due consideration to the above, the pro

ponent shall submit: 

1. Information and technical data on the proposed project. 

2. Relevant drawings, plans, photos, maps, charts, etc. 

3. A description of and a statement of the rationale for the under

taking, the alternative methods of carrying out the undertaking 

and the alternatives to the undertaking. 

4. A description of all in situ facilities, and auxiliary or 

support structures. 

5. Information on anticipated gaseous,_ liquid and solid waste 

generation. 

6. The manner in which compliance with existing federal and 

provincial environmental quality standards and regulations 

will be achieved. 

7. Transportation requirements respecting incoming and outgoing 

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

affect contamination of the air, water, or soil. 

8. The organizational structure which wquld be established to 



- 87 -

APPENDIX D 

EIA GUIDELINES 



ENVIRONMENTAL 

Yi.ANA GEME!!T DIVIS ION 

ASSESSME:JT GUIDELINES JULY, 1976 

All provincial departments, agencies and crown corporations required 

to undertake or procure an environmental assessment of a proposed projec~ shall 

co~ply with the following impact assessment guidelines, and such other g~ide

lines as may be developed by the Environmentcil Assessment Review Agency. 

A. Guidelines Resnectiniz All Environmental Imnacts of a Prooosed Pro:iect 

1. All primaI"'J and secondary effects, beneficial or otherwise, 

should be described. Short and long-term impacts should be 

projected. 

2. The environmental assessment should address: 

a. All ecological changes expected through alteration of the 

physical and biological habitat. 

b. The implication of these ecological changes as related to 

air, water, or soil. 

J. The time frame in which impacts are anticipa~ed should be 

detailed. 

4. Remedial, protective and corrective measures to be implemented 

if required should be thoroughly·described. 

- . 

. .. 



B. Guidelines Respecting Probable Adverse Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided 

1. The type and magnitude of any adverse impact on air, water, or 

soil which cannot be reduced in severity, or which cannot be 

reduced toJan acceptable level should be described. 

2. For those impacts which cannot be eliminated or reduced, their 

implications and the reasons why the proposed action shc:ld be 

accepted, notwithstanding the limitations of these effects or 

impacts should be described in detail. 

3. Where abatement or mitigative measures can be implemented to 

reduce adverse effects to acceptable levels, the basis for 

considering these levels adequate, and the effectiveness and 

costs of the abatement measures should be specified. 

C. Guidelines Resnective Alternatives 

1. Alternative facility configurations of the proposal should be 

considered. 

2. Alternative locations for the proposed project should be 

discussed. 

3. Alternatives to the proposed project which may involve trade

offs among uses of available environmental resources should be 

developed, described and objectively weighed. 

4. The analysis of alternatives should be structured in a manner 

which will permit comparison of environmental benefit or damage. 



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

qualified or described qualitatively to facilitate an 

objective judgement of their significance. 

D. Guidelines Resnecting the Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of 

the Environment and the Maintenance and Eiihancement of Long=Term Productivity 

1. Cumulative and long-term effects of the proposed action which 

either significantly reduce. or enhance the state of the 

environment should be described. 
-

2. The desirability of the proposed action should be weighed to 

guard against shortsighted foreclosure of future options or 

needs. 

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

narrow the range of beneficial uses of the environment or pose 

long-term risks to health or property. 

4. A description and evaluation of the immediate long-term 

environmental effects. 

5. Irreversible environmental damage which may result from 

accidents associated with the proposed action should be 

considered. 


