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1. INTRODUCTION

The	challenges	to	assessing	cumulative	effects	within	the	context	of	an	individual	project	application	are	
well	recognized.	Amongst	the	challenges	to	project-based	cumulative	effects	assessment	(CEA)	is	the	
inherent	focus	of	a	project’s	environmental	assessment	(EA)	and	review	on	mitigating	impacts	to	the	
level	of	acceptability,	versus	assessing	the	overall	sustainability	of	those	valued	components	(VCs)	
potentially	affected;	and	the	often-inability	of	proponents	to	identify	and	manage	the	impacts	of	the	
activities	of	other	land	and	resource	users	in	the	project’s	regional	environment.	Cumulative	effects	are	
best	addressed	at	a	regional	scale.	However,	this	does	not	mean	that	project	EA	is	unimportant	to	CEA,	
or	that	project	proponents	should	not	meet	certain	standards	of	practice	so	as	to	contribute	to	a	better	
understanding	of	cumulative	environmental	change.	Work	is	needed	on	how	to	improve	CEA	under	
current	regulatory	practices	to	make	it	more	meaningful	for	regulatory	decision	makers	and	more	
valuable	for	the	management	of	cumulative	effects.	Over	time,	and	in	any	given	region	subject	to	
multiple	project	assessments,	the	baseline	knowledge	and	collective	understanding	to	support	the	
assessment	and	management	of	cumulative	effects	should	emerge,	provided	that	individual	
assessments	are	properly	planned	and	coordinated	to	support	CEA	and	management	goals.	

In	December	2015,	the	James	Bay	Advisory	Committee	on	the	Environment	(JBACE)	contracted	Aura	
Environmental	Research	and	Consulting	Ltd.	(Aura)	to	conduct	a	study	of	the	application	of	CEA	in	the	
context	of	a	sample	of	Section	22	project	reviews	(herein	referred	to	as	the	JBACE	study).	The	objectives	
of	the	JBACE	study	were	to	assess	the	instructions	and	guidance	provided	to	proponents	for	the	
development	of	their	CEAs;	to	determine	how	cumulative	effects	were	addressed	by	proponents;	and	to	
analyze	how	cumulative	effects	requirements	or	issues	identified	in	the	project	directives	and	impact	
statements	were	reflected	in	the	decisions	and	project	conditions.	The	study	examined	seven	EAs,	
initiated	and	completed	between	2002	and	2015:	Eastmain	1-A	Powerhouse	and	Rupert	Diversion,	
Eleonore	Gold	Mine,	Bachelor	Lake	Gold	Mine,	Matoush	Uranium	Exploration,	Renard	Diamond	Mine,	
Extension	of	Route	167	N	to	the	Otish	Mountains,	and	the	Whabouchi	Spodumene	Mine.	

The	JBACE	study	found	that	the	quality	of	CEAs	in	the	James	Bay	Territory	typically	reflected	the	
standards	and	practices	set	out	in	the	project	directives	or	terms	of	reference;	however,	the	instructions	
and	guidance	provided	to	proponents	were	often	insufficient	to	facilitate	good-practice	CEA	and	to	
support	the	understanding	and	longer-term	management	of	cumulative	effects.	The	study	also	found	
considerable	variability	in	how	cumulative	effects	were	addressed	in	project	impact	statements,	but	that	
overall	cumulative	effects	received	insufficient	attention,	appeared	to	be	subjected	to	limited	analysis,	
and	the	assessments	often	lacked	evidence	to	support	the	conclusions	made	about	cumulative	effects.	
Finally,	the	study	found	that	although	the	consideration	of	cumulative	effects	was	a	standard	
requirement	in	the	directives	issued	to	project	proponents,	there	were	typically	few	conditions	placed	
on	the	project’s	approval	that	related	to	managing	or	monitoring	the	project’s	cumulative	effects.	
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Findings	of	the	JBACE	study	suggest	the	need	for	improvements	in	the	state	of	CEA	in	Section	22	project	
EAs,	as	well	as	the	need	to	explore	a	number	of	issues	about	the	current	and	future	approach	to	CEA	
practice.	In	July	2016,	the	JBACE	invited	Aura	to	facilitate	a	workshop	involving	members	of	COMEV,	
COMEX	and	COFEX-South,	as	well	as	specialists	from	the	Cree	Nation	Government	and	the	federal	and	
provincial	governments,	to	discuss	issues	emerging	from	the	JBACE	study	and	exchange	ideas	and	
recommendations	for	better-practice	CEA.	The	workshop	was	held	in	Montreal	on	21	September	2016.	

2. WORKSHOP	OVERVIEW

The	objectives	of	the	workshop	were	as	follows:	

i. to	provide	workshop	participants	with	a	brief	overview	on	CEA	basic	principles	and	best	practices,
in	order	to	ensure	a	common	understanding	among	workshop	participants;

ii. to	gain	comments	and	insights	from	workshop	participants	on	the	conclusions	and	potential
recommendations	stemming	from	the	JBACE’s	study	that	are	applicable	to	the	context	of	the
Section	22	assessment	and	review	procedures,	and	to	build	on	them;	and

iii. to	gain	opinions	and	insights	from	workshop	participants	on	the	future	of	CEA	at	the	project 
level,	and	to	exchange	ideas	regarding	CEA-related	research	at	the	project	level	(e.g.	on 
baseline	information	needs,	on	methodologies,	on	valued	components	in	CEA)	and	in	broader 
regional	and	strategic	contexts.

The	workshop	was	intended	to	assist	the	JBACE	to	eventually	produce	practical	recommendations	on	
the	assessment	of	cumulative	effects	in	the	context	of	the	Section	22	EA	procedures,	and	in	wider	
regional	and	strategic	contexts.	

The	workshop	agenda	is	provided	in	Appendix	A.	

The	workshop	commenced	with	a	presentation	that	provided	an	overview	of	CEA	principles,	including	
the	nature	of	cumulative	effects	versus	cumulative	stress	and	the	fundamental	components	of	good-
practice	CEA.	The	presentation	was	based,	in	part,	on	the	JBACE	study,	but	drew	also	from	recent	
scholarly	literature	and	from	examples	in	western	Canada.	The	purpose	of	the	presentation	was	to	help	
ensure	a	common	understanding	of	cumulative	effects	and	cumulative	effects	principles,	prior	to	
engaging	in	more	detailed	discussions	about	practical	solutions	to	improve	current	practice.		

The	presentation	is	provided	in	Appendix	B.	

The	remainder	of	the	workshop	consisted	of	a	series	of	round-table	discussions.	Round-tables	focused	
on	five	key	discussion	topics	about	better-practice	CEA,	with	each	topic	consisting	of	several	sub-topics	
and	questions	to	help	guide	the	discussion.	The	five	key	discussion	topics	were:	
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§ Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	what	spatial	and	temporal	scales
the	proponent	must	adopt	to	support	the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?

§ Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	baseline	assessments	that
support	the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?

§ Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	monitoring	that	supports	CEA?
§ What	considerations	are	given	to	cumulative	effects	in	Section	22	reviews?
§ What	are	the	roles	and	responsibilities	for	supporting	CEA?

The	complete	list	of	sub-topics/questions	associated	with	each	of	the	above	key	discussion	topics	is	
provided	in	Appendix	C.		

The	majority	of	discussion	topics	and	sub-questions	focused	on	the	directions	provided	to	project	
proponents	on	how	to	carry	out	their	CEAs,	and	on	practices	that	help	ensure	better	consistency	and	
coordination	across	project	EAs	to	support	the	assessment	and	management	of	cumulative	change.	

The	workshop	concluded	with	an	open	discussion	that	provided	an	opportunity	for	participants	to	raise	
any	final	issues,	reflect	on	issues	raised	earlier	in	the	day,	and	share	perspectives	on	needs	and	
directions	in	CEA	research	and	practice.	

3. SYNTHESIS	OF	WORKSHOP	RESULTS

The	sections	below	provide	a	synthesis	of	what	we	heard	from	workshop	participants.	The	synthesis	is	
based	on	what	was	reported	by	each	round-table,	and	based	on	the	discussions	that	emerged.		

3.1	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	what	spatial	and	
temporal	scales	the	proponent	must	adopt	to	support	the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?	

3.1.1 Specify	the	other	projects	(e.g.	specific	mine	sites),	types	of	projects	(e.g.	forestry,	mining),	or	
types	of	disturbances	(e.g.	fire,	floods)	that	should	be	considered	in	the	assessment.	

Participants	were	not	explicit	that	Directives	should	specify	the	other	projects	that	a	proponent	
must	include	in	their	CEA.	Rather,	participants	identified	the	different	types	of	projects	or	
conditions	that	might	be	considered.	These	could	be	grouped	into	three	broad	categories	or	
types	of	‘other	projects	and	disturbances’	namely:	

Other	events/conditions	 Other	projects/infrastructure	 Social/economic	stressors	
Abandoned	sites	 Road	infrastructure	 Population	increases/change	
Spills	/	waste	 Hydro	facilities	 Sport	hunting	/	fishing	
Emergency	situations	 Outfitters	
Habitat	changes	 Mines	(including	exploration)	
Natural	disturbances	(floods,	
fires,	invasive	species)	

Airports	/	infrastructure	
Forestry	
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3.1.2 Define	the	geographic	extent	that	the	baseline	and	CEA	should	encompass	(e.g.	km2,	watershed,	

other	region).	
	

Three	responses	or	perspectives	emerged	from	the	round-tables	for	this	question.	
	
First,	and	a	common	theme,	was	that	defining	the	geographic	extend	should	be	VC-based.	As	
such,	the	geographic	extent	may	be	variable	for	any	given	project	and	VC	and	depend	on	the	
particular	species	and	the	particular	impact.	If,	for	example,	caribou	is	identified	as	a	VC	of	
concern	and	may	be	impacted	by	roads,	then	the	geographic	extent	ought	to	encompass	the	
caribou	herd	to	understand	the	cumulative	effect	of	the	road	in	combination	with	other	
activities.	For	other	VCs	or	activities,	the	watershed-scale	may	be	appropriate.	But,	it	was	
cautioned	that	it	may	not	be	reasonable	to	expect	a	proponent	to	compile	information	on	all	the	
cumulative	impacts	that	have	occurred	in	the	region;	rather,	a	proponent’s	report	on	the	
impacts	close	to	their	project	could	be	used	by	a	third	party	to	compile	all	the	stressors	on	a	
larger	scale.			
	
Second,	participants	indicated	that	spatial	bounding	needs	to	be	flexible	and	adaptive.	The	
current	knowledge	base	and	tools	don’t	exist	to	pre-determine	all	spatial	boundaries	for	impacts	
or	VCs;	boundaries	may	need	to	be	extended	or	modified	as	the	assessment	unfolds.	Thus,	
proponents	should	be	responsible	for	proving	the	merits	of	the	geographic	boundaries	they	
choose	and	for	monitoring	during	the	assessment,	and	after,	to	determine	whether	the	spatial	
limits	are	appropriate	or	need	to	be	adapted	to	reflect	actual	impacts.	
	
Third,	participants	emphasized	the	importance	of	more	qualitative	considerations	in	spatial	
bounding,	considering	such	issues	as	impacts	to	social	well-being	and	social	impacts	when	
delineating	spatial	boundaries.	Local	knowledge	was	also	identified	as	an	instrument	that	should	
play	an	important	role	in	determining	the	appropriate	spatial	extent	for	assessment.	

	
3.1.3 Define	the	temporal	extent	that	the	baseline	and	CEA	should	encompass	(e.g.	#	years	into	past	/	

present;	previous	disturbance	conditions).	
	
The	consideration	of	effects	and	actions	that	comprise	past,	present	and	future	conditions	is	
foundational	to	CEA.	Participants	reported	that	understanding	past	changes	is	important	to	
seeing	future	conditions	and	impacts,	but	reported	that	accessibility	to	‘past	data’	can	be	
difficult.	For	example,	it	was	noted	that	the	project	data	that	may	have	been	collected	for	the	
purposes	of	the	EA	are	sometimes	destroyed	or	not	maintained.	

	
With	regard	to	defining	specific	temporal	boundaries,	it	was	suggested	that	for	past	conditions	
the	1970s	would	seem	to	be	a	reasonable	starting	point,	but	that	the	specific	historical	baseline	
should	be	established	based	on	the	goals	for	post	project	conditions,	and	as	defined	by	local	
communities	as	supported	by	traditional	knowledge.		
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The	objective	of	setting	the	past	condition	is	to	look	far	enough	to	be	able	to	establish	trends,	
and	to	understand	how	land	was	used	by	the	people.	For	setting	the	future	temporal	limits,	it	
was	suggested	that	the	assessment	be	scoped	to	at	least	the	end-life	of	the	project,	and	perhaps	
for	a	few	years	following	cessation	of	project	activities.	

3.1.4 Provide	direction	on	the	types	of	assessment	methods	or	tools	to	use	in	the	assessment	(e.g.	
spatial,	change	analysis,	population	models).	

Three	main	observations	were	evident	based	on	discussions	about	methods	for	assessment.	

First,	it	was	noted	that	more	quantitative	data	are	needed	to	support	CEA.	This	includes	data	to	
support	specific	models	for	application	in	CEA,	such	as	air	quality	models,	GIS	tools,	landscape	
tools,	and	other	tools	that	support	change	analysis.	However,	it	was	also	noted	that	the	EA	
directive	may	be	too	early	to	provide	specific	direction	to	the	proponent	on	the	specific	types	of	
assessments	or	tools	to	be	used.	

Second,	the	importance	of	social	impacts	was	identified.	Participants	emphasized	that	it	was	
important	for	assessment	methods	and	tools	to	be	driven	by	the	community	and	to	be	able	to	
address	social	issues,	such	as	community	impacts	and	hunting	or	land-use	practices.	It	was	not	
noted	as	to	what	models	proponents	should	use,	neither	did	participants	suggest	whether	such	
methods	should	be	specified	in	the	EA	directive.	

A	third	issue	raised	was	that	no	matter	what	the	model	or	method,	it	must	be	one	that	can	
result	in	a	‘no’	decision	(i.e.	successfully	identify	significant	adverse,	cumulative	impacts).		

3.1.5 Direct	the	proponent	to	provide	and	explicit	rationale	for	their	choice	of	methods	or	tools	used	in	
their	assessment.	

Comments	from	round-table	discussions	indicated	that	there	is	no	current	standard	for	the	
proponent,	and	that	directives	must	be	developed	relative	to	both	the	community	and	the	
proponent.	It	was	suggested	that	directives	be	driven	by	communities	first,	and	then	the	choice	
methods	used	in	the	assessment	need	to	be	driven	by	community	priorities.	In	this	way,	the	
proponents	and	engineering	firms	involved	in	the	EA,	including	their	choice	of	methods,	are	
directed	by	community	priorities.	

3.1.6 What	are	the	benefits	and	drawbacks	of	being	more	prescriptive	on	the	above	matters	in	the	
project	EA	Directives?	

A	more	prescriptive	approach	to	the	spatial	and	temporal	approach	to	CEA	was	seen	as:	
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§ helping	the	proponent	and	making	sure	that	the	proponent	knows	the	expectations	in	
terms	of	what	is	to	be	assessed	and	how	it	should	be	approached	–	this,	in	turn,	would	
provide	for	better	EAs	and	fewer	delays;		

§ facilitating	consistency	and	the	ability	to	compare	results	across	project	and	
assessments;	and		

§ assisting	the	‘weakest’	proponent,	by	allowing	cross-comparison	of	data	if	more	
prescriptive	methodologies	are	provided.	

	
There	were	also	a	number	of	drawbacks	identified	to	adopting	a	more	prescriptive	approach	to	
setting	spatial	and	temporal	boundaries:	

§ concern	that	the	directive	would	become	the	‘maximum’	standard	and	the	proponent	
wouldn’t	go	beyond	the	expectations	as	set	out;		

§ provides	less	room	for	being	adaptive	and	flexible	to	changing	project	conditions,	and	
less	accommodating	to	analysis	based	on	qualitative	information;		

§ limits	the	potential	for	the	proponent	to	come	up	with	innovative	or	creative	solutions	
and	approaches	that	have	not	previously	been	considered;	and	

§ risks	losing	the	particularities	of	the	project,	such	that	directives	become	too	generic	
and	less	flexible	to	individual	project	needs	or	contexts.	

	
3.1.7 Are	there	other	areas	related	to	the	above	where	more	direction	is	needed	in	the	project	EA	

Directives	in	order	to	support	CEA?	
	
Four	types	of	suggestions	emerged	with	regard	to	improving	spatial	and	temporal	scoping	and	
the	direction	provided:	
	
i) Direction	for	proponents	on	how	to	select	their	engineering	firms/consultants	who	will	lead	

the	assessment	–	including	the	types	of	consultants	to	look	for;	
ii) Direction	for	proponents	on	how	to	track	changes	through	baseline	studies,	ensuring	that	the	

data	collected	during	the	exploration	phase	cover	the	geographic	extent	of	the	project,	and	
on	making	sure	that	baseline	data	are	also	relevant	for	follow-up	and	monitoring;	

iii) Direction	for	proponents	and	communities	on	engagement	and	knowledge	sharing.	
Currently,	proponents	are	encouraged	to	talk	to	the	community;	there	must	be	some	
assurance/	direction	that	communities	will	respond	and	meaningfully	engage	in	consultation;	
and	

iv) Direction	is	needed	on	information	sharing,	ensuring	that	information	collected	for	project	
assessments	are	coordinated	(between	proponents	/	projects)	and	that	a	public	access	portal	
is	available	to	direct	proponents	to	available	data	and	research.	
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3.2	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	baseline	assessments	
that	support	the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?	

3.2.1 Provide	a	sub-set	of	defined	/	standardized	VCs	(and	indicators)	that	must	be	included	in	the	
baseline	assessment	for	all	projects	in	a	region.	

Participants	noted	that	the	main	issues	raised	by	the	Cree	population	could	be	a	requirement	for	
inclusion	in	all	baseline	assessments.	However,	there	was	some	reservation	in	that	VCs	
important	today	may	not	be	important	tomorrow.	Further,	providing	a	sub-set	of	defined	VCs	
supposes	that	baseline	data	are	shared	and	available	across	projects	and	regions.	This	is	
currently	not	the	case.	Having	a	set	of	standard	/	pre-defined	VCs	that	must	be	considered	in	all	
baseline	assessments	is	of	limited	value	if	there	is	no	mechanism	for	data	sharing	or	a	common	
database	–	something	that	was	noted	to	be	the	government’s	responsibility.		

3.2.2 Set	out	expectations	for	thresholds,	limits	or	management	targets	for	that	sub-set	of	defined	/	
standardized	VCs	(and	indicators).	

It	was	noted	that	thresholds	or	management	targets	should	be	defined	based	on	the	supportive	
capacity	of	the	land,	based	on	both	traditional	knowledge	and	science,	and	take	into	account	the	
needs	of	the	future.	

Where	the	VCs	(and	their	limits,	targets,	or	thresholds)	are	known,	and	have	become	standard	
issues	to	look	at	in	EA,	the	directives	should	point	to	them	–	the	directives	can	be	more	precise.	
However,	the	directives	need	not	‘fix’	the	actual	expectations,	targets	or	limits.		Here,	certain	
things	can	be	precise	prescriptions	while	others	can	be	‘descriptions	of	expectations’.	

3.2.3 Direct	proponents	to	provide	more	explicit	justification	for	the	VCs	that	are	included	(and	
excluded)	from	their	baseline	assessment	and	CEA.	

When	proponents	select	VCs	or	identify	management	targets	or	thresholds,	the	directives	
should	encourage	proponents	to	conduct	a	suitable	literature	search	and	provide	justification	
for	their	selection.		

3.2.4 Direct	proponents	to	define	thresholds,	limits,	or	management	targets	for	the	VCs	/	indicators	
that	are	included	in	their	assessments	(and	what	to	do	when	such	limits	or	targets	are	not	
available/practicable).	

Participants	noted	that	governments	should	define	the	thresholds,	where	such	thresholds	or	
targets	are	available,	but	they	typically	don’t.	In	cases	where	no	set	thresholds	or	limits	are	
available,	the	onus	should	be	on	the	proponent	or	practitioner	to	propose	acceptable	limits	or	
management	targets.	In	such	cases,	participants	reported	that	the	directives	should	encourage	
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proponents	to	investigate	existing	literature	regarding	their	selected	VCs	and	limits,	so	as	to	
provide	justification	for	their	selection.	

3.2.5 Direct	proponents	to	assess	/	establish	trends	or	changes	over	time	in	the	VCs	/	indicators	in	light	
of	available	or	selected	thresholds,	limits	or	targets.	

Participants	indicated	that	guidelines	and	prescriptions	are	fine,	but	how	it	is	to	be	used	is	
what’s	important.		Precision	of	what	is	expected	of	proponents	is	most	important,	beyond	just	
the	use	of	a	specific	VC,	for	example.	This	means	that	it	is	important	to	clarify	what	must	be	
included	in	terms	of	addressing	changes	over	time,	as	opposed	to	prescribing	a	specific	
methodology	to	do	so.	

3.2.6 What	are	the	benefits	and	drawbacks	of	being	more	prescriptive	on	the	above	matters	in	the	
project	EA	Directives?	

A	more	prescriptive	approach	in	EA	directives	for	baseline	studies	was	seen	as	advantageous	in	
that	it	would:	

§ set	a	minimum	bar	for	proponents;
§ ensure	that	the	environmental	impact	statements	(EISs)	get	straight	to	the	point	(less

wordy,	long	and	drawn	out	EIS);
§ prioritize	certain	major	issues	–	for	example,	for	certain	fish	species,	at	least	a	sampling

cycle	of	greater	than	one	year	or	season	is	required;
§ help	ensure	a	better	selection	of	VCs	and	identification/evaluation	of	changes;	and
§ improve	EISs	and	CEAs	overall.

The	main	drawbacks	of	a	more	prescriptive	approach	for	baseline	studies	included:	
§ prescriptions	are	often	viewed/considered	as	limits,	so	proponents	may	not	go	beyond

the	limit	and	do	better;
§ the	lack	of	data	to	support	specified	VC,	limits	or	thresholds	in	all	cases;
§ it	may	force	proponents	into	‘checking	boxes’	and	in	doing	so	they	miss	elements	that

may	be	important	for	the	public,	for	instance,	but	are	not	included	in	the	directive;
§ proponents	can	fulfill	the	requirements	and	not	feel	responsible	for	going	further;	and
§ the	directives	are	not	subject	to	consultation,	and	may	thus	limit	the	context	for	the

assessment	or	provide	an	incomplete	picture.

3.2.7 Are	there	other	areas	related	to	baseline	assessments	where	more	direction	is	needed	in	the	
project	EA	Directives	in	order	to	support	CEA?	

Three	different	suggestions	emerged	with	regard	to	baseline	assessments	and	the	need	for	
further	direction	in	project	EA	directives:		
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i) Further	guidance	is	needed	on	overall	methodology	for	conducting	baseline	studies;
ii) Directives	need	to	provide	the	proponent	with	more	specific	questions	(or	expectations)

that	the	baseline	studies	(and	monitoring)	are	to	answer;	and
iii) Directives	need	to	outline	what	is	expected	regarding	evaluations	carried	out	by	the

proponent,	but	they	should	not	prescribe	methodologies.	For	example,	trends	in	VCs	need
to	be	documented	and	justified,	but	the	methodology	for	assessing	trends	should	not	be
prescribed.

3.3	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	monitoring	that	supports	
CEA?	

3.3.1 Provide	a	sub-set	of	defined	/	standardized	indicators	that	must	be	included	in	the	monitoring	
programs	of	all	projects	in	the	region	that	support	cumulative	change	assessment.	

Participants	indicated	that	this	is	an	important	part	of	EA	directives	if	data	/	indicators	are	to	be	
useful	to	other	proponents	and	users.	But,	participants	reported	that	ensuring	consistency	is	not	
the	responsibility	of	the	project	proponent;	rather,	government	should	provide	a	reference	/	
standards	guide	/	methodological	guidance	to	proponents	for	data	collection	and	indicators	to	
be	included	in	monitoring	programs.	This	could	be	the	‘first	step’	in	proponents	becoming	better	
aware	of	other	levels	or	layers	for	analyzing	potential	effects.	

That	said,	participants	also	cautioned	that	it	may	not	be	realistic	to	ask	any	single	proponent	to	
collect	a	significant	amount	of	information	/	data	on	indicators	that	are	not	related	directly	to	
their	project.	

An	alternative	option	proposed	was	for	the	establishment	of	a	multi-stakeholder	group	who	
would	be	in	charge	of	following-up	on	the	state	of	CE	in	the	territory	from	all	projects.		

3.3.2		 Direct	that	the	proponent’s	monitoring	program	focus	on	/	demonstrate	a	connection	to	the	
same	valued	components	(or	indicators)	as	suggested	in	the	directives	or	as	initially	scoped	by	
the	proponent.	

Participants	identified	this	as	an	important	element	for	supporting	CEA,	and	that	this	‘direction’	
be	applicable	to	those	VCs	identified	in	the	directive,	those	identified	by	the	proponent,	and	to	
those	added	later	on	as	the	assessment	process	unfolded.		

3.3.3 Direct	the	proponent	to	include	/	differentiate	between	monitoring	of	project	stress	(e.g.	effluent	
discharge)	and	monitoring	of	cumulative	effects.	

Participants	raised	two	issues	regarding	this	statement	or	suggested	requirement.	First,	they	
noted	that	it	is	difficult	to	isolate	the	effect	caused	by	the	project	from	the	effects	of	other	
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actions,	so	it	is	difficult	to	direct	the	proponent	to	monitor	the	cumulative	effect.	Second,	it	was	
suggested	that	proponents	be	required	to	provide	funding	to	support	a	regional	initiative	that	
supports	cumulative	effects	monitoring	and	that	proponents	also	be	required	to	contribute	their	
monitoring	data	to	the	initiative.		

3.3.4 Provide	direction	on	where	/	when	to	report	monitoring	results,	and	in	what	format	monitoring	
results	should	be	reported	to	ensure	accessibility	by	other	users	/	proponents.	

Participants	noted	that	it	may	be	difficult	to	specify	the	details	of	data	format	at	the	beginning	
of	a	project	(in	the	directives),	but	it	would	be	valuable	in	terms	of	supporting	cumulative	
effects.		In	a	place	where	there	are	other	similar	projects,	it	may	be	feasible	to	do	this	-	to	
ensure	they	monitor	the	same	thing	and	get	a	better	idea	of	the	cumulative	effects.			

Participants	also	noted	that	such	data	should	be	accessible	to	the	public	and	in	line	with	any	
regional	studies.		Regulatory	amendments	would	be	needed	to	ensure	that	this	is	the	case.		

Several	suggestions	were	made	in	terms	of	data	formats	and	reporting	requirements	that	could	
be	specified,	including	a	website	registry;	GIS	shapefiles	or	standardized	format	that	supports	
multiple	uses	including	mapping;	geo-referenced	impact	indicators	that	show	where	impacts	
have	occurred;	and	maps.	Reference	was	made	to	the	Northwest	Territories	Cumulative	Impact	
Monitoring	Program	(NWT	CIMP)	initiative	as	an	example	of	what	could	be	developed	in	the	
James	Bay	region.	

3.3.5 In	your	experience	/	opinion,	do	monitoring	activities	following	an	EA	adequately	reflect	/	
account	for	the	potential	cumulative	effects	of	the	project?		Has	practice	improved	over	time?	

Participants	clearly	expressed	that:	
i) Monitoring	activities	under	EA	can	contribute	to	cumulative	effects,	but	currently	it	is	not

their	first	priority;	and
ii) Monitoring	practice	has	not	improved	–	aside,	perhaps,	for	those	projects	that	have	been

subject	to	more	scrutiny	(e.g.	EM1-A).

3.3.6 What	can	be	done	to	strengthen	monitoring	for	cumulative	effects	in	project	EA?	

Three	suggestions	emerged	to	strengthen	monitoring	for	cumulative	effects	under	project-based	
EA	practice:	
i) Create	a	new	policy	(e.g.	for	mining)	that	requires	companies	to	put	money	aside	for

monitoring	activities	(e.g.	after	the	mine	closes);
ii) Partner	with	newer	companies	to	facilitate	the	transfer	of	information.		For	example,

sharing	information	on	observations	outside	of	the	mine	site	(transportation)	with	newer
companies	and	the	public;	and
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iii) Establish	a	regional	framework	for	assessing	ecosystem	support	capacity,	which	would	be
useful	to	orient	the	monitoring	and	evaluation	of	cumulative	effects	on	a	project	basis.

3.4 What	considerations	are	given	to	cumulative	effects	in	Section	22	reviews?	

3.4.1		 How	much	consideration	is	given	to	cumulative	effects	(vs.	the	project’s	stress	/	impact)	when	
setting	approval	conditions	/	recommendations?	

Several	different	responses	were	provided	to	this	question,	but	overall	participants	indicated	
that	cumulative	effects	are	given	limited	to	no	consideration	when	setting	approval	conditions	
or	recommendations:	
§ Currently	in	the	‘awakening	stage’.	No	consideration	is	currently	given,	but	it	is	needed;
§ Cumulative	effects	are	considered	in	principle,	but	there	is	no	guidance	or	consistent

structure	for	doing	so;
§ Consideration	is	currently	uneven,	and	depends	on	the	project.	In	theory	it	should	be

addressed,	but	it	is	beyond	the	capacity	of	the	proponent.	It	is	rarely	considered	when
setting	approval	conditions;	and

§ Very	difficult	to	fix	specific	conditions	regarding	CEs	to	projects,	but	overall	it	is	not	given
enough	consideration.

3.4.2 Is	there	a	need	for	proponents	to	more	clearly	justify	their	conclusions	on	the	cumulative	effects	
of	their	projects	in	their	impact	statements?	

Participants	indicated	that	it	is	important	for	proponents	to	clearly	justify	their	conclusions	on	
the	cumulative	effects	of	their	projects,	and	noted	that	the	justifications	need	to	be	clearly	
linked	with	the	changes	or	trends	assessed	or	measured	and	in	relation	to	the	baselines	and	VCs	
used.	But,	emphasis	should	be	placed	more	on	‘understanding	and	clearly	communicating’	as	
opposed	to	‘justifying’,	per	se.		

However,	participants	also	noted	that	it	is	difficult	to	judge	the	value	of	the	explanation	in	
absence	of	regional	data,	knowledge	of	regional	change,	and	other	supporting	information.	The	
process	can	turn	into	a	‘leap	of	faith.’	

3.4.3 Should	the	project’s	CEA	be	integrated	throughout	the	impact	statement,	or	presented	as	a	
stand-alone	chapter	/	analysis?	

Three	different	responses	emerged	in	relation	to	this	question,	but	all	pointed	to	clarity	and	
quality	as	being	more	important	than	where	the	CEA	appears	in	the	impact	statement:	

i) Where	CEA	is	presented	in	the	EIS	depends	on	the	project;	it’s	the	quality	that’s	most
important;
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ii) Both	integrated	or	stand-alone	formats	are	okay,	as	long	as	they	are	clear,	and	the	baseline	
incorporates	previous	impacts.	It	may	be	best	to	have	this	portion	of	the	impact	statement	
written	by	experts	(people	who	know	about	CE)	as	opposed	to	the	proponent	or	the	
proponent’s	consultants;	and	

iii) Ideally,	CEA	should	be	integrated	throughout	the	EIS.		But	if	still	standalone,	we	need	the	CEA	
chapter	to	holistically	evaluate	the	consequences	of	the	projects	cumulative	impacts	on	the	
selected	VCs	and	the	receiving	environment	–	which	itself	has	to	be	defined.	
	

A	key	challenge	that	was	identified,	however,	is	that	we	currently	don’t	know	what	it	is	that	we	
need	as	‘good	information’	for	CEA	–	regardless	of	where	it’s	presented	in	the	EIS.		

	
3.4.4 What	information	do	reviewers	need	about	the	project	and	its	effects	to	understand	its	potential	

cumulative	effects	and	/	or	to	set	conditions	regarding	the	mitigation	/	management	of	
cumulative	effects?	

	
Four	main	categories	of	responses	were	provided:	
i) First,	local	feedback	or	input	from	communities	was	identified	as	critical	for	review	bodies	

when	looking	at	the	cumulative	effects	of	projects.	Local	input	is	a	means	to	better	
understand	potential	social	impacts	and	concerns	that	reviewers	need	to	be	aware	of,	and	it	
can	provide	important	historical	context.	Community	driven	(input	from	community);	

ii) Second,	regional-scale	information	is	needed	–	information	about	planning	goals,	constraints,	
capacities	and	opportunities;	

iii) Third,	access	to	data	(baselines)	was	identified	as	important	for	reviewers	to	understand	
cumulative	effects.	This	includes	centralized	databases;	and	

iv) Fourth,	well-defined	baselines	for	VCs	was	identified	as	foundation	to	leading	to	better	
judgments	about	cumulative	effects.	Review	bodies	need	to	know	changes	in	baseline	
conditions	and	have	a	clear	description	of	these	changes	over	time.	

			
Two	additional	needs	were	identified	that	extend	beyond	the	type	practice-based	needs	
identified	above.	Participants	identified	the	need	for	a	better	understanding	of	how	other	
jurisdictions	are	approaching	cumulative	effects,	and	the	need	for	additional	training	on	good-
practices	in	CEA	for	reviewers.		

	
3.4.5 How	do	/	should	review	bodies	account	for	the	differing	nature	of	projects	(e.g.	first	project	in	the	

region	vs	heavily	developed	region)	and	the	capacities	of	project	proponents	(e.g.	junior	
company	vs	established	operator)	when	reviewing	their	impact	statements	or	setting	conditions?	

	
Three	observations	were	offered.	First,	it	was	suggested	that	review	bodies	should	try	to	
respond	to	the	bigger	questions	(how	much	of	this	type	of	project	in	a	set	area	is	enough/	too	
much?),	and	noted	that	impact	assessment	perhaps	isn’t	the	only	(or	best)	way	to	approach	this	
question.		
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Second,	it	was	suggested	that	projects	are	evaluated	on	their	own	merits	and	not	in	relation	to	
the	scale	of	the	proponents.	Review	bodies	do	consider	existing	projects	during	their	reviews;	
namely	through	consideration	of	the	disturbance.	
	
Third,	it	was	suggested	that	for	projects	that	arrive	in	a	heavily	developed	area	the	review	
bodies	apply	the	same	rigour	in	their	reviews	as	for	any	other	project.		But,	the	actual	decision	
regarding	the	carrying	capacity	hinges	on	the	ability	to	establish	suitable	thresholds.		

	
	
3.5			What	are	the	roles	and	responsibilities	for	supporting	CEA?	
	
3.5.1		 Should	proponents	be	responsible	in	their	EA	for	the	mitigation	of	CEs	in	baseline	conditions,	

where	effects	are	already	adverse,	regardless	of	the	magnitude	of	their	additional	contribution	
to	that	effect?	

	
Two	polarized	opinions	were	evident	based	on	the	round-table	discussions.	One	response	was	
that	it	is	not	realistic	for	proponents	to	be	responsible	for	the	mitigation	of	CEs	in	baseline	
conditions,	as	the	burden	would	be	too	big.	Such	a	requirement	could	be	a	deal	breaker	for	the	
proponent.	However,	proponents	should	be	required	to	meet	their	own	mitigation	
commitments.	The	second	response	was	that	proponents	should	be	responsible	for	mitigating	
CEs	in	baselines,	if	we	indeed	accept	the	fact	that	every	project	will	have	cumulative	effects,	and	
thus,	each	proponent	is	part	of	the	problem	and	the	solution.	
	
There	was	consensus	on	one	point	–	that	a	regional	plan	could	facilitate	mitigation	and	project	
impact	management,	and	that	an	assessment	should	be	done	for	the	whole	area	(sustainability	
assessment).	

	
3.4.6 Should	proponents	collaborate	with	other	proponents	or	agencies	/	organizations	for	CE	

mitigation	(or	financing	such	mitigation)	when	their	project	is	an	incremental	contributor	to	
adverse	cumulative	effects?	

	
There	appeared	to	be	a	general	consensus	emerging	from	the	round-tables	and	subsequent	
discussion	that	proponents	should	collaborate	with	other	proponents,	but	it	is	not	easy	for	them	
to	do	so	(e.g.	mining	with	forestry,	mining	companies	with	competing	companies),	and	it	would	
be	difficult	to	require	and	to	enforce.	
	
Participants	noted	that	collaboration	is	important,	and	some	companies	are	willing	to	do	so,	
since	they	need	access	to	data,	technical	reports,	etc.	to	complete	their	assessments.	However,	
more	regional	or	public	oversight	is	needed	to	facilitate	such	collaboration.	Participants	
suggested	that	collaboration	with	agencies	is	essential,	and	that	a	public	organization	would	be	
best	situated	to	provide	information	and	data	to	proponents.	
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It	was	also	suggested	that	regional	land	use	plans	would	have	a	major	role	to	play,	and	could	be	
used	as	a	mechanism	to	set	conditions	and	assure	collaborations	and	sharing	of	information	on	
certain	valued	components.	

	
3.4.7 Should	proponents	be	required	to	report	/	share	all	baseline	data	/	information	with	other	

proponents	or	interests	in	the	region?	
	
The	general	response	was	that,	ideally,	proponents	should	be	sharing	all	data	and	making	it	
publically	available.	In	principle,	some	information	is	already	available	–	impact	statements	are	
public	documents.	However,	much	of	the	data	collected	are	collected	by	consultants	and	often	
not	made	available.		

	
That	said,	not	all	data	may	be	useful	or	valuable	beyond	the	specific	project.	Review	bodies	must	
also	determine	what	constitutes	the	useful	information	for	the	reviews	they	need	to	undertake.	
	
Public	sharing	of	all	baseline	data	would	require	a	stronger	policy	or	regulation	than	what	
currently	exists.	Regional	governments	(land	use	plans)	could	play	a	major	role	in	this,	assisting	
in	the	requirement	for	data	sharing.	Sensitive	traditional	knowledge,	however,	may	not	be	
appropriate	for	sharing	in	all	cases	and	would	likely	require	a	different	set	of	rules	or	guidelines.	
	
Property	rights	vs	laws.		Other	proponents	won’t	go	out	to	collect	new	data.		Large	scale	issues	
would	be	the	only	components	for	which	shared	information	would	help.	

	
3.4.8 Should	government	or	other	agencies	be	responsible	for	ensuring	that	baseline	data	from	EAs	

are	centralized	and	available	/	accessible	to	other	users	(e.g.	current	and	future	proponents)	to	
support	CEA	in	EA?	

	
There	was	a	general	consensus	that	some	form	of	centralized	database	is	needed	to	support	
CEA,	and	that	it	should	be	managed	by	a	party	other	than	the	proponents.		Whether	this	is	the	
provincial	government,	federal	government,	regional	governments,	or	some	arm’s	length	
organization	(e.g.	university	or	other	research	institute)	is	up	for	discussion.		To	develop	such	an	
open-source	database,	however,	would	require	collaboration	between	all	parties	–	including	
proponents,	as	well	as	those	proponents	with	projects	that	are	not	subject	to	EA.	
	
Participants	suggested	that	this	is	something	that	should	be	done	and	managed	in	a	regional	
framework.	Every	proponent	can	contribute	data	–	either	by	way	of	a	requirement	or	by	way	of	
an	incentive	(e.g.	tax	credit);	there	was	debate	as	to	whether	government	could	set	such	a	
requirement.	Over	the	longer	term,	however,	proponents	may	find	cost	and	time	savings	in	their	
assessments,	by	not	having	to	collect	new	baseline	data	each	time	they	propose	a	project.	For	
governments,	they	would	not	need	to	rely	on	project	proponents	to	analyze	changes	in	baseline	
conditions	to	justify	their	project	–	certain	data	and	trends	would	be	available	centrally,	and	
could	be	analyzed	independent	of	the	proponent’s	application.	
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Issues	related	to	quality	control	and	utility	were	much	debated.	Who	would	take	responsibility	
to	data	quality,	or	is	it	necessary	to	assure	quality	control?	Perhaps	such	a	database	or	
repository	is	a	simply	‘use	at	your	own	risk’	arrangement.	On	the	other	hand,	if	there	isn’t	a	
degree	of	quality	control,	and	some	oversight	of	meta	data,	commonality,	and	retrieval,	then	the	
value	added	of	such	a	centralized	database	would	not	likely	be	worth	the	time	and	cost	
investment	–	it	would	be	a	pool	of	data	that	were	neither	reliable	nor	usable.	
	
With	regard	to	utility,	how	often	certain	data	would	be	used	or	of	value	was	also	a	concern.	
Some	information	may	be	very	project	or	point	specific,	and	of	no	value	to	other	proponents.	A	
counter	point	was	that	such	local	and	point	specific	data	are	often	needed	to	validate	broader	
regional	scale	trends,	or	perceived	changes	in	baselines.	There	are	also	some	common	
components	that	are	well	known,	and	easily	shared,	and	useful	for	understanding	change	at	a	
regional	scale.	For	example:	caribou	studies	are	used	in	many	assessments	and	are	regularly	
cited	and	shared.	
			
It	was	noted	that	indeed	not	all	data	will	be	useful	to	the	next	proponent,	but	we	need	to	collect	
baseline	data	(example:	on	key	ecosystem	components)	and	trends	to	understand	the	CEs	and	
move	towards	a	more	regional	framework.	Perhaps	the	first	step,	however,	is	determining	what	
types	of	data	are	needed,	and	in	what	format,	to	better	assess	a	project’s	cumulative	effects,	
understand	regional	change,	and	make	better	decisions.	Simply	developing	a	repository	with	no	
goal	or	key	decision	support	function	in	mind	may	not	be	that	useful.	

	

	

4.	NEXT	STEPS	

	

The	workshop	concluded	with	a	general	discussion	about	CEA	in	the	context	of	project	reviews,	and	
immediate	needs	and	opportunities	for	improving	practice.	A	comment	was	offered	that	local	
participation	in	EA	is	high	in	the	James	Bay	Territory,	and	the	system	overall	is	not	broken.	There	was,	
however,	a	recognized	need	for	improvement	–	particularly	in	terms	of	the	development	of	land	use	
plans	and	how	these	plans	relate	to,	and	influence,	project	assessments	and	decision	processes.	One	
participant	stressed	that	governments	simply	need	to	assume	their	responsibility,	versus	reinventing	the	
wheel,	and	that	would	go	a	long	way	in	addressing	the	cumulative	effects	challenge.	
	
In	our	view,	we	agree	with	recent	calls	for	a	more	regional	approach	to	CEA	and	believe	that	regional	
assessments	are	the	only	assurance	that	CEA	will	be	done	right.	However,	it	is	also	important	to	focus	on	
the	current	framework	and	opportunities	to	improve	current	practices	whilst	advancing	more	regional	
and	comprehensive	CEA	initiatives.	Project-specific	assessments	alone	cannot	solve	the	cumulative	
effects	challenge.	However,	when	project	assessments	are	properly	managed	and	coordinated,	as	part	
of	a	larger	system	of	EA,	there	is	a	greater	opportunity	for	project	EAs	to	contribute	to	cumulative	
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effects	management	and	to	provide	a	forum	for	understanding	cumulative	change.	When	proponents	
are	provided	limited	guidance	or	oversight	for	their	CEAs,	or	when	there	is	limited	coordination	between	
EAs	(e.g.	key	indicators	of	change,	data	sharing	platforms),	experience	has	shown	that	the	value	added	
of	project	EA	is	likely	to	be	limited	in	terms	of	understanding	cumulative	change.	
Moving	forward,	four	key	action	items	were	identified	by	participants	for	the	short-to-middle-term:	

i) A	cumulative	effects	workshop	for	project	proponents.
This	would	be	an	opportunity	to	share	with	project	proponents	the	expectations	about	CEA,	and
EAs	in	general,	for	a	proper	review	/	examination;	and	to	discuss	opportunities	for	collectively
addressing	cumulative	effects	challenges;

ii) Guidance	for	project	proponents	on	CEA.
The	development	of	guidance	for	project	proponents	on	how	to	approach	cumulative	effects	in
their	EAs,	including	good	practices;

iii) Training	session	for	government	bodies,	including	guidance	documents,	on	good-practices	in
CEA;	and

iv) Review	of	practices	in	other	jurisdictions,	including	how	CEA	is	addressed	in	project	assessments
and	emerging	regional	frameworks.
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APPENDIX	A	–	WORKSHOP	AGENDA	

	
9:00	–	9:15	 Introductions	and	overview	 JBACE,	Noble,	Martin,	Workshop	Participants	

9:15	–	10:15	 Overview	of	CEA	principles	 Presentation:	State	of	CEA,	role	in	impact	assessment,	and	
foundational	principles		

Brief	discussion,	Q	&	A	period		

10:15	–	10:30	 Health	break	 	

10:30	–	12:00	 Round	Tables	–	Session	1	 Tables	A	&	B:	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	
explicit	instructions	regarding	what	spatial	and	temporal	
scales	the	proponent	must	adopt	for	their	baseline	
assessment(s)?		

Tables	C	&	D:	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	
explicit	instructions	regarding	baseline	assessments	that	
support	CEA?		

12:00	–	1:00	 Lunch	 	

1:00	–	2:15	 Round	Tables	–	Session	2	 Tables	A	&	C:	Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	
explicit	instructions	regarding	monitoring	that	supports	
CEA?	

Tables	B	&	D:	What	considerations	are	given	to	
cumulative	effects	in	Section	22	reviews?	

2:15	–	2:30	 Health	break	 	

2:30	–	3:45	 Round	Tables	–	Session	3	 Tables	A,	B,	C	&	D:	What	are	the	roles	and	responsibilities	
for	supporting	CEA?	

3:45	–	4:15	 Open	forum	/	discussion	 Gaps,	opportunities,	directions	

4:15	–	4:30	 Conclusion	 JBACE	–	wrap-up	and	next-steps	
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APPENDIX	B	–	PRESENTATION	
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APPENDIX	C	–	WORKSHOP	DISCUSSION	TOPICS	
	
	
Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	what	spatial	and	temporal	scales	the	
proponent	must	adopt	to	support	the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?	

§ Specify	the	other	projects	(e.g.	specific	mine	sites),	types	of	projects	(e.g.	forestry,	mining),	or	types	of	
disturbances	(e.g.	fire,	floods)	that	should	be	considered	in	the	assessment.	

§ Define	the	geographic	extent	that	the	baseline	and	CEA	should	encompass	(e.g.	km2,	watershed,	other	
region).	

§ Define	the	temporal	extent	that	the	baseline	and	CEA	should	encompass	(e.g.	#	yrs	into	past	/	present;	
previous	disturbance	conditions).	

§ Provide	direction	on	the	types	of	assessment	methods	or	tools	to	use	in	the	assessment	(e.g.	spatial,	
change	analysis,	population	models).	

§ Direct	the	proponent	to	provide	an	explicit	rationale	for	their	choice	of	methods	or	tools	used	in	their	
assessment.	

§ What	are	the	benefits	and	drawbacks	of	being	more	prescriptive	on	the	above	matters	in	the	project	
EA	Directives?	

§ Are	there	other	areas	related	to	baseline	assessments	where	more	direction	is	needed	in	the	project	
EA	Directives	in	order	to	support	CEA?	

Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	baseline	assessments	that	support	
the	analysis	of	cumulative	effects?	

§ Provide	a	sub-set	of	defined	/	standardized	VCs	(and	indicators)	that	must	be	included	in	the	baseline	
assessment	for	all	projects	in	the	region	

§ Set	out	expectations	for	thresholds,	limits	or	management	targets	for	that	sub-set	of	defined	/	
standardized	VCs	(and	indicators)	

§ Direct	proponents	to	provide	more	explicit	justification	for	the	VCs	that	are	included	(and	excluded)	
from	their	baseline	assessment	and	CEA	

§ Direct	proponents	to	define	thresholds,	limits,	or	management	targets	for	the	VCs	/	indicators	that	are	
included	in	their	assessments	(and	what	to	do	when	such	limits	or	targets	are	not	available/practicable)	

§ Direct	proponents	to	asses	/	establish	trends	or	changes	over	time	in	the	VCs	/	indicators	in	light	of	
available	or	selected	thresholds,	limits	or	targets	

§ What	are	the	benefits	and	drawbacks	of	being	more	prescriptive	on	the	above	matters	in	the	project	
EA	Directives?	

§ Are	there	other	areas	related	to	baseline	assessments	where	more	direction	is	needed	in	the	project	
EA	Directives	in	order	to	support	CEA?	

	
Should	project	EA	Directives	provide	more	explicit	instructions	regarding	monitoring	that	supports	CEA?	

§ Provide	a	sub-set	of	defined	/	standardized	indicators	that	must	be	included	in	the	monitoring	
programs	of	all	projects	in	the	region	that	support	cumulative	change	assessment.	

§ Direct	that	the	proponent’s	monitoring	program	focus	on	/	demonstrate	a	connection	to	the	same	
valued	components	(or	indicators)	as	suggested	in	the	directives	or	as	initially	scoped	by	the	
proponent.	

§ Direct	the	proponent	to	include	/	differentiate	between	monitoring	of	project	stress	(e.g.	effluent	
discharge)	and	monitoring	of	cumulative	effects.	
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§ Provide	direction	on	where	/when	to	report	monitoring	results,	and	in	what	format	monitoring	results	
should	be	reported	to	ensure	accessibility	by	other	users	/	proponents.	

§ In	your	experience	/	opinion,	do	monitoring	activities	following	an	EA	adequately	reflect	/	account	for	
the	potential	cumulative	effects	of	the	project?	Has	practice	improved	over	time?	

§ What	can	be	done	to	strengthen	monitoring	for	cumulative	effects	in	project	EAs?	

What	considerations	are	given	to	cumulative	effects	in	Section	22	reviews?	
§ How	much	consideration	is	given	to	cumulative	effects	(vs.	the	project’s	stress	/	impact)	when	setting	

approval	conditions	/	recommendations?	
§ Is	there	a	need	for	proponents	to	more	clearly	justify	their	conclusions	on	the	cumulative	effects	of	

their	projects	in	their	impact	statements?	
§ Should	the	project’s	CEA	be	integrated	throughout	the	impact	statement,	or	presented	as	a	stand-

alone	chapter	/	analysis?	
§ What	information	do	reviewers	need	about	the	project	and	its	effects	to	understand	its	potential	

cumulative	effects	and/	or	to	set	conditions	regarding	the	mitigation	/	management	of	cumulative	
effects?	

§ How	do	/	should	review	bodies	account	for	the	differing	nature	of	projects	(e.g.	first	project	in	the	
region	vs	heavily	developed	region)	and	the	capacities	of	project	proponents	(e.g.	junior	company	vs	
established	operator)	when	reviewing	their	impact	statements	or	setting	conditions?	

What	are	the	roles	and	responsibilities	for	supporting	CEA?	
§ Should	proponents	be	responsible	in	their	EA	for	the	mitigation	of	CEs	in	baseline	conditions,	where	

effects	are	already	adverse,	regardless	of	the	magnitude	of	their	additional	contribution	to	that	effect?	
§ Should	proponents	collaborate	with	other	proponents	or	agencies/organizations	for	CE	mitigation	(or	

financing	such	mitigation)	when	their	project	is	an	incremental	contributor	to	adverse	cumulative	
effects?	

§ Should	proponents	be	required	to	report	/	share	all	baseline	data	/	information	with	other	proponents	
or	interests	in	the	region?	

§ Should	government	or	other	agency	be	responsible	for	ensuring	that	baseline	data	from	EAs	are	
centralized	and	available	/	accessible	to	other	users	(e.g.	current	and	future	proponents)	to	support	
CEA	in	EA?	

	
	


