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Abstract 

Socio-economic monitoring plans are designed to facilitate issues tracking and management regarding 
the intended and unintended impacts and benefits of major projects. They also provide a feedback 
mechanism to the socio-economic assessor and proponent, which can introduce greater certainty to 
future socio-economic assessments and inform proponent initiatives on future projects. The aim of this 
paper was to identify the extent to which socio-economic monitoring is utilized in Canadian pipeline 
projects, identify lessons that can be learned from socio-economic monitoring in other resource extraction 
industries and geographies, as well as make recommendations on the application of socio-economic 
monitoring for the Canadian pipeline industry. The current Canadian legislative framework was reviewed 
for socio-economic monitoring requirements. Other Canadian industries, North American and 
international examples were also examined to provide context on best and emerging practices related to 
socio-economic monitoring. This paper also examines whether recent major pipeline projects have 
proposed and/or implemented socio-economic monitoring plans. This paper finds that, while 
socio-economic monitoring is utilized to some extent within the mining industry, there is limited known 
application within the Canadian pipeline industry. Lessons and strategies that can be applied to the 
Canadian pipeline industry and regulators are discussed. Ultimately, this paper argues that the diverse 
nature of the Canadian socio-economic landscape and the linear nature of pipelining support the need for 
socio-economic monitoring plans that will track and respond to the varied interests of stakeholders and 
the dynamic nature of socio-economic outcomes. Socio-economic monitoring can be an important tool for 
managing non-technical risk. 

Introduction 

An internationally-recognized definition of social impact assessment (SIA) includes analyzing, monitoring 
and managing social change as a result of interactions with projects, policies, programs and plans 
(Vanclay 2003). In the Canadian pipeline context, analyzing, and to some extent, management of 
potential social and economic impacts occurs, but monitoring, which facilitates the management of both 
intended and unintended impacts, remains elusive.  

To ensure that social and economic goals are achieved during all project phases, an effective monitoring 
strategy should be clearly outlined (Van Hinte 2012). Effective socio-economic monitoring strategies, 
plans or programs are a logical extension of the impact assessment process (Carley 1986). They have 
been called “continuous assessments” (Carley 1986) and are developed to manage and track issues 
arising from intentional or unintentional impacts and benefits from large projects. Socio-economic 
monitoring plans should be developed to respond to and report on impacts and mitigation measures of an 
individual project, thereby being context-specific (Roussouw and Malan 2007). In addition, they provide 
valuable feedback to the project proponent or socio-economic practitioner, which can increase the level of 
confidence for subsequent socio-economic assessments and provide important information on future 
projects. 

This paper explores the application of socio-economic monitoring in the Canadian pipeline industry 
through an examination of the Canadian legislative framework, recent major pipeline projects, other 
Canadian resource-based industries, and North American and international examples. 

Context/Background 

Requirements for socio-economic monitoring plans are determined by the government agency 
responsible for regulation. In Canada, pipelines are regulated based on jurisdiction. Pipelines that cross 
interprovincial or international boundaries and pipeline systems under federal jurisdiction that require 
additions are regulated by the National Energy Board (NEB), an independent federal agency 
(NEB 2013a). Currently the NEB regulates approximately 71,000 km of pipeline infrastructure in Canada 
(Natural Resources Canada [NRCan] 2013). 
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Intraprovincial pipelines are regulated by the respective province in which they are located. The province 
of Alberta currently regulates approximately 400,000 km of pipeline infrastructure (NRCan 2013). This 
paper focuses on the provinces of British Columbia (BC) and Alberta, where the majority of oil and gas 
pipelines in Canada are located (Canadian Association of Petroleum Producers 2013). In these 
provinces, pipelines are regulated by the NEB, the BC Environmental Assessment Office (BC EAO) and 
the Alberta Energy Regulator (AER).  

In recent years, monitoring and follow-up have been used interchangeably to describe continuous 
assessment with little detail of framework or program (Pacific Trail Pipelines 2007, Enbridge Northern 
Gateway Pipelines [ENGP] 2010, NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd. [NGTL] 2013). For the purpose of this 
paper, “follow-up” is defined as a program that is developed where there is uncertainty in the predicted 
effects or efficacy of mitigation measures (NGTL 2013). Monitoring, as defined by the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency (CEAA), is used to verify whether or not required mitigation measures 
were implemented (CEAA 2011). In the context of this paper, the authors consider socio-economic 
monitoring as a tool to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measures, to manage unintended 
socio-economic impacts of a project and as a means of communicating with affected communities, 
distinct from follow-up. 

Regulatory documentation for select major Canadian pipeline projects was reviewed to identify the extent 
to which socio-economic monitoring was proposed as a component of the assessment or required as a 
condition of approval. Canadian pipeline projects reviewed included approved projects and those with 
applications currently under review by regulators, including the NEB, BC EAO and AER. Two distinct 
categories emerged from this review: those projects that propose a socio-economic monitoring plan; and 
those that do not. Of the projects that did not propose a socio-economic monitoring plan, some mention 
monitoring of certain socio-economic elements or commitments to a certain degree of monitoring or 
follow-up.   

For example, the Maxhamish Pipeline Project application makes reference to monitoring the condition of 
highways and local roads, including dust control, during pipeline construction (Salmo Consulting 
Inc. 1999). The Northwest Mainline Expansion and North Montney Project applications commit to 
monitoring activities including measuring the success in implementing mitigation measures, but the 
projects did not outline a socio-economic monitoring plan (NGTL 2011, 2013). The Enbridge Northern 
Gateway Project application is another example where socio-economic follow-up and monitoring is 
mentioned without a defined monitoring plan. The necessity to conduct a socio-economic monitoring plan, 
however, is a condition, outlined by the NEB, for the approval of the application for the Enbridge Northern 
Gateway Pipeline Project (ENGP 2010). The socio-economic monitoring plan required by the NEB, to be 
filed for approval at least 6 months prior to construction, must include methods, schedule, reporting, roles 
and responsibilities, consultation summary and a description of how measures will be implemented to 
address any identified adverse effects (NEB 2013b). 

Only one of the Canadian pipeline projects reviewed included a socio-economic monitoring plan in its 
proposal. The Mackenzie Gas Pipeline Project proposed a socio-economic monitoring plan in its 
application to develop offshore natural gas fields and transport natural gas by a 1,400 km pipeline 
(CEAA 2013, Mackenzie Gas Project 2004). Elements of the proposed socio-economic monitoring plan 
included participatory methods and three regional committees whose meeting frequency would be 
reduced during operations (Mackenzie Gas Project 2004). It was noted that the proponent would prepare 
plans to monitor and diminish the adverse effects related to interactions between local communities and 
the project workforce (Mackenzie Gas Project 2004). The Mackenzie Gas Project was approved in 
December 2010 under the condition of a socio-economic agreement that would include measures to 
address monitoring (NEB 2010); the project, however, has not been developed. 

Through the review of major pipeline projects in Canada, it was determined that, although some projects 
have proposed elements of socio-economic monitoring, the majority have not described in detail how 
socio-economic monitoring would occur.  

Other Sectors and Jurisdictions 

Socio-economic monitoring is more prevalent in other resource-based industries in Canada, such as 
mining and hydroelectric power generation. The natural resource sector plays a key role in the Canadian 
economy; in 2011, natural resources accounted for 15% of nominal gross domestic product 
(NRCan 2013). Major projects in Canada’s natural resource sector are regulated based on jurisdiction. 
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With the exception of Nunavut and parts of the Northwest Territories, mining activity on publicly-owned 
mineral leases and hydro electric development are regulated by the provincial/territorial governments 
(NRCan 2013). In Nunavut, the requirement for major project monitoring is a component of the Nunavut 
Land Claims Agreement. Examples of projects that have proposed and/or implemented socio-economic 
monitoring plans include the Diavik Diamond Mine in the Northwest Territories, the Doris North Gold Mine 
Project in Nunavut and the Keeyask Generation Project in Manitoba (Diavik Diamond Mines Inc. 2014, 
Hope Bay Mining Ltd. 2012, Keeyask Hydropower Limited Partnership 2014). Regulation under varying 
levels of government, depending on jurisdiction, accounts for the differences in requirements for 
socio-economic monitoring throughout Canada’s natural resource sector.  

Numerous socio-economic monitoring strategies are employed in the natural resource sector in Canada. 
The use of socio-economic monitoring committees (SEMC) is a common strategy. A SEMC is typically a 
multi-stakeholder group formed to assist in impact monitoring and issues resolution. The specific design 
and use of a SEMC differs based on the jurisdiction, proponent and industry. The Columbia Power 
Corporation, a Crown corporation owned and operated by the Province of BC, uses monitoring 
committees comprised of a variety of stakeholders including members of local and regional government, 
First Nations, special interest groups, business and community members. These committees report on 
community concerns and benefits (Columbia Power 2013). 

In Nunavut, three regional SEMCs have been formed to oversee multiple projects by multiple proponents 
(Nunavut SEMCs 2013). Advantages of the use of regional SEMCs includes ensuring consistency in data 
collection across major projects, improved issue identification, creation of regional standards for 
monitoring and increased efficiency in data management and reporting. SEMCs act as a support system, 
facilitating the sharing of information between and amongst communities (Nunavut SEMCs 2013). 

Internationally, Social Impact Management Plans, which generally include a monitoring component, have 
become more common in SIAs (Franks and Vanclay 2013). The Equator Principles and International 
Finance Corporation’s (IFC) Performance Standards on Environmental and Social Sustainability provide 
international guidance and framework for impact assessment. Both have guidance related to social 
impact monitoring and emphasize linkages between the effects assessment and Environmental and 
Social Management System (ESMS), to ensure the ESMS is at an appropriate scale for the predicted 
risks and impacts (Equator Principles 2013, IFC 2012). The Equator Principles, an international risk 
management framework primarily in use by financial institutions, includes a grievance mechanism for 
affected communities. This framework also includes an ESMS to manage risks and impacts on 
environment, social, health and safety issues in an adaptive manner (Equator Principles 2013).  

The IFC’s Performance Standard 1 (Assessment and Management of Environmental and Social Risks 
and Impacts) focuses on managing issues over the life cycle of a project and points to ESMS to 
adaptively manage issues with employees, local communities and other stakeholders. Monitoring to 
ensure the effectiveness of management plans and management of risks and impacts is included in 
Performance Standard 1 (IFC 2012). Grievance mechanisms and reporting to affected communities is 
also included in Performance Standard 1.  

Some international jurisdictions, such as Queensland, Australia, have requirements for proponents of 
projects reviewed under the State Development and Public Works Organisation Act 1971 and the 
Environmental Protection Act 1994 to include social impact monitoring frameworks in their applications, 
with the intention of monitoring the effectiveness of mitigation measures and communicating with local 
communities (State of Queensland, Department of State Development, Infrastructure and Planning 2013). 
In applications, the monitoring frameworks generally link impact identification to monitoring through the 
identification of categories or strategies that summarize the key social impacts and benefits (Adani Mining 
Pty Ltd. 2013, SunWater Ltd 2012). For each strategy, key performance indicators, responsible entities, 
key stakeholders and timeframes are included, mirroring Queensland’s guideline for developing social 
management plans (State of Queensland, Department of Infrastructure and Planning [DIP] 2010). 

Anglo American, a mining company with operations in Europe, Africa, Asia, South America and North 
America, developed a Socio-Economic Assessment Toolbox (SEAT) that includes guidance to develop 
social management plans to manage and monitor mitigation measures (Anglo American 2012, 2014). 
SEAT provides a well-developed framework and practical tools that can be adapted to other industries 
and projects. Some of the tools include a complaints and grievance procedure, conflict assessment and 
management, contractor management, socio-economic benefit delivery and Social Management Plan 
development, among others (Anglo American 2012). 
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Discussion and Recommendations 

The proposal of some form of socio-economic monitoring or follow-up programs in project applications is 
common for major projects within the Canadian pipeline industry. However, there were no examples 
found of major pipeline projects where a socio-economic monitoring program was implemented and 
reported on.   

International best practices and other resource industries suggest that monitoring programs are a key part 
of the successful management of socio-economic issues. However, there are distinctions between 
pipeline projects and other types of large-scale industrial projects (e.g., mining hydroelectric, etc.) which 
should be considered in terms of socio-economic monitoring strategies. Pipeline projects have relatively 
short construction periods in any given place (e.g., construction of a pipeline spread may be completed 
within 4 months). Pipelines also have generally limited socio-economic impacts during operations, given 
their subsurface nature and typically remote operations. However, the linear nature of pipelines means 
they may cross numerous municipal and regional boundaries, which increases the number and 
complexity of stakeholders affected. The use of SEMCs as a socio-economic monitoring strategy is 
common in other resource-based industries in Canada. The use of regional SEMCs may pose challenges 
if the proposed pipeline is located in more than one municipality or region due to the complexities of 
bringing various political agencies together. Typically, projects in other resource-based industries have 
longer construction periods and a more visible workforce in the community during operations. Challenges 
may result from the timeframe required to establish a committee. This timeframe may be better suited to 
projects with a multi-year construction phase and more notable impacts during operations, in one given 
location. Regional SEMCs may be more easily established in areas where pipeline infrastructure is 
concentrated, such as in Alberta or if there are existing multi-jurisdictional and multi-agency processes in 
place on which project-specific monitoring could ‘piggy-back’. Therefore, the use of SEMCs could be a 
feasible option within the Canadian pipeline industry, depending on the project area.  

Overall, given the diverse nature of the socio-economic landscape in Western Canada, the linear nature 
of pipelines and the relatively short construction period of pipeline projects, the use of SEMCs may not be 
the most suitable option for all pipeline projects. Strategies must be project-specific and adaptive in 
nature in order to accurately identify and report on social and economic impacts and benefits that may be 
experienced by stakeholders as a result of a project. Other monitoring strategies that could be considered 
in the pipeline industry include: identifying key performance indicators to track individual potential effects; 
monitoring frequency; assigning responsible parties for implementing specific monitoring; reporting 
mechanisms; procedures for receiving and resolving community grievances; and involvement of key 
stakeholders (Anglo American 2012, DIP 2010, State of Queensland). 

Conclusion 

Within Canada, socio-economic monitoring is utilized, to some extent, within resource-based industries, 
such as mining and hydroelectric, although, there is limited known implementation of socio-economic 
monitoring plans within the Canadian pipeline industry. Given the increase in the number of proposed 
pipelines, particularly large-scale, multi-jurisdictional pipeline projects and public and political interest, 
managing socio-economic issues, optimizing benefits and ensuring mitigation is effective and adaptive 
are important elements of managing a project’s non-technical risk. Socio-economic monitoring is also 
essential because many socio-economic issues are the result of factors that are beyond the sole control 
of the pipeline proponent. Multi-stakeholder processes and partnerships are necessary for effective 
issues management. Socio-economic conditions are dynamic in nature and are constantly evolving, 
therefore, predictions made at the time of assessment or application may be affected by changing 
conditions during the timeframe of the regulatory review. Considering that socio-economic conditions are 
constantly evolving, monitoring of predictions and effectiveness of mitigation is essential. 
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