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REPORT OF THE HIGHWAY REVIEW COMMITTEE
DEBE TO MON DESIR SEGMENT:
SAN FERNANDO TO POINT FORTIN HIGHWAY

Ecoengineeringds Comment s

This document presents comments by Ecoengineering Consultants Limited idrRtbep o r t of

the Highway Review Committee, Debe to Mon Desir Segment: San Fernando to Point
Fortin Hf odwaiyovoafter call ed At he Reporto).
presented in the order in which they appear in the Repbe Independent Review Committee
(IRC) Report comments extensively on the EIA prepared by Ecoengineering Consultants.
Appendix 3 of the IRC Report lists meetings and consultations held. It sheudtéd that no
meeting was held with Ecoengineering Consultants to discuss or clarify any aspect of the EIA.

Responsd Chairman, HRC

The statement that oOno meeting was held

W i

clarify any aspect of the EI A6 is misleadi

Il n the first pl ace, it should be noted
available documentation presented,haan indication that submissions were also invited.
The HRC could not reasonably be expected to seek out all parties within the tight
timeframe of 60 days. However, specifically in the case of Ecoengineering, we were
aware that they were present at a nmgghield at NIDCQobn 9 January 2013. Many of the

issues raised with respect to the EIA were discussed at that meeting as will be borne out

in the verbatim notes of the meeting. At that meeting only ms¢ancewas recorded of
an Ecoengineering interventipwhich was to caution thahassueunder discussion was
the subject of a court matter. The HRC is therefore now surprisedEtbangineering
has decided to comment in some detail.

The HRC also interrogated, in great detail, the meticulous public Asdlirative Records
of the EMA to which reference has been made in parts of the Report. It should also be

t

mentioned that some of the ot her entities

were likewise present at the meeting on 9 January, where sonme ie§ties now being
raised were identified
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1 Acceptability of the EIA
Statement:

On Page 7, the Report states thd&t: The opinion of the HRC is t
acceptable and should have been.rejected and

Ecoengineeringdés Comment :

This statement is inconsistent with the evaluatioMoEden Shand, Resource Consultant to the

HRC, who stateson Page i8Not wi t hst anding the above defici
insofar that it contains enough information, though deeply buried, to enable a decision on

the projecto

Responsé Chairman, HRC

It has been noted that Ecoengineering, and
selected a statement by a resource consultaktr Eden Shand to challenge the

collective finding of the HRC that the EIA was inadequate and should notHesre

accepted and a CEC grantétr. Shand was engaged to advise the Chairman and submit

a report. It should be noted that this consultant cited numerousemoad of
shortcomingsand endorsed many of the findings of speci@isultants, as is evident

in his submission in the Report and written advice to the Chairman. This consultant also
advised the HRC to interrogate the Administrative Records of the BMMch was

actually already in progress, and which revealed various discrepancies which could not

be reconciled, akasbheen pointed out in the HRCOGs Rep
also had considerably greater access to information, site visits ametligdiplinary
discussions, including the most valuable conclusion$/of Shand Therefore, while,

based on the information at hisdisposal g ht consi der tohhesswasl A as
not the considered opinion of the HRC. It is important that Regport should be
considered more extensively. The Committee stands by its posititrtis matter

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

My opinion on the acceptability is unchanged.
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Responséd EIA External Resource Consultant

Ecoengineering icorrect. | stand by my own statement, supported by the matrix
analysis. The response of the MOWT might be properly characterized as impertinent
and dismissive, but that does not mean that their comments were unfounded. The
absence of a record of communioat between the proponent and the EMA in the
period between the MOWT comments and the granting of the CEC does not constitute
grounds for rejecting the EIA. More potent grounds must be articulated for the
rejection. No EIA Report is perfect. Further stwén always be indicated, but when
does it end? How long is a piece of string?

2 Adequacy of the Social Impact Assessment

Statement:

On Page 7, the Report states tha& closer examination of the treatment of SIA within the
EIA also indicates that this was quite inadequate.

Ecoengineeringés Comment :

In the Review of Social Components of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Section 3 of the
Report of Resource Consultantst is stated onPage 18that i F i wofsall it must be
acknowledged that the TOR, though thorough, did not require a separate social impact
assessment (SIA). In that circumstance, we question the approach used in Chapter 3 (Page 67
and following) of evaluating selected sections of the BdAinst SIA Best Practicnce theEIA

does not contain an SIA.

Instead when theHuman impact sections of thelA are evaluated on the basis of the
requirements of the TOR (see Pages 159 and 160 of the Report), 23 of 29 were indicated as
having been completed. For three others, the notation is that some information is provided (but

not sufficient in the view ofthe Resar ce Consult ants) , and three w
not receive or review the EMPO. The reason |
EIA which was submitted to the HR®ntained the EMP in Append@.
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Responsd SIA External Resource Consultant

The absence of a specific and separate SIA is not the issue here. A level of social
assessment was undertaken and it has to meet a standard, which could be nothing other
than SIA best practice. It is not uncommon for the SIA teudesumed under the EIA

as it was in this case. However, the work is no different.

There were two levels of evaluatiolifage 159160 merely ascertained that ttasks

were completed. The following section evaluated the quality of the work completed.
Therebre the focus is not on the fact that they completed the work; it is on the quality
of the work. The point about the EMP is not a big issue unless it contained information
that would change the nature of my evaluation.

Response SIA Consultant, HRC

Our report, while acknowledging that a separate SIA was not required, noted in
considerable detail the elements of an SIA that were in fact required by the TOR and
which followed best practice. The following is a direct quotation from our Report

For exampla, the TOR m Sechion 1.2 desenbes the objectrves of the emvironmental assessment as followrs:

“The scope of the ewvirommiental assessment will be to determing the extent af
emvironmental and social impacts arising from the proposed highway alignment from
Debe to Mon Desir and at the same fime examining the cumulanve impacts from
ongoing and other proposed development for the southwest Trmidad. It will also
include a management plan fo provide mifiganon measures to deal with the negarive
impacts, a monttering plan o gauge effectivenszs of mitigation, and an assezzment af the
risks and hazavds aszociated with the activity. The amely provision of adeguate dara fo
sHppart the emvironmental assessment process 15 importane. ™

The lughlighted phrases pomt fo key elements of ap adequate SI1A

Thist her ef ore cannot be the basis for quest
(Page 67 and following) of evaluating selected sections of the EIA against SIA Best
Prac.ticeo

Further, our mandate reged that we wouldexamine the SIA elements from two
viewpoints, in keeping with our mandate:
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The actual SIA elements contained in the EIA report are now examined from two viewpoints 1

I.  To what extent it conforms with the requirements of the TOR and to “‘best practice™.

2. To what extent it addresses issues raised by the HRM.

We further went on to outline why the Ecoengineering study was considered to be
inadequate as follows:

With respect to the second major document containing data relevant to an SIA (dAppendix L Attitudes to
the Proposed Highway), three features are noted which make the study inadequate viz:

1. Inappropriate use of data gathering techniques

2. Restriction of the target groups of the surveys to those directly in the ROW and who were
earmarked to be displaced.

3. Failure to clearly identify impacts in such a manner as to be able to quantify them for cost benefit

analysis and for purposes of mitigation.

Note that only a part of item 3 above (quantification for cost benefit analysis) was not
required by the TOR.Nothing of substance was mentioned with respect to mitigation
measures resulting from SIA risks.

Finally even if 23 of the 290 el ements
satisfied with the SIA elements (by whatever name called). We quote the &y i
report as follows:

The limitations of the SIA related reports of the EIA were recognised by the EMA which noted in its
response (RAR) to the CEC submission that:

e é
mechanisms were not identified, neither was the process outlined. The EIA report required
a more in-depth investigation and analysis of the socio cultural environment. It is
suggested that a detailed justification be provided for the methodology employed in the

studv. "’

On the basis of the above, we maintain that the SIA elements of the study were clearly
inadequate even if the analysis was restricted solely to what was required by the TOR.
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Responséd EIA External Resource Consultant

The term ASoci al | mpact Assessment o shoul
the EIA. However, once the term was used, it has to be taken as synonymous with

A S o-cultusal Impact Assessment. EIA TOR do not normally use the SIA term. A
proper SIA is @ten an exercise of the same magnitude as abloin EIA. This is

because it takes in economic impacts. EIAs do not include economic impacts. That is
why that dimension is referred to as secidtural as opposed to soes@onomic.

Economic feasibility 3 done after engineering feasibility and before environmental
feasibility. Costbenefit analysis does not belong in an EIA. | have, therefore, to agree

with the Ecoengineering comments.

3 Importance of the Oropouche Lagoon

Statement:
On Page 43, the Report lists among the issues raised by the HRMh e EI A i gnorin

i mportance of the Oropouche Lagoon as one of
its use in the context .of the National Wetl an

Ecoengi rCenenrent:n g 6 s

This statement is inaccurate. The importance of the lagoon is clearly outlined in Section J.6.1 of
Appendix J (Ecology) the EIA Report. The Oropouche lagoon is also the subject of Appendix K
(IMA Wetland Report) of the EIA Report. Finally, tH¢ational Wetlands Policy is clearly
described in Section 2.4.3 of the EIA Report.

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

Ecoengineering included information as stated in their comments above. The problem
with the EIA is that the information is preseaiten isolation and is not utilized to
properly assess the impacts of placing the Highway within the wetland in the ways
described within the HRC report. What has not been done for example, with regards of
the Wetlands Policy is to discuss whether the psed project confornte the tenets of oQ
the Wetlands Policy. The presentation from the HRM did this examination and was§



able to demonstrate that the OoopheLagoon in this case, was not treated as it should
have been in accordance with the National Wetlands Policy.

We also go back to the fact that the entire ©umbe Lagoon should have been
included in the Defined Study area in Section 4.1.1 if the interar¢ i on of t he
TOR is to be properly applied whereby it stipuldide study area should be
determined by the extent of direct and indirect impacts on the physical, biological

and social environments". The reason for that stipulation is the expeaatathat the

direct and indirect impacts on these environments would be properly assessed.

The brief reference to a O6Wider Study Ar
presentation of information on these areas in appendices does not demonstrate
treatment of these areas as high in priority. The fti#her did not properly assess

impacts on these resources as Ecological units in Section 5. While the IMA report lists
potential impacts (and in going further here, | am unaware of the TOR that the IM

was given tofulfil) it does not assess fithe extent.
place for this was in Section 5.

Response Hydrology Consultant, HRC

This statement is from HRM, same foi84

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

Boththe HRM and Ecoengineering deem the Lagoon to be an important wetland. Has
either articulated why this ecosystem is important and what ecosystem services are
derived therefrom?

4 Siparia Forest Reserve
Statement:
Again on Page 43, the Report lists among the issues raised by the AHRMh e f act t hat

Siparia Forest Reserve is in close proximity to the Highway and should have been included
in the Study Areado
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Ecoengineeringdés Comment :

This is inaccurate. The ffest reserve is included in the "wider study area" as desdribeable
4-1, Section 4.1.0f the EIA Reportand Section J.6 of Appendix J (Ecology)

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

The response givetwith respect o Comment 3 above also app!
aread i s o brieflyin4.8.6 and inAprendik band not in Section 4.1.1

which is headed Definition of the Study Area. Once again the ddahie Lagoon

should have been included as a unit witthe Defined Study Area and the impact

analysis should have treated it as such and it did not. Further, even within Appendix J,

the boundaries of Siparia Forest Reserve are not mapped and once again the ROW is
used as the sampling area.

Our substantiveriticism is that the EIA does not assess the extent of impadtse of
SipariaForest Reserve as an Ecological Unit.

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

The important question is whether or not the impact of the highway on the Reserve was
considered, whether or not it was in the
any impact at all? Significant or otherwise? My guess is that the Siparia Fosesvé&e

would not have appeared on the radar screen in a proper scoping exercise.

5 Human Crossings of the Proposed Highway
Statement:
Also on Page 43, the Report lists among the issues raised by the i RMh e heal t h and

issues associatedwithi kel y human crossings across the pr
Ecoengineeringbés Comment :

This statement is inaccurate. The Highway Design clearly describes fencing of the highway

safety aspect (see Sectdoh.5.3 of the EIA Report). In additionthe design provides —

footbridge in the Johkan Road afsae SectioB.2.130f the EIA Report) >
(A



Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

What the HRM referred to in this point was that residents would attempt to illegally
cross the highway in order to agh relatives. | think there needs to be some
clarification on the type of fencing that it proposed. A wall for example would be
much more of a deterrent than a chain link fence. This option has been used in the past
on the Cocorite stretch and residentade holes in the fence to cross it anyway.

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

Whether these design features adequately deal with health and safety issues could best
be answered by the engineers.

6 Crossing of Energy Pipelines

Statement:

On Page 47, the Report list among the deficiencies highlighted by the Ministry of Energy and
Energy Industries:AiLack of proper di scussion of treat

pipelineso

Ecoengineeringbés Comment :

This is inaccurate. The EIA Repaibcuments:

1 A HAZID was included in the EIA for the crossing of natural gas pipelines along the
route (see Sectiof.2and AppendixO).

1 Consultation was held with NGC, bpTT, Petrotrin and PPGPL on the question of crossing
of pipelines (see Sectid13.9.4and 3.3.9.5 and Appendix)C
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ResponseHydrology Consultant, HRC

This statementvas madeby the Ministry of Energy as part of a set of main concerns
brought forward by the technical review committee. These statements are just listed
here, for completeness, aateNOT the position/opinion of HRC.

The MEEIG s concern as written, was specifica
itself asthe Regulator of energy pipelines

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

What constitutes proper discussion is another matter for the engineers.

7 Consultation regarding Abandonment of Wells
Statement:
Also onPage 47the Reportists among the deficiencies highlighted by the Ministry of Energy

and Energy IndustriesiNo consultation with regard to abandonment of wellg.

Ecoengineeringdéds Comment :

This statement is imccurate. Consultation proceeded as follows:

1 On June 10, 2005, a letter was sent to the MitEing the conduct of the Environmental
Feasibility Studyto confirm that setback distances from existing wells (operating and
abandonedyvould beapplicable to this highway extension project.

1 As stated in SectioB.3.10.60f the EIA Report, no response had been received as of the
time of issuing that document.
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Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

| cannot comment on the letter as | have not seen it and am not certain the level of
detail that it included. Theoncernwas raised by the MEEI in its role as EIA reviewer
and not the HRC, however, from my personal knowledge of the operations of the
MEEI, it is quite easy to make appointments with their Engineers to discuss matters of
this nature notwithstanding the lack of response to the letter.

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

Ecoengineering could have -opened the matter during theApreparation, which
came afterthe earlier Environmental Feasibility Study. Therefore, there was no
consultation.

Mitigation of Slope Instability

Statement:

Again onPage 47, the Report ksamong the deficiencies highlighted by the Meteorological
Office: fiNeed for mitigation measures to deal with théevelling and cutting of slopes.

Ecoengineeringbés Comment :

In fact, mitigation measures against slope instability are listed in Seatdoh.2of the EIA

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

This concern was raised by the Met Office in its role as a reviewer and not by the HRC.

My comment is that there should have been some more detail with regard to mitigation

measures staleand at least some demonstration that the technical team had developed
some level of design for slope conservation measures given the level of design seen
with regard to the roads and intersections.

™
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9 Reference to Scarlet Macaw
Statement
On Page 59 the report incorrectly staidise Scarlet Macaw was not included as a

rare/vulnerable/threatened species, however it is listed on Appendix | of Convention on
International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES)."

Ecoengineeringés Comment :

This statement isncorrectsince thespeciesis clearly referencea@s CITES listedn Sectiors
4.3.5 ancb.3.2.6 of the EIA.

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

Ecoengineeringbés comment is correct and t
incorrect.

The correction has been made in tbéeisedreport by deleting the incorrect statement.

10 Definition of Study Areas
Statement

On Page 55 it statesthaitThe area studied is defined diffe
element studied whichishighly i rregul ar and poor practiceo

Ecoengineeringbés Comment :

In the TOR, te EMA indicated that'the study area should be determined by the extent of

direct and indirect impacts on the physical, biological and sociae nvi r on flent s 0.
rationale for defining different study areas isrézognizethat different impacts have different
extents. For example, the study area for stream flow and flooding is likely to encompass tgF
entire catchment. In contrast the study area for noise mhflfee a relatively narrow band along —

both sides of the highway. h& use of different study areas for different environmental =
(A



components isecognizedfor EIAs conducted in other jurisdictionsFor example,n Canada
guidelines prepared for an EIA for @opper Mine Project clearly indicates tH&coping
establishes the boundaries of the EA and focuses the assessment on relevant issues and
concerns. By defining the spatial and temporal boundaries, a frame of reference for
identifying and assessing the enronmental effects associated with the Project will be
established. Different boundaries may be appropriate for each VECA VEC is defined as
Valued Ecosystem Component.

(Ref: Canadian Environmental Assessment AgesmogOntario Ministry of Environmernt
Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch, 2011. Guidelines for the Preparation of
Environmental Impact Statement Pursuant toGhaadian Environmental Assessment Act and
Ontario Environmental Assessment Aair TheMarathon Platinum Group MetandCopper
Mine Project)

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

Firstly, the Ontario system is much diff
0cl assesodo or |l evel s of El A6s egMenicppsed f o
projects like water and sewagrojects use a much less detailed EA than do projects in
rural environments) so that any reference to their system cannot be taken in isolation.

Secondly, it is common for study boundaries for different enuemtal components

to be defined and mapped differently and in configurations that best assess that
component, however, a Defined Study area in practice refers to the overall boundary
within which the entire EIA study is undertaken. It would be easy ter entlebate

about terminology here and what is done internationally (which also varies from region
to region). What remains is the fact that the area selected as the Study area in Section
4.1.1 was grossly inadequate and created a poor basis for impEsdsrasnt,
particularly for a project to be introduced into a geographical area with two sensitive
ecological units.
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Response Hydrology Consultant, HRC

This whole issue of Study Area Definition is not clear to me. There is one overall

AProject $tmpdy Areao. However, whil e asse
el ement s, It makes sense to use different
per element for a project at this scale, purely for practical mapping reasons.

The main question i$ f this approach resulted in #nE
Study Areasbo, which boundaries are too |

impacts for that specific element.

Responsd EIA External Resource Consultant

Ecoengineering makesr@asonable point

11 Geological Survey
Statement

Page 5%tates thatA Geological (as differentiated from soil engineering) Survey along the
highway route should be done".

Ecoengineeringbés Comment :

Informationon geology was accessed from publisisedirces and provided in Section 4.2.2 of
the EIA Report. Field geology studies have not typically been done as part of EIAs submitted to
the EMA.

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

The suggestion of a field geological survey was not directed d&lthg@reparers but
rather to the technical team, should the highway move forward.
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12 Proposed Mitigation Measures
Statement
There is a comment on page 62 Section 2.5.7.1 which state$TH&tEIA seems to have

consideredmitigation measures inpassing'.

Ecoengineering's Comment:

Mitigation measures were clearly identified and highlighted in the EIA report. Appendix Q
(Environmental Management Plan) also describes mitigation measuties context of action

by, timing, the need for speciadid equipment, any necessary competence and training and
estimated cost. This Plan also describes the means for verification of the effectiveness of these
mitigation measures.

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

I 611 take the opportunity here to expounoit
could have chosen different words in my initial comments, though my opinion remains
the same.

The Mitigation Measures described in the Section 5 were in most cases; wrivery
generic terms with extensive use of the w
in most cases the measures are posed most often as suggestions rather than
commitments to be undertaken by the proponent. The way that they were written
gives the impression that the mitigation measures have not been well fleshed out and
agreed with the technical team.

It is preferable at EIA stage to provide technical descriptions and details, including
mitigation meaures such as retaining wakdtc. It 5 possible however, that the EIA
preparers had not received details from the technical team when they were preparing
the EIA which resulted in the cursory discussion of mitigation measures.
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13 Environmental Economic Study
Statement

On Page 108 it is stated th&conomic Valuation is a mandatory aspect of an EIA and SIA
to determine the direct and indirect cost of a project".

Ecoengineering's Comment:

An Economic valuation is not requested in the TOR for this project, nor in ©@¥es for other
projects. This is acknowledged on page 170 of the Report which recommiant=nd the
terms of reference to require an economic assessment..."

Response Cost/Benefit Analysis Consultant, HRC

Acknowledgement is made of E@og i n e e Commentd that the Economic
Valuation was not requested in the TOR for the project. However the position is
maintained that:

a) in the context of sustainable economic development which is one of the stated
objectives of this project, social, economic and envinental costs and benefits
(direct and indirect) must be factored into the decisiaking process; and

b) given the extraordinary financial outlay for this project

It was a grave Aoversighto that t he
assessment gen the range of possible direct and indirect social and environmental that
arise from a project of this nature. At a meeting with the HRC Team on January
92013 the President of NIDCO stated that the issue of quantifying costeaafits

(fortheprg ect ) was not done since it I s a

has Aitremendous benefitso. I n t he absen

benefits might be and whether they do in fact outweigh any direct and indirect costs.
These drils can only be obtained via economic valuation and economic assessment.

On this score the World Bank (1998) noted that:

Successful economic development depends on the rational use of natural resources and

on reducing as far as possible the adverse emwviental impacts of development
projects. Environmental assessment (EA) is a primary tool for achieving this objectived
(@)



by inserting critical environmental information into the process of project
identification, preparation, and implementation.

Economic aalysis, by comparison, is employed to determine if the overall economic
benefits of a proposed project exceed its costs, and to help design the project in a way
that produces a solid economic rate of retddverse environmental impacts are

part of the costs of a project, and positive environmental impacts are part of its
benefits. Consideration of environmental impacts, therefore, should be integrated

with the other aspects of the project in the economic analysis to the extent
possible.

AéEconomic analysisé is employed to deter

proposed project exceed its costs, and to help design the project in a way that produces
a solid economic rate of return. Adverse environmental impacts are part of thefcost

a project, and positive environmental impacts are part of its benefits. Consideration of
environmental impacts, therefore, should be integrated with the other aspects of the
project in the economic analysis to the

Environmental ecoomic analysis can play an important role at three main stages [of a
project]: (i) in the assessment of the impacts of a proposed project and its various
alternatives; (ii) in the analysis of preventive or mitigative options; and (iii) in project
appraisal once a specific alternative has been selected. In the case of both economic
analysis and environmental assessment, the important distinction is between what
would happen with the project and without the project, not other changes that may be
happening oer time.

Responséd EIA External Resource Consultant

Ecoengineerings correct.

14 Detailed Designs as the Basis for the EIA
Statement:

The EIA prepared for the Debe to Mon Desir highway segment is referrechtd psr e | i mi
E | Aot Pages 134 &37.
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In addition, the Report contains the following statements concerning the need for Detailed
Designs as the basis for an EIA:

T Alt is unusual to grant a CEC \pageshld3u& det a
134), and

1T Aé a Final EIl Aoshdeltdibe (hbogs38dgns. .. .0

"At most a preliminary CEC can be granted based on preliminary designs...." (page 139).

Ecoengineeringés Comment :

Reference to a Preliminary EIA is incorrect, since that term does not appear anywhere in the
CECRules. Similarly, the CEC Rules make no provision for a preliminary CEC.

The rationale for undertaking the EIA early in the project cycle is to allow the findings of the

EIA to influence the final designs of the project. It must be noted that the stdatdmat the EIA

must be based on detailed degsiagns cgoed oag il As
in the following quotations:

1) Information on the website of the Food and Agriculture Organization stétds.o b e of
most benefit it is essendl that an environmental assessment is carried out to
determine significant impacts early in the project cycle so that recommendations
can be built into the design and cosbenefit analysis without causing major delays
or increased design costs. Scoping the process of determining which are the most
critical issues to study and will involve community participation to some degree. It is
at this early stage that EIA can most strongly influence the outline proposal.
Detailed prediction and mitigation studies follow scoping and are carried out in
parallel with .feasibility studiesbo

(Ref: http://www.fao.org/docrep/V8350E/v8350e06.htm

2) The UNEP Environmental Impact Assessment Training Resource Manual (Second
Edition) describes the EIA Processfab egi nning as early- as po
feasibility stagebo

(Ref: http://www.unep.ch/etu/publications/EIAMan_2edition_toc.htm
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3) The website of the Environmental Management Bureau, Government of the Philippines,
indicatesih Dur i ng the preparation of the project
initiates the detailed envio n me nt al i mpact assessmento

(Ref: http://www.emb.gov.ph/portal/eia/Aboutus/EIASystem/ElAandtheProjectCyclg.aspx

4) A presentation on the website of the Unitedidlas Environment Programme lists one of
the Key Operating Principles of Good EIA Practced®» egi n early in th
cyc.l eo
(Ref: http://www.unep.ch/etu/publications/EIA_oviitbpO1.pdf

5) Notes of a 2007 Short Course organized by the United Nations University Geothermal
Training Program indicatdi The ( El A) st udy t heisoplinary e r eqt
approach and should be done very early at the feasibility stage of a projedn other
words, a project should be assessed for it

(Ref: http://www.0s.is/gogn/ungtp-sc/UNU-GTP-SG05-28.pd)

Resporse-Hydrology Consultant, HRC

The EIA has to be done early in the project design cycle to determine significant
impacts so that recommendations can be built into the design and cost benefit analysis

without causing maj or del ays or i ncreas e
predicton and mitigation studieso are to foll
i n parall el with feasibility studieso. It

hydrological studies were considered adequate to inform the preliminary technical
design of the highway concerning dimensions for crossings of watercourses, the studies

were considered insufficiently detailed to inform the impact assessment on the sheet
flows on the flood plains, the potential impacts on flood patterns both upstream and
downrstream, the impacts on (ground) water quality as well as the potential resulting

l mpacts on the existing ecology. |t i's ir
was used (even though this is not a term in the CEC rules) as the EIA was based on
preliminary design and certain impacts and their mitigation measures were not yet
sufficiently assessed.
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http://www.emb.gov.ph/portal/eia/Aboutus/EIASystem/EIAandtheProjectCycle.aspx
http://www.unep.ch/etu/publications/EIA_ovrhds/top01.pdf
http://www.os.is/gogn/unu-gtp-sc/UNU-GTP-SC-05-28.pdf

Responsd Environmental Consultant, HRC

I am not certain where the reference to t
in our report. Eco ixorrect that it does not appear in the CEC Rules. It is true
however, that in our system the EIA reviewed by the EMA is typically based on
detailed designs or at least detailed descriptions (many of which wepeesentedn

this EIA, particularly withregard to mitigation measures). It does not allow for EIA at
different stages.

| do not agree with Ecoengineerisguse ofciting here, as they seem to be very
selectively supporting their concerns. It is true that in best practice the EIA process
should begin early to assist with early decision making. It is also true that EIAs in

di fferent systems b e gadrBnvimimental Feasidliéy Study! i mi n
and are augmented at different stages of dessgm &t feasibility, then front end

design, then detail design) to allow for moredepth assessment of impacts and
presentation of mitigation measures, as more detalVesan a project.

There is no 6one wayod defined internation
of similarity amongst developed regions, NGOs and international associations. It is
however, incumbent on this committee to recommend what mreayh® best way

forward for Trinidad and Tobago, which may in fact require the amendment of the

CEC Rules and other related legislatierg(TCPD) to allow for changes.

Responséd EIA External Resource Consultant

| do not see the connection between tblected quotes from the HRC Report and the
Ecoengineeringlefence
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NIDCO LETTER S: Dr Carson Charles

21.2.2013 Letter to Afra Raymond
25.2.2013 Cover Letter to Afra Raymond

25.2.2013 Edited Letter to Afra Raymond
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No. 3 Melbourne Street
Port of Spain, Trinidad, West Indies
Tel: 624-9474/5593

Fax: 624-5512

National Infrastructure Development Company Limited

21 February, 2013

Mr. Afra Raymond
President

Joint Consultative Council
Professional Centre Building
11-13 Fitzblackiman Drive
Wrightson Road

Port of Spain

Re: Report of the Hichwav Review Committee

Dear Mr. Raymond

The National Infrastructure Development Company Limited (NIDCO) has made
study of the document conveyed to us by email and hard copy entitled: “Report of th¢
Review Commiittee of the Debe to Mon Desir Segment of the San Fernando to Foint Fo;
submitted by Dr. James Armstrong, Chairman.” Further to email corresponden
between NIDCO and the Joint Consultative Council (JCC), we now present the follo
and specific comments:

1. The document is a collection of papers prepared independently by consul

should be considered working papers or background documents and a cohesive d
representing the findings, analyses and recommendations of the commiftee as a whole
signed by all committee members, except where minority reports are presented, should be
prepared and presented to the J.C. C for transmission to NIDCO.

2. No consideration has been given to the fact that a $5.2 Billion construction contract exists
between NIDCO and an international contractor to build the highway and there was neither
protest nor appeal by the Highway Re-route Movement, or any other group or individual
against the grant of Certificate of Environmental Clearance (CEC) by the Environmental
Management Authority (EMA) within the stipulated time, or the announcement of the project
by the Government in 2010, or the symbolic turning of the sod by the Prime Minister in
January 2011, or the well publicised receipt of funds and signing of the contract by NIDCO in
July 2011.

There is also no evidence presented to the effect that NIDCO has proceeded in violation of any
law. In these circumstances it is professionally improper and entirely unreasonable for the
consultants to conduct these analyses and arrive at recommendations without giving
consideration to the very significant financial and other consequences of suspending or
truncating any portion of the contract. It is indeed amazing that this matter was not even
enquired into by the consultants.

Board of Directors: Mr. Krishendath Ramoutar (Chairman)
Professor Winston Suite (Deputy Chairman), Mrs. Mandavi Tiwary, Mr. Hollis J. Eversley, Mr. Rabindra H. Outar, Ms. Reneelise Khan
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21 february, 2013
Afra Raymond, President, JCC

3.

|92}

In the Execufive Summary, ‘Historical Context’ (page 3 of the report), it is stated that “A
Brazilian Company, Construtora OAS Ltda (OAS) was procured in 2011...”. The procurement
of the company was actually conducted in early 2010 and construction started under a Letter
of Intent in March 2011, with a planned completion date of March 2015. On page 4,
correction should be made fo the second paragraph to indicate that the HRM wrote to the Prime
Minister in February 2012 and not February 2011. This is important as the matter was highly
publicised and the route presented in detail at a public meeting in December 2010, followed by
start of works in March 2011 and signing of the contract in July 2011, well before the first
expression of protest by the HRM more than a year after public presentation of the route.

In the Executive Summary (page 5 of the report), it is reported that “In separate discussions it
was also agreed with NIDCO that work in other areas would be scaled back pending the receipt
of the report of the Review Committee”. This statement is false and should be deleted as there
was no discussion or agreement between NIDCO and the JCC or the HRM on the other
segments of the highway.

Urban and Regional Planning — NIDCO agrees with the view that the entire highway needed to
be planned as part of a comprehensive land use/fransportation planning exercise for South
Trinidad. NIDCO asserts that this was indeed so and cites the National Physical Development
Plan and the South West Regional Plan wherein the highway was recognized as an integral
element. It should be noted that in no plan or project document is ‘Debe to Mon Desir’
recognised as a coherent entity, except in reference to the HRM protest group.

Environmental Impact: The HRC has concluded that the EIA was not acceptable although it
addressed the requirements of the Terms of Reference (TOR). This is not logical as the EIA is
required to satisfy the TOR. The HRC has unfairly condemned the professional work of the
consultants that carried out the EIA. Instead, the HRC should have enquired of the EMA as to its
reasons for granting the CEC in spite of what were deemed to be inadequate and dismissive
responses by the Ministry of Works and Infrastructure in 2009/2010.

Indeed, the HRC may be accused of suggesting some level of impropriety in the conduct of the
affairs of the EMA. It is not acceptable to make an accusation that the EMA improperly
‘relented’ without having given the EMA an opportunity to respond in this matter. Given the far
reaching implications of seeking to derail a project on the grounds that the body with statutory
authority for granting approval to proceed was guilty of improper conduct in discharging

its responsibilifies, the HRC has a professional duty to seek clarification on this matter before
arriving at its conclusions.

Human Settlement: It is to be noted that Qutline Approval has been granted by the Town and
Country FPlanning Division for the Fetit Morne site. Cabinet, and by implication the Minister
with responsibility for Planning, has also approved the site for residential development, and,
inter alia relocation of persons affected by the highway acquisition process. The Ministry of
Works and Infrastructure is currently preparing an application for Final Planning Permission
and NIDCO does not intend to relocate persons to the site before these approvals are received.
It is difficult to see how this can constitute a “flagrant flouting of the statutory requirements”.
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