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REPORT OF THE HIGHWAY REVIEW COMMITTEE  

DEBE TO MON DESIR SEGMENT:  

SAN FERNANDO TO POINT FORTIN HIGHWAY  

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comments 

 

This document presents comments by Ecoengineering Consultants Limited on the ñReport of 

the Highway Review Committee, Debe to Mon Desir Segment:  San Fernando to Point 

Fortin Highwayò (hereinafter called ñthe Reportò).  For convenience, the comments are 

presented in the order in which they appear in the Report. The 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 should be noted that no 

meeting was held with Ecoengineering Consultants to discuss or clarify any aspect of the EIA. 

 

 

Response ï Chairman, HRC  

 

The statement that óno meeting was held with Ecoengineering consultants to discuss or 

clarify any aspect of the EIAô is misleading.  

In the first place, it should be noted that the ñReviewò was largely a review of all 

available documentation presented, with an 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 meeting held at NIDCO on 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 one  instance was recorded of 

an Ecoengineering intervention, which was to caution that an issue under discussion was 

the subject of a court matter. The HRC is therefore now surprised that Ecoengineering 

has decided to comment in some detail. 

The HRC also interrogated, in great detail, the meticulous public Administrative Records 

of the EMA to which reference has been made in parts of the Report. It should also be 

mentioned that some of the other entities which submitted queries on the HRCôs Report 

were likewise present at the meeting on 9 January, where some  of the issues now being 

raised were identified. 
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1 Acceptability of the EIA 

 

Statement: 

 

On Page 7, the Report states that:  ñThe opinion of the HRC is that the EIA was not 

acceptable and should have been rejected and returned to the Applicantò. 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

This statement is inconsistent with the evaluation of Mr Eden Shand, Resource Consultant to the 

HRC, who states on Page 182 ñNotwithstanding the above deficiencies, the EIA is acceptable 

insofar that it contains enough information, though deeply buried, to enable a decision on 

the projectò. 

 

Responseï Chairman, HRC  

 

It has been noted that Ecoengineering, and others who commented on the HRCôs Report, 

selected a statement by a resource consultant ï Mr Eden Shand - to challenge the 

collective finding of the HRC that the EIA was inadequate and should not have been 

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

a report. It should be noted that this consultant cited numerous incidences of 

shortcomings, and endorsed many of the findings of specialist-consultants, 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 EMA, which was 

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

be reconciled, as has been pointed out in the HRCôs Report. The Committee as a whole 

also had considerably greater access to information, site visits and inter-disciplinary 

discussions, including the most valuable conclusions of Mr. Shand. Therefore, while, 

based on the information at his disposal, might consider the EIA as ñacceptableò, this was 

not the considered opinion of the HRC. It is important that the Report should be 

considered more extensively. The Committee stands by its position on this matter. 

 

Response ï Environmental Consultant, HRC 

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

 

Ecoengineering is correct. I 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 communication 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 study can 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 that:  ñA closer examination of the treatment of SIA within the 

EIA also indicates that this was quite inadequateò. 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

In the Review of Social Components of the Environmental Impact Assessment (Section 3 of the 

Report of Resource Consultants), it is stated on Page 182that ñFirst of all it must be 

acknowledged that the TOR, though thorough, did not require a separate social impact 

assessment (SIA)ò.  In that circumstance, we question the approach used in Chapter 3 (Page 67 

and following) of evaluating selected sections of the EIA against SIA Best Practice since the EIA 

does not contain an SIA. 

 

Instead, when the Human impact sections of the EIA 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 of the Resource Consultants), and three were noted ñthe consultant did 

not receive or review the EMPò.  The reason for this is not clear, since the digital copy of the 

EIA which was submitted to the HRC contained the EMP in Appendix Q. 

 

 

 

 



 

P
a
g

e6
 

Response ï 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 to be subsumed under the EIA 

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

There were two levels of evaluation.  Page 159-160 merely ascertained that the tasks 

were completed. The following section evaluated the quality of the work completed. 

Therefore 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: 

 

 

This therefore cannot be the basis for questioning ñthe approach used in Chapter 3 

(Page 67 and following) of evaluating selected sections of the EIA against SIA Best 

Practiceò. 

Further, our mandate required that we would examine the SIA elements from two 

viewpoints, in keeping with our mandate: 
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We further went on to outline why the Ecoengineering study was considered to be 

inadequate as follows: 

 

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 29ò elements were ñcompletedò, the EMA was clearly not 

satisfied with the SIA elements (by whatever name called).  We quote the EMA in our 

report as follows: 

 

éé

 

 

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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Response ï EIA External  Resource Consultant 

The term ñSocial Impact Assessmentò should never have appeared during a review of 

the EIA. However, once the term was used, it has to be taken as synonymous with 

ñSocio-cultural Impact Assessment. EIA TOR do not normally use the SIA term. A 

proper SIA is often an exercise of the same magnitude as a full-blown EIA. This is 

because it takes in economic impacts. EIAs do not include economic impacts. That is 

why that dimension is referred to as socio-cultural as opposed to socio-economic. 

Economic feasibility is done after engineering feasibility and before environmental 

feasibility. Cost-benefit analysis does not belong in an EIA. I 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 HRM:  ñThe EIA ignoring the 

importance of the Oropouche Lagoon as one of the countryôs most significant wetlands and 

its use in the context of the National Wetland Policyò. 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

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, the National Wetlands Policy is clearly 

described in Section 2.4.3 of the EIA Report. 

 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

Ecoengineering included information as stated in their comments above.  The problem 

with the EIA is that the information is presented in 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 proposed project conforms to the tenets of 

the Wetlands Policy.  The presentation from the HRM did this examination and was 
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able to demonstrate that the Oropouche Lagoon 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 Oropouche Lagoon should have been 

included in the Defined Study area in Section 4.1.1 if the interpretation of the EMAôs 

TOR is to be properly applied whereby it stipulates:"the 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 expectation that the 

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

 

The brief reference to a óWider Study Areaô much later in Chapter 4 (in 4.3.6) and 

presentation of information on these areas in appendices does not demonstrate 

treatment of these areas as high in priority.  The EIA further 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, I am unaware of the TOR that the IMA 

was given to fulfil), it does not assess ñthe extentò of them and had it been done, the 

place for this was in Section 5. 

 

 

Response - Hydrology Consultant, HRC 

This statement is from HRM, same for 4-8  

 

 

Response ï EIA External Resource Consultant 

Both the 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 HRM:  ñThe fact that the 

Siparia Forest Reserve is in close proximity to the Highway and should have been included 

in the Study Areaò. 
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Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

This is inaccurate.  The forest reserve is included in the "wider study area" as described in Table 

4-1, Section 4.1.1 of the EIA Report and Section J.6 of Appendix J (Ecology). 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

The response given -with respect to Comment 3 above also applies.  The ówider study 

areaô is only referred to briefly in 4.3.6 and in Appendix J and not in Section 4.1.1 

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

should have been included as a unit within the 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 substantive criticism is that the EIA does not assess the extent of impacts of the 

Siparia Forest Reserve as an Ecological Unit. 

  

Response ï 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 ñstudy areaò or ñwider study areaò. Was there 

any impact at all? Significant or otherwise? My guess is that the Siparia Forest Reserve 

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 HRM:  ñThe health and safety 

issues associated with likely human crossings across the proposed highwayò. 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

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

safety aspect (see Section3.4.5.3 of the EIA Report).  In addition, the design provides a 

footbridge in the Johkan Road area (see Section 3.2.13 of the EIA Report). 
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Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

What the HRM referred to in this point was that residents would attempt to illegally 

cross the highway in order to reach relatives.  I 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 residents made holes in the fence to cross it anyway. 

 

 

Response ï 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:  ñLack of proper discussion of treatment of crossings with energy 

pipelinesò. 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

This is inaccurate.  The EIA Report documents: 

 

¶ A HAZID was included in the EIA for the crossing of natural gas pipelines along the 

route (see Section 6.2 and Appendix O). 

 

¶ Consultation was held with NGC, bpTT, Petrotrin and PPGPL on the question of crossing 

of pipelines (see Section 3.3.9.4 and 3.3.9.5 and Appendix C). 
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Response- Hydrology Consultant, HRC 

This statement was made by 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, and are NOT the position/opinion of HRC.  

 

The MEEIôs concern as written, was specifically with regard to consultations with 

itself as the Regulator of energy pipelines 

 

Response ï EIA External Resource Consultant 

What constitutes proper discussion is another matter for the engineers. 

 

 

7 Consultation regarding Abandonment of Wells 

 

Statement: 

 

Also on Page 47, the Report lists among the deficiencies highlighted by the Ministry of Energy 

and Energy Industries:  ñNo consultation with regard to abandonment of wellsò. 

 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

This statement is inaccurate.  Consultation proceeded as follows: 

 

¶ On June 10, 2005, a letter was sent to the MEEI during the conduct of the Environmental 

Feasibility Study to confirm that setback distances from existing wells (operating and 

abandoned) would be applicable to this highway extension project. 

¶ As stated in Section 3.3.10.6 of the EIA Report, no response had been received as of the 

time of issuing that document. 
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Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

I cannot comment on the letter as I have not seen it and am not certain the level of 

detail that it included.  The concern was 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. 

 

Response ï EIA External Resource Consultant 

Ecoengineering could have re-opened the matter during the EIA preparation, which 

came after the earlier Environmental Feasibility Study. Therefore, there was no 

consultation. 

 

 

 

8 Mitigation of Slope Instability  

 

Statement: 

 

Again on Page 47, the Report lists among the deficiencies highlighted by the Meteorological 

Office:  ñNeed for mitigation measures to deal with the levelling and cutting of slopesò. 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

In fact, mitigation measures against slope instability are listed in Section 5.3.1.2 of the EIA 

Report. 

 

Response ïEnvironmental 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 stated and 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 states"..the Scarlet Macaw was not included as a 

rare/vulnerable/threatened species, however it is listed on Appendix I of Convention on 

International Trade in Endangered Species (CITES)." 

 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

This statement is incorrect since the species is clearly referenced as CITES listed in Sections 

4.3.5 and 5.3.2.6 of the EIA. 

 

 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

Ecoengineeringôs comment is correct and therefore the statement made on Page 59 is 

incorrect. 

 

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

 

10 Definition of Study Areas 

 

Statement 

 

On Page 55 it states that ñThe area studied is defined differently for each environmental 

element studied which is highly irregular and poor practiceò 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

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

direct and indirect impacts on the physical, biological and social environmentsò. The 

rationale for defining different study areas is to recognize that different impacts have different 

extents.  For example, the study area for stream flow and flooding is likely to encompass the 

entire catchment.  In contrast the study area for noise will only be a relatively narrow band along 

both sides of the highway.  The use of different study areas for different environmental 
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components is recognized for EIAs conducted in other jurisdictions:  For example, in Canada 

guidelines prepared for an EIA for a Copper Mine Project clearly indicates that "Scoping 

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 environmental effects associated with the Project will be 

established.  Different boundaries may be appropriate for each VEC."A VEC is defined as  

Valued Ecosystem Component. 

 

(Ref: Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency and Ontario Ministry of Environment -

Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch, 2011.  Guidelines for the Preparation of An 

Environmental Impact Statement Pursuant to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act and 

Ontario Environmental Assessment Act For The Marathon Platinum Group Metals and Copper 

Mine Project.) 

 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

Firstly, the Ontario system is much different from Trinidadôs whereby  different 

óclassesô or levels of EIAôs are used for different types of projects (e.g. Municipal 

projects like water and sewage projects 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 environmental 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 to enter a debate 

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 impact assessment, 

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 

ñProject Impact Study Areaò. However, while assessing the different environmental 

elements, it makes sense to use different ñelement impact study areasò with boundaries 

per element for a project at this scale, purely for practical mapping reasons.  

The main question is if this approach resulted in ñEnvironmental Element Impact 

Study Areasò, which boundaries are too limited to include all the direct and indirect 

impacts for that specific element. 

 

 

Response ï EIA External Resource Consultant 

Ecoengineering makes a reasonable point 

 

 

 

11 Geological Survey  

 

Statement 

 

Page 59 states that "A Geological (as differentiated from soil engineering) Survey along the 

highway route should be done". 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

Information on geology was accessed from published sources 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. 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

The suggestion of a field geological survey was not directed at the EIA preparers 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 states that "The EIA seems to have 

considered mitigation measures in passing".  

 

 

Ecoengineering's Comment: 

 

Mitigation measures were clearly identified and highlighted in the EIA report.  Appendix Q 

(Environmental Management Plan) also describes mitigation measures in the context of action 

by, timing, the need for specialized equipment, any necessary competence and training and 

estimated cost.  This Plan also describes the means for verification of the effectiveness of these 

mitigation measures. 

 

Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

Iôll take the opportunity here to expound on the comment ñin passingò and perhaps 

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, written in very 

generic terms with extensive use of the word ñshouldò, which gives the impression that 

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 measures such as retaining walls, etc.  It is 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 that "Economic 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 other TORs for other 

projects.  This is acknowledged on page 170 of the Report which recommends "amend the 

terms of reference to require an economic assessment..." 

 

 

Response - Cost/Benefit Analysis Consultant, HRC 

 

Acknowledgement is made of Ecoengineeringôs Comment 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 environmental costs and benefits 

(direct and indirect) must be factored into the decision-making process; and 

b) given the extraordinary financial outlay for this project 

It was a grave ñoversightò that the TORs did not explicitly require an economic 

assessment given 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 

9
th
2013 the President of NIDCO stated that the issue of quantifying costs and benefits 

(for the project) was not done since it is a ñlargeò issue.  He also noted that the project 

has ñtremendous benefitsò.  In the absence of details it is not known what these 

benefits might be and whether they do in fact outweigh any direct and indirect costs.  

These details 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 environmental impacts of development 

projects. Environmental assessment (EA) is a primary tool for achieving this objective, 
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by inserting critical environmental information into the process of project 

identification, preparation, and implementation. 

Economic analysis, 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 return. Adverse 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. 

ñéEconomic analysisé 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 return. Adverse 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 possibleéò   

Environmental economic 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 over time.  

 

 

Response ï EIA External  Resource Consultant 

Ecoengineering is correct. 

 

 

 

14 Detailed Designs as the Basis for the EIA 

 

Statement: 

 

The EIA prepared for the Debe to Mon Desir highway segment is referred to as a ñpreliminary 

EIAò on Pages 134 & 137. 
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In addition, the Report contains the following statements concerning the need for Detailed 

Designs as the basis for an EIA: 

 

¶ ñIt is unusual to grant a CEC without detailed plans and designs. éñ (pages 123 & 

134), and 

 

¶ ñé a Final EIA should be based on detailed designs. ...ò (page 139). 

 

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

 

 

 

Ecoengineeringôs Comment: 

 

Reference to a Preliminary EIA is incorrect, since that term does not appear anywhere in the 

CEC Rules.  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 statement that the EIA 

must be based on detailed designs goes against international ñgood-practiceò for EIAs; as shown 

in the following quotations: 

 

1) Information on the website of the Food and Agriculture Organization states:  ñTo be of 

most benefit it is essential 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 cost-benefit analysis without causing major delays 

or increased design costs.  Scoping is 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 studiesò. 

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

 

2) The UNEP Environmental Impact Assessment Training Resource Manual (Second 

Edition) describes the EIA Process as ñbeginning as early as possible in the pre-

feasibility stageò. 

(Ref: http://www.unep.ch/etu/publications/EIAMan_2edition_toc.htm) 

 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/V8350E/v8350e06.htm
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, 

indicates ñDuring the preparation of the project Feasibility Study, the proponent 

initiates the detailed environmental impact assessmentò. 

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

 

4) A presentation on the website of the United Nations Environment Programme lists one of 

the Key Operating Principles of Good EIA Practice as: ñbegin early in the project 

cycleò. 

(Ref:  http://www.unep.ch/etu/publications/EIA_ovrhds/top01.pdf) 

 

5) Notes of a 2007 Short Course organized by the United Nations University Geothermal 

Training Program indicate: ñThe (EIA) study therefore requires a multi-disciplinary 

approach and should be done very early at the feasibility stage of a project. In other 

words, a project should be assessed for its environmental feasibilityò. 

 

(Ref:  http://www.os.is/gogn/unu-gtp-sc/UNU-GTP-SC-05-28.pdf) 

 

 

Response-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 major delays or increased design costs. The required ñdetailed 

prediction and mitigation studiesò are to follow the scoping and ñare to be carried out 

in parallel with feasibility studiesò. It is the opinion of the HRC that even though the 

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 

downstream, the impacts on (ground) water quality as well as the potential resulting 

impacts on the existing ecology. It is in this context that the term ñpreliminary EIAò 

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.   

 

 

 

 

 

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
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Response ïEnvironmental Consultant, HRC 

I am not certain where the reference to this EIA being a óPreliminary EIAô originated 

in our report.  Eco is correct 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 were not presented in 

this EIA, particularly with regard to mitigation measures).  It does not allow for EIA at 

different stages.  

 

I do not agree with Ecoengineeringôs use of citing 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 

different systems begin with a óôPreliminaryò EIA or Environmental Feasibility Study 

and are augmented at different stages of design (e.g. at feasibility, then front end 

design, then detail design) to allow for more in-depth assessment of impacts and 

presentation of mitigation measures, as more detail evolves in a project.   

 

There is no óone wayô defined internationally for this process, though there are threads 

of similarity amongst developed regions, NGOs and international associations.  It is 

however, incumbent on this committee to recommend what may be the best way 

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

CEC Rules and other related legislation (e.g. TCPD) to allow for changes. 

 

 

Response ï EIA External  Resource Consultant 

I do not see the connection between the selected quotes from the HRC Report and the 

Ecoengineering defence. 
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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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

P
a
g

e2
4
 

 

 



 

P
a
g

e2
5
 

 

 

 



 

P
a
g

e2
6
 

 

 

 










































































































