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the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is estimated to have introduced more than
11,000 pages of regulations since its founding in 1970 (Higgins 1995, 65).

These regulations typically reflect a “command and control” management approach to
environmental protection. Governmentenmand industry through environmental laws,
defining exactly what is required for environmental protection. Governments then
control industry, ensuring that laws are adhered to by enforcing requirements through
strict liability in criminal courts. These command and control regulations frequently
define what performance standards must be met (quantity and quality of discharge at the
end-of-pipe), what pollution control technologies must be used, and what design
standards must be met. In Canada, governments have been more likely than their
American counterparts to negotiate compliance agreements with offending companies
rather than impose sanctions (Labatt and Maclaren 1998, 194). Nonetheless, the

underlying approach to environmental protection has been the same.

This command and control management approach has been used to date in North
America with limited success. Where pollution has been obvious, acute and widespread,
command and control has provided a means of forcibly reacting to the most obvious and
easily detected sources of pollution. It has provided “soot-free skies and phosphate-free
lakes” (Wylynko 1999, 161). However, in addressing the more subtle, more complex and
more poorly understood sources of pollution, this approach is proving to be increasingly
unwieldy. Criticisms of command and control as it has been applied to major industrial
operations have been voiced by government, industry, and other stakeholders.

A common criticism of the command and control approach is that it is not a practical nor
cost effective means of addressing the growing myriad of environmental issues.
Government's hands-on approach to date of defining allowable contaminant discharges,
best management practices, and best available technologies is increasingly onerous as the
range of industries and the number of contaminants of concern continues to rise.

Furthermore, new environmental regulations are costly and time consuming to develop,
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and subject to much debate and criticism because of the uncertainty of environmental
science. As new scientific information comes to light, these regulations are not easily
changed. The enforcement of regulations in criminal courts is often very costly and
difficult as violations must be proven beyond a reasonable doubt. Sufficient evidence for
such prosecutionsis not easily nor cheaply collected. Critics argue that government
resources are expended on paperwork and litigious debates while industry resources are
spent on government requirements that are not cost effective. These resources could be

spent to much greater environmental effect.

The command and control approach is aso said to provide no incentives for industry to
perform beyond compliance with existing environmental requirements. Companies that
exceed compliance are not recognized, while those that risk trying new environmental
technologies are threatened with prosecution should the experiments fail. Desirable
innovation and business transformation are effectively discouraged by the inflexible
nature of environmental regulations.

Furthermore, the command and control approach has been criticized for fostering an
adversarial relationship between government and industry, that of polluter and police.
This adversarial relationship discourages the exchange of information relevant for
efficient and effective environmental protection. Innovation and business transformation

are further discouraged by this adversarial relationship.

The publics' are also demanding a greater role in environmental management. Where
environmental issues have traditionally been negotiated between government and

industry behind closed doors, the publics are demanding greater transparency.

Given these criticisms of the command and control approach, government, industry, and

the publics are interested in considering new management approaches for environmental

! The plural of public, that is publics, is intentionally used to reflect the wide range of interests and
concerns found in the general population.
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protection. Such approaches should not only address the shortcomings of the existing
system, but also bring society closer to achieving the overarching goal of sustainability.
Sustainability has been defined as meeting the needs of the present generation without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs (World
Commission on Environment and Development 1987, 43). In order to achieve
sustainability, the current institutional, social and economic arrangements are subject to

change.

Toward achieving this goal of sustainability, new approaches to environmental protection
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Figure 1 Approachesto pollution
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(adapted from British Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks 1996b)

In moving toward sustainability, the roles and rel ationships between stakehol ders can
also be reconsidered. In the traditional approach, government unilaterally decides what
measures should be taken for environmental protection, industry reluctantly complies
with most requirements, and the publics observe through the media, commenting only
outside of the process. Conversely, new approaches often try to integrate these different
sectors of society in developing a shared responsibility for environmental protection (ten
Brink 1998, 1). Asillustrated in figure 2, the narrow view of government and industry
Interacting only through regulations could be replaced by a broader model including the
publics and market as major playersin environmental protection (Afsah, Laplante, and
Wheeler 1996).
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Figure2 Changing relationships between stakeholders
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In this new model, government and industry can work together toward achieving more
effective and efficient means of environmental protection, including the publics as
stakeholders in the development and implementation of these new means. Market forces
can also be brought to bear on polluters to change their approach to environmental
protection. With greater public involvement, greater market pressures, and the
opportunity to contribute to the development of environmental management measures,
industry has greater incentives to improve environmental performance.

These changes in thinking regarding how environmental issues should be managed is
reflected in avariety of policy instruments, developed as alternatives or complimentsto
traditional command and control based regul ations. Governments now employ arange of
financia incentives, education and training measures, market instruments, and voluntary
initiatives toward achieving the goal of sustainability. This paper considers the use of
one such instrument, avoluntary initiative, in the context of British Columbia's
historically command and control based approach to environmental protection. More

specifically, this study considers the use of BC’

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 7 Simon Fraser University



study questions. Recommendations for the future of the P2 planning process are also
made.
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Chapter 2 VOLUNTARY INITIATIVES

2.1 Introduction
The term “voluntary initiatives” is used to refer to a wide range of measures to improve

corporate environmental performance. By definition, such measures are not explicitly
required by law. Instead they encourage companies to go beyond what is required to

comply with existing environmental laws.

Voluntary initiatives can be developed exclusively by industry, by government, by public
groups, or any combination thereof. Voluntary initiatives can be formal, documented
programs with clearly defined starting points and participation requirements.
Alternatively, they can be informal programs where companies are challenged to do what
they can towards achieving a general goal without any specific requirements. Voluntary
initiatives can include some mandatory elements for companies that voluntarily agree to
participate, or be entirely voluntary in nature. The general term voluntary initiative is
often used to refer to private codes, voluntary agreements, covenants, codes of conduct,

challenges, and voluntary nonregulatory initiatives (VNRI).

2.2  Voluntary initiatives in Canada

Although voluntary initiatives are a relatively new concept, there are many examples of
this approach to environmental protection in practice. The Canadian Chemical

Producers’ Association (CCPA) was one of the first industry associations to develop a
voluntary initiative in 1985. Its Responsible Care program requires that all participants
adhere to six codes of practice and a set of guiding printip@smpliance with the
Responsible Care requirements is a condition of membership in CCPA. All member
companies are evaluated every three years by industry and nonindustry representatives to
ensure that they meet the standard (Overholt and Godsoe 1996, 1). In Canada and the

2 These codes of practice and guiding principles address community awareness, emergency response,
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United States, where a similar Responsible Care program was adopted by the equivalent
national association, the Chemical Manufacturers Association, over 90 percent of the
basic chemical production isin facilities that meet the Responsible Care standard (Nash
and Ehrenfeld 1996, 19). Thisisan example of avoluntary initiative devel oped
independently by industry.

Governments al so develop voluntary initiatives. For example, the Ontario Ministry of
Environment and Energy recently introduced a Pollution Prevention Pledge Program. In
this program, facilities that voluntarily commit to, plan for, and achieve pollution
prevention measures greater than those required by law can be publicly recognized for
their achievements and eligible for environmental awards. In order to encourage
companies to reduce the release of chemicals into the environment, the use of toxic
chemicals, and the generation or disposal of hazardous or liquid industrial wastes, the
ministry proposes to reward companies that improve process design or operation and
maintenance, eliminate or substitute polluting raw materials, or reformulate their
products. In addition to this pledge program, the ministry also challenges industry to
reduce the rel ease of some of the most persistent, toxic, and bioaccumulative chemicals
as listed on the Candidate Substances list for Bans and Phaseouts 50% by 1995 and 90%
by 2000 (Ontario, Ministry of Environment and Energy undated). As of December 1996,
195 sites had enrolled in the early stages of the pledge program (Ontario, Ministry of
Environment and Energy 1997). Thisisan example of avoluntary initiative developed

independently by government.

Voluntary initiatives can also be developed by government and industry in conjunction.

For example, the Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy has signed memorandums

of understanding (MOU's) with five business sectors for reduction in the production, use,
release, and generation of 43 priority toxic substances and pollutants by the year 2000.
The MOU's outline the goals and purpose of the agreement and the intent to meet these
goals (Labatt and Maclaren 1998, 195). Since signing the MOU, the motor vehicles

manufacturing sector, with 29 participating facilities, has achieved a cumulative
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reduction of 332,870 tonnes of pollutants discharged (Ontario, Ministry of Environment
1999).

The three preceding examples illustrate the use of voluntary initiativesin Canada. There
isan even greater use of voluntary initiatives internationally, for example in Europe,
Australia, and the United States.

2.3  Voluntary initiatives internationally

In Europe, over 300 environmental agreements between industry and national
governments had voluntarily been signed as of 1996 (ten Brink 19972, 1). The
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program is entirely voluntary, the terms of participation are mandatory once voluntarily
agreed to (ICF Kaiser 1998, 16).

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of the United States has introduced a

number of voluntary initiativesin the last decade. One such initiativeis Project XL
(eXcellence and L eadership). It offers regulatory flexibility for companies willing to
voluntarily achieve environmental protection superior to that required under the existing
regulatory system, including stakeholdersin the process. For example, at itsfacility in
Arizona, the Intel Corporation offered to reduce air emissions to below current standards,

to recycle 65% of freshwater used, and to reduce 60% of the solid waste generated and

70% of the non-hazardous chemical wastes generated by the year 2000. In return, EPA
replaced Intel’'s multiple permits with a single permit which defined a facility-wide cap
on air emissions. This gave Intel the flexibility to make operational changes without
having to apply for permit amendments first. Furthermore, Intel’s reporting requirements
were simplified from multiple submissions for different agencies to a single report for a
state agency (United States, Environmental Protection Agency 1997, 5). These
simplified regulatory requirements and operational flexibility translated into operational

cost savings for Intel.

Additional EPA voluntary initiatives include the 33/50 program, to reduce the generation
of 17 chemicals by 33% and 50% by 1992 and 1995 respectively. Its Green Lights
program encouraged the use of energy efficient lighting. Under the Water Alliances for
Voluntary Efficiency (WAVE) program, hotels, commercial buildings, and institutions

are encouraged to retrofit facilities with water-efficient fixtures (Higgins 1995, 24).

There are many more examples of voluntary initiatives being used in Canada, North
America, and around the world. There is a wide variation within and between countries
in the range of parties developing the initiatives, the companies participating in the

initiatives, the involvement of stakeholder groups, and the conditions of participation.
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However, the overall concept is essentially the same, that of corporate environmental

performance voluntarily improved beyond what is required by law.

2.4  Incentives for industry to participate

Why would industry voluntarily improve its environmental performanceif it is not
required by law? There are many incentives suggested in the literature. The most
commonly cited incentives are:

e Cost savings

* public image and market differentiation

*  peer pressure

» duediligence concerns

» desireto avoid regulation

2.4.1 Cost savings
Cost savings can arise from improving process efficiencies while concurrently addressing

environmental protection. When raw materials are used more efficiently, more product is

made, and fewer waste products, often a source of pollution, are generated. For example,

the 3M Company estimates that its “Pollution Prevention Pays” program has saved $750
million since 1975 in waste generation, eliminating 590,000 tons of pollutants (British

Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks 1996b, 5).
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2.4.2 Public image and market differentiation

By voluntarily improving their environmental performance through participationin a
voluntary initiative, firms can differentiate themsel ves from their competitors and

Improve their public image, both locally and internationally. The importance of this
incentive was recently illustrated in EPA’s 33/50 program. Companies with higher
advertising expenditures were significantly more likely to participate than those with

lower advertising expenditures (Arora and Cason 1996, 431).

Even companies that meet all the required environmental standards may wish to improve
their public relations by participating in a voluntary initiative. For example, Du Pont
Corporation was listed as the largest polluter when the EPA released the first Toxic
Release Inventory (TRI) information in 1988, even though all the discharges were
permitted under existing regulations. This stain on Du Pont’s public image stimulated a

more proactive attitude within the company (Labatt and MacLaren 1998, 200).

2.4.3 Peer pressure

Industry sectors concerned with public image may apply significant pressure on
individual companies to comply with a sector-wide code in order to improve the public
image of the industry as a whole. For example, the Canadian Chemical Producers’
Association’s Responsible Care initiative was developed shortly after the Union Carbide
accident in Bhopal, India, where 2,000 people were killed and thousands permanently
injured from a toxic gas leak at a pesticide plant (Macdonald 1991, 116). Following this
incident, public trust of the chemical producers’ industry was extremely low. Now, all
members of both the American and Canadian Chemical Producers’ Associations must
meet the Responsible Care standard (Nash and Ehrenfeld 1996, 19).
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firmly support either viewpoint. However, the theory and limited experience to date do

identify some of the important issues. These issues are:

e cost savings e competition

» effectiveness * duediligence

* cooperation * public involvement
* innovation

2.5.1 Cost Savings

Voluntary initiatives could result in reduced government expenses for the costly
development and approval of new regulations. In light of new information, standards set
by the initiatives could be changed more quickly and cheaply than by altering existing
regulation. Voluntary initiatives could have lower associated administration and
implementation costs, with no enforcement costs (Labatt and MacLaren 1998, 202).
Industry could have more flexibility to introduce more cost effective solutions to
environmental problems. Both government and industry could save expensive litigation
costs when further refining or enforcing existing environmental regulations (Arora and
Cason 1996, 414).

Critics of voluntary initiatives argue that the negotiation and implementation of such
initiatives could be very time consuming for government and industry, and not
necessarily cheaper than devel oping new regulations. Once such initiatives are
developed, they might only apply only to some sectors of industry, of which only some
members participate. If not widely adopted, government may have to develop new

regul ation anyway to replace the voluntary initiative (Clark 1995, 19).* Furthermore, the
flexibility of such initiatives introduces legal uncertainty which could lead to costly legal

* For example, Canada’s previous Environment Minister, Christine Stewart recently added 18 chemicals to
the Canadian Environmental Protection Act (CEPA) after voluntary measures failed to demonstrate
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debates, offsetting any cost savings realized. In any case, cost savings alone are not
aways an adequate incentive to ensure industry adopts pollution control measures.”
Even if acompany decides to implement cost effective measures, voluntary initiatives
may not provide adequate incentives for continual improvement (Labatt and MacL aren
1998, 203).

2.5.2 Effectiveness

Environmentally responsible companies could take the opportunity afforded by voluntary
initiatives to make real changesin their own operations, freeing up government resources
for more irresponsible companies, with the overall result of more effective environmental
protection. Furthermore, as participating companies meet their voluntary goals, great

environmental protection could be effected than might otherwise have been achieved®.
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2.5.3 Cooperation

Voluntary initiatives could develop a more cooperative approach to environmental
protection than traditional adversarial approach of command and control. This could lead
to better information exchange between government and industry, possibly resulting in
more informed decisions. Industry could take on a greater leadership rolein
environmental protection, have some ownership of environmental successes. This
leadership mindset would differ from the more traditional attitude where industry only
did what was explicitly required.

However, in their efforts to negotiate these new standards, governments could be
outnegotiated or captured by industry. When governments assist in developing or
promoting voluntary initiatives, some would argue there are implication that industries
involved will not be regulated further. If voluntary initiative provesto be unsuccessful,
the cooperative goodwill established between government and industry could be lost
when government resorts to introducing regulation. Some critics even argue that
voluntary initiatives give industry the opportunity to write their own standards, become

judgesin their own cases (Overholt and Godsoe 1996, 5).

2.5.4 Innovation

Innovation and investment in new technologies could be stimulated by the flexibility of
voluntary initiatives. The diffusion of such technologies and best management practices
could be encouraged within industry by increased communication (Canada, Industry
Canada, Office of Consumer Affairs and Treasury Board Secretariat, Regulatory Affairs
Division 1998).

However, innovation may not necessarily be stimulated; in fact, voluntary initiatives may
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2.5.5 Competition

Companies that participate in voluntary initiatives could have a competitive edge over
other companies as aresult of more efficient operations and better public image.

Voluntary initiatives could lead to a more competitive economic climate, encouraging
effective and efficient operations (International Institute for Sustainable Development

and Canadian Environmental Technology Advancement Corporation - West 1998, xv).

However, there is a concern that some voluntary initiatives could be anti-competitive, in

violation of the Competition Act. Such initiatives should not be used in a way “that
substantially reduces competition, prevents non-participating firms from entering the
market or negatively affects consumers by significantly raising prices, reducing service or
limiting product choice” (Canada, Industry Canada, Office of Consumer Affairs and

Treasury Board Secretariat, Regulatory Affairs Division 1998).

2.5.6 Due diligence

Voluntary initiatives could assist in developing the standard for due diligence (Canada,
Industry Canada, Office of Consumer Affairs and Treasury Board Secretariat, Regulatory
Affairs Division 1998). However, the level of due diligence provided by participation in

a voluntary initiative may be misleading, giving industry a false sense of security, and

possibly resulting to unexpected liabilities (Clark 1995, 21).

2.5.7 Public involvement

Voluntary initiatives provide an opportunity for greater public involvement, for improved

communication between government, industry and the publics. Public involvement in the
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However, not al voluntary initiatives include public involvement; of those that do, not all
involvement is actually meaningful. Where the publics are not included in the initiative,
the public credibility of that initiative can be called into question and an opportunity for
public trust lost (Lukasik 1999, 145).

2.6 Elements of a successful voluntary initiative

Thereisno clear consensus on whether voluntary initiatives are an improvement on, or

an important addition to, more traditional command and control approaches. Thisis

partially because voluntary initiatives are a new concept; there is not much evidence to
support statements either for or against them. The current ambiguity can also be

attributed to the fact that so many different kinds of voluntary initiatives have been

introduced. Some well conceived and designed initiatives have been a success, attracting
widespread participation and earning public credibility. An example of such an initiative

is the CCPA’s Responsible Care program (Moffet and Bregha 1999, 85). Others have
failed to attract much participation or public credibility, leaving observers either
nonplussed or critical of voluntary initiatives in general. The Canadian Industry
Packaging Stewardship Initiative is such an initiative (Chang, Macdonald and Wolfson
1999, 125).

Nonetheless, there is much momentum behind this new approach to environmental
protection. A number of parties from many stakeholder groups are taking an increasing
interest in voluntary initiatives. Recognizing the growing role of voluntary initiatives,

these stakeholders have presented arguments for and against their use, and proposed
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and New Directions Group (an informal forum of business and environmental
organizations), government offices such as Industry Canada and the Commission to the
Council and the European Parliament on Environmental Agreements, as well as a number
of independent authors, academic and otherwise. In reviewing thisliterature, it becomes
apparent that a number of similar elements have been proposed by most interested
stakeholders. As such, asort of consensus seemed to emerge as to what are the most
important elements of avoluntary initiative. These elements are summarized in the

following table. A discussion of each element follows.
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Table1l. Elementsof a successful voluntary initiative

1. SUFFICIENT ADVANTAGES OF PARTICIPATION.
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2.6.1 Sufficient advantages of participation

In order to attract companies to an initiative, encourage its adoption by those companies,

and ensure long term participation and compliance with an initiative, there must be

sufficient advantages of participation. These advantages can be inherent to the process,

such as cost savings, improved process efficiencies, and better public relations.

Advantages can also be external to an initiative. Such external incentives can be

“carrots,” such as subsidies, tax breaks, or some form of regulatory relief. External
incentives can also be “sticks,” such as the threat of tougher environmental regulation
(ten Brink 1998). In many cases, the credible threat of regulation is said to drive
voluntary action (Riordan 1997). The advantages of participation should encourage
continual improvement not only at the beginning of an initiative, but in the long term as

well (New Directions Group 1997).

Where voluntary initiatives apply specifically to a certain industry sector, free riders
should be discouraged; there should be negative repercussions for failing to join or
comply with an initiative (Canada, Industry Canada, Office of Consumer Affairs and
Treasury Board Secretariat, Regulatory Affairs Division 1998). Free riders are
companies that benefit from a voluntary initiative, such as enjoying overall improved
industry sector public relations, without actually making any or much effort to contribute

to the initiative.

2.6.2 Participant commitment to process

In order for a voluntary initiative to be effective, participants should commit to an
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Participants can demonstrate commitment through explicit statements and regular
involvement of senior leaders (Resources Futures International 1996). The principles of
an initiative should be disseminated internally throughout the organization staff as well as
externally to suppliers and clients (ten Brink 1998). The objective of an initiative should
be integrated into the policies and procedures of a company, as well as the choice of
success indicators (ToBI 1999). Adequate resources, especially people, time, and money,
should be allocated to an initiative (New Directions Group 1997).

2.6.3 Ground rules

In order for all stakeholders to have a common understanding of what a given voluntary
initiative entails, ground rules for participation must be clearly defined. Easily
measurable, clear goals, objectives, targets, and timeframes should be established prior to
beginning an initiative (New Directions Group 1997). In thisway, the expectations of
participants are transparent. External stakeholders can check on the progress and
performance of participants compared to the program objectives. The targets set should
be update-able so that they represent more than just business as usual, that is, targets that
would have been met even without the initiative (ten Brink 1998).

Similarly, the roles and responsibilities of all participants, be they government, industry
or public representatives, should be clearly defined (New Directions Group 1997). Inthis
manner, effective communication and common expectations can be more clearly
established.

A clear understanding of the legal implications of participation should be established
prior to beginning an initiative. Although an initiative may be entered into voluntarily,
there may be legal implications arising from information disclosed, for example unknown
spills, or legal responsibilities, such as previously unreported discharge sites. In order for

industry participants to have a clear understanding of what participation entails, such
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legal uncertainties should be addressed before beginning an initiative. Thisisalso

important for common expectations among other stakeholders.

A transparent and effective dispute resolution mechanism should be established prior to
beginning an initiative (Canada, Industry Canada, Office of Consumer Affairs and

Treasury Board Secretariat, Regulatory Affairs Division 1998). Should any disagreement

arise regarding the expectations of participants, a dispute resolution mechanism,

commonly agreed upon prior to beginning an initiative, could be critical in resolving the
dispute. Such mechanisms could be not only for complaints related to industry’s efforts
in the voluntary initiative, but could also address concerns about the commitment of

government and public stakeholders to the process.

Rewards and sanctions for a certain level of achievement should be specified prior to
beginning an initiative (New Directions Group 1998). For example, rewards could
include public recognition programs, reduced regulatory administrative requirements, or
reduced regulatory fees. Where the rewards for participation are only those inherent to a
program, such as better public relations or improved process efficiency, it is important

there is a common understanding that no additional awards will be made.

Similarly, expectations regarding sanctions for not meeting a certain level of achievement
should be clearly understood. Such sanctions could include fines, warnings, or a
mandatory withdrawal from a program. Sanctions are important in defining what
participation in a given program actually entails, gives meaning and credibility to
participation; without sanctions, participation in a program could imply great

commitment and effort or no effort at all. In some circumstances, program developers
may determine that formal sanctions are not appropriate for a program’s objectives. In
this case, the absence of sanctions should be acknowledged, while any implied, informal

sanctions understood.
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2.6.4 Credibility
External stakeholders should be able to meaningfully participate in the development,

implementation, and monitoring of an initiative. External stakeholders are persons
affected in some manner by an initiative who are not industry or government
representatives directly involved in developing a voluntary initiative. For example,
external stakeholders could include any other levels of government not already involved,
nongovernment organizations, and members of the public at large. Such stakeholders
should be included to voice concerns, provide suggestions, and observe the process.
Without such external stakeholder participation, voluntary initiatives devised between
government and industry alone may have little credibility; external stakeholders might

suspect that a government agency was “captured” by industry.

Not all external stakeholders will necessarily be interested or able to participate in the
development, implementation, and monitoring of an initiative. Nonetheless, information
about an initiative should be easily available for such stakeholders. The process should
be transparent, that is, information necessarily to ensure the credibility of a program and
its participants should be publicly available.

The adequate monitoring of appropriate performance indicators should be required.
Appropriate performance indicators should be chosen as a means of measuring progress
of program objectives and targets. Adequate monitoring of these indicators is necessary
to clearly identify any progress or lack thereof in achieving program objectives and
targets against their respective timelines. Where appropriate, there should be third party
verification of these monitoring results, a party qualified to comment without bias on the
monitoring procedures and results (Lynes and Gibson 1998, 19). This can be important

to ensure credibility of results.

Regular, public reporting of results should be part of an initiative (ToBI 1999). What
will be reported and how often should be determined prior to beginning an initiative and

required as part of participation. Regular reporting of results, as opposed to intermittent
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reporting, isimportant so that all participants have a common understanding and

expectation as to what information will be made available and how often.

2.6.5 Flexibility and innovation

A key advantage of voluntary initiatives is the flexibility they can allow, adefining
difference from the command and control approach. Flexibility enables participants,
industry and government alike, to consider new aternatives and creative solutions.
Programs should be designed with adequate flexibility to enable and encourage
innovation. Such innovation could be in process, operations, management, or
administration.

2.6.6 Supportive policy framework

A voluntary initiative does not exist in isolation. There are often many other government
policy tools, such as regulations, as well as other incentive structures, such as those
related to corporate public image, that influence the effectiveness of a voluntary
initiative. The initiative should be designed in light of these other factors and positioned
within a supportive policy framework (New Directions Group 1998). A voluntary
initiative can be used as a substitute for or a compliment to other policy initiatives (ten
Brink 1998). Other complimentary regulatory and civil mechanisms should be used to
achieve the policy objectives where an initiative falls short (ToBI 1999).

2.7 Case study

Voluntary initiatives are an interesting alternative to or compliment of more traditional
command and control, regulatory approaches to environmental protection. These
initiatives are increasingly attracting the attention of governments, industry,

nongovernment organizations, and publics around the world.

Locally, the Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks in British Columbiais
considering alternatives to the existing command and control based regulatory structure.
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Although the future of any such alternativesis as yet uncertain, voluntary initiatives may

have an important role to play in such changes.

The following chapter considers the history of command and control in British Columbia
and the proposed changes to this approach. A new process, recently tested with seven
industrial companies, is aso described. This processissignificant at it may be

introduced as a voluntary initiative for industrial companies throughout British Columbia.
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Chapter 3 BRITISH COLUMBIA
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Figure 3 Authorization to dischar ge waste
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restricted to waste management. Voluntary stewardship and partnerships with others

should be included in this new approach, maintaining the ministry’s authority to make
regulations as necessary (British Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks
1992a, 19).

That same year, MELP’s Environmental Protection Program announced a 5 year action
plan (British Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, 1992b). Two of the

strategic actions for the private sector included the following:

* “require individual companies and industry sectors to develop 5-year plans for
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3.3  BC'’s pollution prevention planning initiative

The ministry set out to develop a new approach to environmental protection that

incorporated the objectives identified in the five-year plan, addressed the identified
shortcomings of the existing system, and took into consideration recommendations of the
KPMG study. Asaresult of these efforts, MELP announced a new industrial pollution
prevention (P2) program in March of 1996, developed in conjunction with several

industry representatives (British Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks
1996a). The new program is described in MELAid ntroduction to Pollution

Prevention Planning for Major Industrial Operationsin British Columbia (British
Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks 1996b). Pollution prevention is
described in this document as “avoiding, eliminating and reducing pollution at source

rather than treating or containing it after it has been created.”

In this initiative, industry participants are to develop a plan for realizing pollution
prevention at their specific facility according to a P2 planning process. The P2 planning
process as initially defined consists of five components. These five components are
described in figure 4. Input for each plan from the public is acquired through a public

advisory committee (PAC).
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Figure4 BC’s P2 planning process

5. Monitor and

Evaluate
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evaluate progress
of plan.
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(facility staff only) to_vgrlflcatl on by
« Form public advisory ministry.
committee (PAC)

. ) 4. Authorization
2. Environmental Review . Submit plan to
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action.
approvals.

(adapted from British Columbia, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks 1996b, 1997)
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More public involvement is also incorporated into the P2 planning process through public
advisory committee’s. This gives the publics an opportunity to participate in the
development of environmental protection measures, not just react to measures once they
have been implemented. Furthermore, a more open communication between the publics,
government, and industry could lead to a better understanding of priorities, limitations,

and possibilities.

3.4 The P2 planning demonstration project

When introducing the P2 planning process in 1996, MELP concurrently launched a P2
planning demonstration project with five volunteer industry companies. These
companies had been working with MELP since 1993, actively discussing such an
initiative. Both industry and government agreed that “there could be mutual benefit in a
system that would encourage the prevention of pollution, broaden the scope of
environmental management, reduce the costs of, or offer alternatives to, the permitting
process and be more sensitive to community interests” (British Columbia, Pollution

Prevention Demonstration Project Steering Committee 1997, 1).

The purpose and objectives of the British Columbia P2 demonstration project were
described in a memorandum of understanding (MOU). The main goal of the parties was
“to determine whether P2 planning could contribute to achieving a better standard of
environmental protection while accommodating social and economic concerns and
priorities” (British Columbia, Pollution Prevention Demonstration Project Steering
Committee 1999, 3). The original signatories of the MOU were MELP, Cominco Ltd.,
Fletcher Challenge Canada Ltd., Tilbury Cement Ltd., Westcoast Energy Inc., the
Canadian Chemical Producers’ Association (CCPA), and a CCPA member, FMC of
Canada Ltd. Alcan Smelters and Chemicals Ltd. joined the MOU in 1996. Riverside
forest products, although never formally becoming a signatory to the MOU, also
participated in the demonstration project. In total, seven companies participated in this
demonstration project.
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As part of the demonstration project, each company agreed to conduct a pilot project at

one or more test sitesin BC. The test sites for the demonstration project are listed in

table 2.

Table2. Test sitesfor P2 planning demonstration project

Company Pilot project site

Alcan Smeltersand ChemicalsLtd. | Kitimat
aluminum smelter (total site)

Canadian Chemical Producers Prince George
Association (CCPA) with hydrogen peroxide manufacturing plant
representative member, (total site)
FMC of Canada Ltd.
Cominco Ltd. Trail

fertilizer operation (part of Trail site)

Fletcher Challenge Canada Ltd.

Elk Fals
pulp and paper mill (total site)

Riverside Forest Products Ltd.

Lumby

mill (total site)
Armstrong

mill (total site)
Kelowna

mill (total site)

Tilbury Cement Ltd.

Delta
cement plant (total site)

Westcoast Energy Inc.

Fort Nelson
natural gas processing plant (total site)

A steering committee consisting of MOU signatories from both government and industry

was formed to guide the P2 pilot projects and provide a forum to exchange experiences.

This group met periodically to discuss devel opments, occasionally inviting other

stakeholders to contribute. This steering group reported on their experiencesin an

Interim Report and a Final Report (British Columbia, Pollution Prevention
Demonstration Project Steering Committee 1997, 1999).

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project

37 Simon Fraser University




Asof July 1999, four of the seven participating companies had completed P2 plans

according to BC’s P2 planning process (Alcan, FMC, Riverside Forest Products, and
Westcoast Energy). One company was nearing completion (Tilbury Cement). The two
remaining companies had started P2 planning, but determined during the process that a
different approach was more suitable for their facilities (Cominco, Fletcher Challenge).
Cominco decided that for the Trail fertilizer operation, “the ISO-Ebff8ironmental
management system) approach is best suited to the Trail situation” (Cominco Ltd. 1999,

1). Fletcher Challenge, following a ten-month labor dispute and dramatic management
restructuring, decided to implement a “Waste Reduction Initiative” instead of pursuing
BC’s P2 planning process (Easton 1999). Both companies are of the opinion that the
process followed was not necessarily BC’'s P2 planning process, but the overall objective

of pollution prevention was met nonetheless.

Although P2 planning was intended to eventually replace permits and regulations as a
mandatory authorization for major industrial sites (step 4 of figure 4), entry into the
demonstration project was voluntary. Parties were free to withdraw from the MOU and
the project at any time. During the course of the demonstration project, the issue of
whether P2 planning should be mandatory or voluntary was considered. In the final
report, the steering committee concluded that “After much discussion, a general
consensus was reached that entry into the process should be voluntary” (British
Columbia, Pollution Prevention Demonstration Project Steering Committee 1999, 4). It
was felt that little could be gained by forcing companies to develop P2 plans. A
comprehensive P2 plan, the beneficial effects of long-term planning through a detailed
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3.5  Future of P2 planning in BC

Based on these devel opments over the last ten years, thereis clearly an interest in
changing MELP's traditional approach to environmental protection for major industrial

operations. The P2 planning initiative is a manifestation of this interest. Following the
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Chapter 4 STUDY QUESTIONS AND METHODOLOGY

The future role of BC’s P2 planning process is as yet unclear in the overall policy
framework for environmental protection at major industrial sites. It seems possible that
P2 planning could become a voluntary measure for companies interested in investigating
the benefits of pollution prevention and improving their environmental performance
beyond the minimum standard defined by regulations and permits. Although the process
was originally intended to replace the existing permitting and regulatory system, P2
planning may instead become a compliance plus, voluntary option for companies. If this

is indeed the case, P2 planning will essentially become a voluntary initiative.

This study considers the possibility of P2 planning as a voluntary initiative in BC,
looking at two key issues: why companies would participate in such a voluntary initiative
and whether the planning process as developed to date includes design elements
considered important for a successful voluntary initiative. Many opinions are voiced in
the literature regarding these aspects of voluntary initiatives. Furthermore, some direct
experience in these areas has now been gained by the voluntary participants of the
demonstration project. Using the following two questions, this study tries to better
understand these two key issues in a BC context and provide some insights into the P2

planning process.

4.1  Study question #1
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process suggests that there at least are some perceived advantages of participation. This
study question endeavorsto find out what these advantages are.

4.2  Study question #2

Doesthe P2 planning process developed to date include design elements
suggested in theliteraturefor successful voluntary initiatives?

Assummarized in table 1, section 2.6, Elements of a successful voluntary initiative, there
are six design elements commonly recommended in the literature for voluntary

initiatives. If P2 planning isto become a successful voluntary initiative in BC, it could be
useful to consider the experiences of the demonstration project participants in light of

these elements.

This study evaluated the processin light of the first five elements: sufficient advantages

of participation; participant commitment to initiative; ground rules; credibility; and
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4.3.2 Study question #2

For question #2, inquiries were made of industry, government and public participantsin

the P2 planning demonstration project. The questionnaire used to answer study question

#2, Questionnaire B, is attached in appendix C. This questionnaire inquired asto the

participants’ opinions regarding a number of aspects of the BC P2 planning process.
Respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed that the first five design
elements listed in table 1, section 2.6, were included in the P2 planning process.
Respondents were also asked whether or not they thought those elements were important.
This question regarding the importance of various elements was included to differentiate
between what was commonly recommended in the literature and what participants
thought was relevant. Respondents from all three stakeholder groups, industry,

government, and the public, were asked to answer the same questionnaire.

Representatives of the seven industrial companies participating in the demonstration
project answered the questions as industrial stakeholders. In most cases, the same
individual answered both the questionnaire for question #1 and for question #2.

However, in several cases, a different individual was recommended by the company to
answer the second questionnaire. This second individual was typically someone who was
more involved with workings of the P2 planning process than the more senior manager
who had answered the first questionnaire. A representative from the CCPA was also
asked to complete this second questionnaire as an industry spokesperson.

Government stakeholders were represented by MELP employees. Representatives of the
MELP head office in Victoria, where the P2 planning process was initiated and

promoted, as well as regional MELP office representatives who had been involved with
individual P2 plans in their regions, were invited to answer the questionnaire.

Government respondents were identified in discussion with several MELP employees

from the head office.
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Members of public advisory committees (PAC’s) were asked to represent public
stakeholders. In order to identify PAC members, the industrial company representatives
were asked to provide a number of contact names of members of theiPPAC’s

member of each PAC was randomly chosen from the names provided and contacted.
These PAC members were asked if they had attended most of the PAC meetings and
whether they felt they could comment in an informed manner on the PAC experience. In

all cases, the respondents agreed that they met these criteria. These seven PAC members,

one from each industry PAC, were also asked to complete the questionnaire.

The sample group did not include every industry, government, or PAC member involved
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public recognition programs. The inquiry was made in this manner in order to solicit

strong opinions and ideas from all three stakeholder groups.

Based on conversations with many program participants and the literature regarding
voluntary initiatives, a draft questionnaire for each of the two study questions was
developed. Thisfirst questionnaire, designed for industry participants only, was pretested
by an industry participant and a representative of CCPA. The second questionnaire,
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replies to the questionnaires were collected during telephone interviews. These
interviews were typically one half to an hour long, depending on the amount of
discussion the respondent was interested in pursuing in addition to answering the
guestionnaire. Two government and two industry respondents preferred to respond to the
guestionnaires viafax or email instead of telephone. Additional comments from these

respondents were included in their returned questionnaires.

The questionnaires were distributed at the beginning of June, 1999. Responses were
collected during June and July of 1999. These responses were tabulated on a spreadsheet
and summarized in table format. Additional comments made by respondentsin
answering the questionnaire were compiled. The results collected in this study, and a

discussion of these results, follow.
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Chapter 5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

BC’s P2 planning process was recently tried by seven industrial companies at a total of
nine test facilities. This pilot was voluntarily entered into by the participating companies,
in addition to their existing regulatory environmental requirements. Based on the results
of this pilot, P2 planning is currently being considered as a voluntary initiative for
industrial sites throughout British Columbia. In light of this potentially important role of
P2 planning, this study investigated two key questions.

1: Why would industry voluntarily participate in BC’s P2

planning process?

2: Does the P2 planning process developed to date include
design elements suggested in the literature for successful

voluntary initiatives?

This chapter discusses answers to these questions based on comments received from
government, industry, and public participants in the P2 planning demonstration project.
Questionnaires were the instrument used primarily to answer these questions. An

introduction to the questionnaires given to all respondents is reproduced in appendix A.

The answers to the two study questions are considered separately. For each, the relevant
guestionnaire statements and responses are first reported in table format. These
responses are then discussed in the following text. In these discussions, items quoted
from the questionnaires are written in boldface print.
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5.1  Why would industry voluntarily participate in BC’s P2 planning

process?
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Table 3. Industry incentives, continued

Number of
IMPORTANCE™ times ranked:
INCENTIVE VI|SI[N|suU|[vu|[1¥] 2|3
k) other see below

Additional incentives:

 tobeinvolved in planning proposed regulations (most important incentive
once)

* to build trust and cooperation between all stakeholders (most important
incentive once)

* to respond to community concerns (second most important incentive once)

» toimprove environmental performance (second most important incentive once)

» to demonstrate industry leadership (third most important incentive once)

* to build consensus among &l stakeholders on common priorities for
environmental actions (third most important incentive once)

When asked to identify their three most important incentives for participating, the
volunteer companies most commonly cited (c) better public relations with local
community (8, 100%) and (b) better relationswith BC Environment (7, 88%).

Thefinding that (c) better public relationswith the local community was an important
incentive is supported by the fact that at least three of the seven participating companies
aready had some type of public consultation forum prior to joining the P2 planning

project.

With regard to (b) better relationswith BC Environment (MELP), the participating
industries seemed to want MELP to understand their industrial processes better. Such
understanding would hopefully better inform government permitting and regulatory

activities. Thiscould be realized through simply more effective permit writing and
enforcement, or even through a fundamental change in government’s management of

environmental protection issues arising from industry. This interest is further evidenced

1 v/1: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant.
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in that the (j) desire to avoid the threat of further environmental regulation and the
opportunity (k) to beinvolved in planning proposed regulations were each identified
once as one of the three most important incentives for participation. Responses of very or

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 51 Simon Fraser University



this possibility of influencing future environmental policy would be significantly
diminished. Nonetheless, participating industries would still benefit from a better
relationship with BC Environment than is typically the case with basic permit

enforcement because of greater communication and information exchange.

Several additional incentives were also identified as respondents’ three most important
incentives:
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5.1.2 Disincentives

The following table summarizes industries responses when asked about disincentives.

Table4. Industry disincentivesfor participating in P2 planning demonstration
proj ect

2. When your company first committed to participation in BC’s P2 planning process, how
important was each of the following possible disincentives?

IMPORTANCE"
DISINCENTIVE VI Sl N SU | VU
a) discovery of noncompliance 1 3 2 Y,
b) enforcement action by government 2 1 3 2

resulting from discovery of
noncompliance

¢) voicing of local community concerns i 4 1 1 2
public advisory committee that could rjot
easily be addressed

d) cost of participation 2 3 1 2

e) uncertainty about legal implications of| 2 3 1 2
participation

f) other
One respondent raised the concern that this demonstration project would result in
a further layer of prescriptive regulation in the old command and control style
instead of the desired cooperation.

Industry responses regarding disincentives prior to participation were varied with little
clear consensus. The three more important disincentives seemed@)tarer tainty
regarding thelegal implications of participation (5, 63%),(c) voicing of local

community concernsin public advisory committee that could not easily be

addressed (4, 50%), and
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valuable part of P2 planning. One participant commented that P2 planning had alot to
contribute even after meeting the Responsible Care standard.

5.1.4 Advantages and disadvantages

In addition to their incentives for participation prior to joining the demonstration project,
companies were also asked about the advantages and disadvantages realized once they
had actually participated in the project. The following table summarizes their responses.

Table5. Advantages and disadvantagesof participation in P2 planning
demonstration project

4a. Y our company now has several years of experience with P2 planning. Based on this
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Table5. Advantages and disadvantagesof participation in P2 planning
demonstration project, continued

r) other

» “the ability of both government and companies to think in terms of efficiengy
and effectiveness and adapt to business process change needs, i.e., change.”

» as aresult of P2 planning, the facility staff got to know each other much better,
and collectively they got to know the MELP staff better as well. Prior to P2
planning, contact with MELP staff had only been brief and formal during
periodic inspections.

» P2 planning had lead to a better understanding by government and the pyblic of
the industrial operations at the test facility.

7

4c. Pleaserank the three most important disadvantages by selecting a letter
from thelist above (a, b, etc.) or by describing a result not listed.

Respondents chose not to select or rank any disadvantages of P2 planning from the
list above. Instead, they made general comments:

» Four respondents (50%) commented that the process was very time conspming
and resource intensive. However, one of these respondents commented that
“that’s what it takes.”

» Three respondents (38%) were concerned that voluntary measures would|be
made mandatory, that permits would be made more stringent as a result 4f P2
planning.

Individual respondents also identified the following disadvantages:

» The process entails significant short term costs with uncertain long term
benefits.

* The environmental review involves an onerous level of detail.

» There is a persistent concern that regulations will be introduced ignoring B2
planning efforts.

» Issues raised by the PAC might not always be addressed by the company for
any number of reasons. If the PAC was not satisfied with these reasons, how
would such a situation be resolved?

» The local regional district might not recognize P2 planning efforts. Without
approval from this second regulatory body, approval from MELP for P2
planning would result in little benefit for the participating facility in terms of
simplifying regulatory efforts.
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planning will be incorporated into MELP’s existing environmental policy framework. As
such, some future advantages of participation are still anticipated. However, one
respondent commented that participating in P2 planning should not, necessarily, result in
possible changes to regulatory requirements. P2 planning should be done for reasons

other than regulatory change.

Several additional advantages were also identified by respondents as part of the three
most important advantageBblet cost savings (a) was an advantage identified as

applicable by many participants (6, 75%). One respondent commented that “the cost and
efficiency savings alone make it a worth while effort for industry.” However, as many
respondents (6, 75%) agreed that there w@$ iaet cost in the short term (12-24

months), and two respondents (25%) agreed that there \{@sat cost in thelong

term (>12-24 months). Several respondents (2, 25%) commented that it was too early to

say with any degree of certainty what the net costs or cost savings would be.

Most respondents (7, 88%) agreed that there had(geaseful input from public

advisory committees (PAC’s). Their fresh perspective on some problems gave industry

new insights. Several respondents (3, 38%) aso commented that the (j) improved
communication within the companyresulted in awealth of ideas. One respondent

commented that “It has been our . . . experience that the people who operate and maintain
the equipment will probably have the best ideas as to how to make it run better, discharge
less, and use energy and chemicals in a more efficient manner. It is this resource that
needs to be tapped.” TKe) valuable experience of comprehensivereview and long-

range planning that might otherwise not have been done was recognized by six

respondents (75%).

It is interesting to compare the incentives for industry’s participation in P2 planning with
the advantages realized. There seems to be a fairly good correlation between the two.
The most important advantages wbetter public relationswith the local community,

better relationswith MEL P, andpossible changesto the existing regulations and
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would participate again, one did not compl ete the P2 planning process at the
demonstration facility. The respondent was, nonetheless, satisfied with the benefits of
having been involved in the process.

When asked if they would voluntarily commit additional facilitiesto the P2 planning
process, four of the seven participating companies (57%) agreed that they would, one
strongly and three mildly agreeing. The company that strongly agreed did not complete
the P2 planning process at the test facility but was still very interested in future
applications of P2 planning at other facilities. Of the remaining three companies, two
indicated that they neither agreed nor disagreed, and one mildly disagreed that they
would voluntarily commit additional facilities.

From these results, it would appear that industry isfairly satisfied with how the

demonstration project developed. However, uncertainty regarding the long-term benefits

of P2 planning, the government’s long-term environmental policy for major industrial
sites, and the anticipated revised structure of P2 planning temper industry’s enthusiasm

for further participation in the process.
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5.2 Does the P2 planning process developed to date include design

elements suggested in the literature for successful voluntary initiatives?

P2 planning is being considered as a voluntary initiative, a compliance plus measure in
addition to existing regulatory requirements. It has already been tried as such in the P2
planning demonstration project. This study question considers whether the process as
developed to date includes design elements suggested in the literature for a successful

voluntary initiative. The design elements considered are (see section 2.6, table 1):

Sufficient advantages of participation
» Participant commitment to initiative
» Ground rules

 Credibility

» Fexibility and innovation

The sixth design element, a supportive policy framework, is not being considered in this
study (see section 4.3.2).

Questionnaire B, reproduced in appendix C, was used to answer the second study
guestion. Eight industry representatives responded, that is, representatives of the seven
participating companies, as well as one CCPA representative. Nine government
representatives responded, from both head office and involved regional offices. Two
additional government representatives declined to respond to the questionnaire'®. Seven
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Table 6. Element #1 -- Advantages of participation

Number of responses
Questionnaire statements. saA® | MA| N | MD | SD

A1l. There are sufficient advantages of 11 8 2 2 1
participation for companies with major
industrial operationsto voluntarily
participate in BC’s P2 planning process.

A2. The advantages of participation in BC’s P2
planning process encourage long term
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Table6. Element #1 -- Advantages of participation, continued

Government suggestions (total of 9 respondents)

public recognition, local and/or international (5, 56%)

permit fees reduced or linked to performance. (4, 44%)

greater understanding about the correlation between good economic and good
environmental performance; these two goals are not diametrically opposed. Economic
proof of process efficiency success stories needs to be developed and disseminated to
“spread the word.” (3, 33%)

P2 planning should be promoted as a means of ensuring due diligence (2, 22%
Increased flexibility in meeting environmental objectives (1, 11%)

Improved relations with government and the public (1, 11%)

Increased pride in the workforce (1, 11%)

PAC member suggestions (total of 7 respondents)

Participating companies should have greater flexibility and freedom in meeting
environmental objectives (2, 28%)

Public recognition (2, 28%)

Permit fees linked to performance (1, 14%)

Promote a business relationship between government and industry (1, 14%)
Where companies are obviously trying to address and environmental problem, t
should not be automatically prosecuted for permit violations. There should be s
recognition for efforts being made (1, 14%).

Promote the benefits of improved process efficiencies (1, 14%)

Promote pride in workforce resulting from P2 planning (1, 14%)

Increased certainty regarding future regulations so that companies can engage
long-term planning (1, 14%).

ey
pme

n

vI? | si N SsU | vU

A4. How important do you think it is to ensure | 17 6 1

sufficient advantages of voluntary
participation in the P2 planning process?

The majority of respondents (19, 79%) either strongly or mildly agreethiy&tar e

sufficient advantages of participation in P2 planning for companies with major

industrial operations. Respondents who did not agree (3, 13%) were exclusively PAC

2 \/|: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant.
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members. With regard to long-ter m participation, the magjority of respondents (18,
75%) either strongly or mildly agreed that P2 planning encouraged such participation.
Those who did not (4, 17%) were from all three stakeholder groups, i.e. industry,

government and PAC’s.

Suggested advantages as to what woulchb& effective in encouraging participation
in BC’s P2 planning processsaried widely across all three stakeholder groups. No clear
consensus supporting any one particular advantage emerged from either the individual
stakeholders groups -- industry, government and PAC members -- or from the
respondents as awhole. Each of the following advantages was suggested by at least two
of the stakeholders groups:

 reduction of fees (either a percentage reduction or fees based on performance)

(8, 33%) 21,22

« public recognition through awards and improved public relations (8, 33%)%

« increased certainty regarding future regulations (4, 17%)%

* increased flexibility in MELP’s requirements of industry regarding environmental
protection (5, 21%)

» promotion, education and documentation of the benefits of P2 planning such as
cost savings (4, 17%), improved relations with public and government (4, 17%),

and pride in the workforce (2, 8%)

2 permit fees are paid annually based on anticipated discharge levels for the following year. If acompany
discharges less than the permitted amount, there is no refund for excess fees paid. The company can apply
for lower discharge levelsin their permit for the following year in order to reduce permit fees. However,
companies typically do not pursue this avenue as the reduction in permit feesis not worth risk of violating a
more stringent permit requirement.

%2 The first three advantages shown here were listed on the questionnaire as examples of possible
advantages that might promote participation. Respondents may have been more likely to select these three
responses in answering the questionnaire rather than suggest different advantages. As such, the number of
respondents identifying these advantages may be artificially high.
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date, but that the P2 planning process itself is something the companies are till hesitant

to commit to.

The issue of free riders was not considered in this study as the project participants
represented awide range of industries. Freeriders more typically occur when an
initiative is focused on a single industry sector. However, it is possible that P2 planning
could attract free riders; if major industrial sitesin BC were to avoid new strict
environmental regulations because of the voluntary efforts of many, those few not

making the voluntary effort would constitute free riders.

When asked how important it was to ensure sufficient advantages, all respondents except
one (23, 96%) either strongly or mildly agreed that it was important. One government
respondent indicated that it was very unimportant. He commented that industry must
recognize the benefits of P2 planning for themselves; government does not have to ensure
any additional advantages other than those inherent to the process.

5.2.2 Participant commitment to initiative

Respondents were al so asked about the second design element, participant commitment

totheinitiative. The responses were as described in the following table.
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Table7. Element #2 -- Participant commitment

Questionnaire statement Number of responses

B1. To date, industry has demonstrated a high SA*| MA | N | MD | SD
level of commitment to BC’s P2 planning
process as evidenced by:

a) adequate allocation of recourses (people and 15 7 1 1
money)

b) explicit commitment of senior leaders 1b 6 2
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Table 7. Element #2 -- Participant commitment, continued

B3. To date, the regional office of the Ministry of
Environment, Lands and Parks (locally) has
demonstrated a high level of commitment to

BC’s P2 planning process as evidenced by:

SA

MA

N MD | SD

a) adequate allocation of recourses (people an
money)

d 11

b) explicit commitment of senior leaders

c) regular involvement of senior leaders

d) training and involvement of government staf
other than those immediately involved.

e) consistently making an effort throughout the
process.

B4. To date, public advisory committee (PAC)
members have demonstrated a high level
commitment to BC’s P2 planning process

MA

N MD | SD

a) regular attendance at PAC meetings

L0

=
N
[ERN

b) voicing concerns to government and industr

11

c) offering constructive advice to industry and
government

5

B5. How important do you think it is to ensure a V

high level of commitment from these

participants for success of BC’s P2 planning

process?

pis
I

SI

N SU VU
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generally supportive of the regional office’s efforts. The indicators included adequate
allocation of resources (17 agreeing, 71%), explicit commitment of senior leaders (16,
67%), regular involvement of senior leaders (13, 54%), and consistently making an effort
throughout the process (17, 71%). However, respondents were divided as to whether the
regional offices had demonstrated training and involvement of government staff other
than those immediately involved, with six (25%) agreeing, eight (33%) disagreeing, and
ten (42%) neither agreeing nor disagreeing.

One industry representative commented that “regional office permit writers seemed at
times to be diametrically opposed to what Victoria was saying. The Ministry needs to
speak with a common voice.” Two of the seven PAC respondents (29%) commented that
although the regional offices seemed to make an effort, they did not have enough

resources or direction from head office.

In general, most respondents either strongly or mildly agree@f@tmembers had
demonstrated a high level of commitment to the process. Indicators included regular
attendance at PAC meetings (20 agreeing, 83%), voicing concerns to government and
industry (19, 79%), and offering constructive advice to industry and government (18,
75%). Interestingly enough, many of those that disagreed with these indicators were

PAC respondents (5 of 9 disagreeing respondents, 56%).

Respondents often commented that there was a small core of committed people who
always attended meetings, but aside from this group there was not much interest. Several
respondents commented that the PAC members were very passive, listening to what was
said and offering little comment or suggestion. Several PAC members commented that
there was an overwhelming amount of material to absorb, a “terrible learning curve,” that
limited their ability to contribute and dampened their enthusiasm to commit to the

process.
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In general, many respondents (18, 75%) felt that a high level of commitment from all
participants was very important. One PAC member commented that although it was
important for industry and government to demonstrate commitment, it was somewhat
unimportant for the public to do the same. One government respondent felt it was
somewhat unimportant to have a high level of commitment to the process. His comment
was that although individual people involved with P2 planning might change over time,

the process itself would endure because of the inherent benefits.

5.2.3 Ground rules

In asking respondents about the third design element, ground rules, five areas were

considered:

» goals, objectives, targets, and timeframes
* rolesand responsibilities

* legal implications

 dispute resolution

* rewards and sanctions

5.2.3.1 Goals, objectives, targets and timeframes
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following

statements regarding goal's, objectives, targets and timeframes.
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Table8. Element #3 -- Goals, objectives, targets, and timeframes

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA* | MA| N | MD | SD

C1. BC’s P2 planning process in general has cleab 10 2 3 3
goals, objectives, and targets.

C2. Each individual P2 plan has clear goals, 5 10 4 5
objectives, and targets.
C3. Clear timeframeshfve] been defined in 3 12 4 4 1

which to meet any goals, objectives, and
targets that have been set.

VI® | sl N [ sU| vU
C4. How important do you think it is to set cleay 19 5
goals, objectives, targets, and timeframes?

Responses were mixed, although a majority (16, 67%) agreed to some extent that clear
goals, objectives, and targetswere present. Most of those who disagreed were
representatives from either government or PAC’s. Many respondents (9, 38%)
commented that the demonstration project was a pilot, and as a result, these components
were understandably somewhat uncertain and unclear. One respondent, when asked, did
not necessarily feel that the goals, objective, targets and timeframes were any clearer at
the conclusion of the demonstration project. Another respondent commented that
although timeframes are important, they should be flexible in order to adapt to changing
situations. One PAC respondent commented that timeframes had been identified and
then abandoned without consequence. It seems that the P2 planning process itself has
few specific goals, but that such specifics were determined for each individual P2 plan by

the steering committee with input from the PAC.

All participants (24, 100%) agreed that it is either very or somewhat important to set clear

goals, objectives, targets, and timeframes.

%" SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

% \/|: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant.
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5.2.3.2 Roles and responsibilities

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following
statements regarding roles and responsibilities.

Table9. Element #3 -- Roles and responsibilities of participants

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA  MA[ N | MD | SD
D1. Roles and responsibilities of industry 10 10 3 1
participants during the P2 planning process
were clear.
D2. Roles and responsibilities of staff from the 9 8 5 2

Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks
during the P2 planning process were clear.

D3. Roles and responsibilities of the public 6 13 1 4
participants on public advisory committees
during the P2 planning process were clear.

D4. How important do you think it is to have VI® | s N sU | vu
clear roles and responsibilities for each of
the following?

a) Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks 21 2 1

b) industry participants 22 1 1

¢) public participants on public advisory 18 4 2
committees

Most respondents agreed to some extent that the roles and responsibilities of industry
(20, 83%), government (17, 71%), and PAC members (19, 79%) were clear. Those that
disagreed were primarily PAC representatives. Several respondents commented that the
roles of all stakeholders were not necessarily clear at the beginning of the pilot, but
evolved into something more concrete during the process. Again, respondents

emphasized that the process was a pilot, and as such, uncertainties were to be expected.

# SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

%0 vI: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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One government respondent commented that roles and responsibilities, although not
necessarily clearly defined for the process in general, were made clear in the terms of
reference for each individual P2 plan. Several industry and government representatives
commented that the distribution of government’s roles and responsibilities between the

head office and the regional offices was a source of confusion.

One industry respondent commented that the change from permits to P2 planning would
require a change in the overall roles of government and industry. With the permit
system, government representatives are usually technical people who administer permits
from an office, while industry representatives communicate with MELP regarding permit
Issues through mail. “In the future the MOE Pollution Prevention officers will need to

have less technical skill but will need to have good facilitation and people skills.” As the
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5.2.3.3 Legal implications

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the following statement
regarding legal implications:

Table 10. Element #3 -- Legal implications

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA* | MA [ N | MD | SD
H1. A clear understanding of the legal 4 2 6 7 5

implications of participation in P2 planning
was established prior to beginning the
initiative.

VI | g SU | VU

w|Z2

H2. How important do you think it isto establish | 17 3
aclear understanding of the legal
implications of participation prior to
beginning the initiative?

Responses were mixed as to whether or not a clear understanding of the legal
implications of participation in the P2 planning process had been established. Industry
and government respondents tended to disagree, with seven of eight industry respondents
(88%) and seven of nine government respondents (78%) disagreeing. Four of seven PAC
members (57%) indicated that they neither agreed nor disagreed. The lack of consensus
in responses would indicate that there was not a clear understanding of the legal

implications.

The lack of clarity regarding legal implications was an issue several times during the
demonstration project. In oneinstance, aregional office considered including a
company’s recently developed P2 plan in an existing permit during the process of

renewing that permit. The company objected as this action would make the P2 plan

31 SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

32 V/1: very important; Sl: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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legally enforceable; the company’s participation in the demonstration project had been on
a voluntary basis. The situation was resolved when the regional office decided against
incorporating the P2 plan in the permit. In this case, there was no common, clear legal

understanding of the role of the P2 plan.

Concerns were also raised as to how MELP would handle the discovery of a
noncompliance with existing requirements discovered in the process of developing a P2
plan. Would MELP use the information discovered in developing the P2 plan to

prosecute any of the demonstration project companies? A general understanding seems to
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5.2.3.4 Dispute resolution
Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed with the following statement

regarding a dispute resol ution mechanism.
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mechanism might not be necessary where there is adequate transparency in the P2
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Table 12. Element #3 -- Rewards and sanctions

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA® | MA N MD | SD
G1l. Rewardsfor acertain level of achievement 2 5 3 5 8

in P2 planning were specified prior to
companies committing to the process.

G2. Sanctions for failing to meet a certain level 1 4 4 14
of achievement in P2 planning were
specified prior to companies committing to
the process.

VI | g sU | VU

aZ

G3. How important do you think it is to specify 5 10
rewards for a predefined level of
achievement in BC’s P2 planning procesg?

G4. How important do you think it is to specify| 4 3 4 6 7
sanctions failing to meet a certain level of
achievement in BC’s P2 planning process?

Many respondents (13, 54%) disagreed to some extemntegthatds had been specified

prior to companies committing to the P2 planning process. Respondents who agreed to
some extent (7, 29%) commented that the rewards referred to were inherent to the
process, such as better relations with government and the local community, cost savings,
and a more efficient process. One industry respondent commented that the real reward
was “government backing off with the big stick.” One PAC respondent commented that
one of the companies may be have been granted more flexibility with other
environmental regulations in recognition of its efforts in P2 planning. No respondents

felt that additional, explicit rewards had been specified.

% SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

% VI1: very important; SlI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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industry’s public relations, credibility, and government relations would tarnished should

industry fail to make an adequate effort toward reaching set goals.

PAC respondents accounted for four of the seven responses indicating that it was very or
slightly important to specify sanctions for failing to meet a certain level of achievement.
Several commented that if an industry did not do what it said it was going to do, it would
be wasting everyone’s time. One government respondent commented that there should

be some consequences for abandoning the P2 planning process.

Four respondents (17%) commented that the final role of P2 planning would determine
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Table 13. Element #4 -- External stakeholders

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA Y MA[ N | MD | SD
J1. Members of public advisory committee’s 9 8 2 3 2

(PACs) were able to meaningfully
participate in the development of individua
P2 plans.

J2. External stakeholders, such as local intergst 3 8 5 7 1
groups and other interested organizations
not necessarily based locally, were
adequately represented in the development
of the P2 planning process.

VIE | gl sU | vu

N2

J3. How important do you think it is that PAC | 13 9
members can meaningfully participate in the
development of individual P2 plans?

J4. How important do you think it is to enable | 5 14 3 2
the representation of external stakeholders,
such as local interest groups and other
interested organizations not necessarily
based locally, in the development of the B2
planning process?

The first questionnaire statement addressed the participation of external stakeholders in
the individual PAC’s. Many respondents (17, 71%) agreed to some extepAtDat
member s wer e able to meaningfully participate in the development of individual P2

plans. Those that disagreed to some extent (5, 21%) were from all three stakeholder

groups -- industry, government and PAC'’s.

Three of the seven PAC members (43%) commented that the learning curve and long-
term time commitment required of PAC members were almost inhibitory, especially for
those interested in joining after a process had already started. As a result, these PAC

members

37 SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

% VI: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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felt they had not really been able to contribute to the process, only follow aong as best
they could. A further PAC member commented that informed nongovernment
organizations could play an important role in bridging the information gap between

industry and the public as athird party.

Three of the seven PAC members (43%) commented that athough the PAC was meant to

be aforum where public concerns and questions could be raised, this was not always

realized. These memberswere not in any way critical of how industry had worked with

the PAC,; in fact, PAC members were generally very impressed with industry’s efforts to
include them and explain complicated processes so that they could meaningfully
participate. However, the very nature of the social setting within which the PAC met,
specifically in areas where the industry in question was the primary employer, was not
always conducive to frank discussion. One PAC respondent commented that “In this
town, you don’t say anything bad abotlte(company). They're God.” Another PAC
respondent commented that it was very important for government to be present in PAC

meetings as a third party, making industry accountable for what they tell the public.

Two respondents, one government and one industry, were surprised at the nature of the
concerns raised by PAC members. These concerns were more about aesthetic issues and
office recycling rather than the discharge of contaminant to the environment. These
respondents commented that PAC members were typically more comfortable talking

about things they understood and could relate to; the complex area of environmental

pollution was rarely such a topic.

Nine respondents volunteered opinions regarding whether stakeholders from beyond the
local community should be included in PAC’s. Five of these (21%) felt that where the
environmental effects reached further than the local community, then external
stakeholders had a right to be included. The other four (17%) felt that such external

stakeholders were adequately represented by government.
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Even within the local community, volunteered opinions were divided as to who should be
abletojoinaPAC. Threerespondents (13%) commented that only those who

represented a group, such as alocal interest group, should be alowed to attend.

Conversdly, two respondents (8%) commented that any interested party should be

allowed the opportunity to participate. All PAC’s were concerned about avoiding
individuals with private agendas who could derail the P2 plan discussions, a “lone wolf
with an axe to grind.” No respondents complained that this actually occurred. Nor did

any respondent feel that anyone with a concern to voice had been refused entry to a PAC.

The second questionnaire statement addressed the inclusion of external stakeholders in
the development of the P2 planning process, not just the individual P2 plans. Responses
were mixed as to whethexternal stakeholders, such aslocal interest groupsand

other interested organizations not necessarily based locally, wer e adequately

represented in the development of the P2 planning process, with eleven respondents
agreeing (46%), eight respondents disagreeing (33%), and five respondents neither

agreeing nor disagreeing (21%).

It seems that the P2 planning process had been developed primarily by government, with
input from industry. The steering committee for the demonstration project consisted of
industry and government representatives only. External stakeholders were able to attend
some of the steering committee meetings, but none were part of the committee. One
representative commented that the committee was intentionally designed this way so that
industry and government could have frank communications. Such candid conversations
would not have been possible during this pilot phase had additional external stakeholders
been present. However, this same representative commented that it might now be
appropriate to include external stakeholders in the further development of P2 planning in
BC.

Almost all stakeholders agreed to some extent it was importarRAl@atmembers

meaningfully participate in the development of P2 plans (22, 92%) and thagxter nal
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stakeholders be represented in the development of the P2 planning process (19,
79%). Two respondents observed that “meaningful” could mean many things to different
people.

5.2.4.2 Transparency

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following

statements regarding the transparency of the P2 planning process.

Table 14. Element #4 -- Transparency

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA ” MA | N | MD | SD
K1. The development, implementation and 12 8 1 3

monitoring of BC’s P2 planning process as a
whole is adequately transparent, that is,
information is readily available to all
stakeholders and external parties.

K2. The development, implementation and 11 9 1 3
monitoring of the individual P2 plans is
adequately transparent.

vI® | sl N SU | VU
K3. How important do you think it is to ensure| 16 6 2
that BC’s P2 planning process as a wholg is
transparent?
K4. How important do you think it is that the 14 8 2

development, implementation and
monitoring of the individual P2 plans is
transparent?

% SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

“OV/1: very important; Sl: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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Most respondents agreed that the P2 planning process as a whole (20, 83%), and the
individual P2 plans (20, 83%), wer e adequately transparent. Respondents that
disagreed with these statements (3, 13%) were government and PAC representatives

only.

One government and one PAC representative both volunteered that there were practical

limitations to the amount of information that should be made available to the public. The

PAC respondent commented that “companies should provide the information we need to
know, make available the information we would like to know, and keep a record of
detailed technical information that only the experts would understand.” Generally, PAC
respondents seemed very satisfied with the amount of information made available to them
by industry. One PAC respondent commented that any time information was requested,

it was either made available immediately or at the next PAC meeting.

Two government respondents commented that more effort could have been expended to
ensure that the information presented to PAC’s was accessible to lay people’s
understanding. Transparency did not really exist if information was available but few

people could decipher it.
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5.2.4.3 Monitoring and reporting measurable progress

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following

statements regarding monitoring and reporting.

Table 15. Element #4 -- Monitoring and reporting

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA* [ MA| N [ MD | SD
E1. Appropriate performance indicators have 5 10 6 2 1
been chosen to assess progress.
E2. Sufficient monitoring of performance 12 8 3 1
indicatorsis part of the P2 planning process.
E3. Independent third party verification of 3 3 8 4 6

monitoring and reporting is part of the P2
planning process.

E4. Regular, public reporting of resultsis part of 8 9 4 2
the P2 planning process

E5. How important do you think it is to include VIZ | sl N | sU | vu
each of the following in the P2 planning

process?

a) the use of appropriate performance indicators 21 2 1

b) sufficient monitoring 18 5 1

¢) independent third-party verification of 6 6 3 6 3
monitoring and reporting

d) regular, public reporting of results 10 9 4 1

Many respondents (15, 63%) agreed that appropriate perfor mance indicator s had
been chosen. Similarly, most respondents (20, 83%) agreed that there was sufficient
monitoring of these performance indicators. Almost all respondents found it important
to some extent to chose appropriate performance indicator s (23, 96%), and to ensure
sufficient monitoring of those indicators (23, 96%).

“l SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

“2VI: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant
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Responses were mixed as to whether there was third-party verification of monitoring
and reporting. No industry representatives agreed that there was third-party monitoring.
Several government and PAC respondents (6, 25%) were of the opinion that the PAC or a
consulting engineering company working with the industry to develop a P2 plan

constituted third-party monitoring.

Responses were mixed regarding the importance of third-party verification. For industry,
three of eight respondents (38%) thought it was important to some extent, while five
thought it unimportant to some extent (62%). Conversely, five of seven PAC
respondents (71%) found it important to some extent, while only one found it
unimportant (14%). Government responses were amost evenly distributed across the

range of possible responses.

One PAC respondent commented that “thegiystry) could cheat so easily.” However,
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Most respondents (19, 79%) indicated that regular, public reporting of results was

important to some extent. Two PAC members commented that some reporting was

important, but that the public was not terribly interested in environmental reports that

were “overkill.” Two PAC members also commented too much environmental reporting
might not be a good thing for industry. “A little knowledge can be a dangerous thing”
and “Companies should neither walk too tall nor talk too wise.”

5.2.5 Flexibility and innovation

Respondents were asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following

statements regarding the fifth design elements, flexibility and innovation.

Table 16. Element #5 -- Flexibility and innovation

Questionnaire statement Number of responses
SA®* | MA | N [ MD | SD
F1. P2 planning is flexible enough to enable 16 6 1 1

innovation, such as technical, management,
and process innovation.

F2. P2 planning encourages innovation. 13 10 1

VI# | sl N sU | vu

F3. How important do you think it is to enable| 19 5
and encourage innovation?

Almost all respondents either strongly or mildly agreed B2gtlanning was flexible
enough to enable innovation (22, 92%), while many agreed thaéticour ages
innovation (13, 54%). Several respondents commented that P2 planning provided new

forums for original thinking, “shaking up” the way people have been thinking for years.

3 SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly
disagree.

“VI: very important; SI: somewhat important; N; neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat
unimportant; VU: very unimportant

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 91 Simon Fraser University



Many ideas not previously thought of were generated in the process. One PAC
respondent commented that it was an “exciting change from the way permits have been

managed.”

One government respondent felt that the process was too bureaucratic to be adequately
flexible. Conversely, another government respondent felt that the process was too

flexible.

All respondents (24, 100%) thought flexibility and innovation were either very or

somewhat important.
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throughout the province either as a voluntary or mandatory measure, or some

combination thereof.

In this study, the possibility of P2 planning as avoluntary initiative for magjor industrial
operations in British Columbiais considered. It must be noted that P2 planning was not
originally designed to be avoluntary initiative, but a replacement of existing permits and
regulations. Based on the experience of the demonstration project, an alternative
application of P2 planning is now being considered -- P2 plans as voluntary compliance
plansin a context where historical permits are replaced by either multimedia, single-site
permits or by multimedia, sector-based regulations (Driedger 1999). Furthermore, it
should also be noted that the P2 planning processis still evolving and not necessarily
complete. Nonetheless, a better understanding of the experiences of the seven major
industrial companies who voluntarily participated in the demonstration project could be
informative for the planned implementation committee when considering introducing P2
planning throughout BC.

6.1 Conclusions

6.1.1 Study question #1

— Why would industry voluntarily participate in BC’s P2 planning process?

In the first study question, reasons as to why industry would voluntarily participate in

BC’s P2 planning process were considered. To answer this question, inquiries were
made as to the incentives and realized advantages of companies that had already
voluntarily participated in the P2 planning demonstration project. For these seven
companies, the three most important incentives prior to participation and advantages
realized werdetter public relationswith thelocal community, better relations and
communication with MELP, and thepossibility of changesto existing regulatory

requirements. In contrast to what is suggested in the literature, pressure from financial
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institutions, insurance companies, and peer pressure were not important incentives for

participation.

The existence of incentives for companiesto voluntarily exceed regul atory requirements
is further supported by the fact that five of these seven companies are implementing, or
have already implemented, environmental management measures such as 1SO 14001 in

addition to P2 planning.

A corollary of thisfirst study question is why would industry not voluntarily participate
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P2 planning process, four of seven participating companies agreed that they would, one
strongly and three mildly. Of those companies that agreed, again one was a company that
chose not to complete a P2 plan at its test facility. Of the remaining three companies,
two indicated that they neither agreed nor disagreed, and on mildly disagreed that they

would voluntarily commit additional facilities.

These results suggest that there are several reasons why industry might voluntarily
participate in P2 planning, namely better public relationswith the local community
and better relations and communication with MELP. Theincentive of possible

changesto existing regulatory requirements
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6.1.2 Study question #2

— Does the P2 planning process developed to date include design
elements suggested in the literature for successful voluntary initiatives?

The second study question considers the P2 planning processin light of design elements
suggested in the literature for a successful voluntary initiative. The six design elements
identified were: sufficient advantages of participation; participant commitment to
initiative; ground rules; credibility; flexibility and innovation; and asupportive
policy framework. Only the first five elements were used when considering the P2
planning process; considering the sixth element was not appropriate at the time of the
study given the preliminary nature of the pilot project. Opinions about the P2 planning
process with regard to the first five design elements were solicited from industry,
government and public advisory committee (PAC) stakeholders. These design elements

are considered separately.

According to questionnaire respondents, there are, for the most part, sufficient
advantages of participation in the P2 planning process (19 of 24 respondents agreeing
to some degree, 79%) and these advantages encourage long-term participation (18,
75%). However, these responses should be considered in conjunction with the
commitment shown by companies to the demonstration project thus far, and their

enthusiasm to repeat the process, as discussed in the previous section.

Respondents provided a multitude of suggestions as to what advantages or incentives
would promote participation in P2 planning. Some of these advantages were inherent to
the process, and should be promoted to encourage participation. Many of the suggested
advantages were in addition to those inherent advantages, and could be implemented in
the future. Suggested advantages seemed to revolve around three central themes:

* business’s bottom line- reduced permit costs, process efficiencies, economic

benefits of P2 planning
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* regulatory structure— increased flexibility, certainty about future regulations,
developing a due diligence defence, creating one regulatory window for industry
where more than one government body has authority

» relationships— better relationships with government, with the local public, public

recognition, and workers’ pride in industry

Based on these results, the inherent benefits of P2 planning should be promoted, and
further incentives and advantages seriously considered, in order to ensure sufficient

advantages of participation.
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than the de facto mechanism of the steering committee, aforum for discussion. Almost

all respondents thought these four aspects were important to the P2 planning process.

A fifth aspect of ground rulesis rewards and sanctions. No rewards or sanctions other
than those inherent to the process were specified prior to the initiative. Many
respondents (15, 63%) felt there should be some rewards but opinions were divided as to
the need for sanctions, with thirteen respondents saying it was important (54%) and seven
saying it was unimportant (25%). Respondents generally commented that if P2 planning
isto be apurely voluntary initiative, sanctions are not asimportant. However, if it in any

way replaces aform of authorization, sanctions would be very important.

The fourth design element is credibility. By including meaningful participation of

external stakeholders in the individual P2 plans through PAC'’s, the plans seemed to have
achieved a level of credibility. However, this was tempered by the level to which PAC
members felt they were able to participate in the sometimes very technical and time-
consuming process. External stakeholders were not included in the design of the overall
process itself. Almost all respondents thought it was important to include external

stakeholders in both the individual plans and the overall planning process design.

A further aspect ofredibility is process transparenéyespondents thought for the most
part that the process and individual plans were adequately transparent, although there
were concerns about communicating complicated technical information to nontechnical

PAC members. Almost all respondents thought it was important to ensure transparency.

The third aspect afr edibility considered was monitoring and reporting measurable
progress. Respondents thought that apprograter mance indicators had been
chosen (15, 63%) and that these indicators were being sufficreatijtored (20, 83%).
Opinions were mixed as to whettibird party verification of monitoring was being
done and how important this element was. Again, if P2 planning is to be a purely

voluntary initiative, third party verification would not generally be considered important.
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If P2 planning is to become some form of authorization, third party verification would be
very important. Respondents were generally satisfied with the level of public reporting
of results (17, 71%), although few companies formally published these results other than
making them generally available to the PAC members. Most respondents thought that
regular public reporting of general environmental performance information was

important, but several commented that detailed reporting was not necessary.

The fifth design element isflexibility and innovation. Almost all respondents were
satisfied that the P2 planning process enables (22, 92%) innovation, and some (13, 54%)
that it encourages innovation. All respondents thought this design elements was

important.

In summary, the P2 planning process as devel oped to date includes, at least to some
extent, many of the design elements suggested in the literature for a successful voluntary
initiative. However, aneed for further clarification and development of most elements
was identified. Respondents generally agreed that the design elements suggested were
important with regard to P2 planning.

In many ways, the P2 planning demonstration project can be considered a success.

MELP had an opportunity to learn more about the P2 planning process, how it could be

applied, what issues and questions were raised in its application, and what kind of

resources would be required to implement the process. MELP aso developed a much

better understanding of the demonstration project industries and the publics’ concerns.
Industry had a unique opportunity to communicate with MELP and the local communities
regarding environmental management and protection issues, resulting in a more positive
relationship between all these stakeholders. Industry also benefited from a much better
understanding of their own processes, achieving improved process efficiencies and, in
some cases, cost savings. The publics had an opportunity to participate in P2 planning,
acquiring a greater understanding of MELP's and industry's issues, and voicing local

community concerns about the environment.

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 100 Simon Fraser University



6.2 Recommendations

P2 planning is now dlated to be further developed by an implementation committee. This
committee will consider if P2 planning should be adopted province-wide, and if so, how.
From this study, several recommendations regarding the further use of P2 planning in BC

emerge.

1. Carefully consider the supporting policy framework.

A supporting policy framework was the sixth design element recommended for
successful voluntary initiatives. Although this study did not directly consider the policy
framework for P2 planning, this issue nevertheless impinged upon many aspects of the
study. Participants opinions regarding many aspects of the process, such as the need for
third party monitoring, sanctions, and public reporting, hinge upon this framework.
Industry’s present enthusiasm for P2 planning is also dependent on the future role of P2
planning in the overall environmental policy. Theincentive structures for participation
should be carefully considered in light of the overall policy. The possibility remains that
P2 planning as avoluntary initiative is not the best policy tool to achieve overall

environmental protection goals.

2. Design for transparency.

A second major theme to emerge from this study is the need for transparency. All three
stakeholder groups agree that transparency isimportant; it lends the process credibility.
Thelevel of transparency affects the need for third party monitoring, rewards and
sanctions, dispute resolution mechanisms, and makes the commitment of various
participants evident to all stakeholders. Although most respondentsin this study were
fairly satisfied with the transparency of the individual P2 plans and the planning process
as awhole, the implementation committee should ensure that the processis adequately
transparent for all external stakeholders, including those other than in the local

communities.

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 101 Simon Fraser University



3. Include external stakeholdersin theimplementation committee.

The steering committee for the P2 planning demonstration project consisted of industry
and government representatives only. Although additional stakeholders were
occasionally invited to contribute to meetings, the steering committee was essentially
closed. Thiswaslikely anecessary and important factor in building the improved
communication channels between industry and government during this pilot project.
Having established these improved communication channels, further development of the

process should include external stakeholdersto afford the P2 planning process credibility.

4. Further develop therole of the public advisory committeesin the overall

process.

Most respondents agreed that the public advisory committees (PAC's) were a positive and
important part of the P2 planning process. However, the role of the PAC in the P2
planning process was not well enough defined and, as such, was a source of confusion for

some participants. Asaminimum, several issues need resolution:
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5. Further definethe P2 planning processto fully incor por ate suggested design

elements.

The P2 planning process included most of the recommended design elements discussed in

table 1, Elements of a successful voluntary initiative, to some extent. However, further
clarification of many aspects of the process could improve the stakeholders’
understanding and communication as well as the overall process effectiveness and
credibility. For the most part, respondents in this study agreed that these design elements

are important.

6. Ensurethat the necessary resources are available and committed to P2 planning.

All project participants agreed that P2 planning was a resource intensive process,
although most agreed that it was a worthwhile effort. If P2 planning is to be
implemented throughout BC, it will require significant leadership and commitment from
MELP, and coordination between the head and regional offices. In the long term, P2
planning may result in greater environmental protection and require fewer government
resources. But in the short term, the process will likely require significant staff
involvement and resources. The process should be carefully designed and defined with
adequate resources committed to support the process before it is introduced throughout
BC. Similarly, mechanisms should be implemented to ensure that industry participants

are aware and willing to commit the resources necessary for P2 planning.

6.3 Closing comment

BC’s P2 planning process and recent demonstration project signify several new
developments in BC’s management approach to environmental protection with regard to
major industrial operations. P2 planning shifts the focus from end-of-pipe thinking to
source control, preventing pollution before it is even created. In this way, P2 planning is
proactive, not reactive. P2 planning also reflects a potential change in institutional
arrangements to include greater shared responsibility and accountability for

environmental protection, including government, industry and the publics. In this

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 103 Simon Fraser University






Appendix A
Introduction to questionnair &(s)

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 105 Simon Fraser University



POLLUTION PREVENTION PLANNING
ASA VOLUNTARY INITIATIVE
FOR MAJOR INDUSTRIAL
OPERATIONS:

A BC CASE STUDY

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s student,
School of Resource and Environmental Management,
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| ntroduction

Having received this questionnaire, you have probably aready invested many hours and

much effort towards pollution prevention (P2) planning. Whether you are with

government, with industry, or represent the public, you have gained alot of experience

with BC’s P2 planning process. | am very interested in this new process, and hope you

will take some time to share your learning by participating in this study.

Who am I? | am Catherine Ponsford, a Master’s student in the School of Resource and
Environmental Management at Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC. | am conducting
this research in order to fulfil the research project requirements for a Masters in Resource
Management (MRM).

Pr oj ect description

In this research, | am specifically interested inghecess of P2 planning, that is, what it
entails, who is involved, how it is carried out, and why people might participate. |
understand that there is no one, specific and detailed P2 planning process for BC, that
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you review this material and consider your answers, marking the form with questions or
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CONFIDENTIALITY AND CONSENT
(RESPONDENT'’S COPY)

The university and those conducting this project subscribe to the ethical conduct of
research and to the protection at all times of the interests, comfort, and safety of subjects.
This form and the information it contains are given to you for your own protection and
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NAME (please print legibly):

Address:

email: Phone;
fax: Date:
Signature: Witness:

Please return the RESEARCHERS COPY
of the CONFIDENTIALITY AND CONSENT form

to Catherine Ponsford

viamail or fax.

Mail: Catherine Ponsford
School of Resource and Environmental Management
Simon Fraser University
8888 University Drive
Burnaby, BC
V5A 1S6

Fax: (604) 291-4968
Tel: (604) 254-3032

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 110 Simon Fraser University



Appendix B
Questionnaire A

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 111 Simon Fraser University






QUESTIONNAIRE A




QUESTIONNAIRE A

4a. Your company now has several years of experience with P2
planning. Based on this experience, please indicate the extent to

which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements.
SA  strongly agree
MA  mildly agree
N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree
SD  strongly disagree

P2 Planning hasresulted . . . in:

a) net cost savings MA N MD SD
b) anet cost in the short term (<12-24 months) MA N MD SD
c) anet cost in the long term (>12-24 months) MA N MD SD
d) better relations with MELP MA N MD SD
€) the possibility of changes to existing regulations

and requirements (e.g., multi-media permit) MA N MD SD
f) better public relations with local community MA N MD SD

0) useful input from public advisory committees (PACs) MA N WMD SD
h) the raising of local community concernsin the PAC that
could not be easily addressed

i) education of PAC members that was too time consuming
for the benefits realized

J) improved communication within the company

k) the valuable experience of comprehensive review and

long-range planning that might otherwise not have

MA N MD SD

MA MD SD
MA N MD SD

e & REE RREE

been done SA MA N MD SD
I) improved market differentiation (i.e., favorably separate your
company from the competitors) SA° MA N MD SD
m) better communication with other industry companies SAA MA N MD SD
n) the aleviation of financial institutions’ concerns SA MA N MD SD
0) the alleviation of legal due diligence concerns SA MA N MD SD
p) greater legal certainty than before P2 planning SA° MA N MD SD
) increased legal responsibility through disclosure of
previously unknown sources of pollution to government SA° MA N MD SD
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QUESTIONNAIRE A

NOTES:
Please use this space to note any additional comments you may have
about issues addressed in this questionnaire or other comments.

Thank you for taking the time to consider this questionnaire.
| will contact you to record your responses to these questions.
Y ou do not have to return this questionnaire to me.

If you have any questions, please contact me at:
tel: 604-254-3032 or chp@sfu.ca.
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

This questionnaire is for those involved with the P2 Planning demonstration project,

namely industry participants, Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks staff, and
members of the public advisory committees.

This questionnaire asks about your experience with the P2 planning process, aswell as
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

A. Advantages of participation.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following

statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree
MA  mildly agree

Catherine Ponsford, Master’s project 119

Simon Fraser University



QUESTIONNAIRE B
B. Participant commitment.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree

MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

B1l. To date, industry has demonstrated a high level of commitment to BC’s P2 planning
process as evidenced by:

a) adequate allocation of resources (people and/or money)
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QUESTIONNAIRE B
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

C. Goals, objectives, targets and timeframes.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

ClL
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

E. Monitoring of performanceindicators, third party verification, and

reporting of results.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

El.

E2.

E3.

E4.

E5.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

Appropriate performance indicators have been chosen
to assess progress. SA° MA N MD SD

Sufficient monitoring of performance indicatorsis part of
the P2 planning process. SA° MA N MD SD

Independent third party verification of monitoring
and reporting is part of the P2 planning process. SA° MA N MD SD

Regular, public reporting of resultsis part of the P2
planning process. SA° MA N MD SD

How important do you think it is to include each of the following in the P2 planning
process? Please circle one response for each.

\ very important
S somewhat important
N neither important nor unimportant

U somewhat unimportant
VU  very unimportant

a) the use of appropriate performance indicators Vi Sl N SU VU
b) sufficient monitoring Vi Sl N SU VU
C) independent third-party verification of monitoring

and reporting Vi Sl N SU VU
d) regular, public reporting of results Vi Sl N SU VU
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

G. Rewards and sanctions.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

Gl. Rewardsfor acertain level of achievement in P2
planning were specified prior to companies committing
to the process. SA° MA N MD SD

G2. Sanctionsfor failing to meet acertain level of achievement
in P2 planning were specified prior to companies
committing to the process. SA° MA N MD SD

Please circle one response for each of the following.

\ very important
S somewhat important
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

H. Legal implications.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

|. Dispute resolution.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

1. A mechanism for dispute resolution was devel oped
prior to beginning thisinitiative. SA° MA N MD SD

2.  How important do you think it isto provide for transparent and effective dispute
resolution prior to beginning thisinitiative? Please circle one of the following.

\ very important
S somewhat important
N neither important nor unimportant

U somewhat unimportant
VU  very unimportant

AYA RS N SU VU
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

J. External stakeholders.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

J1. Members of the public advisory committee’s (PACS)
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QUESTIONNAIRE B

K. Transparency.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following
statements. Circle one response per statement.

SA  strongly agree

MA  mildly agree

N neither agree nor disagree
MD  mildly disagree

D  strongly disagree

K1. The development, implementation and monitoring of BC’s
P2 planning process as a whole is adequately transparent,
that is, information is readily available to all stakeholders
and external parties. SA° MA N MD SD

K2. The development, implementation and monitoring of the
individual P2 plans is adequately transparent. SA° MA N MD SD

Please circle one response for each of the following.

\ very important
S somewhat important
N neither important nor unimportant

U somewhat unimportant
VU  very unimportant

K3. How important do you think it is to ensure that BC's P2
planning process as a whole is transparent? Vi S N SU VU

K4. How important do you think it is that the development,
implementation and monitoring of the individual P2 plans
is transparent? Vi Sl N SU VU
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Appendix D
Responses to questionnaires
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Appendix D, cont.

Summary of questionnaire B responses

INDUSTRY GOVERNMENT PUBLICS ALL RESPONDENTS
SANVI | MA/SI| N | MD/SU|SD/VU| SANVI | MA/SI| N | MD/SU| SD/VU| SANVI | MA/SI| N | MD/SU| SD/VU| SANVI | MA/SI| N | MD/SU| SD/VU

D1 5 1 2 2 6 1 3 3 1 10 10 3 1
D2 3 2 3 4 3 2 2 3 2 9 8 5 2
D3 2 5 1 2 6 1 2 2 3 6 13 1 4
D4 | A 7 1 7 2 7 21 2 1

B 7 1 8 1 7 22 1 1

C 5 2 1 7 2 6 1 18 4 2
E1 3 2 3 4 3 2 2 4 1 5 10 6 2 1
E2 4 3 1 5 2 2 3 3 1 12 8 3 1
E3 4 2 2 3 1 1 2 2 3 2 3 3 8 4 6
E4 2 4 1 5 3 1 1 2 3 1 8 9 4 2
ES | A 6 1 1 8 1 7 21 2 1

B 5 2 1 8 1 5 2 18 5 1

C 1 2 4 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 1 1 6 6 3 6 3

D 3 1 4 4 5 3 3 1 10 9 4 1
F1 6 1 1 5 3 1 5 2 16 6 1 1
F2 5 3 4 4 1 4 3 13 10 1
F3 7 1 6 3 6 1 19 5
Gl 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 2 2 3 2 5 3 5 8
G2 1 2 4 2 1 3 3 1 4 4 14
G3 1 4 2 1 1 3 2 3 3 3 1 5 10 4 3 2
G4 1 1 3 3 2 2 2 3 1 1 1 1 4 3 4 6 7
H1 3 1 2 2 1 1 5 1 1 4 1 4 2 6 7 5
H2 5 2 1 6 1 1 1 6 1 17 3 3
11 1 2 2 1 2 3 1 3 2 2 1 2 8 4 9
12 4 3 1 2 5 1 4 1 2 10 9 3 1 1
J1 4 2 1 1 2 4 1 2 3 2 2 9 8 2 3 2
J2 1 2 2 3 1 2 3 3 1 4 1 1 3 8 5 7 1
J3 5 2 1 6 2 1 2 5 13 9 2
J4 2 4 1 1 1 6 1 1 2 4 1 5 14 3 2
K1 6 2 3 4 2 3 2 1 1 12 8 1 3
K2 6 2 2 5 2 3 2 1 1 11 9 1 3
K3 6 2 5 3 1 5 1 1 16 6 2
K4 6 2 3 5 1 5 1 1 14 8 2

SA: strongly agree; MA: mildly agree; N: neither agree nor disagree; MD: mildly disagree; SD: strongly disagree
VI: very important; SI: somewhat important; N: neither important nor unimportant; SU: somewhat unimportant; VU: very unimportant

D1
D2
D3
D4

El
E2
E3
E4
ES

F1
F2
F3

G1
G2
G3
G4

H1
H2

11
12

J1
J2
J3
J4

K1
K2
K3
K4
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