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PREFACE 
Comments should be directed to: 

Environmental Assessment 
Alberta Environment 
111 Twin Atria Building 
4999 – 98 Avenue NW 
Edmonton, AB   T6B 2X3 

environmental.assessment@gov.ab.ca

CITATION 
This report may be cited as: Third Party 
Contracting Model - Final Evaluation Report 
and Action Plan. Alberta Environment, 
Environmental Assessment Program, Edmonton, 
Alberta. 3PC Report 2011-1. 58 pp. 

1 INTRODUCTION 
Alberta Environment has recently completed an 
independent evaluation of the Department’s 
Environmental Assessment approach that 
involves qualified third party contractors (3PC) 
undertaking the review of Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) reports. This approach to EIA 
reviews (known as the 3PC Model) was 
introduced by the department as a pilot program 
in 2007 and quickly advanced to become the 
standard model for EIA reviews. Previous to 
3PC, Alberta Environment’s portion of EIA 
reviews was conducted solely by Alberta 
Environment staff. (See Background section 
below for a description and rationale of the 3PC 
Model.) 

The evaluation of the 3PC Model, conducted 
from September to December 2010 was 
designed as a “post implementation assessment” 
to determine if the 3PC Model was delivering on 
expected outcomes and results. The evaluation 
approach included the participation and 
engagement of key stakeholders to the model 
including contractors, industry proponents and 
government regulatory agencies. A range of 
alternatives to the model were assessed 
including: 

• Phasing out 3PC and reinvesting in 
internal capacity for technical 
reviews; 

• Developing internal capacity - 
supplemented with 3PC specialists 
(joint team structure); 

• Enhancing the current 3PC Model. 

The conclusion from the Evaluation Report was 
that the 3PC Model be retained and enhanced. 
Seven key recommendations were presented to 
improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
current approach. 

Based on the reports findings and 
recommendations an Action Plan was developed 
by the Department’s Environmental Assessment 
and Business Process specialists and has 
recently been presented to and accepted by 
Alberta Environment’s internal Evaluation 
Governance Team for implementation. 

The Action Plan provides a balance of 
immediate and longer term responses/strategies 
that will be implemented by program area 
specialists (Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators) - supported by other Alberta 
Environment specialists.  Key external 
stakeholders will be informed and engaged in 
enhancing the 3PC Model. 

2 BACKGROUND ON 3PC MODEL 
Alberta Environment adopted the use of third 
party contracting to manage an increasing 
workload associated with the technical review of 
Environmental Impact Assessment reports. The 
3PC Model was developed in 2005/06 due to an 
increase in the number of EIA Reports submitted 
and the delay between the time of submission 
and commencement of the technical review. 

The 3PC Model engaged third-party contractors 
to carry out review functions that were 
previously the responsibility of Alberta 
Environment staff for the Air, Terrestrial and 
Water disciplines within Alberta Environment’s 
mandate. All 3PC activities are carried out with 
oversight from Alberta Environment. Alberta 
Environment staff continues to make all 
regulatory decisions. The prototype for the 3PC 
Model was implemented in phases beginning in 
February 2007. In October 2007 a decision was 
made for full-scale implementation of 3PC 
technical review for all EIA Reports. 
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Setting the Backdrop

A Briefing on the Origins of the Third Party Contractor Model for 
Technical Reviews
Alberta Environment adopted the use of third party contracting (“3PC”) to manage an increasing workload 
associated with the technical review of Environmental Impact Assessment, or “EIA”, reports.  The 3PC model 
was initially triggered in fiscal 2005/06 by both an increase in the number of EIAs submitted by proponents 
and in the lag between the time of this submission and when the formal technical review of the report was 
initiated.  Coupled with a growing workload, greater capacity was needed in the form of procured contractors 
with the expertise and capabilities to support the EIA technical review function which, in turn, would allow 
Alberta Environment to initiate reviews more quickly.  Originally, the 3PC model was piloted in the Northern 
Region.  It was later expanded to include four additional projects in the Northern Region, and then scaled up 
again to be province wide.  It is now typically applied for all technical reviews of EIA reports.1

The Scope of this Evaluation
This evaluation examines the experience to date with the 3PC model, reflects on its successes and challenges, 
and develops options for strengthening the effectiveness of the approach in the future. The specific issues to be 
addressed through the evaluation have been defined as follows:

Rationale
• What was the business case for the 3PC model, and how has it changed over 

time?

Use of Resources

• Are there sufficient, qualified external contractors to cost-effectively meet 
Alberta Environment’s needs?

• How has the use of the 3PC model affected work and workloads of Alberta 
Environment staff and partners?

Delivery of the 3PC 
Model

• Has the 3PC model met Alberta Environment’s expectations as they relate to 
timeliness of reviews?

Suitability of the 
3PC Model

• Are proponents, contractors, Alberta Environment staff, Government of Alberta 
partners and Federal approval agencies satisfied with the 3PC model?

Monitoring, 
Reporting and 
Control

• What processes are in place for monitoring, reporting, and the management of 
risks, and are they sufficient?

Results of the 3PC 
Model

• How successful has the 3PC model been in achieving desired outcomes?

• What factors external to the 3PC model influence outcomes, and have there 
been any unintended results?

The evaluation is also expected to identify successes and challenges in relation to the above themes.  

1. Since 3PC was adopted province-wide, and up until August 31, 2010, only two reviews have been undertaken without the support of third 
party contractors, due to the nature and sensitivity of the projects
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Means of Carrying Out the Evaluation
The evaluation examined the program from inception 
to September, 2010.  Statistics and data provided in the 
evaluation therefore are based on the status of the program 
as of September, 2010.  The evaluation was carried out in 
several phases.  The first phase involved:

• A review of available secondary data (i.e., relevant files 
and data held by Alberta Environment, Environmental 
Assessment Program data, briefing notes and available 
information on the Internet).  This was combined with a 
teleconference with a member of the Advisory Group 
who currently serves as an Environmental Assessment 
Coordinator, and a prior manager of Alberta 
Environment who was one of the early architects, to 
deepen the understanding of the implementation of 
the 3PC model along with its evolution in approach.

• The design and administration of a web enabled 
questionnaire to gauge the level of agreement with 
specified aspects of the 3PC model, and overall 
satisfaction, for select project proponents, contractors, 
government partners, and Alberta Environment staff.  Out of the over 90 surveys that were 
distributed, 61 responses were received, of which 53 were fairly complete (i.e., answering 75% or 
more of the main questions).2

• The conduct of structured, in-depth interviews on a telephone and in-person basis as logistics 
allowed with Alberta Environment managers and staff, coupled with a facilitated focus group with 
selected Alberta Environment staff from the Industrial and Reclamation Approvals Team and the 
Water Approvals Team.

At this point in the evaluation, the early findings were presented and discussed with the Departmental 
Advisory Group that was formed to oversee and guide the project.  From this facilitated dialogue, guides 
were prepared and the second phase of data collection carried out, involving:

• In-depth interviews with contractors and project proponents;

• Follow-up interviews with select Alberta Environment staff, namely an Environmental Assessment 
Coordinator and Approval Team representatives;

• A facilitated focus group with other governmental personnel involved in EIA technical reviews.3

A second facilitated session was then held with the Departmental Advisory Group to review the 
additional preliminary findings, and flowing from this, the evaluation report was generated.

Objectives of the Evaluation
This evaluation was initiated in 
recognition that:

• The 3PC model has reached a 
stage of maturity and stability so 
it is now appropriate to focus on 
results and evaluate the extent to 
which objectives are being met.

• Objective information on the 
strengths and weaknesses of 
the approach can help inform 
decisions about uses in other 
settings.

• Alberta Environment has an 
ongoing strategic focus on 
continuous improvement.

2. The distribution of responses, on a rounded figure basis, was as follows: project proponents (15%); 3PC contractors (19%); government 
partners (14%); and, Alberta Environment staff (53%).

3.  Participating organizations in this focus group were: Alberta Sustainable Resource Development; Alberta Transportation; Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency; Energy Resource Conservation Board; Natural Resource Conservation Board; and, Alberta Utilities 
Commission.
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Considering the Rationale for the 3PC 
Model for Technical Reviews

The Role of Environmental Impact Assessment Reports
The Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act, and Part 2, Division 2 of the Water Act set out 
the laws governing environmental assessments undertaken by Alberta Environment.  Requirements 
are further specified in the Environmental Assessment Regulation and the Environmental Assessment 
(Mandatory and Exempted Activities) Regulation.   Together these statutory mechanisms ensure that the 
potential impacts of industrial activities are properly considered before they commence construction and 
operation of the project, and that formal approvals from the Government of Alberta are sought.  

In some cases, a development project may be sufficiently large in scope or the risks such that a formal 
EIA may be required.  The Director (or the Minister on rare occasions) considers this requirement for 
each project and may order an EIA of an activity or operation so that a regulatory board can better 
determine if the proposal is in the public interest and to support the regulatory decisions of the 
Government of Alberta.   The proponent drafts the initial Terms of Reference for the EIA and this is then 
commented on by the public before a final version is signed off by the Director.

Following this, the EIA report is prepared by the proponents, and submitted to Alberta Environment.  
A technical review of the EIA is then undertaken by government agencies which ensure that all of the 
information required to satisfy the approved Terms of Reference (i.e., the nature of the project, the 
potential effects of it, and how negative effects will be mitigated) has been provided. During this part of 
the process, Alberta Environment acts as the lead agency and coordinates the review of the EIA by all 
key government agencies.  In the course of the review, a series of Supplementary Information Requests 
(“SIRs”) may be made by reviewers.  These SIRs identify where more information is needed before the 
EIA can be considered complete and for which the proponent is required to formally respond.    

Once Alberta Environment and the other government partners are satisfied that the EIA is complete, 
it is then passed along to the appropriate regulatory board.  The process provides regulators with the 
information necessary to consider the merits of the proposed project(s) or activity(s).

Driving Forces for the 3PC Model
Pace of Development: The number of EIA reports that Alberta Environment receives each year is driven 
by the number and complexity of projects or activities proposed that might require such an assessment 
or other factors as determined by the Department (i.e., smaller, simpler projects often will not require an 
EIA).

Historically, the numbers tended to reflect the economic cycle. However, the size and complexity of 
what is being proposed, specific risks, the nature of the supporting technology, and the quality of the EIA 
developed by a proponent all affect the workload for Alberta Environment. While in some years, there 
may be just a few EIAs submitted, other years will see considerable activity with larger numbers of EIAs 
being put forward to Alberta Environment, as highlighted by Figure 1 on the following page.4

4. Figure 1 is based on internal Environmental Assessment Program data and includes all submissions.  It should be noted that in any one year 
proponents may withdraw projects.  In 2006, for example, 13 projects were submitted but several were later withdrawn.

5. The information supporting Figure 2 is based on Environmental Assessment Program data.  While not readily apparent in the graphic, many of 
the projects reviews initiated in 2005 were initiated in less than one week from the time of submission of the EIA report. 
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A booming economy and 
investor confidence in the 
natural resource sector have 
led to unprecedented numbers 
of proponent submissions for 
development projects in the 
2004 to 2006 period – mostly 
driven by investor interest in 
the oil sands in the Northern 
Region of the province. This has 
been accompanied by a similar 
sharp increase in the number 
of EIA reports submitted to 
Alberta Environment. Projects for 
which proponents had already 
submitted EIAs were being 
impacted by this and the wait 
time before they would move 
into the formal review process 
was growing.  

The spike in wait times in 2006 is illustrated by Figure 2 on the following page, which shows elapsed 
times for individual projects falling within a specific year.5  The large numbers of EIAs submitted in 2006 
were atypical of the historical cycle of development and this volume, except for a short-lived decline in 
activity in 2008 and 2009, will likely be sustained for some time.

Historically, EIA reports were reviewed internally by Alberta Environment, Approvals Staff, and the 
technical experts that supported them, as well as specialists from other government agencies – both 
provincially and federally.  While this ensured that the department had intimate knowledge of the issues 
and the nature of the proposed project when it was considered in the approvals process, staff were 
becoming increasingly overloaded as the number of new EIAs submitted began to climb.

0
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Figure 1: Number of EIAs Submitted by Year

Alternatives to the 3PC Model
Alberta Environment considered a range of alternatives to the 3PC model, including:

Use of Contract Staff:  The use of contract staff had been proposed by industry.  Industry would 
provide the funds for Alberta Environment staff that would be hired on a contract basis as needed.  
The option would have provided the flexibility that Alberta Environment sought but would not 
have been consistent with its larger transformative change priorities.

Cost Recovery:  Alberta Environment looked to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
(CNSC) as an example of how the function could be supported internally on a cost recovery 
basis.  The model employed by the CNSC encouraged compliance by allowing the agency to 
appropriately charge licensees their fair share of the costs of the regulatory regime.
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Figure 2: Number of Elapsed Weeks for Individual Projects from Submission of an EIA 
to the Start of the Review (2005-2010)

A review of a typical EIA technical report could involve a large number of Alberta Environment staff 
and these requirements were being met by people in positions not solely dedicated to this function.  As 
the EIA related workload increased, staff in the department found they were increasingly challenged 
to juggle competing claims on their time.  Alberta Environment staff indicated that as many as five EIA 
technical reviews might be worked on at the same time and they simply were unable to take on more.  
In addition, the schedules for specific EIAs were extremely vulnerable to competing time demands. For 
example, if a hearing were to come up, this would tend to fully occupy the time of a staff person and 
their ability to support other EIA reviews could be compromised.  This issue was further exacerbated 
with a large number of application renewals that the Approvals Team faced in the 2005 period. 

Transformative Change within Alberta Environment: Around the same time, Alberta Environment 
had embarked on an organizational commitment to move staff into the role of being environmental 
systems managers and out of the delivery role for environmental systems. This shift was part of a larger 
public sector transformation underway across North America, Europe, Australia and New Zealand.  
Governments in all of these places were increasingly looking to the private sector or shared service 
solutions to assume program and service delivery, so that more focus could be placed on the public 
policy and regulatory roles seen as central to governance.   

Related opportunities were seen within Alberta Environment to streamline the Environmental 
Assessment Process. The technical review of EIA reports was identified as one potential area that could 
be better served through an alternative delivery arrangement. 

w
ee

ks
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In the first part of 2006, Alberta Environment examined the United States and other jurisdictions to 
identify promising practices and approaches that could meet their needs.  The use of private sector 
contractors to undertake reviews of technical studies on behalf of public sector agencies was an 
established practice in some jurisdictions – most notably the use of third party contractors to prepare 
environmental documents by the Federal Regulatory Agency Commission in the United States.   The use 
of third party contractors was then advanced by the Northern Region of Alberta Environment.  

Originally, what is now known as the 3PC model was piloted for two in-situ projects.  It was then 
scaled up to include four additional projects and later expanded province-wide when it was realized 
that the backlog had not been completely addressed.  It is now typically used to support all reviews of 
EIA technical reports.  As of August 31, 2010, a total of $4.03 million has been invoiced through the 
3PC model and a total of 24 EIA report technical reviews have been implemented with the support of 
external contractors.

While the very real capacity gap drove the adoption of 3PC, the business case for change was further 
strengthened by the strong alignment with the broader departmental objective to move out of the 
delivery role and increase the focus on management.

The Emerging Context
Since the adoption of the 3PC model, there are a number of new developments and factors that could 
potentially affect the relevance of the program and its success, namely:

• Regulatory Streamlining:  Ongoing efforts to streamline regulations and improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of process and systems within the Government of Alberta could affect requirements 
as they relate to EIAs.  For example, a Terms of Reference could narrow in its scope, thereby 
reducing proponent requirements as they relate to the EIA and consequently reducing the scale of 
3PC technical review services.

• Cumulative Effects Management (“CEM”) within the Context of Regional Planning:  While it 
is speculative at this point, the adoption of CEM within regional planning could simplify the EIA 
development and review process since some of the information required through project-specific 
reports could be assembled through regional plans.  It is even conceivable that effective CEM and 
regional planning could lead to conclusions that some activities currently subject to an EIA may not 
require one in the future.  

• Human Resources:  Alberta Environment is entering a period where longstanding staff, with 
decades of experience and valued skills, will be retiring.  Combined with this is the presence of a 
generational gap in the workforce.  In the short-term, this means that the Department is entering 
a period where it may not be able to field a staff complement with the same experience and 
skill set as it once had.  This also implies that a greater emphasis needs to be placed on providing 
strong guidance, mentorship and other incentives that, together, will help develop and maintain the 
essential skills and capacity necessary to ensure the Department can continue to effectively fulfill its 
mandate.
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Reframing the Outcomes for the 3PC Model
In summary, the 3PC model was expected to support Alberta Environment’s broader aims of: 

• Achieving sustainable and scalable technical review capacity. 

• Ensuring acceptable levels of efficiency and maintaining a high standard of quality in technical 
reviews of EIA reports.

With these as the core outcomes, Alberta Environment also contributes toward the overall efficiency 
and timeliness of the EIA process, but with recognition that progress in this regard is contingent upon 
timely responses from proponents on SIRs and the capacities of government partners.  A representation 
of these key features of the 3PC model is provided in Figure 3.

EFFICIENT SCALABLE

HIGH 
QUALITY

SUSTAINABLE

 - Streamlined procurement and 
contract management tools, 
templates and processes

 - Effective project management
 - Staff roles and responsibilities 
defined

 - Effective communication
 - Timely transfers of knowledge

 - Adequate training, guidance  
and support to ensure the  
quality of 3PC technical  
review services

 - Procurement processes 
ensure quality contractors

 - High quality SIRs

 - Adequate capacity in the 
private sector contracting 
community to provide EIA 
report technical review 
services when needed

 - Capacity that can be modified 
to meet fluctuations in 
demand for technical reviews 
of EIA reports

 - Proponents compensate for 
the costs of the technical 
reviews of EIA reports

 - Maintained commitment 
from department staff, 
government partners and 
proponents

Note: Each of the four quadrants are not mutually exclusive.  For example, capacity requirements as identified 
under the Scalable quadrant also support sustainability of the 3PC model.

To further illustrate the intentions and relationships with the activities that occur in the delivery of the 
3PC approach, the evaluators in collaboration with the Advisory Group prepared the high-level logic 
model shown on the following page.  In brief, this logic model details the desired outcomes, or changes, 
that the 3PC approach is expected to achieve.  The logic model also provided a foundation for posing 
questions relating to results under this evaluation.

Figure 3: Key Features and Intentions of the 3PC Model
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Figure 4: Evaluation Logic Model

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes

Alberta 
Environment staff

3PC contractors

Proponent 
funding

EIA reports

Model:

• 3PC guidance 
manual

• Educational 
materials

• 3PC 
procurement 
processes

• Environmental 
Assessment 
Coordinator 
project and 
contract 
management 
time

• Schedule for 
typical  EIA 
review

• 3PC contract 
management 
procedures

• Knowledge 
transfer to 
Alberta 
Environment 
Approval Teams

 - Approach potential 
contractors to encourage 
participation

 - Host information sessions 
for potential contractors to 
build minimum qualifications

 - Run the Environmental 
Assessment school

 - Develop procurement 
strategies

 - Engage in a Request for 
Proposal procurement 
process to select and 
hire 3PC contractors for 
air, water and terrestrial 
components of the EIA 
report

 - Inquiries with consulting 
firms

 - Information sessions
 - School sessions
 - Request for Proposal 
documents

 - Contractor proposals
 - Signed contracts 
with supporting 
documentation

Availability of contractors 
that have the understanding, 
objectivity, skills and capacity 
to conduct in a consistent 
and proper way the technical 
reviews

A fair, transparent efficient 
and appropriate procurement 
process

Timely and proper 
management of the scope of 
3PC reviews and contracts

EIA reports are keeping pace 
with demand

Quality of SIRs is 
strengthened

Technical reviews are of high 
quality

Alberta Environment staff 
benefit from gained technical 
knowledge and in support of 
the approvals process

Proponents, Alberta 
Environment staff, 3PC 
contractors, and government 
partners have confidence in 
the viability of the 3PC model, 
in the quality of the results 
of technical reviews, and in 
broader EIA processes

Proponents see value for the 
fees paid

Strong working relationships 
with government partners in 
the EIA process

Public trust and confidence 
in the Environmental 
Assessment Program

 - Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators manage 3PC 
reviews and 3PC contracts

 - Develop and maintain 
long-range schedules for all 
planned 3PC reviews

 - Hours of work on 3PC 
(Alberta Environment 
Environmental 
Assessment 
Coordinators and staff, 
review teams)

 - Cost and deliverables of 
3PC contracts

 - Long-range schedule 
for all 3PC reviews

 - Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators review and 
coordinate all SIRs

 - Develop and hold formal 
knowledge transfer sessions 
for Alberta Environment 
Approval Teams

 - Draft SIRs reviews
 - Approved and 
circulated SIRs

 - Formal knowledge 
transfer meetings

 - Hold project disclosure 
meetings with proponents

 - Post information on the 
website

 - Maintain a risk management 
framework

 - Disclosure  meetings
 - Web-based information  
 - Risk management 
framework and 
procedures

 - Develop 3PC newsletters 
that communicate best 
practices and process 
updates

 - Provide for continuous 
improvement in the 3PC 
model

 - Newsletters 
 - Program and process 
reviews
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Assessing the Resource Implications of the 
3PC Model

Procurement of Contractors
A number of procurement options were explored in the implementation of the 3PC model.  While 
a direct award was employed early during the pilot phase, a Request for Proposal has been used to 
select contractors for all other technical reviews.  The development of a Request for Qualifications was 
explored to develop a prequalified list of suppliers at one point, but the strategy evolved to the use of a 
multi-project Request for Proposals process when multiple EIA technical reviews for similar projects are 
anticipated within a particular time period.  Multi-project Requests for Proposal were issued in 2009 and 
again in 2010 to select contractors.6

Tables 1 and 2 on the following pages examine several aspects of the marketplace and the procurement 
process.  In particular, Table 1 identifies all of the firms that have submitted bids in response to Requests 
for Proposal up to August 31, 2010.  For each firm, the number of proposals submitted and the number 
of contracts awarded are identified.  There are some highlights that can be made in relation to this table:

• Nineteen firms have submitted bids over this period of time.

• Eight firms account for 100% of competitive contracts (23 contracts).

• Five firms account for 87% of the competitive contracts (20 of the 23 contracts).  

• The eight firms represent 52 of the 75 bids (roughly 70% of bids). 

• While there has generally been some interest, new bidders have not been as successful as firms 
that have submitted multiple proposals. 

• Firms that have contracted no more than once in the past account for 30 of the 75 bids, but only 
three subsequent contracts were awarded to this group (i.e., less than 10% success rate). 

• Firms with two or more contracts in the past account for 45 bids being submitted, for which 20 
contracts were then awarded (i.e., almost a 50% success rate) 

• Ongoing consolidation within the consulting community could increase the risk of it encountering a 
conflict of interest as it relates to the 3PC model and potentially limit availability in the future. 

Three multi-project Requests for Proposal have been issued as of August 31, 2010 and this now appears 
to be the preferred vehicle for securing contractors.7  Based on this analysis, Alberta Environment has a 
relatively small pool of contractors upon which to draw for the 3PC model, and from our perspective, it 
appears that new firms have a difficult time breaking into the field.

Demonstrating proper qualifications and competing with firms that already have experience in 
completing reviews are both significant barriers to entry. The multi-project Request for Proposal may 
exacerbate this since it further limits the number of bid opportunities available to potential new entrants.

6. The rationale for this approach was that if a single Request for Proposal could be issued and then the contractors applied to multiple projects, 
the amount of work required to support the procurement process would be reduced on both the contractor side and for the department; and, 
Alberta Environment would be able to initiate reviews faster because contractors would have already been secured.

7.  Request for Proposals for single projects will still be employed when a multi-project procurement process is not feasible or otherwise not 
appropriate.
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 Table 1: 3PC Request for Proposal Responses and Results

Number 
of Bids 

Submitted

Number of 
Contracts 
Awarded

Percentage 
of Bids 

Successful

Cumulative 
Percentage 

of Bids

Cumulative 
Percentage 

of Contracts 
Awarded

Bid 
Submitted 
for Multi-
Project 

RFPs - 09

Bid 
Submitted 
for Multi-
Project 

RFPs - 10

Integrated Environmental 13 5 38% 17% 22% Yes Yes

DS Environmental 6 4 66% 25% 39% Yes --

EBA 7 4 57% 35% 57% Yes Yes

IRIS Environmental 9 4 44% 47% 74% Yes Yes

Stantec 10 3 30% 60% 87% Yes Yes

Millenium EMS Solutions 
Ltd

3 1 33% 64% 91% Yes Yes

Summit Environments 
Consultants Ltd.

2 1 50% 67% 96% -- --

Matrix 2 1 50% 69% 100% Yes Yes

MMM 8 -- 0% 80% Yes --

Senes 1 -- 0% 81% -- --

Natural Resources Group 2 -- 0% 84% Yes --

TetrES 3 -- 0% 88% -- --

SGS 1 -- 0% 89% -- --

Esac Consulting 1 -- 0% 91% -- Yes

Pioneer 1 -- 0% 92% -- Yes

Triton 1 -- 0% 93% -- --

Levelton 2 -- 0% 96% -- --

CE Jones 1 -- 0% 97% -- --

BGC Engineering 2 -- 0% 100% -- --

75 23 31% 9 8

Note: Tera is not included since the contract was not awarded through the standard Request for Proposal process.  It 
was one of the first two projects and was initiated through a direct award.   

From the perspective of contractors who provide 3PC technical review services, they have yet to 
encounter a situation where they have not been able to meet the Department’s needs. It is clear, 
however, that Alberta Environment continues to face a risk borne from a dependence on a small 
number of contractors, including a vulnerability to situations where these same contractors might reduce 
their capacity or find new markets (i.e., in response to broader economic conditions or less demand for 
3PC related services).
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Table 2: Project Specific Responses to 3PC Requests for Proposal

Proponent Project Contractor Bids
Type of 

RFP
Previous 
Bidders

New 
Bidders

Cenovus FCCL Ltd.
Christina Lake Thermal 
Project Phases 1E, 1F and 
1G In-situ

Integrated (2006) 
Environments Ltd.

7 6 1

MacKay Operating 
Corp.

MacKay River 
Commercial Project

Integrated (2006) 
Environments Ltd.

9
Multi-

project 1
8 1

Maxim Power Corp. HR Milner Expansion8

Summit 
Environmental 
Consultants Inc.

5 4 1

OSUM Taiga Cold Lake North 
Millennium EMS 
Solutions

0
Multi-

project 1
  

Shell Canada Limited
Carmon Creek In-situ 
2009

EBA Engineering 5 3 2

Shell Canada Limited
Jackpine Mine Expansion/
Pierre River Mine

EBA Engineering 0
Multi-

project 2
  

Suncor Voyageur South EBA Engineering 6 6 0

Alberta Sulphur 
Terminals (HAZCO)

Sulphur Forming and 
Shipping Facility9

Stantec Consulting 
Ltd. 

3 2 1

Canadian Natural 
Resources Limited

Kirby In-Situ Project
Integrated (2006) 
Environments Ltd.

1 1 0

Devon ARL 
Corporation

Jackfish 2 SAGD
IRIS Environmental 
Systems Inc.

4 0 4

MEG Energy Corp
Christina Lake Regional 
Project Phase 3 

Stantec Consulting 
Ltd. 

2 1 1

Opti/Nexen Long Lake Phase 2 South
Stantec Consulting 
Ltd. 

5 4 1

PetroCanada Sturgeon Upgrader
DS Environmental 
Consultants Inc. 

3 1 2

Shell Canada Limited Scotford Upgrader DS Environmental 3 3 0

StatoilHydro Canada
Kai Kos Dehseh In-Situ 
Project

IRIS Environmental 
Systems Inc.

6 3 3

TOTAL E&P Canada Upgrader DS Environmental 4
Multi-

project 2
4 0

Shell Canada Limited Carmon Creek (06)
Integrated (2006) 
Environments Ltd.

0
Multi-

project 1
  

StatoilHydro Canada Upgrader
IRIS Environmental 
Systems Inc.

0
Multi-

project 2
  

Synenco Northern Lights Mine10 TERA Environmental 
Consulting

1
Direct 
Award

0 1

3PC contracts where impacts were not considered in the evaluation (projects below do not have a SIR 1 available 
before September 10)

8. Alberta Environment only sought services for the water component of the technical review.

9. The techn ical review requirements were more limited in scope than is typical for the 3PC model.

10. Reviewers for the Northern Lights Mine were selected through a direct award.
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Proponent Project Contractor Bids
Type of 

RFP
Previous 
Bidders

New 
Bidders

Cenovus FCCL Ltd. Narrows Lake
Integrated (2006 
Environments Ltd.

0
Multi-

project 3
  

Connacher Oil and 
Gas Limited

Great Divide SAGD 
Expansion Project

IRIS Environmental 
Systems Inc.

0
Multi-

project 3
  

Harvest Operations 
Corp.

BlackGold Expansion 
Project

DS Environmental 0
Multi-

project 1
  

Japan Canada 
Oil Sands Limited 
(JACOS)

Hangingstone SAGD 
Project

EBA Engineering 8
Multi-

project 3
6 2

Parson's Creek 
Resources

Parson's Creek Quarry Matrix Solutions 0
Multi-

project 3
  

  TOTALS 72  20

Note: Three multi-project Requests for Proposal have been issued and projects for each of the three groups have 
been identified in the Type of RFP column.  All projects not identified as “multi-project” or “direct award” have 
employed a single project Request for Proposal.

Management of Conflicts of Interest
In 2006, as the 3PC model was being explored, Alberta Environment identified conflict of interest as a 
risk that could severely limit the availability of contractors and potentially create delays in procurement.  
While not specifically identified in a formal analysis, through the course of the evaluation a reoccurring 
theme was that the legitimacy of the technical review process could be undermined should a conflict of 
interest emerge (real or perceived).  

When asked to reflect on this 
issue in the survey, contractors 
generally indicated that it was 
being adequately managed 
as part of the 3PC model.  
Alberta Environment staff and 
government partners were less 
certain, but the majority still felt 
that conflicts of interest were 
being properly managed.

Figure 5: Alberta Environment Adequately Manages 
Issues of Conflict of Interest1

11. The survey of proponents did not include this question but it was explored extensively during proponent interviews.
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A number of related issues were identified, however, through the course of the interviews and field 
work supporting the evaluation:

• The multi-project Request for Proposal creates a situation where contractors will not be able to 
assess the extent to which a conflict of interest exists during the actual procurement because they 
are not bidding on a specific project.

• In a couple of instances, contractors have been selected only to run into a conflict of interest 
situation either at the team level (i.e., the entire consulting firm) or at the individual level (i.e., a 
member of a specific team).  In the case of the former, the firm was not awarded the contract even 
though they were the successful bidder.  In the other case, the team member with the conflict was 
removed from the team.

• Actual or perceptions of conflict of interest may preclude some larger firms from entering 
the 3PC technical review services market.  This, in the opinion of some proponents, limits 3PC 
service providers to smaller firms that can have a more difficult time of fielding the team of 
experts needed to provide the range of technical review services associated with EIAs.  In some 
cases, proponents have identified situations where they feel that 3PC reviewers did not have the 
appropriate technical background and experience to develop reasonable SIRs.  

• Proponents have occasionally noted that firms providing 3PC technical review services to Alberta 
Environment are also at times providing services to First Nations requiring an assessment, with the 
resulting question of whether this creates a conflict of interest situation (real or perceived).

Overall though, a conflict of interest situation has not caused a delay in the start of a technical review 
nor does it appear to have undermined the legitimacy of the 3PC model. What these observations 
do show is that there have been situations where conflicts could have been identified sooner in the 
procurement and contract negotiation phases.

Assurances of a Fair, Transparent and Efficient Procurement Process
Based on the findings from the survey, the vast majority of contractors, and to a lesser extent Alberta 
Environment staff and proponents, believe that the procurement process is fair and appropriate.

Figure 6: The Request for Proposal Process is Fair and Appropriate for Selecting 3PC 
Contractors
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Apart from the capacity gained through the use of 3PC contractors, a number of improvements have 
also been made to further streamline the procurement process.  The adoption of the multi-project 
Request for Proposal as described earlier has reduced  the lead time for most projects since a pool of 
3PC contractors are essentially pre-qualified.  A drawback of the multi-project Request for Proposal 
is possible delays in the awarding of the first project.  Projects need to be deemed administratively 
complete and Alberta Environment normally waits until at least one project is submitted before issuing 
a Request for Proposal.  This could result in a longer wait time before the review is started for the early 
proponent.  Other proponents will realize the benefit of reduced wait times since the pool of qualified 
contractors has already been selected.  A concern for contractors however, is that the time between 
when they have been selected and when a review is initiated can be lengthy.12

From the point of view of 3PC contractors, the use of a Request for Qualifications is seen as one 
mechanism to further streamline the procurement process.  As also noted previously, eight firms have 
accounted for 100% of the contracts let through the 3PC model and these same firms accounted for 
52 of the 75 bids.  An immediate benefit of moving to a Request for Qualifications approach would be 
a significant reduction in the number of bids submitted which, in turn, represents a savings in contractor 
and Alberta Environment time invested in procurement (e.g., tendering, receipt of proposals, selection, 
etc).  Contractors also identified the need to use technical experts to assess bidder qualifications and to 
gauge the expertise of the proposed contractors.

Finally, it was found that there is a consistent pattern of EIA report technical reviews being completed 
for less than what might have been initially budgeted.  Original contracts included a budget for hearing 
participation that was never utilized, which could account for some budget variances.  From the 
interviews with 3PC contractors, this was generally accepted as a practice that provides an allowance, 
equivalent to a “financial buffer”, for unforeseen matters in the conduct of the technical reviews.  The 
pattern also suggests though, that opportunities exist to fine-tune the establishment of project budgets, 
and provides some support toward the use of a Request for Qualifications procurement approach.

Impacts on Alberta Environment Staff and Staff Workloads
The adoption of the 3PC model has had both positive and negative impacts as it pertains to 
Departmental staff and staff workloads.

Technical Review Teams: From Alberta Environment staff perspectives, the 3PC model has enhanced 
the effectiveness of project management and brings a more disciplined approach to technical reviews 
of EIA reports.   The contracts require that 3PC service providers assure the Department that they will 
be available to conduct the reviews when required, and the use of contracted support positions give 
Environmental Assessment Coordinators authority and more power to ensure milestones are met.  

Prior to the 3PC model, Environmental Assessment Coordinators did not have the same level of 
assurance that staff would be available and could work within defined timelines and schedules.  The 
importance of building in a strong project focus in the EIA reviews cannot be overemphasized.  It 
allows Alberta Environment to initiate technical reviews with the assurance that the reviewers will be 
fully committed to the schedule negotiated.  This improves the ability to initiate technical reviews more 
quickly and to move the process through to completion more purposefully.

It should also be noted that EIA reviews were considered a strong training ground for Alberta 
Environment staff. Within Alberta Environment (and to a lesser extent the 3PC community) some staff 
noted that participation in the EIA review (i.e., doing the review and developing the SIRs) was valuable 
as a knowledge development tool. It helped technical experts stay current with modelling and other 
practices, as well as building a general awareness of the key issues and sensitivities with different types of 
projects and regions.

12. Alberta Environment tries to ensure that there is at least one actual EIA submitted for the bundle of projects so that there is certainty that the 
procurement process will provide work.  There is always a risk that anticipated EIAs will not be submitted when expected or that the project 
will be delayed or shelved.
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Environmental Assessment Coordinators: The roles and responsibilities of Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators have changed significantly over the last few years.  The contract management role, once 
assigned to a single staff person, has since been allocated to Environmental Assessment Coordinators.  
Environmental Assessment Coordinators also assumed the administrative roles that Team Leaders 
once played, which has required additional technical expertise and this has layered on additional 
work demands in developing the SIR packages. These same individuals have taken on a critical role as 
gatekeeper, administrator and overseer on the SIR development process.  Given the substantial changes 
with this position and the broader set of competencies being called for, strong project management, 
contract management, administrative and technical skills are now essential if Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators are to succeed in their positions.  

Further to the point on technical skills, there currently seems to be a reliance on “legacy competencies”, 
namely the technical knowledge that Environmental Assessment Coordinators may have from previous 
jobs and education.  This benefits Alberta Environment, but the same competencies can be eroded over 
time as an outcome of managing the breadth of accountabilities for this position.  

Approvals Team:  A benefit of the 3PC model has been to clear a significant workload in relation to 
EIA reviews off the desk of approvals staff and the technical experts that support them.  While this has 
allowed these same staff to focus on the approvals process, they retain some involvement in the EIA 
review process.  For example, they still are required to participate in the Environmental Assessment 
Process on an as required basis to provide technical expertise and to review some SIRs for clarification 
(or the entire draft package depending on the Environmental Assessment Coordinator, with Approvals 
Team members questioning whether this is a reasonable expectation).  They also tend to review the 
EIA as it provides valuable context and information that feeds into the approvals process.  Furthermore, 
some staff noted that they were investing considerable time into the review of the EIA to ensure that 
they have met their perceived due diligence requirements.    

Approvals staff also noted that the increased capacity gained through the 3PC model may have led 
to improvements in timeliness as it relates to the review of EIAs but it also increases the volume of 
applications they must now process.  This increased workload has not been accompanied by an increase 
in staff resources and, as a result, the bottleneck that once existed in the EIA review process has simply 
moved to the approvals process.  Any gains in timeliness in the review of EIAs have been lost due to the 
delays now being encountered within the approvals process, according to some. 

Government Partners: Government partners did note that workloads have increased as a result of EIA 
report technical reviews being initiated more quickly, and that their capacity is constrained.  It was also 
raised that prior to the 3PC model, teams tended to work much more closely together and information 
exchange was much richer.  With the advent of the 3PC model, such opportunities to work as a group 
were seen to be much more limited. A few of those contacted as part of the evaluation felt that the 
group meetings held prior to 3PC were invaluable in developing a corporate, whole of government 
perspective.  While it was acknowledged that the intensive discussions were probably not feasible 
given today’s workload, they noted that the ability to get all the partners in the room at the same 
time to review and finalize the SIR package builds a common understanding of the project and shared 
appreciation for information requirements.
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Looking into Program Management

Risk Management
The development of the 3PC model was supported by a 
formal risk assessment.  Based on that assessment of risks, 
Alberta Environment refined the program structure, and 
put in place a formal communications strategy along with 
a plan to stage implementation of the 3PC model by test 
piloting it first and then evaluating success.  Internally, a team 
of Alberta Environment staff from the Northern Region and 
headquarters prepared a framework document combined 
with communications, risk assessment and draft procurement 
materials. As well, a human resources transition plan was 
prepared to support the adoption of the 3PC model 
and the anticipated shifts in roles and responsibilities as it 
related to the EIA review and approvals functions within 
Alberta Environment. Meetings were also held with potential 
contractors, proponents, contractor associations, professional 
organizations, and partners to ensure adequate support for 
the 3PC model.

While a formal evaluation of the pilots was not undertaken, 
program staff and the Department more generally managed 
the program adaptively as lessons were learned.  Areas of 
risk were managed in the same manner with the support of 
templates, and tools, as appropriate.  

Program Reporting and Planning
A year-end statistics report has been prepared annually since the adoption of the 3PC model.  The report is for 
the entire Environmental Assessment Program (i.e., not just technical reviews supported by the 3PC model), 
and is made publicly available on the Alberta Environment website.

The report reflects on performance in relation to the Alberta Environment review target of 43.3 weeks (i.e., 
the time from when an EIA formally enters the review stage to the point that the Director deems it to be 
complete).  Targets are further broken down within the EIA review schedule.  Alberta Environment reports on 
industry and government performance in relation to the targets within this schedule.

In 2008 and 2009, Alberta Environment also reported on the number of elapsed weeks from the time a 
proponent submitted an EIA report to the point that the review process was formally initiated.  Reporting was 
simplified in 2010 and fewer indicators were employed. Metrics that were not reported as part of the 2010 
update include:  

• EIAs submitted by region;

• Weeks from the Formal Terms of Reference to when the EIA report was received;

• Project specific information on the number of weeks from when an EIA report was received to when the 
review was started;

• The relationship between the number of SIRs and overall review times; and 

• Long-term trend data related to the cumulative numbers of EIA reports by type.   

Overall, the forecasting that does occur allows Alberta Environment to communicate with the contracting 
community on anticipated opportunities, namely through the 3PC Newsletter.

Environmental Assessment 
Program Year-End Statistics 
Report Metrics
• Proposed, and submitted or 

forecast EIA

• Total EIA review time

• Comparison of actual review times 
against schedules (total review 
time, government, industry and 
by Stage of the review ¾ Stage 1, 
Stage 2, Stage 3, Stage 4, Stage 5)

• SIRs by type (water, terrestrial, 
health, air, approvals, Errata, other)

• Number of SIRs by project

• Average number of SIRs by project 
type (oil sands mine, in-situ)

• EIAs by project type

• Average time elapsed from 
submission of an EIA report and 
the start of the review
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Project Management
At the project level, Environmental Assessment Coordinators prepare schedules and actively manage on 
this basis.  A range of documents and templates are used throughout the process to support consistent 
project management from the receipt of the integrated application through to the determination of EIA 
completeness.13 In addition, a manual for the Environmental Assessment Process and specifically the 3PC 
model has been compiled to assist in project management.  

While proponents, partners and contractors identified some variation in working styles and expectations 
among Environmental Assessment Coordinators, all felt that project management was of a high standard 
and effectively supported the delivery of the 3PC model in the conduct of technical reviews of EIA 
reports.  A minority of proponents interviewed felt that they would benefit from more frequent 
reporting on project status and key issues.  For these cases, it was noted that this would help them to 
manage and effectively report on project status to their superiors as well as to eliminate any “surprises”.

Performance Measurement
As noted in relation to program management and reporting, a range of performance measures are used 
at the Environmental Assessment Program level, with these being reported on a monthly and annual 
basis in a public document, accessible on Alberta Environment’s web site.  At the 3PC level there is also 
a range of performance measures in use, as summarized in Table 3 below.

Table 3: Existing Performance Measures for the 3PC Model

Key Performance Measures Intended Use Assessment

Number of 3PC SIRs approved without major 
revision

Intended to allow 
Alberta Environment 
to assess the quality 
of SIRs over time

This metric was developed by 
Alberta Environment specifically 
for the 3PC evaluation and data 
definitions were not sufficiently 
precise to provide a consistent 
and reasonable basis for 
assessing quality.

Number of weeks: 

 - TOR issued to EIA report received

 - Received to review start

 - Stage 1 (review commenced – SIR1 sent)

 - Stage 2 (SIR1 sent -SIR1 response)

 - Stage 3 (SIR1 response - SIR 2 sent)

 - Stage 4 (SIR2 sent -SIR2 response)

 - Stage 5 (Last SIR response to complete)

Intended to allow 
Alberta Environment 
to identify 
performance in 
relation to timeliness

Measures allow Alberta 
Environment to identify where 
timeliness issues exist

Hourly rates

Budget forecast and actual

Allows Alberta 
Environment to 
track variances in 
the forecast budget 
relative to actual 
expenditures

Actual expenditures have been 
consistently below forecasted 
expenditures

13. The Integrated Application submitted by proponents includes the Environmental Impacts Assessment Report as well as the required 
applications for Alberta Environment Approvals under EPEA and the Water Act and normally the application required by a board (ERCB/
NRCB/AUC).
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Based on our review of these metrics, there appear to be several gaps in measurement that should be 
addressed in order to effectively manage the performance of the 3PC model, most notably:

• Proponent and government partner satisfaction – satisfaction is a critical dimension since 
continued success of the 3PC model depends on proponents and government partners  
supporting it.  

• Quality of reviews – Alberta Environment has attempted to operationalize a measure of SIR 
quality, but it is not yet sufficiently rigorous to allow for effective and consistent reporting.

Communications
Through the course of the technical review of an EIA there are a number of points where meetings are 
held or some other form of communication is used to inform or address issues.  These range from the 
formal upfront orientation meetings where proponents introduce the project to the review team to 
intermittent, ad- hoc meetings to deal with specific issues.  In addition, there are project team meetings 
(involving government partners) and the Knowledge Transfer Sessions scheduled at the end of the 
review.  All of these events are intended to:

1. Build a common, solid understanding of the project;

2. Develop focused and high quality SIRs;

3. Ensure there is a common understanding of the intent behind the SIRs;

4. Minimize the need for additional rounds of SIRs;

5. Address issues as they arise and resolve them quickly;

6. Ensure that staff supporting the approvals function has a solid understanding of the project and 
the relevant issues as identified through the EIA report technical review.

Specific perspectives on communications as drawn from the evaluation research are presented below.

Alberta Environment Perspectives:  The Environmental Assessment Coordinator is constantly balancing 
the need to communicate and share information with that of keeping the review processes moving 
forward and on schedule.  This creates an ongoing tension since there is recognition of the importance 
of maintaining a strong dialogue with government partners and proponents, but also of ensuring that 
3PC contractors are delivering and that various other expectations for the technical reviews of the EIA 
reports are being met.   As a result, the ability to schedule and attend face-to-face meetings to address 
particular issues or to develop agreement on SIRs is somewhat limited.  The negotiated contracts also 
limit the number of face-to-face meetings.  While intended to help contain costs, these limitations 
impede the ability to employ meetings as a vehicle for resolving issues that may arise.  Government 
partners also have a limited ability to participate in meetings due to workloads and this has tended to 
create challenges in developing an integrated approach to the review as well as the timely resolution of 
issues.

Contractor Perspectives:  The contractors consulted with during the course of the evaluation drew 
attention to several communication issues in relation to (1) procurement, and (2) developing the SIR 
package.  With respect to the first of these matters, it was noted that the level of communications 
following the submission of bids in response to a Request for Proposals has been, at times, slow. Some 
contractors felt that such delays erode their ability to plan and to some degree undermines the good 
working relationship with the Department.

Turning to the matter of approvals, contractors felt that the level of communication with Departmental 
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staff was inadequate.  There was general acknowledgment of the importance of the Knowledge Transfer 
Sessions, but it was also expressed that the technical review and knowledge transfer would be more 
effective if contractors could meet with Approval Teams earlier in the process.  This would allow for 
greater sharing of issues and concerns up front.  In addition, Approval Teams would have a more 
streamlined vehicle for becoming familiar with EIAs.  

On SIR’s, contractors occasionally noted the need to meet with Approvals Team staff and others as 
a group to review these packages.  Furthermore, such meetings were positioned as an opportunity 
to refine the SIR list, identify gaps, address redundancies (within the review process, and between the 
EIA review and approvals) and to identify issues that cut across particular subject areas (e.g., air quality, 
climate and noise, hydrogeology, hydrology, surface water, vegetation, aquatic ecology, wildlife, biodiversity, 
terrain and soils, land use, historic resources, traditional ecological knowledge, public health and safety, 
etc.)  such that they are adequately addressed.

Proponent Perspectives: The need for more effective communications was consistently raised by 
proponents.  The key issue in this regard was the potential for more face-to-face dialogue between the 
proponent’s EIA team and the technical reviewers on the government side.  In particular, proponents are 
seeking additional opportunities to discuss preliminary information gaps before formal SIRs are issued 
and in advance of becoming a public record.  The extent of communication appears to be a central 
factor contributing to proponent views on the quality and value for money in relation to SIRs.

Some proponents also made note of the call for more communications at the procurement stage.  This 
was seen as a means of enhancing the ability to ensure that a review team is suitably composed of the 
range of experts required for a particular EIA and to better identify conflict of interest risks as well as 
manage them.

Government Partner Perspectives:  Government partners generally noted that with the advent of 
the 3PC model, opportunities to get together and discuss the EIA review along with SIRs are reduced 
in both quality and frequency.  From this flows the reduced ability to identify issues and needs that 
fall between the technical subject areas.  In addition, it was felt that if communication efforts could be 
enhanced, the risk of duplication in SIRs would be reduced and the quality coupled with appropriateness 
would be enhanced.  

Some made mention of the greater level of interaction that was seen to exist prior to the 3PC model 
and felt that the more frequent meetings among government partners, where questions would be vetted 
and agreed to, were of great value from both a communication perspective and in developing a sound, 
integrated portfolio of SIRs.  However, proponents also noted that, apart from the 3PC model, the larger 
volume of EIA and associated work simply makes it more difficult to set aside the time to achieve the 
desirable level of communication and interaction with each other.  On the matter of communications 
with contractors, the point was made that this is very limited, and possibly a symptom of what is 
provided for, and not, in the actual 3PC contracts (i.e., no ability or incentives for contractors to engage 
and take part in such communications).
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Determining the Impacts

Overall Level of Satisfaction
Generally, project proponents, contractors, government partners and Alberta Environment staff are 
satisfied with the 3PC technical review model, with reported levels from the survey ranging from 60% 
to 67%.  However, as Figure 6.1 also illustrates, a significant percentage of those responding to the survey 
expressed dissatisfaction with the model.  Roughly a third (30% to 33%) of the project proponents, 
government partners, and Alberta Environment staff were dissatisfied.  This is generally consistent with 
evidence gathered through the follow-up interviews.

Figure 7: Overall Satisfaction with the 3PC Technical Review Model
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To better understand the drivers of satisfaction and the general impact of the 3PC model, the remainder 
of this section focuses on three factors that contribute to the overall satisfaction:

• Timeliness;
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Timeliness
The catalyst for moving to the 3PC model as reported earlier was the growing backlog of EIA reports 
that had been submitted and were waiting for the formal review process.  The Hammerstone Project 
(Birch Mountain Resources Ltd.) which waited 28 weeks from the time the EIA report was submitted to 
the time that the review process was initiated and the Sexsmith Formaldehyde Plant – Phase 3 (Arclin 
Performance Applied) which remained in the queue for 35.9 weeks were probably the two projects that 
specifically signalled a capacity problem.  While these were not oil-sands projects, they were submitted 
at a time when a large number of oil sands projects had also been put forward.  Around this time, it was 
suggested that the mailroom was literally overflowing with EIA reports.   

Since the adoption of the 3PC model, Alberta Environment has not seen delays of the magnitude 
experienced in 2006.  However, trends over time cannot be easily developed since statistics have not 
been formally tracked for periods before 2006.  What can be said conclusively is that the lengthy delays 
that the Department was beginning to encounter in 2006 have not been repeated, although significant 
delays have occurred for some specific projects.  

Table 4 below identifies the total number of EIAs submitted, the number of EIAs where a review was 
initiated, and the average number of weeks from when an EIA was submitted to when the review was 
launched.  As the table indicates, the average review time has gone down since the 3PC model was 
adopted.  And, with the advent of multi-party Requests for Proposal, the average number of weeks 
appears to have declined further.  Specifically, the average fell to 7.5 weeks in 2010 which has seen a vast 
increase in the number of EIAs submitted.  

In 2005 and 2006, it should further be noted that reviews for seven projects were initiated within 
a week from the time the EIA was submitted. This brings down the averages for these two years 
significantly.  It also indicates one of the distinct advantages the Department gained from in-house 
capacity – the ability to start projects without having to secure contractors.  

Table 4: Number of Weeks from Submission of EIA Reports to the Start of the 
Review

Date EIA Report 
Submitted 
to Alberta 

Environment

Number 
of EIAs 

Submitted

Number of EIAs 
Submitted where 

Review Process Was 
Initiated

Average Elapsed Weeks from 
Submission of Integrated 

Application to the Start of 
the Technical  Review

Number of Elapsed 
Weeks for Outlier 

Projects Removed from 
Calculations

2005 8 8 1.6 --

2006 14 13 13.5 87.3

2007 9 8 14.3 22.9

2008 3 3 9.3 --

2009 4 4 11.6 25.9

2010 11 6 7.5 --

While the primary aim in adopting the 3PC model was to ensure the timely initiation of EIA technical 
reviews (i.e., to ensure a reasonable time period between when an EIA was submitted to when the 
technical review began), proponents frequently took the view, and to a more limited degree from 
Alberta Environment staff, that this approach was also expected to help move projects more quickly 
through the overall review of the integrated application package.  Effectiveness in this view would be 
measured by the extent to which overall timelines for the review were being maintained.  While the 
3PC model was not formally expected to influence these overall timelines, this remains important to the 
context and as considerations for proponents when questioning the value they are receiving in return 
for funding the technical reviews
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Figure 8: The 3PC Process is Carried Out in a Timely Way
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Figure 8 summarizes the perspectives on timeliness of the 3PC process among those that were surveyed 
on this aspect, and Table 5 below attempts to establish trends in overall review times from 1991 to 
2008.  When viewed with this information in mind, the time from when an EIA has been submitted to 
when the review is completed has grown somewhat, and the 3PC technical review component is being 
perceived by some proponents and to a lesser extent departmental staff as taking too long.  There are 
a range of factors that could contribute to this, including the ability of other government departments 
to work within timelines during peak periods (refer to Figure 9 on the next page).  Proponents are also 
generally taking longer to respond to SIRs which may be indicative of an increasing workload associated 
with this part of the process, but may also reflect limited capacity and scheduling conflicts with 
contractors retained by the proponent to develop the EIA reports and respond to the SIRs; changes in 
project design; competing proponent priorities; economics, or other such factors.

Table 5: Elapsed Weeks from Submission of EIA Report to Complete

Date EIA Report Submitted to 
Alberta Environment

Average Number of Elapsed Weeks 
from Submission of EIA Report to 

Complete (All Projects)
Number of EIAs Completed

1996 32 5
1997 32 7
1998 31 7
1999 30 6
2000 72 4
2001 59 9
2002 58 3
2003 38 4
2004 38 3
2005 69 7
2006 64 10
2007 89 5
2008 82 3

14. These statistics are significantly longer than those that Alberta Environment reports in its annual publication.  The department produces a 
rolling average which tends to smooth the increase in time taken to do the reviews for projects initiated in 2007 and 2008.  It should also be 
noted that the data supporting this table is inconsistent with that used for Table 4, and as such, points to the need for verification.
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Figure 9: Comparative Review Times in Weeks
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Finally, proponents generally felt that overall timelines could be reduced if the 3PC model was expanded 
to help meet the needs of other Government of Alberta partners

Quality 
High quality SIRs are the foundation for EIA reviews.  Most groups consulted during the course of the 
evaluation recognized improvements in this regard since  the 3PC model was launched which would 
indicate that contractors and government have become better acquainted with their particular roles 
and responsibilities, and SIRs are more focused and on the mark.  Some involved in the technical review 
before the 3PC model noted that the quality today is on par with what was witnessed prior with 
Alberta Environment.  However, there was considerable concern over the quality and reasonableness of 
SIRs from the point of view of proponents.  

As Figure 10 identifies, 67% of those proponents surveyed did not feel that the SIRs were reasonable.  
In consideration of the 3PC model, the primary factor that coloured the proponent view seemed to 
be the perceived quality of the contracted 3PC reviewer (i.e., an absence of qualifications, or presence 
of biases, leading to the SIR either being seen as inappropriate or unnecessary).  It should be noted 
that in a few instances, the SIRs developed through government partners were clearly driving the 
opinion of proponents (i.e., quality of the reviewers, reasonableness of the SIR, and the manner in which 
disagreements or issues were addressed were among the key issues raised by proponents).   Tied to this, 
some proponents also noted that the use of the 3PC model appears to have increased the quality of 
Alberta Environment SIRs relative to those of government partners.

Anecdotally, some Alberta Environment staff noted that the proponents raised the same issues with 
similar frequency prior to implementing the 3PC model.
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Figure 10: Supplemental Information Requests and their Review are Reasonable
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On a more general basis, proponents, contractors, partners and Alberta Environment staff identified a 
range of factors that affect their perception of quality:

• Departmental staff noted that as contractors develop more experience with the EIA review 
process, the quality and appropriateness of SIRs is improving.

• Approval Teams and technical experts within Alberta Environment are often used to vet SIRs.  
But the ability of Departmental personnel to serve in this role is diminishing and may be further 
reduced as Alberta Environment strives to ensure that all information for approvals is contained in 
Volume 1.  The content required for Volume 1 is specific to Alberta Environment’s regulation and 
approval application which is outlined in various Guides to Content.

• There is a pervasive opinion that 3PC reviewers develop more SIRs than what is necessary 
to bring an EIA to “completeness.”  This has been partially attributed to particular biases that 
a specific reviewer may bring to the technical review.  For example, if a contractor’s expertise 
comes into play, there may be an over-emphasis on SIRs in this area of competence.  Alternatively, 
if the reviewer has a lower level of experience with a particular project, the technical discipline, 
or the geographic context, there may be a higher likelihood that the SIR will be contested by 
the proponent. Finally, there was a fairly consistent opinion that the contractors do not have the 
policy and regulatory lens that reviewers had prior to the 3PC model, and that this is essential to 
developing focused SIRs.

• Government partners and contractors have noted that SIR quality could be enhanced and 
efficiencies realized through more discussion before these questions are finalized. In some cases, 
SIRs developed through the 3PC model are not well integrated with the questions developed by 
other reviewers and this may create challenges for the Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
who must bring consistency to the package and eliminate redundancies.  Some also noted that 
elevated levels of discussion and analysis between government partners and Alberta Environment 
would be helpful and allow fuller exploration of issues from a whole project perspective, 
contributing in turn to a more integrated and thorough set of SIRs.  
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• Proponent issues around quality often were driven by the view that the SIR package (SIR 1 
typically) includes too many questions and may at times demonstrate that contracted reviewers 
had not thoroughly read the material or that they lack a solid understanding of the project and the 
technical aspects of it.  

A number of these factors were echoed in the open ended commentary to the survey, and clearly 
influenced the ratings summarized in Figure 11 that are associated with aspects of quality, namely fairness, 
transparency, and preferences for retention of the 3PC model.

Specifically, associated with the ratings of disagreement from proponents were comments on SIRs 
being irrelevant and having to face unnecessary rounds of these questions being posed, and that overall 
timelines are not being met.  Among Departmental staff, comments included the loss of knowledge 
within government, and the need to reinvest in internal capacity, as well as the potential to better 
coordinate with the Approvals Team.  Proponents also made note that Alberta Environment should 
develop its own staff capacity and expertise to better fulfill the public interest.

Figure 11a: Results of the 3PC Technical Review were Fair

Pe
rc

en
ta

ge
 (

%
)

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Project Proponents

Government Partners

Alberta Environment Staff

Not SureDisagreeAgree



26

Figure 11b: Results of the 3PC Technical Review were Transparent

Figure 11c: The 3PC Technical Review Process Remains a Preferred Approach
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Value for Money
In broad terms, proponents, Alberta Environment staff and government partners questioned the extent 
to which 3PC delivers value for money (See Figure 12 below)

Figure 12: Fees for the 3PC Technical Review are Appropriate and Represent Good 
Value for Money
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Proponents do not feel that they are receiving good value for the money.  And, Alberta Environment, 
which has actually managed to reduce its net costs to undertake EIA reviews (simply because the 
proponent pays 3PC related costs), appears undecided on the matter, with just over 50% believing that 
good value for the money is being delivered.  Government partners are less convinced of the value for 
money received with just over 40% believing that the 3PC model provides for this.  From each of these 
different perspectives, some of the more specific, key concerns and issues regarding value for money 
include:

Proponents
• Some note that any gains in timeliness made through speedier initiation of the technical review are 

lost at other stages in either the EIA or other regulatory processes.  The related view is that there is 
no net gain in timeliness as a result of the 3PC model.

• There are a minority of proponents who do feel that value for money has been received and that 
the 3PC model has provided more certainty and a greater ability to schedule projects.

Alberta Environment Staff
• There is a general view that the cost of services (even though the proponent is funding the 

technical review of the EIA report) is much higher under the 3PC model than it would be if the 
services were provided internally.

• The Environmental Assessment Coordinator has taken on additional responsibilities with the 
implementation of the 3PC model that previously would not have been part of their job 
requirements.  Coupled with this, Approval Teams spend more time than anticipated under the 
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3PC model reviewing SIRs and the EIA report.  There is an associated feeling that these costs are 
not formally recognized under the 3PC model and, therefore, any benefits of this approach are 
overstated.

• Staff report that the quality of 3PC contract reviewers is good and in some cases, Alberta 
Environment has gained access to a level of expertise and experience that it would otherwise 
be unable to take advantage of.  On a more limited scale, some staff reported that specific 3PC 
contracted reviewers are sometimes lacking the expertise to provide effective services.

Government Partners
• Consistent with earlier findings, government partners report generally seeing a lower level of 

communication with the advent of the 3PC model.  While they note that some of this is related 
directly to increases in their workload and an inability to meet with Alberta Environment staff and 
other partners, they also note that the 3PC model has effectively reduced the opportunity to share 
information.  Related to this, reference was made to the meetings that once took place prior to 
the 3PC model where all government partners would come together for one or two days and 
essentially hammer out an SIR package.  This level of interaction and intensity was viewed as a real 
asset to the EIA review process that has since been lost.

Contractors
• Contractors identified inefficiencies in the process which potentially reduce the value for money.  

The most common concerns were with respect to the scope of 3PC services and communications.  
Many of the contractors felt that the development of SIRs could be streamlined with additional 
interaction and meetings with proponents.  They also noted that efficiencies could be gained and 
stronger reviews could be achieved by expanding the scope of the 3PC model, thereby more 
effectively dealing with “between the silo” issues and other government partner interests.

Any detailed analysis of costs associated with the 3PC model and alternatives was deemed to be out of 
scope for this evaluation.  However, a higher level analysis was undertaken to help inform perceptions 
of value for money.  This analysis is based on the Dedicated Review Team concept that was developed 
by Alberta Environment internally in 2009.  Alberta Environment identified the need for nine Full-Time 
Equivalents (FTEs) to cover off the necessary areas of expertise and to complete six technical reviews 
per year.  To support the analysis we made a number of key assumptions:

• A standard of $150,000 was used as representative of departmental staff costs, accounting for 
wages, benefits and overhead.

• An FTE equates to 1,892 hours of work per year which translates to an average hourly wage of 
$79.  If a more disciplined analysis were undertaken this rate would likely increase (depending on 
how vacation, statutory holidays, and sick days are calculated; and if actual wage rates, overhead 
and administration costs are determined for the specific job descriptions). While these costs may 
understate the actual costs, they provide a reasonable basis for comparison.

• Alberta Environment staff would complete reviews in the same amount of time (in terms of 
billable hours) that 3PC contractors are taking and that the average hours for the nine closed 3PC 
contracts is an accurate reflection of the level of effort required to complete future reviews.  

• On average, 1,422 hours are taken to complete a review. We simply assumed that Environmental 
Assessment Coordinator roles would not change substantially in terms of the level of effort 
required per project in either of these scenarios; so these costs were not included in the 
analysis.  We recognize that the Environmental Assessment Coordinators could shed the contract 
management role with the adoption of a Dedicated Review Team and these potential savings 
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have not been included in the analysis. We also assumed that the workload for Approvals Teams 
would not change.  However, we do recognize that the use of Dedicated Review Teams could 
create efficiencies in communication between reviewers and Approvals Teams which could lead to 
additional savings, although these have not been included in the analysis.

• The average hourly rate for all invoiced hours for 3PC and the average hourly rate for closed 
contracts were chosen as two points to provide an illustrative range against which to compare 
internal review costs.  As noted in Table 6, the average hourly rate is in the $143 to $158 range for 
3PC.  Underlying these figures is a highly variable rate structure from company to company where 
Alberta Environment has secured contracts with average hourly rates as low as $124/hour and as 
high as $200/hour.   Actual hourly rates have run as high as $275 for some specific individuals. 

Our analysis is summarized in Table 6.  Assuming that a departmental team was fully engaged, the analysis 
shows that they could complete a technical review for substantially less than the costs associated with 
the 3PC model.  Project costs savings on a per project basis would range from $90,650 to $112,180 
(rounded).  While a more sophisticated analysis would provide a more definitive estimate of savings, our 
broad conclusion that substantial cost savings are possible with the adoption of a Dedicated Review 
Team would hold.

Table 6: Costing Analysis for a Dedicated Departmental Review Team Compared to 
the 3PC Model

Total 
Expenditures

Total 
Number of 

Hours

Cost Per Hour 
(includes benefits and 

overhead)

Actual Costs for 3PC Reviews

All 3PC Contracts $4,032,730 25,497 $158

Closed Contracts (nine projects) – Fees Only $1,830,659 12,799 $143

Average 3PC Contract Model Costs per project 
(using average hourly rated for all 3PC contracts)

$224,918 1.422 $158

Average 3PC Contract Model Cost per Project 
(closed contracts)

$203,389 1,422 $143

Projected Costs for internal Dedicated Review 
Team

Dedicated Review Team member (per FTE) $150,000 1,892 $79

Dedicated Review Team Average Cost per Project $112,738 1,422 $79

Per Project Savings with Adoption of Dedicated 
Review Team

Savings  (based on average costs for all 3PC 
contracts)

$112,180

Savings (based on average costs for closed 3PC 
contracts)

$90,651

Note:  The high end estimates are based on all 3PC contracts.  If just the open contracts involving projects where 
SIR1 has already been completed were isolated and used as the higher end estimate, the average hourly wage rate 
would climb to $177
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These costs have to be viewed more broadly though, and in consideration of a few additional factors:

• If Alberta Environment were to undertake the work internally, it is not clear if proponents would 
continue or be able to pay for the service.  To our knowledge, some proponents have suggested 
in the past that they would prefer to pay for the costs of reviews undertaken internally by 
departmental staff. While a mechanism does not exist to directly pay for staff-related costs to 
conduct the review, less direct mechanisms, such as increased fees, might be feasible.

• The extent to which Alberta Environment would be able to adopt a structure that enables 
proponent funding if review services were delivered by Departmental staff.  Under the 3PC model, 
the reality is that the net costs to Alberta Environment are significantly less because the proponent 
pays.  Prior to the 3PC model, Alberta Environment funded the reviews.   A related issue is the 
apparent inability to set up any form of a special operating fund, such that proponent payments 
are dedicated to the conduct of EIA report technical reviews rather than being assigned as general 
revenue to the government.  

• The use of internal Departmental resources to undertake reviews has an additional benefit to 
Alberta Environment because it helps to maintain skills and remains a useful training ground 
for staff, allowing them to keep current on new methods and technologies as well as fostering 
awareness of issues from a project, sector and regional perspective.

• The value of the 3PC model is highest in peak years when Alberta Environment cannot keep pace 
and in slow years when the department would like to shed capacity without incurring excessive 
costs. The Dedicated Review Team would see substantial shifts in roles and responsibilities during 
slow years and we simply assumed that any future organizational structure would allow for this. 
However, it is conceivable that there could be periods where the Department could have excess 
review team capacity with staff that are not fully engaged, effectively increasing the costs to conduct 
a review.

• There are likely to be periods where the Dedicated Review Team will see a large number of 
integrated applications submitted and they may have insufficient capacity to initiate them promptly.  
Under these circumstances, they would likely still require 3PC support or the workload would be 
accommodated by delays in the start of a review.

• Use of a Dedicated Review Team could reduce the appeal of EIA reviews to the external 
marketplace because demand for services will drop off completely in some years.  As a result, firms 
may simply stop competing for the work.
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Conclusions and Looking Forward
The 3PC model has provided Alberta Environment with much needed capacity to manage the significant 
increase in projects entering the Environmental Assessment process.  Further, the 3PC model has 
demonstrated a number of strengths, and positive contributions, including:

• With the adoption of 3PC and an ongoing willingness of proponents for pay for contractor 
services, the net costs to Alberta Environment are significantly less than they were previously.

• The time between when an EIA is submitted and when technical reviews are initiated has been 
reduced and appears to be improving with the advent of the multi-project Requests for Proposal.

• The quality of the technical reviews is generally perceived to be comparable to when Alberta 
Environment undertook this work internally.

• In the last several years, Alberta Environment has developed a stable of reliable and capable private 
sector contractors that now have considerable experience in conducting EIA report technical 
reviews.

• The 3PC model has given Alberta Environment access to much needed skills and expertise, 
whether it’s individuals who once worked with the Department in the EIA review and approvals 
processes, or to experts who typically provide services to proponents through private sector 
consulting firms and academic institutions. The breadth and depth of experience available through 
the 3PC model is greater than what the Department can provide internally at present.

• The use of external experts to review EIA technical reports is generally viewed as providing 
Alberta Environment staff an opportunity to develop oversight capability that did not exist 
previously.

• While the adoption of the 3PC model has increased costs to Alberta Environment in some areas 
(e.g., procurement costs, contract management), it has also allowed the Department to reduce the 
net cost of EIA technical reviews since invoices submitted by third party contractors are paid for 
by proponents.  Prior to the 3PC model, Alberta Environment was the sole funder of EIA report 
technical reviews. 

However, there are a number of key issues that hinder the overall performance of the 3PC model and 
the EIA review process.

• Performance measures and targets do not allow Alberta Environment to adequately report on all 
critical dimensions of program performance.

• The level of communications is generally perceived to be lower and more disjointed than it was 
prior to the 3PC model.

• There is a perceived lack of consistency in how EIA’s are reviewed and how such projects are 
managed.

• The Request for Proposal approach may be unnecessarily increasing costs to Alberta Environment 
and bidders – especially since the Department has developed a strong understanding of who in the 
marketplace can effectively supply the services.

• Proponents who continue to fund the vast majority of reviews generally do not feel that they are 
receiving sufficient value for money and some (i.e., typically those engaged in non oil sands projects) 
do not feel that they should have to pay for technical review services.

• While the 3PC model has led to efficiencies within the technical review of EIAs, there is a 
commonly held view that the bottleneck has simply moved to the approvals process, resulting in 
no net gains in timeliness when viewed in the context of the broader review of the Integrated 
Application.
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There are a number of opportunities to now enhance the performance of the 3PC model.  During 
the course of the evaluation, a range of alternatives to the 3PC model were identified, in addition to 
strategies that would improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the model itself.  These alternatives 
are reflected in the three options discussed below. Following the exploration of these three options, 
strategies for enhancing the cost-effectiveness and efficiency of the 3PC model as the recommended 
way forward are discussed.

Exploring the Options to the 3PC Model
Phasing out the 3PC Model and Reinvesting in Internal Capacity for Technical Reviews:  Departmental 
teams could be developed and dedicated to carrying out EIA report technical review activities, which 
would allow Alberta Environment to retain, and expand upon, the knowledge and experience gained 
through past reviews.  The approach would be similar to the Dedicated Review Team (with each team 
consisting of nine FTEs) first proposed by Alberta Environment in 2009.  An additional benefit would be 
a reintegration of the Environmental Assessment process.  More specifically, to realize the benefits of the 
3PC model, Alberta Environment has sought ways to disaggregate the technical review of EIA reports 
from approvals, thereby minimizing the extent of involvement of Approvals Teams.

The reinvestment into this internal capacity would also likely be accompanied by greater consistency 
as well as positive support among government partners, as the level of communication, interaction and 
sharing of best practices could be higher. Further, there have been several smaller EIA report technical 
reviews that proponents have been unwilling to pay for, or participate in under the 3PC model, leading 
to Alberta Environment delivering on this work with staff and some contracted support.  In the absence 
of a stated and firm policy position, there is a realism that some technical reviews will continue to be 
undertaken internally in the future.  

However, in all likelihood, this team could not be exclusively dedicated to EIA report technical reviews.  
During peak periods, the team would be fully engaged, but during years where demand is low, excess 
capacity would exist, creating pressures to take on additional roles within the Department.  What this 
means is that there is a high likelihood that a fully staffed EIA report technical review function could only 
be maintained if the some staff took on roles and responsibilities that were broader in scope, which 
would create some management challenges given competing claims on time.

In terms of maintaining a “proponent pay” philosophy, noting that this is not documented as a formal 
policy, challenges may surface, notably the ability to dedicate fees as a revenue stream rather than seeing 
these directed to general revenue.  This may impact, in turn, the willingness of proponents to invest in the 
process in the absence of a firm policy position of the Department.

This option also faces a risk associated with the loss of a significant advantage found with the 3PC 
model, namely the contractual relationship which affords Environmental Assessment Coordinators 
greater control over the allocation of technical resources and stronger levels of accountability for 
defined milestones.  As noted above, before the 3PC model, teams consisted of experts who were often 
managing competing claims on their time and Environmental Assessment Coordinators had less ability 
to manage to defined milestones.  Offsetting this risk though, would be a concerted strategy to retain 
a disciplined approach to project management, and to ensure accountabilities are maintained through 
employee plans and performance reviews.

Develop Internal Capacity and Supplement with Select 3PC Specialist Skills in a Joint Team Structure: 
As another option, Alberta Environment could supplement 3PC contractor capacity by providing 
some internal expertise.  This would essentially result in a joint department and 3PC contractor review 
team.  By including Alberta Environment personnel on some review teams, the department can more 
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effectively use the approach as a knowledge transfer tool that extends beyond building an awareness of 
particular review issues to deepening the competencies and skills of staff.  It also affords the chance to 
strengthen the linkages between the EIA review process and approvals, where appropriate to do so.  

However, from a contractor’s point of view, this would be seen as reducing the equivalent of a “market 
share”, and in the face of other opportunities, could result in less interest to propose on this work.  An 
added complexity would be the ability to manage projects since Departmental staff would likely be 
facing competing claims on their time, as outlined in the prior option.   This shared approach would 
also require a clear definition of roles and responsibilities to ensure that duplication of effort between 
contracted and internal staff does not occur.

Hybrid Options:  There are a range of other 
options that might be considered, including the 
use of contractors to provide capacity beyond a 
defined base workload, and on the assumption 
that the internal capacity of Alberta Environment 
is rebuilt to a level sufficient to provide technical 
review capabilities for situations other than during 
peak periods.  Another scenario might be that 
Alberta Environment becomes more actively 
involved in the development of the EIA report.  
However, this would have to be undertaken 
in a manner that does not compromise the 
boundaries of Alberta Environment as the 
regulator.  In addition to the up-front work done 
in developing a Terms of Reference, Alberta 
Environment could be available to the proponent 
to assist in providing clear direction on the 
expectations for the EIA during the collection 
and assessment of the data (i.e., being more 
prescriptive than general).    Under this latter 

Recommendation
Retain the 3PC model.  In our view, it 
best manages the critical issues facing 
Alberta Environment in the short to 
medium term.  However, we note that in 
the absence of a formal policy statement 
regarding the extent to which a proponent 
is expected to pay for the technical review 
of EIA reports, there will continue to be 
some reliance on internal capacity.  This 
uncertainty is likely limited though, to 
smaller non-oil sands projects.  More 
broadly, the lack of clear policy poses a risk 
to the sustainability of the 3PC model since 
it continues to rely on the good will of 
proponents.
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scenario, the Department would signal the expectation that higher quality EIAs are expected and that they will essentially be complete, when submitted. 

The key considerations in relation to these options are summarized in Table 7 on the following page.

Table 7:  Assessment of Options

Ability to 
Minimize  Costs 
for the Technical 

Review

Proponent 
Willingness or 
Ability to Pay 

Effective 
Management of 

Projects

Consistency in 
Practice

Leveraging of Internal 
Review Capacity and 

Expertise

Ability to 
Minimize 

Legal 
Exposures

Contractor 
Capacity to Meet 

Departmental 
Needs 

Ability to 
Integrate EIA 

Processes

Potential 
Government 

Partner Support

Enhance the 
3PC Model 
for Technical 
Reviews

High High High Moderate Low-Moderate
Low - 

Moderate
Moderate – 

High
Low - 

Moderate
Moderate

Reinvest 
in Internal 
Capacity and 
Phase Out 
3PC Model 
for Technical 
Reviews

Low Low
Low - 

Moderate
High High High N/A High High

Develop 
Internal 
Capacity and 
Supplement 
with 3PC 
Specialists as 
Joint Teams

Moderate Moderate
Low - 

Moderate
High Moderate-High Moderate Moderate High

Moderate to 
High
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Enhancing the 3PC Model for Technical Reviews
Recognizing the 3PC model’s successes, and engaging the issues that impede its performance, several 
recommendations have been made to strengthen its efficacy in the near future.

Through the implementation of this set of recommendations, there will be a renewed foundation for 
addressing other issues that have been brought forward in this report.  In particular, the promise of 
expanding the scope of the 3PC model may be better realized in the context of a whole of government 
solution and on the basis of stronger support among government partners.  The scope of a 3PC 
technical review would also be better informed, leading to more tightly focused engagements, saving 
both time and money.  It is in this sense that these recommendations will serve to generate a range of 
benefits for Alberta Environment, while positioning the 3PC model to be as effective as possible.

Summary of Recommendations
1. Improve consistency in standards, processes and  quality of EIA report technical reviews

2. Continue to promote coordination and communication to resolve SIR and other issues 
proactively

3. Build on current performance monitoring and reporting practices by strengthening 
performance measures and targets

4. Explore options to develop a qualified list of suppliers

5. Assess the adequacy of current job descriptions and classification s for positions involved in 
the technical review process

6. Improve the two way flow of information between the Approvals Team and 3PC technical 
reviewers 

7. Formalize Alberta Environment policy as it relates to proponent obligations to fund the 
technical review of EIA reports
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Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

1. Improve consistency in standards, 
processes and quality of EIA report 
technical reviews by formalizing basic 
requirements and expectations, and by  
identifying best practices and sharing 
them.

• Develop standards and guidance to 
clarify the roles and responsibilities 
of 3PC reviewers, and ensures 
that SIRs are within scope and well 
constructed

• Provide opportunities for 3PC 
contractors to share lessons and 
best practices with each other and 
with Alberta Environment

• Promote collaboration between 
Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators to share practices, 
promote consistency and to 
update program guidance and 
templates, as appropriate

• Based on an updated job 
description, ensure that individual 
performance plans identify areas 
where additional training and 
guidance is required

Alberta Environment now has three years of 
experience with the 3PC model and there is an 
opportunity to build on this history.

While each of the contractors involved in the 3PC 
model have developed stronger practices and better 
quality SIRs, the sharing of best practices and the level 
of communication to develop consistent standards 
has been relatively low.  There are also areas where 
there is still a lack of agreement around the scope of 
what 3PC reviewers are expected to do. For example, 
opinions on the extent to which policy and regulatory 
issues should frame the review or help to focus the 
review vary considerably.

At the same time, Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators work to common processes and 
requirements, but also bring to the job different 
practices and styles.  This has resulted in some 
inconsistencies (e.g. sharing of draft SIR packages with 
proponents in some projects but not all; requesting 
Approvals staff to review the entire SIR package 
in some cases and only select SIRs in others), and 
contributes toward a risk that technical reviews 
may be both less efficient, and that proponents and 
contractors may feel that they are not being treated 
equally or fairly.  Added to this is the relatively high 
turnover in Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
positions and the limited extent to which skills and 
guidance is consistently passed on.

Risks:

• Contractors delivering services through the 3PC 
model are working within an environment where 
any incremental improvement in the quality of 
work they do will give them an edge in future 
competitions.  Contractors may be reluctant to 
share best practices.

• While minimum standards are useful there is 
always a risk that standards could constrain 
creativity and flexibility.

Management Strategies:

• Alberta Environment will need to establish 
minimal standards that do set out the core 
expectations and requirements, but at the same 
time do not stifle innovation and the ability 
to adaptively manage projects as well as the 
program.
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Evaluation of the 3PC Model for Technical Reviews of Environmental Impact Assessment Reports

Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

2. Continue to promote coordination 
and communications to resolve SIR and 
other issues proactively.

While there appear to be sufficient opportunities and 
accepted practices to enable effective communications, 
this remains a key area of concern for Alberta 
Environment staff, contractors, government partners, 
and proponents.  Our overall conclusion is that 
expectations are not being communicated clearly at 
the start of the process, that parties are not being 
made sufficiently aware of the options available to 
them, and that progress along with results flowing 
from the technical review of EIA reports are not 
known.  While some may look to more involvement 
as essential to the resolution of issues, it is important 
to be strategic in that others may feel hard-pressed to 
participate or otherwise engage in such interactions.

At present, there is a perception that Alberta 
Environment is not effectively communicating with 
the contractor community regarding the outcomes 
of specific competitions or about upcoming projects.  
This creates challenges for contractors who, as a 
result, have greater difficulty in managing the time 
of their staff and resource planning more generally.  
These issues do represent a cost to contractors and 
indirectly, are likely being recovered by hourly rates 
charged to Alberta Environment.  

The 3PC newsletter is valued by the contractor 
community and they do use it for internal planning and 
skills development.  More regular use of the newsletter 
could address some issues around communications.

Risks:

• Any additional communication or meetings 
scheduled for a particular project may be viewed 
as additional and unnecessary work.

• Increasing the level of communications could 
represent a draw on resources when staff are 
already limited in the extra work they can take 
on.  

Management Strategies:

• Consult with proponents and partners and 
develop a communications strategy that is based 
on their input.  Ensure proponents and partners 
agree on the value and critical elements (i.e., the 
“must haves”) of such a strategy.  The strategy 
could also be developed as part of a formal 
project charter.

• Use enhanced performance metrics to 
demonstrate the value added associated with 
communications.

• Develop and raise awareness of the business 
case for greater levels of communication.

• Alberta Environment and 
Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators should negotiate a 
communications strategy at the 
start of each project that clearly 
defines the stakeholders, areas 
of information need, strategies 
for providing such information, 
and remedies for the resolution 
of issues as they arise. As part of 
this strategy, Alberta Environment 
should seek ways to ensure that 
proponents, government partners 
and reviewers can meet face to 
face, or at the least virtually, to 
review emerging issues and draft 
SIRs. 

• Continue to keep the 3PC 
contractor community aware of 
EIA related developments through 
the newsletter and increase the 
responsiveness of communications 
as it relates to the evaluation 
of proposals and selection of 
contractors.
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Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

3. Build on current performance 
monitoring and reporting practices by 
improving the quality of data definitions 
and reviewing business requirements.  
In particular, Alberta Environment 
should investigate the options and the 
feasibility of developing quality and 
value for money metrics combined 
with targets.

At present, the Environmental Assessment Program 
has in place monitoring and reporting processes that 
are a vast improvement over the pre-3PC model 
situation and serve as a leading practice within Alberta 
Environment.  A challenge, however, has been the 
establishment of meaningful measures for monitoring 
and reporting on 3PC model performance.   In our 
view, measures specific to the 3PC model need to 
demonstrate the incremental impact this approach has 
on the broader Environmental Assessment Program.  
In this regard, timeliness and quality measures, and 
value for money metrics along with accompanying 
targets, as they relate to the 3PC model are in need of 
improvement. For example, possible areas upon which 
to base specific measures are as follows:

• Schedules by stage and variances. 

• Timeliness as it relates to the initiation of the 
review, and the review itself.

• Satisfaction surveys with clients.

• A scorecard approach to assessing 3PC 
contractor qualifications and performance, which 
then supports future procurement decisions.

• Prevalence of, and underlying reasons for, 
particular SIRs being rejected or changed.

Risks:

• The development of new performance metrics 
can pose costs to the Department.

Management Strategies:

• To offset new performance measurement and 
reporting requirements, seek opportunities to 
eliminate data collection and reporting in cases 
where the information is not actively being used 
for decision making.
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Evaluation of the 3PC Model for Technical Reviews of Environmental Impact Assessment Reports

Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

4. Explore options to develop a 
qualified list of suppliers and phase out 
the use of the Request for Proposal as 
a procurement mechanism.

Over the last few years, Alberta Environment has 
used the Request for Proposal process as the means 
to select 3PC reviewers.  The Department now has a 
clear picture of the marketplace of suppliers in terms 
of those firms that can provide 3PC services and at 
what cost.  Given this knowledge and the fact that 
there are only a handful of firms providing services, 
Alberta Environment could further streamline the 
procurement process by developing a qualified list of 
suppliers through a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) 
or a similar mechanism.  

It is also our opinion that the current approach 
essentially means that smaller firms are unable to 
compete, simply because they cannot offer the full 
field of expertise required to conduct the EIA report 
technical reviews.  Given this situation, the Request for 
Qualifications may be an appropriate mechanism.

The options to be explored should include:

• The development of a list of technical 
experts and project managers from which the 
Department can draw upon individually.

• The development of a list of qualified firms and 
specific qualified individuals within those firms.

Risks:

• Firms wishing to provide 3PC services have 
fewer opportunities to compete which further 
limits the marketplace of suppliers available to 
the Department.

• The Department could see increased time 
devoted to contract management if they engage 
technical experts and project managers as 
individuals rather than as a team.

Management Strategies:

• Issue an RFQ “update” periodically which allows 
new suppliers to compete but which also retains 
existing qualified contractors (i.e., staying on 
the pre-qualified list without having to compete 
again).

• Adopt a resourcing strategy for typical 3PC 
reviews and for the “one-offs” where only 
particular skills are required.  
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Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

5. Review the current job descriptions 
and classifications for positions in the 
technical review process to ensure that 
they are current as well as reflective of 
the actual work being undertaken.

Alberta Environment relies on significant legacy skills 
and strong working relationships, professionalism 
and goodwill to make the 3PC model work.  This 
has allowed the Department to operate adaptively 
and make 3PC work in spite of significant differences 
in the skillset and experience that Approvals staff, 
Environmental Assessment Coordinators and 
others bring to the job.  However, it is clear from 
the evaluation that this has also created confusion 
and some frustration that expectations, roles and 
responsibilities as defined in job descriptions do not 
align with program realities.

We have heard with some regularity that the 
Environmental Assessment Coordinator position 
is far more than an administrative type of function 
(i.e., contract manager, project manager, developer 
of SIR packages, etc); especially with the reduced 
role of Approvals staff in the development of the 
SIR package.  To some extent the perception of 
quality is affected by a view that Alberta Environment 
has not adequately recognized, and supported, the 
current roles and responsibilities of Environmental 
Assessment Coordinators. In particular, there is a need 
to recognize that expectations around the level of 
technical expertise that the Environmental Assessment 
Coordinator brings to the job has increased since 
approvals staff have taken on a reduced role as team 
leads.

At the same time, we have heard that the formal 
expectations for Approvals personnel, as they relate to 
the EIA technical review, are far less demanding than 
what is required in practice.

Risks:

• Formalized job descriptions may be seen 
as reducing the ability of the Department 
to manage adaptively and to adjust roles to 
particular project circumstances.

• Job classifications could change creating a 
mismatch across staff positions.

Management Strategies:

• Integrate the review as part of the 
broader human resources strategy for the 
Department, and ensure that it is supported by 
communications.
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Evaluation of the 3PC Model for Technical Reviews of Environmental Impact Assessment Reports

Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

6. Improve the two way flow of 
information between the Approvals 
Team and 3PC technical reviewers.  

Alberta Environment continues to refine the EIA 
report technical review process to reduce the 
involvement of the Approvals Team.  However, the 
issue remains that the EIA represents a significant 
opportunity for approvals staff to familiarise 
themselves with a particular project and they continue 
to invest some time with this end in mind.  There is an 
opportunity to enhance the level of communications 
between 3PC technical reviewers and approvals staff 
to build their awareness of the EIA and related issues.  
This would also provide 3PC technical reviewers with 
guidance in key policy and regulatory issues that could 
increase the relevance, focus and quality of SIRs, and 
tied to this, may reduce the risk of overlap between 
SIRs developed by approvals personnel and those 
developed through the EIA review.  Furthermore, 
there may be opportunities to enhance the overall 
efficiency of the technical review process by allowing 
for meetings between approvals staff and 3PC 
contractors at the start of an engagement, and around 
the development of each SIR package (in addition to 
the final Knowledge Transfer Session).  While these 
meetings increase costs, they may also reduce the 
effort associated with the development of the SIR 
package and through streamlining other aspects of the 
review process.

Risks:

• Approvals Teams may be reluctant to participate 
due to current workloads.

• Proponents may be reluctant to fund the 
incremental time that contractors may incur to 
participate.

Management Strategies:

• Ensure that the business case for enhanced 
communication is conveyed to Approvals Teams 
and proponents. 

• Improve the quality of performance metrics to 
demonstrate the incremental value associated 
with enhancing such dialogues.
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Recommendation Background Implementation Risks and Opportunities

7. Formalize Alberta Environment 
policy regarding the extent to which 
proponents should be expected to pay 
for technical review services.

Alberta Environment launched the 3PC model as a 
solution to meet the growing needs in the North and 
it depended upon a proponent willingness to pay for 
these services.  This appears to have been equivalent 
to a voluntary arrangement.  However, as the initiative 
has been adopted province-wide and internal 
capacity reduced, an expectation has emerged that all 
proponents will fund technical reviews.  There exists 
no formal statement of policy though, and it appears 
that proponents may simply be able to opt out of the 
arrangement.  Should his happen, Alberta Environment 
would likely need to support the technical review 
activity through its own funding and resources.  Given 
the limited capacity internally to support this, it would 
very likely still require the services of a 3PC contractor.   
As a consequence, the lack of clear policy with respect 
to who pays for the technical review represents a 
significant risk to Alberta Environment. 

Immediate benefits associated with the 
implementation of this recommendation are that:

• Proponents and the Department have a clearer 
understanding of obligations and can plan more 
effectively.

• Any proponent expectations that the 
Department is accountable to them for the 
voluntary contributions they make are lessened.

Risks:

• The development of a formal policy may require 
consultation with the proponent community 
which could draw on resources available to 
support the EIA review process.

• The development of a formal policy could 
cause proponents to opt out of the voluntary 
arrangement currently in place.

• Adoption of a formal policy of this nature may 
require legislative changes.

Management Strategies:

• Undertake consultations as part of a broader 
initiative to engage proponents.
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Attachment: Projects Reviewed Through the 
3PC Model

Proponent Project Contract Date Budget Consultant Status

Cenovus FCCL Ltd. Christina Lake Thermal Project Phases 1E, 1F and 1G In-situ 2010 388,631 Integrated Environments Ltd Active

MacKay Operating Corp. MacKay River Commercial Project 2010 383,225 Integrated Environments Ltd Active

Maxim Power Corp HR Milner Expansion 2009 117,396 Summit Environmental Consultants Inc Active

OSUM Taiga Cold Lake North 2010 346,777 Millenium EMS Solutions Active

Shell Canada Ltd Carmen Creek In-situ 2009 2010 331,215 EBA Engineering Active

Shell Canada Ltd. Jackpine Mine Expansion/Pierre River Mine 2008 778,779 EBA Engineering Active

Suncor Voyageur South 2008 412,741 EBA Engineering

Alberta Sulphur Terminals Sulphur Forming and Shipping Facility 2007 150,723 Stantec Closed

Canadian Natural Resources Ltd. Kirby In-situ Project 2008 464,568 Integrated Environments Ltd Closed

Devon ARL Corporation Jackfish 2 SAGD 2007 408,405 IRIS Environmental Systems Inc Closed

MEG Energy Corp Christina Lake Regional Project Phase 3 2008 Stantec Consulting Ltd Closed

Opti/Nexen Long Lake Phase 2 South 2007 542,738 Stantec  Consulting Ltd Closed

PetroCanada Sturgeon Upgrader 2007 389,059 DS Environmental Closed

Shell Canada Ltd.  Scotford Upgrader 2 2007 581,375 DS Environmental Closed

Statoil Hydro Canada Kai Kos Dehseh In-Situ Project 2008 488,956 IRIS Environmental Systems Inc Closed

Total E&P Canada Upgrader 2008 513,179 DS Environmental Closed

Shell Canada Ltd. Carmon Creek (06) 2007 563,353 Integrated Environments Withdrawn

Statoil Hydro Canada Upgrader -- 498,755 IRIS Environmental Systems Inc. Withdrawn

Synenco Northern Lights Mine 2007 1,341,966 Tera Withdrawn
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Proponent Project Contract Date Budget Consultant Status
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APPENDIX B – 3PC EVALUATION PROJECT RECOMMENDATIONS – ACTION PLAN 
• The 3PC Evaluation identified a range of alternatives to the 3PC Model including: i) Phasing out the 3PC Model and Reinvesting in Internal 

Capacity for Technical Reviews, ii) Develop Internal Capacity and Supplement with Select 3PC Specialist Skills in a Joint Team Structure 
and iii) Enhancing the Current 3PC Model. 

• This action plan has been developed based on the 3PC Evaluation Report’s conclusion that the 3PC Model be retained and enhanced 
(alternative iii). This plan provides a balance of achievable responses to the seven recommendations - intended to improve the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the 3PC Model. 

• The plan was co-developed by Regional Integration Branch (Program Area) and the Corporate Performance Branch (Business Process 
Improvement Section) and was presented to Alberta Environment’s - Program Audit & Evaluation Governance Team (PAEGT) on 
May 11, 2011. This final plan incorporates comments and directions as provided by the PAEGT. 

Note:  All proposed actions will be led by the Environmental Assessment (EA) Coordinators and Managers of the Regional Integration Branch - 
unless otherwise specified. 
 

Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

1) Improve consistency and quality of EIA report technical reviews.  

i) Develop new standards / 
guidance to clarify roles & 
responsibilities of 3PC 
reviewers. 

Defer development of new 
standards / guidance at this 
time: 
Option will be re-visited as 
potential implementation of 
Regulatory Enhancement 
Project (REP), Cumulative 
Effects Management System 
(CEMS) & Land Use 
Framework (LUF) advances. 

N/A Standards and guidance for 3PC Model are already in place. 

Option represents a significant undertaking given limited EA resources. 

Deeper considerations needed as to where to position new standards. 

REP & LUF implementation will have a significant bearing on EA function, 
scope & resources and consistency must be ensured. 

ii) Provide opportunities for 
3PC contractors to share 
lessons learned & best 
practices - among each other 
and with Alberta Environment 
(AENV). 

Partially Accepted: 
Develop a “post contract” 
feedback form to obtain on-
going input from 3PC 
contractors. 

January - 2012 
(see Action 3(i)) 

Feedback from contractors on: 3PC process, review process (consider 
questions on lessons learned and best practices), invoicing, 
EA Coordinators performance & contract management would be beneficial 
(this action is linked to and forms part of recommendation 3(i)). 

3 



Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

iii) Promote collaboration 
between EA Coordinators to 
ensure consistency. 

No New Actions: 
Continue with existing 
collaboration and 
communication processes 
among EA Coordinators. 

On-going Evaluation findings did not recognize the existing collaborations among 
EA Coordinators and associated guidance documents which are providing 
reasonable levels of consistency between EA Coordinators. 

2. Continue to promote coordination & communications to resolve Supplemental Information Request (SIR) and other issues proactively. 

Explore: 
Seek clarification from key 
stakeholders on issues & 
needs to enhance 
communications following the 
release of 3PC Evaluation 
Report. 

Fall - 2011 Clarification on stakeholder needs and identification of concerns & issues 
is required before proceeding as the Evaluation Report did not specify 
these matters. 

i) Develop/negotiate a 
communications strategy 
specific to each EIA project to 
ensure a means for resolving 
issues among proponents, 
contractors & government 
partners. 

Reconsider the development 
of a communications strategy 
following those consultations. 

Winter - 2011 Following the release of the Evaluation Report all relevant stakeholders 
will be engaged in discussions to determine if there is a need for a 
communication strategy. 

ii) Encourage earlier 
engagement among 
proponents, contractors and 
government partners on 
emerging issues and SIRs. 

No New Actions: 
Early engagement process is 
in place, continue with 
existing practices. 

On-going There is already a strong process in place that ensures early engagement 
among proponents, contractors and government partners - the existence 
of current processes was not reflected in the evaluation report findings. 

iii) Continue to keep the 3PC 
contractor community aware of 
EIA developments through the 
newsletter. 

Acknowledged: 
Prepare & issue 3PC 
Newsletter on an “as 
required” basis. 

3rd Quarter - 
2011 
(and on-going) 

Newsletter is recognized as an important communication tool for the 3PC 
Model.  EA Program Area is currently preparing the next edition - to be 
issued during the 3rd quarter 2011 and will continue on an ongoing basis. 

iv) Increase the responsiveness 
to vendors on the evaluation of 
proposals & selection of 
contractors. 

Accepted: 
Add standard procedures to 
internal EA Process Guide on 
communications with vendors 
during the proposal 
evaluations & contractor 
selection. 

May/June - 
2011 

Formalizing the process will allow for a more consistent and prompt 
response to vendors on the status of proposals / selection decisions - for 
both Single and Multi-project Request for Proposals (RFPs). 
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Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

3. Build on current performance monitoring & reporting by establishing measures on the performance of the 3PC Model - suggested areas of 
measures include: 

Accepted: 
Proceed with a staged 
approach to client / 
stakeholder satisfaction 
surveys: 

Jan/March - 
2012 

1) Pilot a satisfaction survey 
with contractors. 

April - 2012 

2) Assess pilot - document 
learnings. 

June - 2012 

i) Satisfaction surveys with 
clients / stakeholders. 

3) Develop / implement 
surveys for other clients & 
stakeholders as appropriate. 

 

Note: 3PC Model has maintained a suite of ongoing performance 
measures. 

This option represents a sound opportunity to obtain relevant feedback 
from stakeholders, which is considered an important dimension of the 
process. 

Apply a staged approach - piloting the process with contractors - 
assessing the benefits and approach and then proceeding with surveys of 
other stakeholder groups if approach deemed viable. 

Accepted: 
Will proceed to develop a 
scorecard approach and 
criteria for contractor 
performance - with support 
from contract specialists in 
finance. 

November - 
2011 

Complete scorecard on 
existing contractors (based on 
prior performance). 

December - 
2011 

ii) A Scorecard approach to 
assessing 3PC Contractor 
qualifications and performance, 
which then supports future 
procurement decisions. 

Utilize contractor scores in 
future proposal evaluations. 

January - 2012 

Agreed that this approach has potential to complement and improve the 
existing procurement ranking process: 

• propose the development of an end of contract evaluation form (to be 
completed by EA Coordinators) on the contractor’s performance - which 
would be considered in future procurements decisions. 

Key questions/issues to consider: 

• how will the information would be shared with contractors? 

• how the performance of contractors will be formally considered in future 
procurement decisions (need to consult AENV Contracting Specialists). 
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Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

iii) Prevalence of, and 
underlying reasons for 
particular SIR’s being rejected 
or changed. 

Accepted in part: 
SIR quality / rejection / 
change will be captured as 
one of several scorecard 
criteria in 3(ii) above.  
Otherwise there will be no 
independent SIR performance 
measure established for the 
3PC Model. 

N/A It was felt by the program area that establishing independent 
performance measure around underlying reasons for SIR rejections / 
changes would yield only marginal benefits as there are too many 
variables related to SIR issues and rejections for this to be managed 
successfully. 

• PAEGT recommended that SIR quality be included as a criterion for the 
contractor scorecard - which has been accepted. 

Accepted: 
Engage discussions among EA 
coordinators as to which 
metrics specific to the EA 
Process timelines and 
schedules are most relevant 
to track. 

August - 2011 A variety of metrics related to process timelines are already being tracked 
and reported as program metrics - but it was agreed that here are 
opportunities to add to and/or enhance the suite of metrics for tracking 
timelines and schedules for the 3PC process. 

iv) Schedules by stage & 
variances. 

v) Timeliness as it relates to 
the initiation of the review and 
the review itself. 

Develop and implement 
metrics as deemed 
appropriate. 

October - 2011 First need to assess which 3PC metrics are valuable and can be tracked 
for all past and future 3PC Projects. Could include the timelines related to 
posting and awarding a contract for an RFP. 

4. Explore options to develop a “Qualified List of Suppliers” and phase out the use of the Request for Proposal (RFP) as a procurement 
mechanism. 

i) Transition towards the 
adoption of a pre-qualified list 
of suppliers that can offer team 
leads, technical specialists 
and/or full teams (i.e. a firm is 
qualified). 

Explore: 
Initiate queries & discussions 
with contract procurement 
expertise in Finance & Admin 
(Corporate Division) - to 
better understand 
opportunities & fit of Request 
for Quotes (RFQ). 

June (end) - 
2011 

To ensure / verify the benefits of this proposed alternative - need to 
obtain clarification from contract specialists (Corporate Division- Finance) 
to better understand the mechanics, objectives and benefit of using an 
RFQ vs. RFP. 

Some specific items/issued raised in discussion included: 

• how new companies would get onto the list and how long the list can 
be utilized prior to updating 
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Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

If determined appropriate, 
apply learnings and develop 
opportunities to enhance the 
3PC procurement process 
utilizing a RFQ. 

TBD • how proposed budgets for specific EIA review projects are 
considered if qualified Firms are predetermined 

• ensuring expertise for unique projects (i.e. in-situ vs. coal mining) 
• consideration of performance issues, specifically how to remove a 

poor performing contractor from the qualified list 
• understanding how RFQs would work in conjunction with RFPs (both 

single and multi-project) 
Note: PAEGT expressed need to consider New West Partnership Trade 
Agreement (NWPTA) in exploring this option. 

5. Assess the adequacy of current job descriptions and classification for positions involved in the technical review process. 

Accepted in part: 
1) Job Descriptions: Review 
job descriptions to confirm 
the roles and responsibilities 
of EA Coordinators are 
captured appropriately and 
amend as needed. 

September - 
2011 

ii) Ensure job descriptions and 
classifications for 
Environmental Assessment 
Coordinators and other 
departmental staff are 
reflective of the actual work 
that is being undertaken. 

2) Job Classifications: Revisit 
the job classifications once 
implementation decisions with 
REP, LUF & CEMS have been 
made. 

Revisit when 
REP, LUF & 
CEMS have 
matured 

The EA Manger has already initiated discussions / dialogue with People 
Services on the classification of EA Coordinators.  Several issues and 
implications associated with changes to the existing classifications were 
identified which will take time to resolve. 

The issue of classification / job description will also be influenced by the 
potential organizational needs and changes anticipated with the potential 
implementation of the REP and LUF. 

It was felt that this recommendation needed to be considered in a more 
holistic manner once the department has a better understanding of 
organizational roles and responsibilities. 
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Evaluation Report 
Recommendations 

Proposed Action Schedule Rationale/Discussion for Proposed Action 

6. Improve the two way flow of information between the Approvals Team and the 3PC reviewers. 

i) Enhance the level of 
communications between 3PC 
technical reviewers and 
approvals staff through staged 
check-in points. 

No New Action: 
EA & Approvals staff 
continues to engage in on-
going communications and 
information sharing in relation 
to the technical reviews and 
currently are not considering 
enhancing levels of 
communication at staged 
check-in points. 

On-going EA Staff have discussed this recommendation with Approvals staff and it 
was determined that this would be too time consuming to arrange 
discussions at staged check-in points and the preference is to address 
issues or items for discussion as required. 

Apart from the 3PC Evaluation findings there has been considerable 
internal assessment of the relationship (and communication linkages) 
between EIA Reviewers and Approvals Team members. These internal 
assessments go beyond the scope and findings of the evaluation and 
include broader implications and linkages for EIA functions and processes 
and with emerging initiatives including REP and LUF. 

It has also been noted that regular communications and discussions are 
already in effect between the two groups and this engagement will 
continue and be adjusted/augmented on an as required basis if 
determined appropriate. 

7. Formalize AENV policy as it relates to proponent obligations to fund the technical review of EIA reports. 

i) Establish a formal policy 
outlining the degree to which 
proponents should pay for 
technical review services, and if 
allowances need to be made 
for different types (scale) of 
projects. 

Explore: 
Review risks and options for 
policy implementation (or 
potential rejection) in staged 
approach. 

1) Conduct a review. 

2) Provide a recommendation, 
to the Policy Operations 
Team. 

November - 
2011 

The current situation (i.e. absence of a formal policy on proponents 
paying for the technical review of EIAs) represents a significant risk to 
AENV. 

The policy will also be influenced by the direction that the government 
takes with respect to REP, LUF and CEMS and it may therefore be 
premature to set into motion a significant policy initiative on proponent 
obligations to fund EIA reviews in isolation of the expected compendium 
of policies to be developed. 

PAEGT discussion confirmed that a formal policy decision on this issue in 
isolation of potential REP implementation was a concern. 

Full resolution of this issue may require legislative amendments as part of 
the policy initiative. 

Noted that the EA Team does not have current resources to carry out this 
alone; internal AENV expertise will be required in the assessment and any 
subsequent actions. 
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