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1.
INTRODUCTION

The Ontario Association for Impact Assessment (OAIA) has been guided by an elected Board consisting of a three-member Executive (President-Elect, President and Past President) and up to nine Directors. In 2002, the OAIA operated with a Board that was smaller than that authorized by its Bylaws. 

While an effort is under way to ensure that all authorized Board positions are filled, the Annual General Meeting on May 15, 2003 generally agreed that rejuvenation of the Association continues to be an issue. This is not an issue that is unique to this Association. It is an issue that sooner or later tends to challenge most associations that are run by volunteers without the assistance of full-time staff. It was agreed that the Board needs to determine the future direction and organizational focus of the Association in consultation with the membership.

To this end, it was agreed that a small Working Group should prepare a “Discussion Paper” and use it to survey OAIA members to obtain input to the Board’s determination. The members of the working group are as follows:

	Name
	OAIA Status
	External Affiliation

	John Dauvergne
	President-Elect
	Industry Canada

	Neal Burnham
	Director
	Foreign Affairs & International Trade

	Paul Rennick
	Director
	Rennick & Associates

	Steven Rowe
	Member
	President, OSEM

	Simon Miles
	Member
	Public Policy Consultant

	Kurt Johansen
	Member
	Ontario Power Generation


The purpose of this brief document (the “Discussion Paper”) is to set out some background information and to pose a series of questions related to the future direction and focus of the Association for members to respond to.

2.
CURRENT ROLE, OBJECTIVES & ACTIVITIES

On the OAIA website, the Association is currently presented as a forum for advancing innovation, development and communication of best practice in impact assessment through the exchange of ideas and experiences among its members and with other organizations with compatible interests. It promotes development of local, provincial, national and global capacity for the application of impact assessment in which sound science and full public participation provide a foundation for equitable and sustainable development. OAIA is an affiliate of the International Association for Impact Assessment, and its goals and objectives are consistent with those of that organization. 

OAIA addresses the full spectrum of impact assessment, including its environmental, social, cultural, health, safety and economic aspects. Its membership is consequently diverse, and at any given time, may include managers, engineers, planners and consultants from the private sector; managers, officials, scientists and analysts from the public sector; public interest advocates; lawyers; health professionals; educators and researchers; students; and interested citizens. 

OAIA seeks to: 

· improve the practice of impact assessment to better meet the needs of the 21st century, particularly with respect to its use as a tool for achieving sustainable development objectives;

· develop partnerships with other organizations and institutions involved in impact assessment;

· enhance multi-disciplinary cooperation in impact assessment; and

· expand professional development opportunities for impact assessment practitioners. 

OAIA activities and services include:

· organizing events that focus on important developments in the field of impact assessment;

· promoting research and training in impact assessment;

· promoting public understanding of impact assessment;

· encouraging the development of improved approaches and methods for integrating impact assessment into society’s planning, decision-making and management processes;

· contributing, on behalf of members, to public policy discussions related to the role of impact assessment in Ontario and Canada; and

· providing web-based resources and publishing the electronic OAIA Bulletin. 

3.
DISCUSSION AND QUESTIONS RELATED TO THE FUTURE ROLE AND DIRECTION OF THE OAIA

The following subsections 3.1 to 3.8 present a series of questions and related discussion points which the Working Group considers relevant to the future direction and focus of the Association. At the end of each subsection, a response box is provided in which members may mark their preference for each question. For simplicity, in these response boxes, the number of options for each question has been limited to three. To make sure that this survey doesn’t miss any points which may be important to members, each subsection ends with an unstructured comment box for members to expand their responses on the issues (if they wish) beyond the given structure of the response boxes. In addition, subsection 3.9 provides a further comment box which members may use to offer any additional questions or comments for the Board to consider.

While we do not expect everyone to answer every question, we encourage you to answer as many of the questions as you can so that the Association can benefit from the wealth of ideas, insights and experience that our members possess collectively. Don't be shy about giving us your thoughts. It is only with these ideas that the OAIA can become more responsive to membership needs.
3.1
WHAT SHOULD BE OUR PRIMARY ORGANIZATIONAL OBJECTIVES?

· Right now we seem to be in the business of facilitating information exchange and linking IA practitioners and stakeholders in networks that aid professional development; our primary tools for doing this are our website, the OAIA bulletin and local events.

· Advantages of this way of operating include the feasibility of a diverse membership (without the kind of conflicts of interest that might arise with a more proactive approach) and relatively low cost.

· Should this continue to be our focus or should we expand our horizons – perhaps into developing position papers on important issues – perhaps by linking with research organizations and promoting specific research projects?

· For this Fiscal Year, it seems inevitable that our primary organizational objective will be to contribute to a successful IAIA 2004 conference.  But what about objectives in future years?

· Should we set objectives in respect of issues such as SEA, cumulative effects, biodiversity impacts, land use planning, transboundary impacts, follow-up and monitoring, etc.?

· OSEM recently submitted comments on environmental legislation in response to EBR posting of Bill 25. Should we set ourselves the objective of communicating better about how IA is leading to corporate stewardship, mitigation at the design stage and better projects from an environmental point of view?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: Diverse membership, primarily networking, information exchange & IAIA liaison.
	Middle of the Road: Become more active, maintaining professional perspective, but not advocating partisan positions.
	Major Change: Become more proactive, developing & advocating positions on topical issues, etc. (with conflict of interest & financial implications).


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.1 in the space below:

	


3.2
WHOM SHOULD WE BE SERVING?

· Our current clientele would appear to be: our parent IAIA affiliate; IA practitioners; regulators; academics; and, project proponents;

· Are there other client groups we should be serving?  Do we serve our client groups equally? Do we need to do a better job of making ourselves interesting to companies and seek to have corporate members?

· Do we need to become more attractive to students and young professionals than we currently are?  How can we best achieve that goal? Should we consider publishing manuscripts on our website (or maybe just links)?

· Shouldn't we be serving the municipal sector better?  How?

· Should we be looking to build membership among and better serve the Aboriginal community?

· Are women underrepresented in the organization and on the Board?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: IAIA, practitioners, government / regulators, academics, & project proponents.
	Middle of the Road: Re-establish municipal membership, improve representation of youth, women & Aboriginals.
	Major Change:  Seek corporate members, re-establish municipal membership, improve representation of youth, women & Aboriginals.


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.2 in the space below:

	


3.3
SHOULD OUR FOCUS REMAIN SOLELY ON IMPACT ASSESSMENT?

· As some have suggested, do the results of impact assessment just provide advice and enter a black box where other non-transparent political and economic considerations influence what gets decided? Assuming that is what really happens, can anything be done about it? 

· Should we be concerned about the relationship of IA to the economic benefits of projects and Ontario's climate of investment? In other words, should OAIA be more concerned about wise planning for the use of land and other resources or should we remain focused solely on impact assessment?

· What role does follow-up have in addressing this issue? 

· Should OAIA take on an advocacy role? If so, should this advocacy role be broad (maximum common interest among membership) or focused on issues (with potential to divide membership)?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: Focus primarily on improving IA practice.
	Middle of the Road: Promote increased use of follow-up to verify IA predictions and ensure projects include adequate mitigation. Advocate only on a broad basis.
	Major Change: Promote increased follow-up. Advocate on specific issues (with conflict of interest implications).


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.3 in the space below:

	


3.4
WHAT GEOGRAPHICAL AREAS SHOULD WE BE SERVING?

· Right now OAIA serves Ottawa, Toronto and Eastern Ontario.  What other areas should we plan to serve?

· How can OAIA tailor its activities and services to better serve more geographical areas?

· Will the incremental cost of serving more areas be balanced by revenue from additional members?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: Ottawa-Toronto & E. Ontario.
	Middle of the Road: All areas in Ontario where major projects & EAs are active.
	Major Change: All of Ontario.


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.4 in the space below:

	


3.5
HOW MANY MEMBERS SHOULD WE HAVE?

· Part of the answer to this question is easy.  We should have three times as many members as we have now, and, once we have them, we can reassess. 

· The hard part of this question is HOW can we triple our membership?

· We know, however, that we could do a much better job of recruiting members from the National Capital region?  What about new areas as discussed under 3.4?

· Are you willing to lead or participate in a membership drive anywhere or in a specific area?

	Please place an X beside the number of the options (3 questions in this case) which most closely correspond to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo:

Membership is approx 50.
	Middle of the Road: Membership should be 100.
	Major Change: Membership should be 150.

	4
	5
	6

	No, I am unable or unwilling to participate in a membership drive.
	Yes, I am willing to contribute to a membership drive.
	Yes, I am willing to lead a membership drive.

	
	7
	8

	
	Anywhere.
	Specific area.


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.5 in the space below:

	


3.6
HOW SHOULD WE BE ORGANIZED AND RESOURCED?

· Should we expect individual Board members to do more to develop and report back on particular initiatives? Will this work, given the evidence of burnout among some Board members?

· Can we really thrive without at least a part-time coordinator to follow-up on action items as agreed upon at Board meetings, prepare the newsletter, upgrade the website and keep it up to date, plan and execute a membership drive, etc.?  

· Should we consider sharing a part-time coordinator with the Ontario Society for Environmental Management (OSEM)?

· How do we obtain an editor (not the President) for the Bulletin?

· Can we raise the money needed to pay a part-time or full-time coordinator?

· Does this link to the question of corporate members (and deeper pockets)?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: No paid staff, all work done by volunteers.
	Middle of the Road: One part-time paid staff.
	Major Change: One full-time paid staff.


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.6 in the space below:

	


3.7
WHAT STRATEGIC ALLIANCES SHOULD WE BE PURSUING?

· In addition to the International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA), we currently have strategic alliances with the Ontario Society for Environmental Management (OSEM) and other Canadian IAIA affiliates (AQEI and the Western & Northern Canada affiliate). 

· These existing alliances don’t need to remain static. Should we consider other ways of cooperating with these organizations?

· What other organizations might we ally ourselves with?

· Are there organizations that we should improve our working relationship with, e.g. the CEAA Agency?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: Allied with IAIA, OSEM and Quebec, W & N Canada affiliates of IAIA.
	Middle of the Road: Improve relationship with CEAA & other EA/IA authorities.
	Major Change: Ally with other provincial / national EA/IA organizations as well as improve rel’ship with CEAA & other authorities.


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.7 in the space below:

	


3.8
HOW SHOULD WE BE FINANCING OUR ACTIVITIES?

· Annual membership fees are currently $30 for regular members and $10 for students.

· OAIA Bylaws currently allow the Association to raise funds by any methods that the Board considers appropriate, including membership fees, sale of advertising, fees for events, and financial support from organizations and individuals in the private and public sectors.

· Should membership fees be raised?  Current OAIA regular membership fees may be compared to the fees of other technical associations, some employing paid staff and some not: eg. OSEM $95, Ontario Society of Professional Engineers $130, Canadian Association of Professional Heritage Consultants $150-240, versus typical community associations without paid staff $20-30.

· If corporate members are to be encouraged (per question 3.2), should a higher membership fee be set for such companies? How much higher?

· Are there government agencies that we can call upon to support the OAIA?  What about foundations?

· Do we want to get into the selling of advertising space in our publications? If so, what criteria should be used to determine whether proposed advertising is in keeping with the role and objectives of the Association?

· Can we sponsor local events that will be profitable without financial support from private / public organizations and individuals?

	Please place an X beside the number of the option which most closely corresponds to your preference:

	1
	2
	3

	Status Quo: Membership fees of $30 / $10 + fees for events + financial support from private / public organizations & individuals.
	Middle of the Road: Membership fees of $60 / $20 + fees for events & advertising + financial support from private / public organizations & individuals.
	Major Change: Membership fees of $90 / $20 + corporate memberships (higher) + fees for events & advertising + financial support from private / public organizations & individuals + other?


If you feel that the response box above is too limiting, you may use the space below to make any additional comments in response to the issue posed in this subsection.

	Please note any further response on issue 3.8 in the space below:

	


3.9
ARE THERE OTHER QUESTIONS OR COMMENTS THAT YOU WISH TO RAISE?

You may use the space below to raise additional questions or comments which the Board should consider in determining what the future direction and organizational focus of the Association should be. Again, don't be shy about giving us your thoughts. It is only with these ideas that the OAIA can become more responsive to membership needs.
	Please insert your additional question(s) or comment(s) in the space below:

	


4. REPORTING AND USE OF MEMBERSHIP SURVEY RESULTS

The results of the OAIA membership survey, based on this Discussion Paper, will be posted on the OAIA website as soon as reasonably possible after the survey has been completed.  The results will be used by the Board of Directors to determine the future direction and organizational focus of the Association.

□
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