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Environmental Health Programs 
Regions and Programs Branch 
1505 Barrington Street, Suite 1817 
Halifax, NS  B3J 3Y6 

July 26, 2010 
 

ATL-2009/10-080 / OF15-91-39 
Elizabeth Young 
Environmental Assessment Officer 
Canada-Newfoundland and Labrador Offshore Petroleum Board 
5th Floor, TD Place 
140 Water Street 
St. John’s, NL  A1C 6H6 
 
Subject: Health Canada’s response to the Hebron Project, Comprehensive Study Report, June 

20101 
 

 
Dear Ms. Young: 
 
Thank-you for your letter dated June 16, 2010 requesting Health Canada’s review of the above-
mentioned project with respect to potential human health issues. Health Canada has reviewed the 
document based on our areas of expertise and within the context of our federal mandate and is 
providing comments with respect to noise, air quality and country foods (in the template you 
provided). It should be noted that for workers and occupational health and safety, only in certain 
limited situations does Health Canada have the expertise to comment on these aspects of projects. 
For example, Health Canada has expertise related to nuclear workers as covered by the Nuclear 
Safety and Control Act. Other occupational health and safety issues are the responsibility of 
provincial health departments. Attached is a document entitled “Useful Information for 
Environmental Assessments”, recently produced by Health Canada which outlines information that 
would be beneficial to include in environmental assessment documents when requesting Health 
Canada's advice as a federal authority under subsection 12(3) of the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act. 
 
Hebron Development Project 
Comprehensive Study Report Review 
 
Health Canada 
Comment 
#1 re: Noise 

EA Reference: Table 2.5 – Potential Activities and Potential 
Discharges/Emissions/Wastes 

 Scoping Document Cross 
Reference  

Scoping Document: Section 4(d) - Factors to be 
Considered: environmental effects of the project (as 
defined in Section 2 of the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act, which includes human health 
effects associated with the environmental effects of 
the project) 

                                                 
1 Stantec Consulting Ltd. 2010. ExxonMobil Canada Properties, Technical Document: Hebron Project Comprehensive 
Study Report. June. 
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 Scoping Document Satisfied: Not satisfied 
Preamble Table 2.5 indicates that noise may be an issue during pre-construction and 

construction activities, however, noise with respect to nearby human receptors is not 
discussed further in the document. As such, Health Canada was unable to assess the 
potential noise impacts on nearby residents or other potentially sensitive human 
receptors during pre- construction and construction phases of the project on-land and 
in the nearshore. 

Request a) Please provide a discussion about the locations and proximity of all potential 
noise-sensitive human receptors relative to the project area, and the identification of 
areas in which receptors could be considered to have a reasonable expectation of 
"peace and quiet" (i.e. "quiet rural areas"). The identification of sensitive receptors 
may include residences, daycares, school, hospitals, places of worship, nursing 
homes, and First Nations and Inuit communities. 
 
b) Please provide a discussion of the expected duration of construction activities. 
Note that Health Canada uses the Alberta Energy and Utilities Board Noise Control 
Directive 038 (2007) for guidance on whether construction noise should be 
considered short-term with regard to the prediction of complaint levels.  

• If construction noise lasts for less than two months at receptors, it may be 
considered temporary, and community consultation is advised.  

• For construction noise at receptors with durations of less than one year (i.e. 
short-term), Health Canada advises that mitigation be proposed if the resulting 
levels are predicted to result in widespread complaints or a stronger 
community reaction, based on the U.S. EPA method (U.S. EPA 1974, 
Michaud et al. 2008).  

• For construction noise at receptors with durations of more than one year (i.e. 
long-term), for operational noise, and where noise levels are in the range of 
45-75 dB at the nearest receptor, Health Canada advises that health impact 
endpoints be evaluated on the change in the percentage of the population (at 
a specific receptor location) who become highly annoyed (%HA). Health 
Canada suggests that mitigation be proposed if the predicted change in %HA 
at a specific receptor is greater than 6.5% between project and baseline noise 
environments, or when the baseline-plus-project-related noise is in excess of 
75 dB.  

c) If health effects due to noise are predicted, Health Canada advises the 
identification of mitigation measures to limit noise, which typically include community 
consultation programs. In some situations where a specific type of mitigation is not 
technically or economically feasible, community consultation has achieved success in 
limiting the number of noise-related complaints.  
 
Noise References 
Alberta Energy and Utilities Board. 2007. Energy Resources Conservation Board - 
Directive 038: Noise Control. Revised edition. 
www.ercb.ca/docs/documents/directives/Directive038.pdf 
 
Michaud, D.S., Bly, S.H.P. and Keith, S.E. 2008. Using a change in percent highly 
annoyed with noise as a potential health effect measure for projects under the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. Canadian Acoustics, 36(2):13-28. 
 
U.S. EPA. 1974. Office of Noise Abatement and Control. Information on Levels of 
Environmental Noise Requisite to Protect Public Health and Welfare with an 
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Adequate Margin of Safety. 
www.nonoise.org/library/levels74/levels74.htm 

Comment 
#2 re: Air 
Quality – 
On-land and 
Nearshore 

EA Reference: Section 6.1.1 – Environmental Assessment 
Boundaries – Spatial 

 Scoping Document Cross 
Reference: 

Scoping Document: Section 5.3.4.2 - Air Quality 
(Bullet six - assessment of fate and effects)  

 Scoping Document Satisfied: Not satisfied 
Preamble: Please note that Health Canada does not verify air quality modelling results and 

assumes that correct and accepted and/or validated methods were used. Health 
Canada relies on the expertise of Environment Canada for the review of air quality 
modelling results and the provision of related advice. If errors and/or gaps in the 
modelling are noted by Environment Canada, it is suggested that revisions be made 
to address them as indicated by Environment Canada. If the revised results differ 
from the originally submitted results, it is advised that the report be resubmitted to 
Health Canada for review. 
 
Section 6.1.1 (Environmental Assessment Boundaries – Spatial) – The report states 
that “professional experience indicates that the environmental effects of emissions in 
construction would disperse to within the range of normal background levels at this 
distance [at the nearest residences]”. The locations of the nearest residences and/or 
other potentially sensitive human receptors are not identified in the report.  

Request: Please provide the locations and proximity of the nearest potentially sensitive human 
receptors in order for Health Canada to assess the potential for human health effects 
associated with air emissions as a result of construction activities on-land and in the 
nearshore. 

Comment 
#3 Air 
Quality – 
Offshore 

EA Reference: Section 6 – Air Quality; and Air Emissions and 
Dispersion Modelling Study for the Hebron Project2 

 Scoping Document Cross 
Reference: 

Section 5.3.4.2 Air Quality (Bullet one – description 
and annual estimates of air emissions associated 
with all project activities) 

 Scoping Document Satisfied: Unclear 
Preamble: In a review of National Pollutant Release Inventory (NPRI) for the Hibernia off-shore 

platform, several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (including acenaphthene, 
acenapthylene, fluorene, naphthalene, and pyrene), n-hexane, benzene, toluene, 
ethylbenzene and xylenes were reported to have been released to air in 2008 
(Environment Canada, 2009). These substances were not specifically modeled in the 
Air Emissions and Dispersion Modelling Study2 and it is unclear whether they were 
implicitly included as part of the total volatile organic compound (VOC) releases or 
whether they were not assessed.  
Air Reference: 
Environment Canada. 2009. National Pollutant Release Inventory, 2008 data. 
Hibernia (NPRI ID: 6096). 
http://www.ec.gc.ca/pdb/websol/querysite/facility_substance_summary_e.cfm?opt_np

                                                 
2 Stantec Consulting Ltd. 2010. Air Emissions and Dispersion Modelling Study. Report Prepared for Hebron Project, 
June. 
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ri_id= 0000006096&opt_report_year=2008  
Request: Please indicate whether or not these substances were included in the modeling 

assessment. If they were not, please provide a rationale as to why they were 
excluded, as several of these substances can act as respiratory irritants, and at least 
one (i.e. benzene) may be carcinogenic to humans via the inhalation route of 
exposure. 

Comment 
#4 – 
Recreational 
Fisheries 

EA Reference: Section 8 – Commercial Fisheries  

 Scoping Document Cross 
Reference: 

Scoping Document Section 5.3.3.3 - Traditional, 
Existing and Potential Commercial, Recreational and 
Subsistence Fisheries, including Foreign Fisheries 

 Scoping Document Satisfied: Not satisfied 
Preamble: The Scoping Document indicates that traditional, existing and potential commercial, 

recreational and subsistence fishing will be described. Scoping Document Table of 
Concordance indicates that this has been addressed in Section 8.3 of the 
Comprehensive Study. There was no discussion about traditional, recreational or 
subsistence fisheries in this section. 
 
Health Canada provides advice with respect to the ingestion of contaminated ‘country 
foods’, also known as traditional foods, which includes those foods trapped, fished, 
hunted, harvested or grown for subsistence or medicinal purposes, or obtained from 
recreational activities such as sport fishing and/or game hunting. Country foods do 
not include foods produced in commercial operations (large farms, greenhouses, 
etc.). 

Request: Please provide a discussion about traditional, recreational and subsistence fisheries 
in the nearshore and off-shore areas and whether or not they may be adversely 
impacted as a result of project activities. 

 
If you have any additional comments/questions, please contact the undersigned at your 
convenience. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Allison Denning, 
Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator 
Health Canada, Atlantic Region 
 
 
cc: Tom Ferris, Manager, Environmental Health Programs, Health Canada 
      Gregory Kaminski, Senior Environmental Health Assessment Specialist, Health Canada 
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Health Canada is the federal department responsible for helping the people of Canada maintain and improve 
their health. We assess the safety of drugs and many consumer products, help improve the safety of food, and provide 
information to Canadians to help them make healthy decisions. We provide health services to First Nations people and to 
Inuit communities. We work with the provinces to ensure our health care system serves the needs of Canadians.

Published by authority of the Minister of Health.

Useful Information for Environmental Assessments is available on Internet at the following address:
www.healthcanada.gc.ca

Également disponible en français sous le titre :
Information utile lors d’une évaluation environnementale

This publication can be made available on request on diskette, large print, audio-cassette and braille.

For further information or to obtain additional copies, please contact:
Publications 
Health Canada 
Ottawa, Ontario  K1A 0K9 
Tel.:  613-954-5995 
Fax:  613-941-5366 
Email:  info@hc-sc.gc.ca

©  Her Majesty the Queen in Right of Canada, represented by the Minister of Health, 2010

This publication may be reproduced without permission provided the source is fully acknowledged. 

Cat.:   H128-1/10-599E
ISBN:  978-1-100-15153-3



Useful Information
for
Environmental
Assessments



2 Useful Information for Environmental Assessments

Table of Contents
Purpose of this document ........................................................................................................................................... 3

1. Air Quality Effects .............................................................................................................................................. 5

2. Contamination of Country Foods ........................................................................................................................ 6

3. Drinking and Recreational Water Quality ........................................................................................................... 6

4. Radiological Effects ............................................................................................................................................ 7

5. Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) Effects ....................................................................................................... 7

6. Noise Effects ....................................................................................................................................................... 8

7. Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) and Risk Management ...................................................................... 9

8. Federal Air, Water, and Soil Quality Guidelines/Standards Used in HHRAs ................................................... 10

9. Toxicology (multimedia—air, water, soil) ........................................................................................................ 10

10. First Nations and Inuit Health ........................................................................................................................... 11

Additional Information ............................................................................................................................................ 11

 Workers’ Health ................................................................................................................................................. 11

 Socio-economic Effects ..................................................................................................................................... 11

 For More Information ........................................................................................................................................ 11

References ................................................................................................................................................................ 12



3Useful Information for Environmental Assessments

Purpose of this document
The purpose of this document is to provide assistance 
to stakeholders involved in the environmental 
assessment process, and to facilitate the preparation 
and review of environmental assessments in a 
consistent and effective manner. The information 
contained herein is directed towards federal 
government departments that are responsible 
authorities, and is intended to assist them in guiding 
the proponent in the early stages of the environmental 
assessment process. Provincial and territorial agencies 
may also fi nd this information useful when requesting 
Health Canada’s advice on their environmental 
assessments.

In the context of subsection 12(3) of the Act, Health 
Canada currently has expertise in the following 
biophysical areas related to human health:

  1. Air quality effects
  2. Contamination of country foods (fi sh, wild game, 
 garden produce, berries, etc.)
  3. Drinking and recreational water quality
  4. Radiological effects
  5. Electric and magnetic fi elds effects
  6. Noise effects 
  7. Human health risk assessment (HHRA) and risk 
 management
  8. Federal air, water and soil quality guidelines/
 standards used in HHRAs
  9. Toxicology (multimedia – air, water, soil) 
10. First Nations and Inuit health

In order to obtain Health Canada’s advice, responsible 
authorities, panels, mediators and/or provincial/
territorial authorities involved in environmental 
assessment should submit a written request for 
Health Canada’s expertise regarding the potential 
effects of a proposed project on human health. If the 
responsible authority is uncertain which of the above-
listed biophysical areas is applicable to a proposed 
project, Health Canada can provide advice on this, or a 
review of each area. To help expedite Health Canada’s 
reviews of technical study/environmental assessment 
documents, it is useful for the written request to 
indicate which sections of the documentation are to 
be reviewed by Health Canada, and/or pose specifi c 
questions to be addressed by Health Canada. 

Note that Health Canada’s role under subsection 12(3) 
of the Act is advisory only. The responsible authority 
(or the provincial/territorial authority) determines 
how the advice provided by Health Canada will 
be used in the environmental assessment process, 
and the responsible authority (or the provincial/
territorial authority) makes all decisions related to the 
environmental assessment of the project. In areas of 
jurisdictional overlap, it is the responsible authority’s 
(or the provincial/territorial authority’s) responsibility 
to determine whether Health Canada advice is 
applicable. 

Health Canada advises that consideration be given to 
the potential effects on human health for all phases 
of a proposed project (i.e. construction, operation, 
modifi cation, decommissioning and abandonment), 
and that baseline data, predicted project values, and 
cumulative effects be considered, as appropriate. 

This document outlines information that would be benefi cial to include in 
environmental assessment documents when requesting Health Canada’s 
advice as a federal authority under subsection 12(3) of the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act (the Act), and/or under provincial/
territorial environmental assessment processes. For more information 
on the Act and Canada’s federal environmental assessment process, 
please refer to the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency.
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Health Canada suggests that all information relevant 
to human health be documented in one section of 
the environmental assessment, and that all relevant 
assumptions, reference values, models, equations and 
reference citations be clearly stated.

The following sections of this document, ordered 
by area of expertise, provide guidance on the key 
elements that would be benefi cial to Health Canada 
in providing advice on the assessment of the potential 
effects of a proposed project on human health. It is 
important to note that not all items listed in each area 
of expertise are applicable to all types of proposed 
development projects. Health Canada may request 
additional information in order to provide advice on 
a project-specifi c basis. 

Health Canada is also developing detailed guidance 
documents in the following areas of expertise: air 
quality effects, the contamination of country foods, 
drinking and recreational water quality, noise effects, 
and human health risk assessment.
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1. Air Quality Effects
In an assessment of potential changes in air quality, 
it is advisable to consider local, regional, and where 
appropriate, long-range impacts on air quality during 
all phases of the project. It is advisable to also consider 
the following:

An inventory of all potential contaminants and  

emissions from the proposed project: criteria 
air contaminants (i.e. sulphur oxides [SOx], 
nitrogen oxides [NOx], particulate matter 
[PM] including total PM, PM10, and PM2.5, 
volatile organic compounds [VOCs], carbon 
monoxide [CO], ammonia [NH3], ground-level 
ozone [O3], and secondary particulate matter 
[secondary PM]); air pollutants on the List of 
Toxic Substances in Schedule 1 of the Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act, 1999 (CEPA 
Registry, 1999); diesel PM; and other possible 
contaminants.

Information regarding the location of the project  

and the distance to all potential human receptors 
for different uses (residential, recreational, etc.) 
within the area affected by the project.

A characterization of baseline levels of potential  

contaminants and emissions undergoing further 
assessment (i.e. before the project scenario), 
and a rationale for any project emissions not 
considered in the assessment.

Assessments of the following scenarios:  

baseline alone (i.e. before the project scenario); 
project alone; project plus baseline; and 
cumulative (i.e. project plus baseline plus 
all other approved or reasonably foreseeable 
projects). 

A comparison of predicted project-related  

changes in ambient air quality to applicable air 
quality benchmarks relevant to human health 
(Canada-wide Standards, National Ambient 
Air Quality Objectives, provincial regulations, 
etc.), and a discussion of the potential effects 

on human health. Note that air quality criteria 
and standards should not be considered as 
“thresholds” below which health effects do 
not occur.

Where modelling has been used, a description  

of the model and all assumptions that may affect 
the outputs.

In cases where modelling results for the current  

project or measurements from similar projects 
predict exceedances or near exceedances of 
applicable air quality standards or guidelines, 
a discussion of the potential impacts on human 
health and a further level of assessment (e.g. a 
human health risk assessment), if appropriate.

Information on mitigation measures that will  

be taken to minimize any negative impacts 
to air quality during all phases of the project. 
Examples of mitigation measures include: 
the use of properly maintained engines, the 
reduction of idling time, dust minimization 
practices, and the inclusion of pollution control 
devices (e.g. Cheminfo Services 2005). 

A description of air monitoring plans and/or  

follow-up programs, if applicable.

Health Canada currently does not possess the expertise 
to provide advice on odour and health effects.

Please note that Health Canada does not verify air 
quality modelling results and assumes that correct and 
accepted and/or validated methods were used. Health 
Canada relies on the expertise of Environment Canada 
for the review of air quality modelling results and the 
provision of related advice. If errors and/or gaps in 
the modelling are noted by Environment Canada, it 
is suggested that revisions be made to address them 
as indicated by Environment Canada. If the revised 
results differ from the originally submitted results, 
it is advised that the report be resubmitted to Health 
Canada for review. 
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2. Contamination of 
 Country Foods 
Country foods, also known as traditional foods, 
include those foods trapped, fi shed, hunted, harvested 
or grown for subsistence or medicinal purposes, or 
obtained from recreational activities such as sport 
fi shing and/or game hunting. Country foods do not 
include foods produced in commercial operations 
(large farms, greenhouses, etc.).

It is advisable to consider the following in an 
assessment of the potential for contamination of 
country foods:

A discussion of whether country foods are  

consumed, or are expected to be consumed, 
in the potentially affected area (considering 
First Nations and Inuit people, local residents, 
hunters, fi shers and trappers). Whenever 
possible, identify what country foods are 
consumed, which parts of the country foods 
are consumed if applicable (e.g. whether 
organs are consumed as well as the meat), and 
their consumption frequency using surveys of 
potentially affected people.

An inventory of all potential contaminants  

(including naturally-occurring contaminants 
such as methylmercury) and a determination of 
whether possible transport pathways of these 
contaminants into country foods will result 
from project activities. A contaminant with a 
pathway relevant to food sources is considered 
a contaminant of potential concern (COPC).

A further level of assessment (e.g. HHRA) if  

there is potential for contamination of country 
foods as a result of the project activities. An 
HHRA would consider adequate baseline data 
and/or modelling of COPCs in country foods 
prior to any project activities, a predicted 
impact of project activities on the concentration 
of contaminants in country foods, a risk 
characterization of the possible impacts from 
project activities, and possible risk management 
strategies, if appropriate.

A further level of assessment is not necessary if  

any of the following criteria are met: 

no COPCs are identifi ed;  –

no feasible, operable transport pathways into  –
country foods exist; 

no country foods are harvested from the  –
areas; or 

no human receptors are identifi ed during the  –
project lifespan (i.e. the current project and 
future projects), or after the project lifespan 
if there are any residual contaminants.

A detailed justifi cation, if it is decided that an  

assessment of the potential for contamination of 
country foods is not needed, or if certain COPCs 
are being excluded.

Information on the mitigation measures that  

will be taken to minimize any negative impacts 
on country food quality during all phases 
of the project. These measures may include 
the reduction of emissions (e.g. closed-loop 
processes or emissions scrubbers for industrial 
projects), the use of consumption advisories 
when increases of contaminant levels are 
unavoidable, and educational programs to 
reduce the affected population’s intake of 
contaminated country foods.

A description of monitoring plans and/or follow- 

up programs, if applicable.

3. Drinking and Recreational 
 Water Quality 
It is advisable to consider the following in an 
assessment of the potential impacts on drinking and 
recreational water quality: 

The identifi cation of all sources (surface and  

groundwater) of drinking water, as well as 
water used for recreational purposes, within 
the area of infl uence of the project. Drinking 
water sources include water intakes for drinking 
water treatment facilities and/or sources that 
are consumed directly (i.e. residential wells and 
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on-site wells for workers). Recreational use of 
natural waters includes any activity with the 
potential for intentional or accidental immersion 
in natural waters (wading, swimming, 
waterskiing, surfi ng, rowing, canoe touring, 
fi shing, sailing, etc.).

The identifi cation of potential human receptors,  

considering those who may be exposed to 
contaminants via drinking water sources, and/or 
recreational waters.

An examination of the potential impacts on the  

quality of drinking water sources during all 
phases of the project, as well as the potential for 
cumulative effects on the quality of these water 
sources. It is advisable to also consider impacts 
on physical parameters that can affect drinking 
water treatment processes. If any changes to 
water quality are predicted, Health Canada 
suggests that the potential effects on drinking 
water quality and human health be discussed. 

An indication of baseline levels of naturally- 

occurring contaminants (e.g. arsenic) in order to 
assess impacts on drinking water. The level of 
naturally-occurring contaminants may already 
be elevated, and may be further infl uenced by 
project activities.

If a potential impact on a drinking water source  

is identifi ed, a description of the measures to 
be employed to inform all potentially affected 
treatment facilities and/or well owners, and 
to mitigate risk to human health (measures to 
eliminate/reduce predicted changes, treatment, 
use of alternative sources, etc.). 

An examination of the potential impacts on  

recreational waters during all phases of the 
project. If any changes to recreational waters 
are predicted, Health Canada suggests that the 
potential effects on human health be discussed. 
If potential impacts on recreational waters are 
identifi ed, describe the measures to be employed 
to inform users, and to mitigate any risk to 
human health (measures to eliminate/reduce 
predicted changes, restrict access, post signs, 
educate, etc.). 

Plans for monitoring drinking and recreational  

water quality, if applicable.

4. Radiological Effects
It is advisable to consider the following in an 
assessment of potential radiological effects: 

Provide quantitative information on baseline  

and predicted radiological parameters in air, 
water, soil, dust and foods, and discuss the 
implications of these parameters. 

Discuss the potential impacts of predicted  

radiation doses on both nuclear energy workers 
and the public during all phases of the project. 

Make every effort to keep exposure to radiation  

As Low As Reasonably Achievable (conforming 
to the ALARA principle) rather than simply 
meeting the requirements of the radiation 
protection regulations of the Nuclear Safety 
and Control Act (Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission 2004).

5. Electric and Magnetic 
 Fields (EMF) Effects
It is advisable to consider the following in an 
assessment of potential EMF effects:

The identifi cation of all potential sources of  

EMF and potential human receptors in the 
project area.

A discussion on the current state of scientifi c  

knowledge with respect to possible health 
effects from EMF exposure and a review of 
current exposure guidelines and/or position 
statements from health-related organizations 
(e.g. World Health Organization 2007).

Background EMF levels at selected locations  

along the proposed site prior to construction, 
and their corresponding estimated levels after 
construction.
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A description of the mitigation measures that  

will be taken to reduce public exposure to EMF 
and to mitigate potential public concerns over 
the possible human health effects of project-
related EMF. 

6.  Noise Effects 
Health Canada does not have noise guidelines or 
enforceable noise thresholds or standards. Responsible 
authorities (and/or provincial/territorial authorities) are 
encouraged to consult with provincial and municipal 
authorities to determine which standards or regulations 
exist for the location of the proposed project, as 
differences may exist in their respective approaches to 
limiting noise impacts. 

Health Canada’s approach to noise assessment is 
to consider a variety of internationally recognized 
standards for acoustics (i.e. United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA 
1974), CAN/CSA ISO standards). Health Canada 
considers the following noise-induced endpoints 
as health effects: noise-induced hearing loss, sleep 
disturbance, interference with speech comprehension, 
complaints, and change in percent highly annoyed 
(%HA). The approach advised by Health Canada 
to noise assessment is based on the best possible 
characterization of baseline and project-related noise 
and its impact on potential noise-sensitive receptors. 
To obtain the highest quality data, Health Canada 
advises that acoustical assessments be completed by 
professional and properly trained consultants using 
methods that are recognized as the industry standard.

It is advisable that an assessment of noise exposure on 
human receptors located near the project site considers 
the following: 

The identifi cation of all potential noise-sensitive  

receptors and their locations relative to the 
project area, and the identifi cation of areas in 
which receptors could be considered to have 
a reasonable expectation of “peace and quiet” 
(i.e. “quiet rural areas”). The identifi cation of 

sensitive receptors may include residences, 
daycares, school, hospitals, places of worship, 
nursing homes, and First Nations and Inuit 
communities. 

A delineation of the distance of the project to  

potential receptors using maps that indicate 
noise levels at various distances from the 
project site and identify all affected receptors. 
If any potential receptors are excluded from the 
assessment, provide a justifi cation.

The identifi cation/assessment of baseline  

sound levels (measured or estimated) for both 
daytime (Ld) and nighttime (Ln) at the receptor 
locations. 

The identifi cation of all potential noise  

sources during construction, operation and 
decommissioning (e.g. blasting, traffi c, 
heavy equipment or transformers), and the 
identifi cation of any tonal (e.g. sirens), low-
frequency (e.g. wind turbines), impulsive 
(e.g. quarry or mining explosions), and highly 
impulsive (e.g. hammering, pile driving or 
pavement breaking) types of noise. 

A description of the methods (i.e. measured  

or estimated) used to obtain the baseline and 
predicted noise levels, including detailed 
information on how the noise assessment 
was conducted.

A comparison of baseline noise levels with  

predicted noise levels at sensitive receptor 
locations during construction, operation, and/
or decommissioning (during daytime and 
nighttime, and after mitigation, if warranted).

The expected duration of noise due to  

construction activities (and, if applicable, 
operation and/or decommissioning activities). 
Note that Health Canada uses the Alberta 
Energy and Utilities Board Noise Control 
Directive 038 (2007) for guidance on whether 
construction noise should be considered short-
term with regard to the prediction of complaint 
levels. 
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If construction noise lasts for less than two  –
months at receptors, it may be considered 
temporary, and community consultation is 
advised.

For construction noise at receptors with  –
durations of less than one year (i.e. short-
term), Health Canada advises that mitigation 
be proposed if the resulting levels are 
predicted to result in widespread complaints 
or a stronger community reaction, based 
on the U.S. EPA method (U.S. EPA 1974, 
Michaud et al. 2008).

For construction noise at receptors with  –
durations of more than one year (i.e. long-
term), for operational noise, and where 
noise levels are in the range of 45–75 dB, 
Health Canada advises that health impact 
endpoints be evaluated on the change in the 
percentage of the population (at a specifi c 
receptor location) who become highly 
annoyed (%HA). Health Canada suggests 
that mitigation be proposed if the predicted 
change in %HA at a specifi c receptor is 
greater than 6.5% between project and 
baseline noise environments, or when the 
baseline-plus-project-related noise is in 
excess of 75 dB. 

An evaluation of the severity of predicted  

changes in noise levels and how they may affect 
human health. 

When health effects due to noise are predicted,  

Health Canada advises the identifi cation of 
mitigation measures to limit noise, which 
typically include community consultation 
programs. In some situations where a specifi c 
type of mitigation is not technically or 
economically feasible, community consultation 
has achieved success in limiting the number of 
noise-related complaints.

Noise management and noise monitoring plans,  

including complaint resolution, if applicable.

7. Human Health Risk 
 Assessment (HHRA) and 
 Risk Management
For a project to pose a potential risk to human health, 
three criteria must be present: the potential for 
emissions or the release of contaminants of concern 
(COPC), potential human receptor(s), and existing 
pathway(s) for human exposure to COPCs. 

It is advisable that an HHRA include the following: 

A description of the HHRA methodology  

used, preferably one based on standard HHRA 
practice. If an alternate HHRA methodology is 
used, clearly describe the rationale for its use. 

A description of the purpose, objectives, scope  

and rationale for the HHRA.

A description of temporal and spatial  

boundaries.

An inventory of all COPCs including their use,  

quantity, fate, potential for bioaccumulation 
and transport. Health Canada suggests that 
any COPCs screened out be accompanied 
by a rationale as to why they would not be 
considered a potential concern for human 
health.

A description of all potential exposure pathways  

and potential human receptors (including 
sensitive receptors) included in a conceptual 
model. It is advised that exposure pathways and 
human receptors screened out be accompanied 
by a rationale as to why they would not be a 
potential concern.

A rationale for all assumptions, default values  

used and related uncertainties at all stages of the 
HHRA, and applicable references. 

A description of the exposure estimation,  

equations and calculations, supported by a 
worked example for one carcinogen and one 
non-carcinogen, and appropriate to the project 
conditions, to facilitate validation of the results 
of the HHRA.
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A description of the potential acute and chronic  

effects of COPCs (e.g. respiratory, organ, 
reproductive, teratogenic, mutagenic and 
carcinogenic) and mode of action (i.e. threshold 
and non-threshold) of COPCs.

A rationale for the selection of toxicological  

reference values for COPCs.

A comparison of the exposure estimate  

to a toxicological reference value and a 
determination of the potential risk to human 
health.

A description of the reference risk levels used to  

assess human health risks and their source (e.g. 
incremental lifetime cancer risk < 1 in 100,000, 
hazard quotient < 0.2 or < 1.0).

In cases where two or more COPCs may  

act in an additive manner upon receptors, 
consideration of the possible combined effects 
when characterizing health risks.

A description of mitigation and risk  

management options in cases where potential 
exposure exceeds toxicological reference 
values. 

A discussion of uncertainties in the exposure  

and risk estimates. Health Canada suggests 
addressing issues such as: the quality and 
quantity of data; the use of maximum COPC 
concentrations; and factors, assumptions, and 
models that may lead to an overestimation or 
underestimation of exposures and risks.

8. Federal Air, Water, and 
 Soil Quality Guidelines/
 Standards Used in HHRAs 
When an environmental assessment includes a 
comparison of air, water, food, and soil quality 
guidelines/standards to COPC concentrations, it is 
advisable to include the following information:

A summary table clearly outlining the  

comparison of guidelines/standards to baseline 
or predicted data and highlighting any 
exceedances of guidelines/standards. 

A rationale for the selection of guidelines/ 

standards and the document reference. 

A discussion of how the guidelines and  

standards are relevant to human health (i.e. 
health-based) considering the type of COPCs, 
project receptors, spatial and temporal 
boundaries, land use conditions, etc. 

9. Toxicology (multimedia—
 air, water, soil)
It is advisable that any discussion on the toxicology 
of COPCs (see section 7 on HHRAs) includes the 
following information:

A summary of the COPCs’ potential acute  

and chronic effects (e.g. respiratory, organ, 
reproductive, teratogenic, mutagenic or 
carcinogenic) and mode of action (i.e. threshold 
vs. non-threshold).

A rationale for the selection of toxicological  

reference values for the COPCs used in the 
HHRA.
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10. First Nations and 
 Inuit Health
It is advisable that an assessment of First Nations and/
or Inuit health consider the following:

The location of First Nations and Inuit people in  

relation to the project.

The size of the population(s) potentially  

affected.

The presence of drinking water intakes and  

recreational water use (see section 3).

Country food harvesting, the consumption of  

country foods and intake rates (see section 2).

The incorporation of traditional and local  

knowledge for exposure assumptions (i.e. the 
location of traditional resource use).

Additional Information

Workers’ Health

Only in certain limited situations does Health Canada 
have the expertise to comment on occupational health 
and safety aspects of projects. Health Canada has 
expertise related to nuclear workers as covered by the 
Nuclear Safety and Control Act.

It is advisable to consider the following in an 
assessment of the potential radiological effects of the 
project on nuclear workers: 

The identifi cation of the radiation doses to the  

workers associated with the various duties in 
the project during applicable project stages 
(construction, operation, refurbishment/
modifi cation and decommissioning).

The identifi cation of the type of radiation  

and the duration of exposure, taking into 
consideration the different time frames specifi ed 
in the Radiation Protection Regulations of the 
Nuclear Safety and Control Act.

For certain projects, workers may be housed onsite 
or nearby in workers’ camps, and may be considered 
temporary residents. Depending upon the nature 
of the project, the responsible authority (and/or the 
provincial/territorial authority) may want to consider 
an assessment of potential effects on human health to 
off-duty workers residing onsite or in nearby workers 
camps.

Socio-economic Effects

Health Canada does not currently have the expertise to 
comment on the human-health-related socio-economic 
impacts of projects. Health Canada suggests that the 
responsible authority (and/or the provincial/territorial 
authorities) seek this expertise from appropriate 
agencies. 

For More Information

The information presented in this document is 
current as of the publishing date. It is anticipated 
that revisions to this document will be necessary on 
occasion to refl ect new information (resulting from 
research, standards, guidelines, or the development of 
new technologies). The most recent version may be 
obtained from Health Canada.

For additional information, comments, questions or 
suggestions regarding this document, contact:

Environmental Assessment Division
National Capital Region
Health Canada
99 Metcalfe Street, Room 1126
A/L 4111A
Ottawa, Ontario  K1A 0K9

Email address for Health Canada’s Environmental 
Assessment Division:

ead@hc-sc.gc.ca
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