
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 7, 2018 
 
To: Caroline Elie 
Acting Manager, Stakeholder Relations 
Export Development Canada 
150 Slater St, Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 1K3 
celie@edc.ca 
 
Dear Ms. Elie, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on your ESRM Policy Review.   
 
Canadian mining companies operate in more than 100 countries and own more than $169 billion in 
mining assets abroad and as you know, it is the sector that accounts for the largest volume of EDC 
business.  The industry is one of the few sectors that consistently makes a positive contribution to the 
country’s balance of trade.  While there continues to be a healthy global demand for Canadian mineral 
products, our continued global leadership in mining is by no means guaranteed and we look forward to 
working with you to update your ESRM policies review to ensure that the position EDC to continue to 
contribute to the competitiveness of Canada’s mining sector at home and abroad.      
 
Mining is a powerful economic development tool that brings about growth that works for everyone, a 
fact reinforced by regular member surveys conducted by MAC that demonstrate the Canadian mining 
sector’s overall contribution to economic development around the world.  According to this research, 
87% of a mine’s expenditures are spent in the host country with the three largest sources of those 
expenditures going to suppliers and service providers (69%), employee wages (17%) and governments 
(12%).   
 
To give you an example of what this means in practice, Kinross Gold Corporation conducted a study of 
the economic impact of their Tasiast Mine in Mauritania.  Since the mine began operating in 2010, it has 
paid $580 million to the Government of Mauritania, $320 million in wages to 2800 Mauritanian 
employees and $1.7 billion on in-country procurement spending.  In terms of a development impact, the 
communities in proximity to the mine have seen a reduction of the number of people living on less than 
$1/day, from 28% in 2011, to 6% in 2017.  There has also been a drop in the number of people 
perceiving that they are living in poverty from levels between 50-60% to 20-30%.  Among other 
indicators, this study has found that 96% of people in the study area around the mine have access to 
improved drinking water sources, compared to 65% in the rest of the country, and adult literacy rates 
are 89% around the mine compared to 69% in the rest of the country.   
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The Canadian responsible mining brand is increasingly recognized around the world and Canadian 
mining companies are the partner of choice in many jurisdictions.  One example of strong Canadian 
leadership has been the global growth of MAC’s Towards Sustainable Mining (TSM) standard.  Launched 
in 2004, TSM requires individual mining and processing facilities to publicly report and independently 
verify a series of environmental and social indicators.  TSM is also overseen by an independent 
Community of Interest Advisory Panel.  Over the last four years, TSM has grown beyond a Canadian 
standard and has been adopted by mining associations in Finland, Argentina, Botswana, Philippines and 
Spain, which I understand you heard about on your recent visit to Argentina in your previous role.  MAC 
is also working towards adoption with a number of additional countries.   
 
TSM is also playing an important role in work the mining industry is doing with the downstream 
manufacturing sector to develop responsibly sourced metals and minerals supply chains.  TSM has been 
recognized by Apple and others as a mining standard able to credibly demonstrate responsible sourcing 
for metals and minerals and MAC is currently working with the Responsible Business Alliance and other 
manufacturing groups, including Responsible Steel and the Responsible Jewelry Council, to increase the 
recognition of TSM within the manufacturing space.   
 
It is with this context in mind that I offer the following comments on behalf of the Mining Association of 
Canada. 
 
Environmental and Social Risk Management (ESRM) Policy (including Human Rights and Climate 
Change) 
 
MAC appreciates EDC’s commitment to reviewing this policy to reflect updates in the areas of risk 
management approach, human rights and climate change, clarifying policy from procedure, and 
ensuring consistency with corporate policy.  To this end, we offer the following specific comments on 
the review of the ESRM Policy: 
 

1) The Policy Discussion paper suggests that revisions to this policy could communicate how EDC is 
committed to building and leveraging collaborative relationships with our customers and 
working to make Canadian companies internationally recognized as leaders in sustainable and 
responsible business.  Given the rapid and evolving role of the manufacturing sector in driving 
towards responsibly sourced metals and minerals, it would be beneficial to see EDC recognize 
this dynamic in a revised policy and consider how it can leverage its work to increase the 
recognition of its customers as preferred suppliers of responsibly sourced metals and minerals.   

2) The Policy Discussion Paper suggests highlighting the IFC Performance Standards to inform our 
approach to managing environmental and social risks and impacts.  EDC should consider aligning 
its recognition of standards with those that are recognized by Global Affairs Canada through the 
Enhanced Corporate Social Responsibility Strategy.  This would provide for greater policy 
alignment between EDC and GAC.   

3) As stated in the Policy Discussion paper, EDC is considering ways to build on its commitment to 
assessing environmental and social risk in the transaction decision-making process across its 
business, including demonstrating the value that EDC provides as part of managing risk. An 
example of this commitment includes reference to utilizing the International Finance 



3 
 

Corporation (IFC) Performance Standards, to inform EDC’s approach to managing environmental 
and social risks and impacts. The IFC Performance Standards, including PS6, were revised in 
2012 to embed the concept of Net Positive Impact (NPI), by including a requirement for a net 
gain of biodiversity for projects that impact critical habitat and No Net Loss (NNL) of biodiversity 
for projects that affect natural habitat, whereas EDC’s current policy on biodiversity is that 
mitigation measures should be designed and implemented to address “adverse environmental 
effects”.  As the adoption of the IFC Performance standards would represent a significant shift in 
EDC’s approach to biodiversity, MAC would appreciate the opportunity to discuss the 
implications with you, including the opportunity to share some of our members’ experiences 
with NPI and NNL.  

  
Climate Change Policy 
 
Acknowledging that EDC and its customers engage in engage in fierce international competition and, in 
the case of mining companies, have considerable energy requirements there is an opportunity to align 
Canada’s climate change, international development and competitiveness priorities to reduce global 
GHG emissions. 
 
In MAC’s 2019 Pre-Budget Submission, MAC recommended that the government should support 
Canadian resource companies in the deployment of mutually beneficial “company-community” 
renewable power solutions to help off-set diesel reliance, lower global GHG emissions, and leave a 
positive clean energy legacy for local communities in developing countries during and after mining 
operations conclude.  The recommendation states: 
 

To support the global effort on climate change, and advance international development while 
augmenting business competitiveness, government should: 

• Develop or modify existing funding programs (e.g. Export Development Canada) to 
support the deployment of mutually beneficial “company-community” renewable 
power solutions to help off-set diesel reliance and lower global GHG emissions. 

 
MAC encourages EDC to consider incorporating support for mutually beneficial “company-community” 
renewable power solutions in its Climate Change Policy. 
 
Further, MAC encourages EDC to consider clarification of the updated policy with regards to the 
following: 
 

1) Encouragement of economic investment in meaningful emissions reduction technologies to 
expedite progress towards lower-carbon society, while protecting emissions-intensive and 
trade-exposed sectors, like the mining industry; 

2) Support for industries that contribute to clean technology, e.g. mining; 
3) Encouragement of transparency on climate change risk assessments and implementation of 

appropriate adaptation measures; 
4) Encouragement of partnerships, including community-based, to increase access to, and 

management of, renewable energy technologies; 
5) Encouragement of companies to assess and manage their supply chains to support low energy 

technologies and innovations; 
6) Encouragement of economic stimulation of demand for low carbon infrastructure; 
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7) With respect to EDC’s management of climate-related risks in higher carbon intensity sectors, 
we would encourage their support for transition of these industries to a lower carbon-footprint 
through consideration of incentives to encourage incorporation of GHG reduction technologies 
and approaches.  

  
Environmental and Social Review Directive  
 
MAC agrees with EDC’s refinement of approach for due diligence assessments and the application of 
environmental and social standards, whereby the means are appropriate to the nature and scale of the 
activity and are proportionate to the level of risks and impacts of the project and the exporter’s role and 
leverage in that project.  Beyond this, MAC recommends the following: 
 

1) From the Directive, we would recommend adding “..and/or social..” to the following paragraph:  
 
“General 1. For the purposes of section 10.1 of the Export Development Act, this Environmental 
and Social Review Directive (the “directive”) sets out the process by which EDC will, before 
entering into a transaction that is related to a project, determine whether the project is likely to 
have adverse environmental and/or social effects despite the implementation of mitigation 
measures and, if so, whether EDC is justified in entering into the transaction. 
 

4) In one section of the Environmental and Social Review Directive (ERD), EDC refers to the 
following “…EDC will, before entering into a transaction that is related to a project, determine 
whether the project is likely to have adverse environmental effects despite the implementation 
of mitigation measures…”. However, in the Policy Discussion paper, EDC makes the following 
statement, “… The ERD sets out the prescriptive process to be undertaken for the review of 
project-related transactions. Consistent with the approach set out in the IFC Performance 
Standards, the primary international benchmark standards under the ERD, EDC aims to review 
projects using right-sized and relevant methods and assessment tools.” As previously stated, in 
2012, the IFC Performance Standards were revised to reflect the concept of Net Positive Impact 
(NPI), by including a requirement for a net gain of biodiversity for projects that impact critical 
habitat and No Net Loss (NNL) of biodiversity for projects that affect natural habitat) (IFC, 
2012). As a result, EDC’s adoption of the IFC Performance Standards would represent a shift 
from EDC’s current policy on biodiversity is that mitigation measures should be designed and 
implemented to address “adverse environmental effects”.  As such, MAC would appreciate the 
opportunity to discuss the implications with you, including the opportunity to share some of our 
members’ experiences with NPI and NNL.  

  
Human Rights Statement 
 
MAC agrees with the direction EDC is proposing to take with respect to enhancing its Human rights 
Statement.  Practices involving business and human rights has evolved considerably since EDC released 
its Human Rights Statement in 2008 and considerably experience has been gained with respect to 
operationalizing the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs).  As such, establishing 
stronger alignment between an enhanced EDC Human Rights Statement and the UNGPs would be 
beneficial.  However, the discussion paper raises one question focusing on how important it for EDC is to 
identify is salient issues given its diverse portfolio or to have policies on specific issues.  MAC’s view is 
that this is the wrong approach to salient human rights issues.  Instead, EDC should focus on ensuring its 
customers have implemented rigorous human rights assessment processes to identify the salient issues 
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relevant to their projects.  EDC’s role should be to assure themselves that such assessments have been 
done effectively and that appropriate mitigation measures have been put into place.   
 
Beyond these specific comments on each of the policies, MAC would also encourage EDC to consider 
how to incorporate the UN Sustainable Development Goals into their new policies.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input into this process.  Should you wish to discuss any of the 
contents of this submission, please don’t hesitate to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Ben Chalmers 
Vice President, Sustainable Development  
Mining Association of Canada 
 
 


