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On September 21, 2021, a proposal (ERO 019-4357) was posted to the Environmental Registry of Ontario for an amendment to Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) with Limited Operational Flexibility for Pure Metal Galvanizing ULC (“Pure Metal”), a hot-dip galvanizing facility located at 32 Bodine Drive in Brantford, ON (“Facility”).[footnoteRef:2] This public comment addresses this proposal. [2:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ULC – Amendment to Environmental Compliance Approval (Air) No. 5956-8ZUQ3K, 1 [Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report]. ] 

Hot-dip galvanizing is the process of immersing steel or iron in a bath of molten zinc to produce a corrosion resistant, multi-layered coating of zinc and zinc-iron alloy. Hot-dip galvanized steel products are used across various industries – particularly the construction industry – since they are extremely durable and offer long-lasting corrosion protection. Because they routinely provide decades of maintenance-free life, they require limited energy and resources while in use.[footnoteRef:3] However, the hot-dip galvanizing process itself produces emissions that are, in certain quantities, harmful to the environment and to human health. [3:  Zinc Coatings: A Comparative Analysis of Process and Performance Characteristics, online: American Galvanizers Association <https://galvanizeit.org/uploads/publications/Zinc_Coatings.pdf>] 

Galvanized steel is largely acknowledged to be a sustainable industrial practice, with significant environmental benefits over the previous lead galvanizing standard.[footnoteRef:4] The hot-dip galvanizing coating is typically composed of 98% zinc, which is a naturally occurring and recyclable material.[footnoteRef:5] While steel galvanization appears to be environmentally sound, large-scale chemical processes carry inherent risk. If a facility does not take appropriate measures to mitigate, prevent, and react to potential environmental threats, the sustainability of a process or operation can be jeopardized. Industry standards and legislative inspection and enforcement mechanisms are put into place with the intent of minimizing the incidence of such negative environmental externalities.  [4:  Is hot-dip galvanizing sustainable? (July 2014), online: <https://www.corbecgalv.com/eg/news-durable-corbec.php>]  [5:  Supra note 1. 
] 

This comment begins with a summary of the proposal. The summary provides background, defines key terms, and outlines the details of the proposal by drawing on relevant regulations and supporting materials submitted to the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (“the Ministry”) by the applicant. Following this, we identify the aspects of the proposal that will assume our attention, paying particular focus to the updated emissions methodology triggering a Maximum Ground Level Concentration Acceptability Request for Zinc Oxide.
This comment subsequently addresses the legal and policy implications that we believe stem from the drafting and acceptance of the proposal. We begin by critically analyzing the methods and procedures by which emission rates and point of impingement (POI) concentrations of contaminants are assessed by the Ministry, setting out an overview of the regulations and standards referenced within the proposal’s supporting documentation. Next, we consider the standards, objectives, and guidelines that environmental policymaking should ideally encompass, and thereafter contemplate how this proposal fits within the scope of an environmental impact assessment. 
After contextualizing these considerations, we articulate why the Ministry ought to issue a new invitation for public comments on the specific issue of zinc oxide emissions. We bolster this position by assessing why the ‘project-by-project' evaluation approach taken by the Ministry fails to consider the precautionary principle, thus leading to misrepresentation and a ‘death by a thousand cuts’ scenario because of the cumulative environmental effects of like proposals.
To conclude, we summarize the contents of the comment and provide a list of concerns and recommendations concerning the Ministry’s decision about the Facility.
SUMMARY OF PROPOSAL
Pure Metal’s proposal calls for an amendment to the ECA (air & noise) No. 5956-8ZUQ3K, which includes updates to the Facility’s equipment and emissions methodology. When issued, the ECA will permit modifications to the Facility subject to limits on operational flexibility that include a specified production limit for the Facility. The proposal therefore involves considerations relating primarily to the emission sources from the Facility’s manufacturing and associated processes. The emission sources include galvanizing kettles, dust collectors, hydrochloric acid descaling tanks, natural gas-fired furnaces, boilers, and other equipment and ancillary processes, which taken together exhaust into the air suspended particulate matter, hydrochloric acid, ammonium chloride, zinc, and products of combustion such as nitrogen oxides. 
An Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling (ESDM) Report under Ontario Regulation 419/05: Air Pollution – Local Air Quality (O. Reg. 419/05) was prepared and submitted by the applicant in support of an ECA application.[footnoteRef:6] The ESDM compiles dispersion modelling information and emission information in order to assess the environmental impact of project proposals.[footnoteRef:7]Among the action items addressed in the ESDM report and ECA application are the submittal of an air ECA amendment application to the ministry for all changes to equipment with air discharges, as well as the identification of all emissions (including fugitive) in accordance with the Ministry’s Guideline A-10: “Procedure for Preparing an Emission Summary and Dispersion Modelling Report” (ESDM Procedure Document).[footnoteRef:8] Moreover, the ESDM report states that the following changes are being made to the Facility: [6:  Ontario Regulation 419/05: Air Pollution – Local Air Quality (O. Reg. 419/05), online: <https://www.ontario.ca/document/guideline-10-procedure-preparing-emission-summary-and-dispersion-modelling-esdm-report> [ESDM].]  [7:  Ibid. ]  [8:  ESDM, supra note 5. ] 

1. The removal of one (1) hydrochloric acid storage tank;
2. The updates on the heat input rate for the emergency generator (Source ID: 31);
3. Updated emissions methodology triggering a Maximum Ground Level Concentration Acceptability Request for Zinc Oxide; and
4. Correction to the previous Metallic Zinc Recovery (MZR) unit process description and emission calculations.
Of the four changes being made to the Facility, our comment focuses principally on the third item regarding updated emissions methodology for Zinc Oxide. However, we intend to use this update to the Facility’s emissions methodology as a springboard for a broader critique of the methods and procedures used by the Ministry to estimate POI concentrations. Our discussion of the Ministry’s procedures will also touch upon the ESDM’s use of an ‘Upper Risk Threshold’ (URT) in its assessment of the Facility’s hydrochloric acid emissions. While this does not pertain directly to the proposed changes to the Facility, we feel that the use of a URT – a special emissions limit higher than the regulatory standard – merits addressing.
LEGAL AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Proposal Process
	In preparing and submitting its ESDM report, the applicant was required to adhere to the Ministry’s ESDM Procedure Document, which provides guidance on complying with the provisions relating to air pollution and the local air quality contained in O. Reg. 419/05.[footnoteRef:9] All ESDM reports are required to be prepared in accordance with section 26 of O. Reg. 419/05, which sets out the minimum requirements for assessing compliance with Ministry POI limits. As noted in the ESDM report, Zinc Oxide is not on the ACB list of the Ministry’s POI limits, nor is it listed in Table B-2B of the ESDM Procedure document, meaning that it does not have a POI limit.[footnoteRef:10] Therefore, applicant can submit Form 4872E, which is used when a contaminant with no Ministry POI Limit is identified as a part of an ESDM.[footnoteRef:11] [9:  ESDM, supra note 5.]  [10:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report, supra note 1 at p. 3-1. ]  [11:  Government of Ontario Central Forms Repository. Supporting Information for a Maximum Ground Level Concentration Acceptability Request for Compounds with No Ministry Point of Impingement (POI) Limit Supplement to Application For Approval, EPA S.9, online: <https://www.forms.ssb.gov.on.ca/mbs/ssb/forms/ssbforms.nsf/ODAGetFormDetail?openagent&lang=E&env=ODA&NO=4872&ref=~06s~E~1~012~~86~~~>] 

Setting Environmental Standards: Best Practices 
The creation of environmental standards can be grounded in three terms: standards, criteria and objectives. While common knowledge would likely interpret the term “environmental standard” as a “legally enforceable specification on the amount of pollutant that may be discharged or present in the ambient medium”[footnoteRef:12], this definition is not universally accepted. Using the interpretive framework proposed by RT Franson and AR Lucas, we distinguish objectives, criteria and standards as independent, yet interconnected, principles.[footnoteRef:13] “Objectives” are the goals or purposes toward which an environmental control action is directed. “Criteria” are compilations of scientific data used to determine whether a certain quality of the environment would satisfy the determined objective. “Standards” are prescribed sets of values (numerical or otherwise) to which individual cases will be compared in order to ensure regulatory compliance.  [12:  William A. Tilleman, Alastair R. Lucas, Sara L. Bagg & Patrícia Galvão Ferreira, Environmental Law and Policy, 4th ed (Toronto: Emond Publishing, 2020) at 414 [Environmental Law and Policy]. ]  [13:  Ibid. ] 

The Report requests that the Ministry approve the Facility’s emissions of zinc oxide, which the report estimates at 3.61 micrograms at the POI.[footnoteRef:14] In assessing this figure, it is necessary to consider whether appropriate deliberation was undertaken to determine whether the proposed emissions number achieves the broader objective of sustainable development and emission regulations. It is suggested that the technical process of standard-setting ought to involve: [14:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report supra note 1, p1-3, 3-1, 7-1.] 

1. Identification of uses of the ambient resources to be protected or objectives to be met;
2. Formulation of criteria through collection and or generation of scientific information; 
3. Formulation of ambient quality standards from the criteria; 
4. Development of effluent standards for discharges into the environment that will produce a quality meeting the ambient standard; 
5. Development of monitoring and other information gathering programs that will refine the data inputs to the previous steps and provide feedback on whether the objectives are being met.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 414.] 

If the proposed zinc oxide emission standard is taken under advisement without the opportunity for additional consultation or feedback, the Ministry should consider whether the consideration process was sufficiently rigorous to assess most, if not all aspects of the standard-setting process. Such attention is consistent with the language and intent of the Canada-Wide Environmental Standards Sub-agreement, which sets forth the framework of the Canada-Wide Standards (CWS) for environmental quality and human health. The standards can encompass objectives, guidelines and legally enforceable standards.[footnoteRef:16] The Sub-agreement is particularly focused on “ambient standards” which are defined as levels of environmental quality across different resources such as water and air. The Sub-agreement acknowledges the importance of fulfilling these principles by “call[ing] for governments to establish priorities for the development of CWSs and to allow for public involvement.”[footnoteRef:17] The emission standard proposed in the Report, establishes that an ambient resource (air) will be affected by the decision reached by the Ministry. As such, it is pertinent to discuss Ambient Air Quality Criteria (AAQC), which were established under the EPA. The Report does not specify whether the recommendations incorporate the National Ambient Air Quality Objectives into its justifying rationale.[footnoteRef:18] Following the methodology highlighted in this section, it would be contrary to sound methodological practice to set a standard without appropriate consideration of relevant environmental criterion and objectives.   [16:  Ibid at 416. ]  [17:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 414.]  [18:  Ibid at 416.] 

Environmental and Impact Assessment Methodology
The International Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA) defines an environmental or impact assessment as “the process of identifying the future consequences of a current or proposed action.”[footnoteRef:19] Canada’s current approach does not restrict the government from approving projects or proposals. However, in Friends of the Oldman River Society v Canada (Ministry of Transport) the Supreme Court described that “environmental impact assessment is in its simplest form, a planning tool that is generally regarded as an integral component of sound decision-making…it has both information-gathering and decision-making components which provide the decision maker with the objective basis for granting or denying approval.”[footnoteRef:20] This approach necessarily requires transparent and rigorous review of potential projects in order to account for the impacts.  [19:  Ibid at 456. ]  [20:  Friends of the Oldman River Society v. Canada (Minister of Transport), [1992] 1 S.C.R. 3] 

Additionally, it is necessary to consider the Environmental Assessment and Review Process Guidelines Order (EARPGO). While at the time of conception, EARPGO was not seen as a binding doctrine, Canadian Wildlife Federation Inc. v Canada (Minister of the Environment) established that EARPGO could be legally binding.[footnoteRef:21] As further clarified in Friends of the Oldman River Society v Canada (Ministry of Transport), all government agencies who have the decision-making authority to approve or deny a proposal, must consider whether undertaking such activity would have an environmental effect.[footnoteRef:22] If so, the provision of public review by an unbiased panel, with the necessary knowledge to assess the proposal, is required.[footnoteRef:23] [21:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 464. ]  [22:  Ibid at 465. ]  [23:  Ibid. ] 

It may be argued that the proposal at hand is not of considerable scope, and therefore ought to be exempt from such review. However, this perception diminishes the effectiveness of environmental assessment as a means of achieving sustainable development. As Robert Gibson observes, this practice causes incremental steps away from sustainable development because it presumes that lack of significant adverse impact ought not to be cause for concern.[footnoteRef:24] [24:  Ibid at 459. ] 

Public Participation Necessary with Standard-Setting Implications
The Report requests that the Ministry approve its emissions of zinc oxide, a compound not currently subject to a POI regulatory standard. The Applicant recommends that its emissions of 3.61 micrograms be approved. Thus, the outcome of this application could effectively establish a new regulatory standard applicable to all industries that emit zinc oxide. Given the broader implications of this decision, we recommend that the Ministry issue a new invitation for public comments on the specific issue of zinc oxide emissions. 
	Facilitating the opportunity for increased public participation is beneficial to investigative and adjudicative processes as it provides decision makers with a greater range of ideas and information on which to base their decisions.[footnoteRef:25] In the proposal at hand, engaging with facilities in the metal galvanizing industry would provide useful context on whether the standard proposed could feasibly be implemented. While we do not suggest that this point be central to the review of the Report, it is necessary to consider the practical economic realities that exist and could have an impact on the implementation of a standard. In order to guarantee the feasibility of standard enactment it is necessary to understand how the industry as a whole could implement such requirements. It is equally important to assess whether an industry-wide transitionary period would be needed or permissible to encourage adherence to the standard.    [25:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 385.] 

Additionally, allowing organizations that are familiar with the potentially detrimental impacts of zinc oxide emissions may lead the Ministry to raise the standard by lowering the acceptable number of micrograms per meter. Engaging in such consultation will lead to enhanced public acceptance of the decision reached[footnoteRef:26] and will induce the Ministry to undergo thorough analysis and provide a rationale for the decision reached.[footnoteRef:27]  [26:  Ibid at 386. ]  [27:  Ibid at 387. ] 

It is important to consider the precedent that accepting this proposal will set. In setting a new regulatory standard, it is possible to enable actions (in this case, the release of zinc emissions into the air) that could adversely affect human and environmental health. Castonguay Blasting Ltd v Ontario (Environment)[footnoteRef:28] provides that “adverse effect” includes the “impairment of the quality of the natural environment for any use that can be made of it.”[footnoteRef:29] Normative policy interprets this term broadly, so as not to limit the scope of the EPA’S preventative and protective capacities.[footnoteRef:30] [28:  Castonguay Blasting Ltd. v. Ontario (Environment), 2013 SCC 52, [2013] 3 S.C.R. 323]  [29:  Ibid at 421. ]  [30:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 421. ] 

However, both narrow and broad interpretive lenses would likely show that the requests in the Report could produce adverse effects. Accordingly, the potentially adverse effects of this proposal engage the rights of individuals to clean air, water, and a healthy and ecologically balanced environment.[footnoteRef:31] Moreover, the precedent-setting implication of the Report engages the procedural rights of individuals to have access to information and publicly participate in environmental decision making.[footnoteRef:32] [31:  House of Commons Standing Committee on Environment and Sustainable Development Report.  ]  [32:  Ibid. ] 

A common argument against increased public participation is the presumption that third parties cannot significantly or usefully contribute given that administrative bodies are entrusted with the preservation of public interest.[footnoteRef:33] However, there are numerous factors that impede the ability of administrative agencies to pursue this function to the necessary extent. First, such agencies operate on invariably limited resources, and are responsible for monitoring, testing, and enforcing proposals and applications - an inherently onerous process. The complexity of the aforementioned responsibilities typically requires administrative agencies to rely on industry participants as providers of information.[footnoteRef:34] Deference to industry participants is also likely to occur in instances in which administrative or governmental agencies do not have a vested interest in the matter at hand.[footnoteRef:35] Additionally, it is unlikely that the public interest could ever be summarized as a homogenous, unitary position; rather, it is necessarily diverse and complex.[footnoteRef:36] The mere existence of an administrative or government agency is insufficient to adequately represent or protect the public interest, which in turn justifies the need for public comment on zinc emissions standards.[footnoteRef:37] [33:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 385-386. ]  [34:  Ibid at 386.]  [35:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 386.]  [36:  Ibid. ]  [37:  Ibid at 387. ] 

Exercising Precaution as a Principle
The inherent vagueness of sustainable development doctrine can lead to ill-constructed legislative and regulatory frameworks. The interpretive difficulties can be observed when assessing whether the methodology proposed by the legislative framework is consistent with the precautionary principle. Principle 15 of the Rio Declaration provides a cogent expression of this principle by stating that “where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation.”[footnoteRef:38] As established in Morton v. Canada (Fisheries and Oceans) FC 2019, the precautionary principle does not create substantive rights, nor does it indicate that the risk of any level of potential harm is acceptable until it reaches a state of irreversible harm.[footnoteRef:39] Rather, the principle urges the use of caution in situations in which information is uncertain. The Court further specified that steps must be taken in applicable circumstances to ensure that irreversible harm must be prevented, even in instances where the potential risk of harm is unclear.[footnoteRef:40]  Given the unprecedented consideration of the adverse impacts of zinc emissions, it is necessary to engage the precautionary principle in this case.  [38:  A/CONF.151/26 (Vol. I), online: <https://www.un.org/en/development/desa/population/migration/generalassembly/docs/globalcompact/A_CONF.151_26_Vol.I_Declaration.pdf>]  [39:  Morton v. Canada (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans) et al., 2015 FC 575 [Morton].  ]  [40:  Morton supra note 38 at para 41. ] 

Innovation through Purposive Environmental Regulation 
Traditionally, environmental regulations such as emission requirements have been conceptualized as requiring firms to input resources (financial or labour) towards pollution reduction.[footnoteRef:41] However, this notion has been undermined by many who suggest that pollution often occurs as a result of wasteful practices. As posited by Professors Porter and van der Linde, often more stringent environmental regulations can reduce the waste of natural resources and trigger industry innovation.[footnoteRef:42] Specially, Porter and van der Linde provide five contextual factors that support the need for stringent yet carefully crafted environmental regulations.[footnoteRef:43] Particularly pertinent to the proposal at hand is the notion that the implementation of regulatory framework highlights potential inefficiencies which subsequently creates pressure to implement procedural or technological improvements. Additionally, Porter proposes that well-designed regulation can enhance competitiveness (the “Porter Hypothesis”).[footnoteRef:44] The Porter Hypothesis has received wide-spread acclaim since its publication in 1995[footnoteRef:45], if accepted, ought to be incorporated in standard setting discussions.   [41:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 404. ]  [42:  Ibid. ]  [43:  Ibid at 405.]  [44:  Ibid.]  [45:  Ibid. ] 

Death by one thousand cuts
All pollutants discussed in the Report are required to comply with emission limits on an emitter-by-emitter basis, meaning that the cumulative effects of multiple emitters are not considered. Concentrations of these pollutants are measured in micrograms per square meter of airspace at the Point of Impingement (POI), which is where the contaminant makes contact with buildings or the ground.[footnoteRef:46] The estimated POI concentration must fall below the level specified by the regulations everywhere within a 5-kilometer radius of the emissions site.[footnoteRef:47] Specialized modeling techniques are used to account for exogenous variables like weather conditions when estimating POI concentrations.[footnoteRef:48] According to the Report, the galvanizing plant satisfies the POI concentration standards for all pollutants apart from hydrochloric acid, which is discussed below.  [46:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report supra note 1 at 1-1, 3-1, 7.]  [47:  Ibid at 6-2. ]  [48:  Ibid at 6-1, 7-1. ] 

Although we have no reason to doubt the accuracy of these findings, our concern is that the emitter-by-emitter methodology for determining safe emissions levels does not address the problem of “death by a thousand cuts,” a term used in environmental law scholarship to refer to the cumulative effects of multiple sources of pollution approved on an individual basis without regard for their collective impact.[footnoteRef:49] With POI limits, this problem is exacerbated by the fact that the effects of pollutants outside the 5-kilometer radius are not considered.[footnoteRef:50]  [49: Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 459.]  [50:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report supra note 1, at 6-2.] 

While we do not wish to detract from the assessment of logistical and chemical specificities, it is necessary to consider the implications of the non-cumulative assessment process. The pollutants in the Report could negatively impact the environmental quality of the surrounding area. Specifically pertinent to this application is the effect of emissions on air quality, a public good.[footnoteRef:51] As such, the impacts of these pollutants on the environment cannot be assessed without appropriately considering the pre-existing sources of pollution in the geographic region at hand. For these reasons, we humbly request that the Ministry recognize that the effect of the pollutants in the Report cannot be evaluated without consideration of existing sources of pollution in the region.  [51:  Environmental Law and Policy supra note 11 at 426.] 

Concerns About the Applicant Firm
In addition to the legal and policy concerns that have been raised in this commentary, there are supplemental factors that must be addressed. First, the Report states that the facilities’ hydrochloric acid emissions are below the upper risk threshold (URT). A URT for a contaminant is determined by the Ministry and permits emissions that are higher than the corresponding air standard. URTs are typically used during phase-in periods of new air standards and are also used in the evaluation of requests for site specific standards. As presented in the Guideline for the Implementation of Air Standards in Ontario (GIASO), a URT is not a standard; it is a temporary threshold.[footnoteRef:52] If emissions are higher than a URT, that is a potentially urgent situation requiring a swift response. The use of a URT raises many questions that require further clarification: (1) Why is a URT employed when there is no indication that the firm is in a transitionary period that would justify the use of such metric; (2) If the firm is indeed in a transitionary period, what is the anticipated duration of this shift? (3) Is the galvanizing plant is on track to reduce its hydrochloric acid emissions as intended? The Report also mentions eliminating a hydrochloric acid holding tank from the plant. The report provides insufficient information on how the removal of the hydrochloric acid holding tank would affect the process at hand, and whether there would be a corresponding change in adverse environmental impact.  [52:  Guideline for the Implementation of Air Standards in Ontario (GIASO) [Guideline A-12] Version 3.0, online: <https://files.ontario.ca/moecc_46_giaso_aoda_en_0.pdf>] 

The necessity for transparency in both the hydrochloric acid emissions and the hydrochloric acid holding tank amendments is pertinent in the context of assessing the reliability and transparency of the Firm’s Report. As outlined in Condition 3 of ECA #5956-8ZUQ3K - "Notification of Complaints", Facility Owners are required to notify District Managers when complaints are received. Owners are additionally required to take tangible measures to ensure that the cause of the complaint is addressed within five (5) business days of the complaint. [footnoteRef:53] This history of reporting errors heighten our concern for transparency and public comment on these changes.  [53:  Pure Metal Galvanizing ESDM Report supra note 1 at B-6, B-7. ] 

CONCLUSION
To summarize, we have reached the following conclusions as a result of our analysis. We respectfully request that the Ministry consider these conclusions when it makes its decision about the Facility.
1. The Ministry should require a more rigorous investigation into the environmental harms associated with zinc oxide before setting a regulatory standard for that substance. This investigation should include broad consideration of regional and geographical factors.
2. Likewise, the Ministry should engage in more extensive consultation with the public before setting that standard.
3. The methodology relied on in the report for assessing the safety of emissions levels does not account for the cumulative effects of multiple emitters and threatens to allow a “death by 1000 cuts.”
4. The Report is contrary to the precautionary principle, which urges governmental bodies to err on the side of caution when the effects of an official decision are scientifically unclear.
5. A more thorough investigative and consultative process stands to promote innovation and industry competition. 
6. The history of poor environmental performance by the applicant firm merits additional caution on the part of Ministry, particularly regarding the firm’s use of an Upper Risk Threshold, rather than a regulatory standard, with respect to its hydrochloric acid emissions.
We hope that these specific recommendations and concerns will assist the Ministry in reaching a sound decision. In closing, we would invite the Ministry to also bear in mind the full context in which regulatory decisions are made. Rather than deferring to industry and prioritizing economic concerns over environmental ones, the Ministry may wish to consider the longstanding impact of environmental decisions on current and future generations. 
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