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ABSTRACT

This article analyzes the social acceptability process of a mining project located in an existing city.  It will explore how the principles of sustainable development have been integrated in the project of the Canadian Malartic open pit mine held by the Osisko Mining Corporation, and the corporate social responsibility (CSR) initiatives proposed to strengthen the social acceptability of the project.  This mine is located on the ancient south quarter of Malartic and has required the displacement of hundred of houses and five institutions.  The location and the inherent social impacts generated by the relocation of the citizens of the south quarter makes this case particularly interesting to understand social dynamics in an era of environmental consciousness.  These major constraints of the mine generate high expectations within the urban population with regard to the social and economic benefits it will receive from the project.  In a context where society demands higher CSR from the corporation, Osisko is closely followed regarding their actions toward the sustainable development principles to see if they respect the environment and the desires of the community.  From the beginning, the company had to be a model of sustainable development in various aspects reflected by the manifold interest of the population.  

To understand the endeavor made by the company to fulfill the demand of CSR, we will analyze how the company understood sustainable development principles and what CSR initiatives Osisko put forward.  We will explore the involvement of the company in various social aspects like employment, employee satisfaction, and the level of commitment to non-discrimination policy in employment, notably with the native populations.  We will also take a closer look at the relationship built by the company with the community and the level of commitment with the various stakeholders of the community. In this way, we will be able to seize the level of involvement of the company in the fulfillment of the principles of sustainable development toward a higher CSR, and to specify the trajectory adopted to build social acceptance. 
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INTRODUCTION
In the region of Abitibi in Quebec, mining is undergoing unprecedented growth.  Since the price of gold has reached more than $1800/oz in 2011, and because of various infrastructure advantages, Anonymous, 2011()
 many projects that have aimed to unleash the economic potential of the many gold deposits of the region are flourishing.  Such is the case with the Canadian Malartic mine, a project developed by Osisko Mining Corporation. 

However, at the other end of the spectrum, the mining sector suffers from a bad social and environmental reputation.  For some time now, in response to recurrent environmental disasters and human rights violation episodes, mining companies have been asked to take on their responsibilities in the pursuit of their activities.  In the face of this new reality, the mining industry has had no choice but to engage in a reflection on the sustainability of mining and on a way to achieve a higher degree of corporate social responsibility (CSR).
This questioning had been the object of a first real debate from 2000–2002 in the Mining, Minerals and Sustainable (MMSD) project initiated by the Global Mining Initiative, whose goal was to create a space of reflection to think about the concept of CSR in the mining industry Azapagic, 2004()
.  It resulted in the formulation of a “Framework of Change” and an “Agenda for Change” Hilson & Basu, 2003()
 that aimed at achieving a sustainable practice and a better relationship between the industry, the environment and the community.  Then, this questioning crystallized in 2001 into the foundation of the International Council on Mining and Metals, a grouping of mining companies who sought to improve sustainable development performance in the mining and metals industry.  As we see, in the last decade, the industry seeks to become a proactive actor in the sustainable development to address society’s concerns Franks, Boger, Côte, & Mulligan, 2011()
.

However, despite these developments in favor of better integration of sustainable development in mining practices, one issue has remained hardly unchallenged: relations with the community.  This issue is particularly important given the high impact that mining has on different social, environmental and economic aspects of the community.  In particular, the mining industry faces community development issues given the fact that mining companies are often operating in poor or isolated communities that see in mining a great way to improve their conditions of life Kemp, 2010()
.  Therefore, the mining industry has to think about the way to achieve and maintain a “social license to operate” through its engagement in mitigating its negative impacts and in meeting the expectations of the community in terms of benefits and opportunities for the development of the involved communities.  The failure to address this question may lead to the contestation of the projects and to the temporary or permanent shut down of the mines.  It may expose the company to compensation, fines or litigation costs, and it may affect the reputation and the capacities of the company to lead future projects Franks et al., 2011()
.

To better understand the way this issue is concretely addressed by the industry, we propose here to take stock of definitions and tools that are used in the domain, and to analyze the social acceptability process that has been developed at the Osisko’s Canadian Malartic mine, a well-documented case considered by many a success story in matters of relations with the community. 

So doing, our aim is double: first, we seek to reveal what mining companies are doing regarding social acceptability and CSR, and how they integrate the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development into practice.  Second, since the concept of social acceptability is fairly recent and surely needs updates that could benefit the industry, we aim at contributing to a theoretical conceptualization of the concept.  
The present article is developed according to the following guidelines: First, we present the different issues that the mining industry must face in the hope of achieving sustainable development in the pursuit of its activities at the environmental, social and economic levels.  Then we define the concept of social acceptability and present the most used tools in the domain.  We reveal in a third section the social acceptability process the Osisko Mining Corporation has developed at Malartic and how the company integrated the principles of sustainable development in the perspective of taking on its social and environmental responsibilities.  Finally, we discuss the implications of the case for the concept of social acceptability and suggest leads for future research.

THE MINING INDUSTRY AND ITS CHALLENGES

Although the mining industry is a relatively small industry compared to the global economy, with 30 million people involved in large scale mining and 13 million more involved in small scale mining, mining industry represents an important part of employment and GDP for some countries Azapagic, 2004()
, including Canada, Australia and some countries in Africa.  However, for a few years now, a serious challenge has affected the industry: building a framework of practice compatible with the idea of sustainability.

The notion of sustainability and more precisely the notion of sustainable development is a polysemous concept that makes it difficult to seize in its practical applications, so different agents of society use it in different ways to legitimize theirs actions Gendron & Revéret, 2000()
.  Sustainable development is nonetheless based on a hierarchical combination of the economic, social and environmental aspects of human activities Bisaillon, Gendron, & Turcotte, 2005, p.78()
 that appears useful as a basis for a first sketch to evaluate the mining industry’s practices, impacts and contributions.  According to this combination, ecological integrity is a condition, economic efficiency is a means, and social and individual development is an end Gendron, 2012()
.  In this definition, the implementation of sustainable development implies also a governance system that ensures the participation of all in the decision making process Bisaillon et al., 2005()
.  In the mining sector, these three dimensions of sustainability and the notion of governance call for three broad types of issues. 

Issue 1: Environmental Impact

Mining involves the extraction of non-renewable resources, which contradicts the notion of sustainability Hilson & Basu, 2003()
.  The question of the mitigation of the negative environmental impacts in the mining sector is equally challenging for mine managers because they have to deal with a wide range of environmental problems in various stages of a mine’s development.  Azapagic (2004) states that the sustainable development issue in the mining sector must be understood in a holistic approach based on the life cycle of the involved mine.  Mining activities include two types of life cycles.  1) The life cycle of the mineral products includes extraction of primary resources, processing, product use and post-use management.  2) The life cycle of the mine includes design and exploration, operation, decommissioning and rehabilitation. There are thus many stages to take in consideration in the exploitation of a mine. As Mcleod (2000) points out, at every stage there are numerous impacts to take into account.  For example, in the exploration phase, several negative impacts can occur like the destruction of flora and the pollution of water.  More significant are the damages produced in the operation stage with the “removal of soil and rock, loss of topsoil, loss of vegetation and economic plants, pollution of surface waters and loss of fishing grounds, sedimentation of rivers and streams, pollution of inshore fisheries from tailings, dredging of rivers and inshore reefs for rock, sand or coral from construction and the reduction in local wildlife and biodiversity” McLeod, 2000, p.115()
.

In addition to these impacts, mining managers also must consider the impacts linked to the closure of mines and the rehabilitation of mining sites. Azapagic (2004) stresses that these impacts are only considered by the more proactive companies.  However the environmental impacts of a mine’s bad closure or a site’s poor rehabilitation are environmentally disastrous.  The tailings produced by the mining industry can contain a diversity of contaminants at high concentration like arsenic, lead, zinc, or copper Roussel, Néel, & Bril, 2000()
.  If the tailings are left on the site without being correctly rehabilitated, these different contaminants can generate an acidic condition that can be released in the environment.  The bad rehabilitation of a mining site can also lead to a phenomenon known as acid mine drainage (AMD).  AMD negatively affects the environment at chemical, physical, biological and ecological levels Gray, 1997()
.  Ultimately, this results in the loss of species and in the simplification of the food chain Gray, 1997()
. 
Issue 2: Economic Impact
One of the issues at stake in the development of a mining project is the question of the sharing of its economic benefits.  On one hand, the project has to be profitable for a company and its shareholders, and on the other hand, the project must generate economic benefits for the different stakeholders that overcome its negative aspects.  One of the main critics of the mining and minerals industry precisely states that the environmental damage caused by the mine outweigh its economic benefits Hilson & Basu, 2003()
.  It is difficult for the industry to eliminate the environmental impacts of a project.  If the mineral deposit is situated underneath the ecosystem, the company will have to disturb this ecosystem to have access to the deposit, for instance by deforestation.  Thus, the mining industry has to think of a way to find social and economic benefits that overcome these impacts. 

These questions are problematic for the industry because the projects it sets forth are thought of in a limited duration based mainly on the stages of resource extraction and processing Hilson & Murck, 2000()
.  However the viability of the project can change quickly with the high volatility of the metal prices.  This has for effect that a company will focus more on short-term production volumes than on valued-added products and services Azapagic, 2004()
.  It is difficult for a mining company to foresee long-term benefits for the community given the quick change in the viability of its projects.  This situation is even more complicated in the context of global competition, where large scale multinational mining companies exploit deposits in different parts of the world.  Furthermore, the pressures of competition between companies weaken the capacity for the small scale companies to address the environmental question Hilson, 2000(; Hilson & Nayee, 2002)
.  Given their small scale, these companies have limited financial resources and limited staff to devote to cleaner technologies or practices.

Along the same lines, globalization creates a context where foreign mining companies exploit simultaneously the resources of different countries.  This could lead to the perception by local populations that the resources that are situated on their lands are being spoiled or exploited by private and foreign interests to their disadvantage.  This creates another challenging situation where mining companies must prove to the community that the exploitation of the resources situated on their lands can be an advantage for both parties.  This proof can be in the form of monetary compensation, a fair tax distribution, royalties, the development of infrastructure for the community or the training and skills development programs that aim to hire local people Kemp, Owen, Gotzmann, & Bond, 2011(; Owen & Kemp, 2012)
.
Issue 3: Social Impact

This type of issue is particularly challenging for the mining industry given the tension between economic responsibility and social and environmental responsibilities that a company needs to manage and balance to achieve good CSR Onkila, 2009()
.  These two responsibilities have been indeed discussed either as antagonistic or as complementary.  To Friedman (1970)
 for instance, the main responsibility of a firm is to make profits for the benefits of its shareholders and ultimately for society.  Whereas to Freeman (1984)
, the firm has to make profits but its responsibilities apply not only to its shareholders but also to its stakeholders, that is “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement of the organization’s objectives”. 

Moreover, a mining company often has to manage its operations in socially sensitive areas located near indigenous or marginalized populations in contexts of weak or corrupted political and legal institutions Kemp et al., 2011()
.  In addition to demands for the mitigation of the negative impacts of mining activities, the population often demands that the company engages in community development.  This is particularly important in marginalized communities where the mining industry is often the greatest and only opportunity to achieve development Kemp, 2010()
.  Such an engagement from the company towards community development can take the form of local employment, training and skill development, and provision of infrastructure and services Owen & Kemp, 2012()
.  To integrate the two opposite visions (company and community), the mine must open a system of relations with the community that can take the form of: “consultations and engagements, public relations and donations, community programs and responding to community complaints” Kemp, 2010, p.3()
.  However, Owen and Kemp (2012) note that the relations developed between the mining industry and the involved communities are more consultative than participatory.  In the same idea, Kemp (2010) states that the mining companies’ public relations tend to privilege the agenda of the company and the management of reputation risk.  The mining companies’ public relations seem to be more a tool for management than a tool for the development of the community.  However, sustainability implies the elaboration of a governance system based on the participation of the salient stakeholders Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 1997()
 of the involved companies to ensure the future of next generations.  Indeed, because of the multiplicity of values and interests inherent to the issues that the mining industry is facing, and because it permits the construction of collective and rational social norms and politics to develop sustainable practice that is suitable for all Van den Hove, 2001()
, this process of governance is essential.
In considering the social issues that the mining industry is facing, one last element has to be taken into account: the regulation of the sector.  In Canada and in Quebec, the principle of free mining regulates the mining industry.  This principle can be defined as: “a series of measures that permit and even privilege free access to ownership and exploitation of mineral resources” Laforce, Lapointe, & Lebuis, 2009, p.55()
.  This principle has important social impacts because it provides the mining industry the right to engage in resource exploration and extraction despite urban or regional planning.  This right is by law put above the title of property of the owner of the land.  The principle of free mining can generate numerous social problems, including population relocation and the question of expropriation.  Also, it can cause problems in the protection of ownership, as in the case of Malartic, where citizens have been relocated before the environmental impacts assessment Lapointe, 2010()
.  The mining industry then faces social tension with the communities, who feel that mining companies have rights above theirs. 

In summary, to use Suchman work on legitimacy (1995), the mining industry is facing challenges on the environmental, economic and social levels, challenges that confront its pragmatic (if it does not answer community needs) and moral legitimacy (many questionings exist about its contribution to economic and social development) on the stand of the consequences of the industry activities (its negative environmental externalities are criticized), of the procedures it uses to do so (lack of consultation of the companies’ stakeholders when current moral values point towards consultation as a norm), and of its structure (per se, mining industry activities are seen as incompatible with sustainable development).  To maintain these two kinds of legitimacy, Suchman (1995)
 proposes to monitor communities’ needs, values and opinions, to answer them as much as possible and to communicate with them clearly about its activities and strategies to improve.  It is our opinion these strategies are relevant but need to be integrated into a specific strategy, rather than used separately. To this end, the concept and the practices of social acceptability seem promising.

SOCIAL ACCEPTABILITY

Social acceptability is a relatively new concept.  Although it is largely used in the scientific literature, rare are the authors to have provided a detailed definition of the concept. To Simard (2003)
, social acceptability, “ beyond a technical and rational demonstration becomes the main problem and requires the use of decision making modes, even more open and participatory”.  This implies that the issues related to the planning of a project must be politicized in embedding it in the local priorities by giving the community higher legitimacy.  On the same stand, social acceptability can be defined as a globally positive interpretation of a project shared by a community and resulting from the evaluation of the impacts of the project regarding the expectations and the ideals of development in the community Fortin, Devanne, & Le Floch, 2009, p.93()
.  This process is embodied in governance and institutional practices that aim to involve as many people as possible in the decision making process. In this perspective, according to Gendron (2013)
, social acceptability is connected to more than to a bad understanding of the projects and of their impacts by the community. Social acceptability refers to community consent in a project or decision given its implications for the community. Also, for Brunson (1996)
 social acceptability: “results from a judgmental process by which individuals (1) compare the perceived reality with its known alternatives; and (2) decide whether the “real” condition is superior, or sufficiently similar, to the most favorable alternative condition”. According to this definition, people will consider a project socially acceptable only if it is judged superior or similar to the other existing alternatives. 

Côté 2008()
 identified four elements that favor the achievement of social acceptability of a project.  First are the elements related to the industry.  They are divided in two constitutive categories: the initial public opinion toward the industry and the institutional framework regulating the industry.  If the industry is well perceived by the population and if the political framing of the industry is well established, the social acceptability of a project will be strengthened.  Second are the elements related to the project: the impacts and the benefits of the project, and the degree of involvement of the promoter within the community.  Obviously if the benefits of the project overcome largely its negative impacts it will favor the acceptability of the project.  Also, the fact that the promoter is involved in the community or that local people participate financially in the project can have a positive impact on the acceptability of the project.  Third are issues related to the decision making process in terms of legitimacy of the process and in terms of decisions equity.  If the process is led in a transparent and fair way, the population will see this process as more legitimate and thus will find the project more acceptable.  Finally, the elements related to the social characteristics of the community include the social capital and the history of project controversies.  The first dimension relates to the capacities of the population to mobilize and cooperate to make business decisions in the perspective of economic development that favors collaboration and ultimately the acceptability of the project.  The second dimension relates to the history of the project in its community.  Bad experiences with past projects can generate fear and skepticism from the community, whereas good experiences can favor the dissipation of these apprehensions. 
Finally, referring to social acceptability processes of the wind industry in Quebec, but also in France (especially challenging in regards to the transparency of the relations between the promoter of a project and the involved community), Chataignier and Jobert (2003)
 talk about the creation of conditions of “unacceptability” of some projects given the lack of information, the impossibility to formulate a global vision, and the presence of private interests.  These conditions of unacceptability lead to the questioning of the wind energy industry, and can ultimately challenge the establishment of future projects. 

According to these definitions, the issue of social acceptability appears to be particularly relevant in the context of mining, since the industry is asked to be more engaged towards the communities it involves and towards the mitigation of its environmental impacts.  However there are few tools that aim specifically to help mining companies to obtain social acceptability of their projects.  Instead, on a voluntary basis, these companies have to rely on sustainable development guidelines that integrate features of social acceptability.  Below we present three of the most influential guidelines on the matter: UNEP’s Berlin Guidelines, MMSD’s Sustainable development framework and GRI’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines & Mining and Metals Sector.
First, the Berlin Guidelines elaborated at the initiative of UNEP.  UNEP sought at the beginning of the 1990’s to improve the environmental practice of the mining industry by providing guidance in sustainable development. These guidelines recommend to prioritize the management of the environmental impunity and dialogue with the stakeholders Belem, 2009()
.  However these guidelines are engaging at the state level, not at the company level.  Thus, they require the elaboration of regulation at the national level to be truly effective. The report explicitly sates that: “Each country must decide for itself how to construct and implement its own regulatory framework” United Nations, 2002, p.2()
.  The Berlin guidelines are a tool to help the mining industry, but are not prescription.  Managers that follow their recommendations can strengthen the social acceptability of a project in considering its various impacts at the economic, social and environmental level.  Thus, these guidelines can favor a better perception of the mining activities in the community. 
Second, to challenge the demands of various stakeholders regarding the negative impacts of the sector, some mining companies have assembled in the ICMM.  This organization created the MMSD initiatives in 2000 with the goal to formulate a sustainable development chart for the industry.  This initiative resulted in the elaboration of the Sustainable Development Framework, which consists of a set of voluntary principles with no performance exigencies.  In terms of social acceptability, the MMSD is interesting because it focuses on the stakeholders concerns by identifying nine key challenges to achieve and preserve good relations with the community Mining & Project, 2002()
.  The advantage for the company that performs in addressing these challenges is to maintain its social license to operate and thus to preserve its social acceptability in the community. 
Finally, the Global reporting initiative provided in 2005 a tailored version of its famous guidelines for the mining and metals sector.  This led to the creation of sustainability guidelines for the mining industry that act as a reference for the practice of the industry at the economic, environmental and social levels.  The purpose of sustainability reporting for the GRI is to measure, disclose and make companies accountable to the internal and external stakeholders regarding their performance toward sustainable development GLOBAL REPORTING INITIATIVE GRI, 2006()
.  Thus, in helping the mining sector to achieve better practices at the level of sustainable development and regarding its commitment to its stakeholders, it can be thought the guidelines provided by the GRI will strengthen the social acceptability of mining activities.
THE OSISKO MINING CORPORATION AND THE CANADIAN MALARTIC’S PROJECT

The Osisko Mining Corporation is a young mining company headquartered in Montreal, Quebec that currently operates on two major concessions.  The real flagship of the Company is the Canadian Malartic mine, which has for an objective to extract a gold deposit situated under the city of Malartic.  The Canadian Malartic mine has the highest reserve of gold deposits in Quebec SECOR-Taktik, 2008()
.  The mining exploitation in the region is not used to the type of exploitation put forward by Osisko, which consists of a high tonnage/low grade exploitation that requires the extraction of a large quantity of rock.  The major particularity of the mine is that it required the relocation of a whole quarter because the gold deposit was situated under the city.  The realization of the project called for the relocation of over 200 houses and of five public institutions in a whole new quarter built by the Company GENIVAR, 2010()
.

To understand properly the issue surrounding the process of relocation of the quarter and the implementation of the mine in the community, it is necessary to understand the specific context and characteristics of the population of Malartic.  Before the arrival of the project, the city was going through an important economic gloom reflected by a constant drop in the population from 4,474 inhabitants in 1986 to 3,604 inhabitants in 2006 SECOR-Taktik, 2008()
.  In parallel, the city was also characterized in the same period by a higher rate of aging than the rest of the population of Abitibi or in Quebec.  This drop of population was mainly driven by a rate of unemployment that was 10% higher than in Abitibi or Quebec. 

Thus, the project fed great economic expectations from the population in terms of employment and development.  Moreover, due to the necessity of relocating a whole quarter, the company faced great social challenges to minimize the impact of the relocation on the community.  In the same perspective, the company had to ensure the development of new public infrastructures suitable for the community, given the destruction of the old ones.  Finally, the great proximity of the mine with the city made the population more vulnerable to the different environmental impacts of the project (i.e., air and water pollution, noise, vibration, etc).  In short, the mining company had to face and to solve numerous challenges regarding the economic expectations of the community and the social and environmental impacts of the project.  It had to build a project economically viable for shareholders but also suitable for community stakeholders.

Methodology

To analyze the way the company challenged this reality, we have focused on the different sustainable development reports made by Osisko for the years 2008, 2009, 2010 and 2011. Also we looked at some of the reports mandated by the company to different consulting organizations: 

-Assessments of the economic impact of the Canadian Malartic gold mining project SECOR-Taktik, 2008()

-Survey of Displaced residents of the southern sector of Malartic (GENIVAR, 2010)

-Impact study on the environment (GENIVAR, 2009)

-Study on local and regional economic impact KPMG-SECOR, June 2013()

We analyzed the different sections of these reports that were linked with the spheres of sustainable development. Thus, this enabled us to present some initiatives taken by Osisko in the domain. So doing, we aimed to reveal the social acceptability process and the integration of sustainable development made by the company. 
Then, we sought to look at the reactions and the opinions of the community towards the project. Thus, we analysed 76 newspapers articles related to Osisko: Le Devoir, Les Affaires, L’écho Abitibien, La Presse. To do so, we researched the word “Osisko” and “Canadian Malartic” in the newspaper website’ search engine. We then looked at all these articles and analyzed in deep those who were linked to or relevant to our research question. Also, we analyzed 3 surveys that had been made regarding the perception of the community towards the project and its impacts on the community:

- Survey: Notoriety and perceptions of the mining company Osisko CROP, September-October 2011()

- Transformations and changes of territory: The case of the municipality of Malartic LeBlanc, Asselin, Ependa, Gagnon, & Pelletier, 2012()

- Monitoring the social environment of the operational phase GENIVAR, February 2013()

Initiatives of the Project in the Domain of Sustainable Development 

Here, on the basis of what we have defined earlier as sustainable and socially accepted practices in the mining industry, we present how Osisko has tried to get its project at Malartic socially accepted, then how the sustainable development spheres translated in its process of social acceptability.

First, in the perspective of engaging the principles of sustainable development, the company affirms that it is “A fresh outlook on Mining” Osisko, 2013()
.  In this report, the company emphases the importance to assure that the Canadian Malartic’s project will be socially acceptable from the first to the last step of its development. This ideal is precisely stated in its first two sustainable reports (2008, 2009), but is not stressed in the later reports. In those, only the importance of engaging with stakeholders is underlined. In this context, the company contacted the city and his citizens on 04 May 2006 to advise them of its intention to relocate more than 200 houses of the south quarter of Malartic, plus five public institutions to exploit an open pit gold mine on this site.  The company asserted at the time that it would support the full costs of the operation Turcotte et al., 2011()
 which started in July 2008.  To answer and manage the concerns of the population, the company created the Groupe de consultation de la communauté (GCC), a community consultation group.  However, the group was quickly contested for being insufficiently transparent Turcotte et al., 2011()
. Indeed, some people criticized the GCC for being an information body of the company rather than a real consultation committee (Le Devoir March 7, 2009). As a consequence, a second group of citizens was created, the Comité de vigilance de Malartic, the vigilance commitee of Malartic.  This group was proactive to demand public consultation regarding the project and informed the citizens to be relocated on the importance to sign the agreement with the company with the help of professionals Turcotte et al., 2011()
. 

In this perspective, the company launched two types of activities to engage with the community: information-related and consultation-related activities GENIVAR, 2009()
. The first one consisted of the establishment of the OSISKO center of communal relations in the downtown of Malartic, the elaboration of a website on the project, a bimonthly chronicle of OSISKO published in the local newspaper and the distribution of informative flyers.  The consultation activities were led through meetings with the elected people and the representatives of local organizations, public presentations in the community and meetings with the people to be relocated.  The objectives of all these different activities were to develop good relations with the community and to understand their concerns to make the project socially acceptable. 

After the approbation of the project in August 2009, the company put in place a new group of liaison with the community, the Comité de suivi, a Monitoring Committee. According to the 2009Sioui, November 25, 2012( report, this committee, funded by the company, is independent of Osisko and has for mission to « act as a liaison between Osisko and the community with the goal of promoting quick and efficient problem resolution in the interest of working towards a sustainable community ». However, this committee was criticized for the lack of transparency and for the modification that Osisko impose to the committee’ press releases content )
 which prevented the committee to fulfill its role. In February, Osisko engaged a tier-person to initiate reflections to get the Committee back on track « so it can properly achieve its mandate, in the best interest of the Malartic community» (Osisko, 2013). 
Now that we have exposed the process of consultation with the population put forward by Osisko, we will see how the engagement of the company for “A new outlook on Mining” translated concretely into the different spheres of sustainable development. We will begin by developing on the economic aspect of sustainable development, then we will pursue with the environmental aspect and we will end with the social one.
The economic aspect of the project was crucial to obtain legitimacy. The company put a great emphasis on the importance to assure regional development as one core aspect of its sustainable development approach. This will was reflected by the desire to make most of its purchases from Quebec suppliers (more than 85%) Osisko, 2010()
 and by giving particular attention to hire its employees directly from the community (33% directly from Malartic) KPMG-SECOR, June 2013()
. Moreover, the company invested in the formation of local people even if they were lacking professional training Osisko, 2011()
.  Then the company invested in the training and the education of the workers of Malartic interested in the project.  Furthermore, the company hired aboriginal people, young people and tended to give a second chance to older workers. For instance, regarding the economic benefits for the aboriginal people, the 2011 sustainable development report underlines that the company granted them $700,000 in salaries. 

Moreover, the company pursued its economic engagement toward the community through different forms of financial support.  On the one hand, the company made donations to different institutions or events in the region.  Such was the case at the local high school, the local hockey team and the University of Quebec in Abitibi-Témiscamingue.  On the other hand, the company also displayed consciousness for the economic questions on a long term perspective.  To engage this question, the company created the Fond essor Malartic Osisko (FEMO), the Osisko Malartic fund for the development of the community.  This fund’s objective is to improve the life conditions of the community on a long-term perspective, especially to answer the social and economic impacts related to closure of the mine. 
The project of Canadian Malartic also had to deal with numerous environmental impacts resulting from the mining activity. We have to note that given the proximity of the mine with the community, the government approved the project conditionally to the respect of strict operation norms. These norms are related to the noise and the vibrations resulting from its activities, and the blast duration and time of the day Radio-Canada, August 20, 2009()
. To mitigate its impacts, the mine erected a buffer zone called the Green Wall between the city and the mining site. Also, the company monitored the noise and the vibrations caused by its activities in the aim of reducing its nuisances Osisko, 2013()
. Mining requires the consumption of large amounts of water and generates wastewater Kemp, Bond, Franks, & Cote, 2010()
.  At the Canadian Malartic mine, the treatment of the ore required 25,000 m3 of water Osisko, 2011()
.  To avoid the over-consumption of water, the mine recirculated 90% of used water.  Regarding the rejection of carbon gas, the company engaged in mitigation by planting trees.  This project was called the Forêt Osisko or the Osisko’s forest and the objective was to plant 200,000 young trees.  The mine also privileged the purchase of electric mining shovels that produce less carbon gas than hydraulic mining shovels.  
Regarding the rehabilitation of the site after the mining activities would cease, the company encouraged innovative ways of rehabilitation.  The company engaged a partnership with the University of Quebec in Abitibi-Témiscamingue to develop a project of reforestation of the site. Osisko aimed at beginning the reforestation before the closure of the mine to rehabilitate the site quickly and efficiently. Indeed, the company engaged to rehabilitate 65% of the site before its closure Osisko, 2008()
In addition, the company engaged a financial guarantee for the rehabilitation of the site, which covered 100% of estimated costs ($46.44 million), whereas the law requires only a guarantee of 70% of the estimated costs. Regarding the rehabilitation of the site, we have to note that the partnership the company has engaged with the government in order to share the costs of the rehabilitation of the East Malartic’s abandoned tailings’ site is near its exploitation Osisko, 2009()
. The company will use this site to stock its tailings. Those are neutral and will consequently stop the AMD phenomenon by covering the tailings site.  
However, despite these initiatives, the mine has had some difficulties to respect the norms regulating its operations, what is particularly disturbing for the people living close to the mine. As a consequence, these people organized themselves in the «regrouping of the citizen of the south quarter of Malartic» to demand their relocation as the other residents of the South Quarter. The regrouping tracked the number of grievances and non-compliance’ notices that the company had received since the beginning and which have been evaluated on May the 30th to 1140 grievances and 86 non-compliances notices. The regrouping particularly criticized the impact that the mining activities have had on their livelihood, especially regarding noise, vibrations and air pollution Regroupement des citoyens du quartier sud de Malartic, May 3, 2013()
. Indeed, these citizens have had deep concerns about the nature and the quantity of dust sent in the environment resulting from the mine activities. They are claiming an air analysis to understand the health’ threat posed by the mine Regroupement des citoyens du quartier sud de Malartic, May 3, 2013()
. In short, even if the company took environmental precautions, it still had room for improvement.
Regarding the social aspect, Osisko ensured the reconstruction of all the public institutions that were destroyed to allow the exploitation of the mine Osisko, 2011()
: an elementary school, a seniors’ residence, a daycare, a communal center and an auditorium.  This had the advantage of providing the community with brand new infrastructure.  Also, to minimize the social impact of the mine, the company embellished its surroundings to mitigate the different visual and sound impacts of the open pit. Along the Green Wall, the company planted 36,000 trees and built a cycling road. 

The company was also engaged in the promotion of education.  Conscious of the fact that many students do not finish highschool to get a job at the mine, Osisko established a policy that sets the obligation for their workers to have their High School Diploma.  This policy also applied to the subcontractors the company hires.  In the same perspective, the company financially encouraged post-secondary students by giving bursaries.  Osisko aims at gaining better confidence from the population by sharing information on its activities.  The company organized visits to the mine in partnership with the mineral museum of the city.  This had the advantage of letting the public have a better knowledge of its activities and practices. 
DISCUSSION

As described earlier, in the hope of getting its project socially accepted, Osisko has initiated concrete and innovative economic, environmental and social actions in the elaboration of its open pit mine’s project.  In this section, we discuss these actions in the perspective of sustainable development.  Then, we suggest avenues for reflection on the questions of sustainable development and social acceptability in the mining sector. 
As previously mentioned, sustainable development involves a transparent and accessible governance process Bisaillon et al., 2005()
.  Thus, for community concerns towards mining projects to be expressed, a space should be dedicated to dialogue between the community and the company Kemp, 2010()
.  In our analysis of Osisko’s initiatives, we reported such a space was indeed created, what is fairly new in the sector.  However, as Kemp (2010), then Owen and Kemp (2012) explain, these initiatives are often limited to the company’s agenda.  It is legitimate to think that the governance process established by Osisko has been thought this way.  Considered not transparent enough, the governance process initiated on the 04 May 2006 has quickly been contested by the population.  However, even if the consultation committees were severely criticized by some citizens, we have to note that the company did not have any legal obligation to create such committees. Nevertheless, in the perspective of sustainable development, and particularly of social acceptability, the process could have been led in a more transparent way and it could have involved the participation of more stakeholders. Indeed, rather than embracing a participatory and inclusive approach to democracy, Osisko’s approach is still mainly focused on consultation. Many authors such as Simard (2003) have nonetheless stressed the importance to develop a more participatory and open decision-making process. Furthermore, the critics addressed to the GCC and to the Monitoring Committee regarding their lack of transparency and independence on the information disclosed can also strengthen conditions of “unacceptability” given the lack of information provided about the project. Nonetheless, according to a survey mandated by the company in September-October 2011, a good proportion (87%) of the population has a favourable or highly favourable opinion of the company CROP, September-October 2011()
. These tendencies had been confirmed in another survey made in the end of 2012 GENIVAR, February 2013()
. However, some people have criticized the low rate of participation of these surveys, especially regarding the representation of the people living close to the mine (the most impacted people) which responded to the survey only in a proportion of 22%  Grenier, February 18, 2013()
. 
At Malartic, Osisko’s mining project generated great economic expectations from the community.  This is often the case for marginalized or poor communities Kemp, 2010()
.  Also, as Hilson and Basu (2003)
 mention, it is important for a mining company to offer economic benefits that will overcome its numerous negatives impacts.  Osisko’s initiatives towards the economic development of the community appear to be the most important of the company.  That seems to come from the company’s real desire to generate economic development in the community.  The company favored the employment of local individuals in giving them proper training.  This initiative is especially relevant, given the economic difficulties of the community.  In addition, it is important to note that the company considered the long-term viability of the community, in the investment made in the educational institutions. These professionals will be able to participate proactively to the development of their community after the mine’s closure.  From the same perspective, the creation of the FEMO is a relevant way to ensure financial support for projects of economic diversification. The closure of the mine could potentially generate numerous negative impacts in the community.  Nonetheless, Osisko’s activities in Malartic constitute an opportunity to get the financial support that it needed to revive its economy. These initiatives were particularly well perceived by the community who have shown great support to the company’s activities. For example, many employees (300) supported the company by manifesting and petitioning to lower the norms regulating the operation of the mine. Doherty, October 24, 2012()
 Also, the mayor of the city stated that the company gave a second life to the city Vezeau, August 5, 2009()
.
Thus, the process of social acceptability was strengthened by the fact that the company’ activities are globally positively interpreted by a good part of the population. Indeed, these activities fulfill some of the economic ideals of the community by offering great employment opportunities.

A mining company should also take into account the environmental impacts of its activities.  As McLeod (2000) has demonstrated, mining activities generate many impacts on the environment.  These impacts need to be taken into account in a holistic way at every step of the mine’s life cycle Azapagic, 2004()
, and particularly at the stage of the mine’s closure and at the stage of the site’s restoration Gray, 1997(; Roussel et al., 2000)
.  To minimize its impacts on the environment, the company has favored water recirculation.  This initiative is especially relevant in the mining sector since it is a big water consumer Kemp et al., 2010()
.  This way, the company showed proactive concern with one of the biggest issues it is facing.  The company also planned to restore the site immediately after the mine’s closure.  The company acted in a proactive way in minimizing the environmental impacts linked to the mine’s closure, especially regarding the AMD that will be minimized if the site is quickly restored Gray, 1997()
.  We can then determine that Osisko proved to be willing to take into account its environmental impacts on a holistic way on the Canadian Malartic site.  However, some grievances were addressed to the company regarding the company’s lack of knowledge on the mine health impacts. This lack of knowledge can create the perception of lacking the information necessary to evaluate the whole impacts of the project. According to a survey of GENIVAR made at the end of 2012, 42% of the population stated that the quality of the environment had worsened with the mine activities. Nevertheless, the company continues to have a good perception within the community. Indeed, 82% of the community is favourable or highly favourable to the mine operations GENIVAR, February 2013()
. 
Finally, as Kemp et al. (2011)
 stated, it is important for the mining company to take into account the social context of the community involved with a mining project.  Such was the case at Malartic, giving the necessity to relocate a whole quarter of the city.  In parallel, the company must phase the expectation of social development from the community, as it is often the only opportunity of development Kemp, 2010()
.  We see that the company mitigated these negative impacts by financing the construction of brand new infrastructure.  This had the effect of rejuvenating the city’s infrastructure and the construction of a whole new quarter. Also, the valorization of the surroundings of the pit mitigated the impacts of the site.  Indeed, it transformed it in a positive area of recreation and relaxation for the community.  In the end, we can see that the company took numerous initiatives to mitigate its social impacts.  However, we have to underline the fact that the company did not have the choice, given the implication of the project on the community.  In summary, according to our analysis we consider that the company has answered the concerns of the community and acted as a social responsible actor.  Indeed, the project took place and the mine is still operating with the approbation of most of the population GENIVAR, February 2013()
.

CONCLUSION

In the analysis we have led on the sustainable development reports of the company and on the newspapers’ articles we selected about Osisko, we can conclude that the company tried to engage proactively in the different spheres of sustainable development. Although some people criticized the lack of transparency and the low participatory nature of its initiatives, the project seems to have achieved a good social acceptability. Indeed, the project faced few real and strong contestations (the groups that have questioned the project have tended to question not the existence of the project but the way it operates). Also, a high percentage of the population is satisfied with the project. We consider that a mining project that aims to be sustainable should rely on practices that come close to the sustainable development definition we presented earlier.  In particular, mining exploitation should be done in a way that maintains ecosystem integrity through the adoption of the best and the newest technologies in terms of waste minimization (polluted water, carbon gas, sterile rock) and resource use (energy, water, fuel).  Thus, economic benefits generated through mining activities should contribute as much as possible to local population development.  The articulation of these principles should be considered by a committed mining sector through proactivity, transparency and dialogue. Indeed, in the perspective of sustainable development, if mining projects affect the community, it is crucial to open a space dedicated to the expression of community concerns.  Such a space should also be used by promoting agents to re-evaluate the projects they put forward and make them better fit to the community’s development ideals.  Ultimately, the consideration of the three dimensions of sustainable development in a will of social acceptability should lead to a mining project’s greater social acceptability.
In conclusion, despite the increasing concerns for social acceptability, there is little academic work on the question. Indeed, the literature fails to offer a strong definition of the concept and to link it to the practice of the industry. Moreover, the regulation guidelines provided to the industry are concentrating almost exclusively on sustainable development. Thus, the mining sector is left to itself to elaborate practices that could enhance its social acceptability. For the future, we suggest academics and the industry collaborate in the formation of a framework to develop good social acceptability practices, in the better interest of the industry and the community. 

However, we have to note that this research was limited to a document analysis. It was thus impossible to deeply understand the perception of the population towards the initiatives taken by Osisko and how the company has engaged these questions internally. For the future, it will be interesting to conduct interviews with the managers of the Company to understand how they have faced these challenges and with the population. 
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