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The Honourable Charles Caccia
Minister of the Environment
Ottawa, Ontario

and

The Honourable Doug Frith
Minister of Indian Affairs

& Northern Development
Ottawa, Ontario

Dear Ministers:

In accordance with the Terms of Reference provided to the
Beaufort  Sea Environmental Assessment Panel, June 14, 1981,
the Panel is pleased to submit for your consideration the Report
of its review of the Beaufort Sea hydrocarbon production and
transportation proposal.

The Panel Report focuses on the proposal submitted by Dome
Petroleum Limited, Esso Resources Canada Limited, and Gulf
Canada Resources Inc. on behalf of all acreage holders in the
Canadian Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta region for the pur-
poses of the review process. The Proponents’ proposal con-
centrated on offshore oil production and on both land and sea
transportation. The Panel Report, therefore, includes only
limited observations on gas production and transportation
facilities.

Because of the preliminary nature of the proposal, the Panel
directed its review, for the most part, toward the identification
and assessment of major issues and concerns associated with
the proposal. As a result, the Panel Report discusses poten-
tial effects, both positive and negative, upon the physical,
biological and socio-economic environments and makes
recommendations on how adverse effects should be controlled
or avoided. In addition, the Panel Report includes comments
on the capability of governments to control Beaufort Sea oil
development and on the need for any subsequent public
reviews.

As soon as the attached report is released to the public, the
Panel recommends that you institute a process which will assist
northerners to be aware of and to understand its contents. That
process is needed because of the importance of direct involve-
ment of northerners, especially those in the potentially affected
areas, in the planning for and implementation of Beaufort Sea
oil production and transportation, should it be approved.

Finally, the Panel wishes to express its gratitude to all of the
participants-community residents, special interest groups,
individuals, Proponents and federal and territorial govern-
ments-for their substantial and most helpful contributions to
the review process.

Yours sincerely,

John S. Tener
Chairman
Beaufort Sea
Environmental Assessment Panel

<C 6t /Q-F (Charles Caccia)
Jd-’ acxrsc Q’bP’ 6 L LKQ
dear

QLL2

Cb >& (Doug Fr i th)
h~c&  ’ d c
4w%\L c
ax a&flD~D

Q’L+’  6-l C :

bnL+ SbDPICDS3C 3'/5CDt'L+c'  D5t'a~L~asn-
dLuC, (Dome Petroleum Limited, Esso Resources
Canada Limited, Gulf Canada Resources inc.) AC+
nSb3AL~DLXIb  b&D’  CnD’bc  f-P&r’l-A D5/‘GbC5-
crv. Ae+ancnic QI>?L~YC  ~C;'\L~~T D~Q-
2wLuqrb  3clr, chDsr2 a~dwb?Lkfv.  bnW
5bD+4?nh~'fC  ALA~QT~Q'  BD+<s/L5F~b  DBDt'Sb/-
L+'c D5t'Q~'C5~D< hvnwfc~ i-&c.

CALc <‘dd mcitL+’  BD+4?nA&  4s’PCD’<C  cbdQ
bnL+ Ab+nabb"~5dt+'C  3P/ncnf'anaGc'~qJC  D-
PDsCs3rD~' 5bs5 ACcca~DL5'~aoC  'boCJ ALAI'-
ravwcrhc wk.

ACQcm_5/,

ia nDF (John S. Tener)
bnLnw
3bX'j< CnDYm'
SbD+4Sc5JC bnL+s'



TABLEOFCONTENTS
A~c'Y'C

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
aAccf’Q5tLIC

Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
D5bDr’k5D4 {&DLL%  c

T h e  P r o p o s a l . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5
Q~c~CD+L+~

T h e  A s s e s s m e n t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7
SbDPISc5

Small-diameter Pipelines. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
rP~~4DL5~3~  /JL2UA,‘$F

Tankers . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
DrQs+lc D’~Q~bCDfIb4Ac

Large-Diameter Pipeline. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
QYuS4’ ic&12b<5

O i l  S p i l l s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Q’/& dA5D3A~~tiQSbc4  h’+dCD\rc3rb

Government Management and Regulatory Control. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
l,CLbdC 4Dccncr4  LcL bills bL+Yc

R e s e a r c h  a n d  M o n i t o r i n g . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
SbDPIFw’

Community Consultation and Involvement. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
l c DSbSbfYt-5D5bCC~~Q5~‘fC  AcDKD5bCC545u’t-c~  A<ccQ40cI)QC

Funding . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
PaD5’bnC  nr T

C o n c l u s i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
A~Lt’5Dcq~Yc Sb_05P

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Q3c5CDILtLIC

T h e  P r o c e s s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
A< c CQ5DCr4

O i l  S p i l l s  a n d  R i s k . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
D5 f&’ d*A5CDcrQ  aLL QCCsa5cr4

The Human Environment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
DcLCacrb 5bD+V(ic

The Natural Environment. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
3aD’ QC24

C o m p e n s a t i o n . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
f’&D~~C5KDL5Sa’f’~

G o v e r n m e n t  M a n a g e m e n t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
L<L’dC QDccnJ/‘t’C

9

9

IO

10

10

11

12

12

13

15

17

17

18

19

22

23



COMMUNITY SUMMARIES. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 27
oacQc DSbD/A& aAccrQF /L+-‘c

Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta Communities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Ib%+ CLD%T  I-f’a/D’-_~ 44~ ‘CDQC

Mackenzie Valley Communities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
rfwv r&c 'CDQC

Eastern Arctic and Labrador Communities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
qf f &Lr ;<xrJ ‘cDQC

29

37

43

PARTICIPANTS AT COMMUNITY SESSIONS. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 49
DQCQUC bnL5bCD5b  c CcD’  3 c

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 55
AcCh5Dsd5c

T
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The Beaufort Sea Environmental Assessment Panel, after
reviewing the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
associated documents on a proposal to produce and transport
hydrocarbons from the Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta region,
after holding a comprehensive set of public sessions, and after
assessing all the information presented to it, concludes that:

i) Beaufort Sea oil and gas production and transporta-
tion is environmentally and socio-economically accept-
able if subjected to certain terms and conditions and
carried out in a small-scale and phased manner;

ii) upon approval, oil production can commence within
that region in a small-scale (about 15,000 m3 oil/day)
manner;

iii) a small-diameter (e.g. 400 mm) oil
through the Mackenzie Valley;

pipeline can be built

iv) oil tanker traffic through the Prince of Wales Strait and
Parry Channel from the Beaufort  Sea-Mackenzie Delta
region should commence only after a government
Research and Preparation Stage is completed, followed
by the completion of an experimental Two Tanker
Stage using Class 10 oil-carrying tankers and under
specified conditions of use;

v) a gas pipeline can be built through the Mackenzie
Valley only if the anticipated socio-economic impacts
do not exceed those asso iated with oil production at
a rate of about 15,000 m 5/day.

All of these conclusions are based upon the premise that appro-
priate research will have been completed, monitoring and sur-
veillance mechanisms will be in place prior to project approval
and mitigative measures will be applied.

Further hydrocarbon production is possible only if it is phased
in and if the monitoring programs indicate to governments that
the mitigative measures applied during the first phase have
been successful.

Background

Over the past 20 years there have been significant sustained
levels of exploratory activity for oil and gas both onshore and
offshore in the Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta region. As a
result, sufficient reserves of hydrocarbons have been disco-
vered to warrant consideration of production and transporta-
tion of oil and gas to southern markets.

In July of 1980, the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development (DIAND) initiated a formal public review of oil and
gas production and transportation in the Beaufort  Sea, by ask-
ing the Minister of the Environment for a panel review under
the Environmental Assessment and Review Process (EARP).
Seven members were appointed to the Beaufort Sea Environ-
mental Assessment Panel between January and May of 1981.

0

ii)

iii)

iv)

4

Cbda CL’l-’ AL5CDLL/F3C  PI’+ SbD+<Fcs  ASn?C-
DcnQ'<c, bLC+nb<Ac~  SbD+<FfIb<ALA  +f”CD’b’-
cDFn’J,rc  QLI acC5Q3ALQQDSb&lpc  ALLSbDfX5b-
cs<c .

D5~Q~bCCI>APQ~QTb~~Tr~C P{QU <s~bCD~Ds~c
QL1  QDccnJnbIAc  LCLbdL,C  D5bDtD/L+’  <‘QC-
ct>b<c  /7+r QLL /slcnaq<c.
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On behalf of the over 40 companies holding exploration permits
in the Beaufort  Sea-Mackenzie Delta region, three companies,
Dome Petroleum Limited, Esso Resources Canada Limited and
Gulf Canada Resources Inc. (the Proponents), prepared and
submitted to the Panel in November of 1982 a detailed Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the production and transporta-
tion of oil and gas from the region. At the request of the Panel,
the Proponents also submitted additional background and sup-
plementary information in June, 1983.

The Panel reviewed all these documents and subsequently
received numerous submissions from the public and the Propo-
nents at sessions held across the Northwest Territories, in
Yukon, in Labrador, and in Calgary and Ottawa in southern
Canada. These sessions began at Tuktoyaktuk on September
14, 1983, and ended at Ottawa on December 16, 1983. The
public sessions consisted of Community Sessions, which north-
ern residents were invited to attend, and other, more formal,
General Sessions, which were open to all participants.

On the basis of its evaluation of all the information received,
the Panel has prepared this report for the Minister of the Envi-
ronment.

The Proposal

Since 1965, some 150 exploratory wells have been drilled in
the Beaufort  Sea-Mackenzie Delta region. In 1972 the first artifi-
cial island was constructed in the Beaufort Sea and 23 others
have been completed to date. In recent years islands have
been built using steel and cement caissons, reducing dredg-
ing requirements and making year-round drilling more
economical.

Drillships and associated support vessels also have been used
since 1976, the latest of which is the Kulluk, a floating conical
drilling unit. Innovative approaches to offshore drilling have
been developed to expand the safe drilling periods through-
out various depths of the icy waters of the Beaufort Sea.

The oil and gas industry considers that the present recover-
able reserves of oil (120 million cubic metres) and gas (290
billion cubic metres) found under the Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie
Delta region warrant consideration for production and trans-
portation, especially should significant, new reserves be dis-
covered. Planning and engineering by the oil industry have
focused on confirmation of commercial hydrocarbon reserves,
and on the preliminary design of primary production and trans-
portation systems. Oil could be transported to market by an
overland pipeline along the Mackenzie Valley from Richards
Island in the Mackenzie Delta to Edmonton, Alberta, or in
icebreaking tankers travelling through the Parry Channel to
eastern Canada, or both. If constructed, such production and
transportation systems would require investments of tens of
billions of dollars.

In addition to these transportation systems, offshore islands
or other types of platforms would provide the foundations for
drilling systems, production wells and associated processing
facilities, while oil from onshore reservoirs could be produced
by methods similar to those used in southern Canada.
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The Proponents, in their submissions to the Panel, have
described a range of options and scenarios for oil and gas
production and transportation from the Beaufort Sea. These
options ranged from oil production levels of about 15,000
m3/day (about 100,000 bbls/day) to the “highest technically
achievable” level of about 200,000 m3/day (about 1,250,OOO
bblslday).  Recent exploration results suggest a likely produc-
tion rate toward the lower end of this range. Associated with
these production rates could be a variety of options for produc-
tion and transportation of oil and gas, operational support sys-
tems and variations of population growth associated with
different options. Further, a variety of alternative programs for
managing the effects of growth on the people of the North were
discussed. It is apparent that the Proponents are prepared to
make significant adjustments to accommodate the public
interest.

The Assessment qbW4qd

For the purposes of its review, the Panel developed two objec-
tives. These are that:

Ac4nrcAJ ~Pr~?arakka~b~~,  C’da bnLic  Ls?-
Ac%&~ a3i’LW-~’ asbP  b t’t’L4C. Cf<DSC:

northerners, developers and governments must ensure:
DPDqCq3rDC, “A+canctic LCL’d  cJ ALArU-

-that northerners are able to manage the effects of
changes and to derive long-term benefits from develop-
ments; and

-that the degree of risk to renewable resources from oil
and gas production and transportation activities will be
acceptable to them.

The Panel has determined that in order to satisfy these objec-
tives a “phased approach” to hydrocarbon production and
transportation is needed. This approach will see a number of
“small” projects following each other rather than one large-
scale development project.

The potential benefits of oil and gas production and transpor-
tation would come from the substantial economic stimulus such
activity could bring. Benefits could include the provision of
employment for northerners, opportunities for northern busi-
ness, and revenues to communities and territorial govern-
ments. These revenues would support improved education and
training, social services, community infrastructure, and com-
munity and social development.

The Panel recognizes that, in some communities, oil and gas
production could have adverse impacts on the northern way
of life. For instance, the oil and gas industry might not bring
all of the employment and business opportunities that indivi-
duals expect. The arrival of southern workers, increased
income, new careers in industry and more extensive experi-
ences and contacts with southern cultures could alter traditional
lifestyles and values, and could affect community and family
cohesion. Social services, community infrastructure and hous-
ing, and the management capabilities of local communities and
other governments could be overwhelmed by large population
increases. The Panel has concluded that with small-scale

Cb3U bnL+ 5bD++5  /L4c CLbdU 5baAr5Dca\r<<C
D5/‘U~bC5~s_lc  r’pLC5r <‘aPU5b5553c.  5bD+JCD-.
a5’Lc l-P+fIDu’4~b  A<LcUnCbhrb.  aCDCnbdU~b
a\r+a2~cr  b heLcancn~aYLLc.
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development, these changes and adverse effects can be
managed; with large-scale development, they cannot be effec-
tively managed.

Although northerners generally expressed support for Beaufort
Sea oil and gas production and transportation, they recognized
that development could bring problems. They welcomed the
employment and business opportunities which could result.
Many northern intervenors spoke in favour of some form of con-
tinued oil and gas development in the North, although the Dene
Nation and the Baffin Region lnuit Association, in particular,
called for a settlement of land claims prior to development.

Most northerners emphasized, however, that development
would not be beneficial unless it were properly controlled and
managed.

The earliest possible date for commercial shipments of oil from
the Beaufort region would probably be 1988. The interval
between now and then should allow government and the Propo-
nents sufficient time to take steps to permit orderly, safe
production and transportation of hydrocarbons in the North.
During that time, however, government agencies must imple-
ment a management control system to include northern com-
munities, and must establish effective, comprehensive
programs to obtain baseline data on aspects of oil production
and transportation relevant to potential Beaufort Sea region
developments.

Shipping of oil and gas by Arctic Class 10 tankers or by pipe-
line up the Mackenzie Valley or by both means was proposed
by the Proponents. The number of tankers and the diameter
of a pipeline would be determined by the rate of production
achieved in the Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta region, the
extent of anticipated adverse effects and the ability of north-
erners to deal with these effects.

Small-Diameter Pipelines

The Panel concludes that a small-diameter, buried pipeline
(e.g. 400 mm) would be the most acceptable alternative for
transporting oil from the Beaufort  Sea region because the drill-
ing and production activities which support such a pipeline
would provide benefits to the North and would have minimal
negative impacts. There is also a broad consensus among fed-
eral and territorial government departments that a small-
diameter pipeline could be built in an environmentally accept-
able manner, given appropriate regulations, regulatory enforce-
ment and monitoring procedures.

Tankers

Although the Panel prefers that the phased approach begin
with a small-diameter pipeline, it is aware that certain factors
may make a phased approach beginning with tanker transpor-
tation the favoured mode of oil transport. The Panel believes



that oil-carrying tankers could be allowed initially on a demon-
stration scale (two tankers only), subject to a careful, step-by-
step testing of the tankers and their operations.

Since the Proponents did not provide specific information on
the effects of an Alaskan tanker route at the public sessions,
this option was not addressed by the Panel.

Large-Diameter Pipeline

Although the transportation of oil through a large-diameter pipe-
line (e.g. 1,000 mm) was presented as an option at the public
sessions, there was little discussion of the environmental
effects of such a pipeline by either the Proponents or inter-
venors. The Panel, in studying the potential adverse socio-
economic effects of a large-diameter oil pipeline, concludes
that those effects arising from the much larger population asso-
ciated with that required to operate a production facility to fill
such a pipeline (as contrasted to a small-diameter pipeline)
would be much more severe. The Panel therefore concludes
that, if a large-diameter oil pipeline is proposed in the near
future, the detailed routing and potential socioeconomic effects
must be subject to a comprehensive public review process,
unless the lessons learned from the construction of several
small-diameter pipelines in the Mackenzie Valley have removed
the concerns of the local communities, the Government of the
Northwest Territories (GNWT)  and the Government of Canada.
In the event that a gas pipeline is proposed as the initial phase,
it should be of such capacity that the adverse socio-economic
impacts resulting from the production of gas and the opera-
tion of the line will not be greater than those arising from a
15,000 m3/day oil production facility, unless a similar compre-
hensive public review is held.

Oil Spills

While the risks of an oil spill may appear small, the costs would
be borne by local wildlife populations, some of which could be
devastated, and by the people who depend upon them. In some
situations, a major oil spill cannot be cleaned up, given present
technology.

The development of standards for oil-spill clean-up capabili-
ties in all-weather and seasonal conditions is recommended
by the Panel as one aspect of preparation for future regulatory
controls. These standards should be determined by the Minister
of the Environment and the Government Leaders of the North-
west Territories and the Yukon in consultation with the regula-
tory agencies and local people, and be revised as necessary
from time to time.

Government Management and
Regulatory Control

In order to facilitate phased Beaufort Sea oil and gas produc-
tion and transportation, the Panel recommends that a Beaufort
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Sea Coordinator’s Office be instituted, based in Inuvik, and
headed by a senior federal public servant at the deputy minister
level. The Panel supports the recent initiative of DIAND and
the GNWT to establish a coordination office in Inuvik. This,
however, should be regarded only as a first step. The establish-
ment of an office with more seniority and responsibility is
required to guide phased Beaufort  Sea oil production and trans-
portation effectively.

Firm government leadership expressed through explicit and
sound development decisions must be given to facilitate orderly
development, and to minimize negative environmental and
socioeconomic impacts in the region. While planning process-
es make the successful mitigation of adverse effects of
industrial projects in the region more likely, a stable economic
and development climate is a prerequisite to sound community
development and to business or investment decisions.

The Coast Guard should issue instructions for the operation
of vessels including those which recognize areas or times of
environmental sensitivities. NORDREG,  the Arctic Vessel
Traffic Management System, should be made mandatory for
all shipping in Canadian Arctic waters. A polar icebreaker of
at least Arctic Class 8 specification should be constructed
immediately. The Minister of Transport should appoint an inde-
pendent port authority to control and manage all port and har-
bour developments in the Beaufort Sea region. The authority
should have representation from local communities, aboriginal
organizations and territorial governments. In order to prevent
the proliferation of duplicate facilities, the construction and
operation of only multi-user ports should be approved and kept
at a minimum. In addition, a single government contingency
plan for oil-spill clean-up in Arctic marine waters should be
planned, administered and directed by the Canadian Coast
Guard.

For coastal developments, no port or shore base should be
permitted west of Kay Point, Yukon. Only one deep-draft port
should be permitted on the Beaufort Sea coast, unless offshore
production areas are so far apart that two such ports become
necessary. It is generally expected that supply base facilities
would be associated with a deep-water port, but it is also pos-
sible that alternative ports and supply bases will be proposed,
particularly if the oil and gas reserves to be developed are in
near-shore waters. The Panel has concluded that, although
the environmental effects at sites east of Kay Point on the
Yukon North Slope and sites east of the Mackenzie Delta can
be made acceptable, it is also desirable that these facilities
should be developed only on a common-user principle. Prefer-
ably, ports and supply bases should be limited to existing sites,
or to one new site, if a deep-water port facility is eventually
needed.

Research and Monitoring

The Panel has concluded that research and monitoring activi-
ties of both the territorial and the federal governments require
additional support, if Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta region
developments are to be managed effectively. Some informa-
tion and research gaps are identified in this report such as the

t’5l- A<L&liqbnCDu+  4 Q 5 <c , 4Q?bkQ5b\r c 3 4 3c b -
C5AbWb K a y  P o i n t - r  it.&. QCD/5rb  P/+ 3-
cbC’AD>cDn_Q5b5553C  jbjl;+ ChD\tC.  PI’+ D\L-
I’~C;~XI;?~<C  Ac,~~At>+c.  UQDP5D3ALQSLCCDF
3cbC5A5b’ib54  iQ’?nU’  ~D5AADL5FrIrb,  QLL-
L~CD~ U&>PQL.LJU  vr”Ub tQF?nbUb Ubsbh”b

Tb ~c’C~AcD~A’Q~a~b~‘~n,. Cbd4  SbD+<‘ubJ
bnL+D4C  DSbCDFIC Kay Point-r North Slope-r3
M a c k e n z i e  Delta-rJ DQA(  A<A”&jfICD3ApQ~Qsb5~-
4vhrc hq mw )(LJL3AQ(L&br+  ALoU b d c
PI’& Q35CD5bCC5553cb. acDw-b  An+r 3-v-
A5bnQFb<C  U t’\r a~ b 3cbC’AcDbCnU5b’f’b  bd,QFLC  i-
QbdCb<cb uD5AAD5bCC5593~b.
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Conclusion

The Panel concludes that small-scale oil production and trans-
portation is acceptable on environmental and socio-economic
grounds, provided that:

the Government of Canada, the Government of the
Northwest Territories and the Government of the Yukon
put in place the Panel’s recommended social and eco-
nomic infrastructures and programs prior to the com-
mencement of construction of hydrocarbon production
and transportation facilities, to minimize adverse social
effects on, and to maximize lasting benefits to, north-
ern people;

northern residents have an effective voice in monitor-
ing and managing problems that may come with
changes to their way of life;

the collective risks to northern residents from various
project components be offset by increased benefits;

the development of yet-to-be-proven approaches to
producing and transporting oil be by phased develop-
ment, with intensive research and careful monitoring;

the standards for environmental protection and risk
prevention be at least equal to the standards proposed
by the Proponents in their EIS, in their other documents
and in their statements at public sessions before the
Panel;

the commitments by the Proponents regarding socio-
economic mitigative measures be met on a continuing
and responsible basis;

oil-spill response and clean-up capability be in place well
in advance of oil production, and that the Proponents
be capable of controlling spilled oil effectively;

the Proponents share, where possible, facilities such
as pipeline systems, shore bases and other required
infrastructure;

compensatory programs be in place to address real
damages caused by the Proponents or others; and

the Government of Canada, as the main approval
authority, sufficiently develop its administrative, legis-
lative, operational, and research capability to ensure a
full and effective review of proposed component
projects, and to carry out the necessary licensing and
regulation of their development and operation.
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LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

It should be noted that the Panel has nine principal recom-
mendations; two in the Human Environment Section, four in
the Natural Environment Section and three in the Government
Management Section.

The Process

The Environmental Assessment and Review Process is con-
stantly evolving. As a result of the Panel’s experience in the
Beaufort Sea Environmental Assessment Panel Review pro-
cess it recommends that:

1. intervenor funding be made available for all future EARP
reviews, and that funding be restricted to those participants
who would be significantly affected by the proposal under
review;

2. the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development
assume responsibility for the document entitled “Information
Survey-Kinds and Sources-for the Environmental Assess-
ment and Review Process: Beaufort Sea Hydrocarbon Produc-
tion and Transportation Proposal” and have it updated
annually.

Oil Spills and Risk

The Panel has made a number of recommendations on the W )Q;< deA5CbQ ULL QCCFc04
subject of oil spills, and the importance of preventing them and
being fully prepared in the event that one occurs. The Panel CbdQ bnLi;C  QXc?L+5b>C  D’kQJLrb dA/bLCbIYb-
recommends that: c’<~ h~5bCdCD’fC~rb, QLI dACCAc-crSJc  ALL-

D+u b <saAJnb4crb. bnL+ Aib A+L/L+c:
3. the Proponents, the Department of the Environment and the

Department of Fisheries and Oceans, cooperate in a program
to improve and validate oil-spill trajectory models that would 3 .  h++wnG, Ad&d  QCA,cn$C  ALsrDCcn&cd b-

be workable by the time production commences; 3c+onr’b_o +)P bkAhLtQF  ?LSc mhmb4cb
DS&Qdb dhdCct9<C  ~7k~~w;

4. the Proponents complete sensitivity mapping of all areas
potentially affected by oil spills in the production zone and 4 .  he+wniC nnvtL+c oa’JQbdC  DskQ~b dh&-
along transportation routes before any transportation of oil CLQS<C AbAL~QnCD~ALanQI~~C~~b +dn b 4x-
takes place; ~~2 CL-a DC +QdbC5+*r  /7ALCnCDFn%J  #c;

5. the Minister of the Environment and the Leaders of the
Government of the Northwest Territories and the Government
of the Yukon jointly set minimum standards for oil-spill clean-
up capability under various conditions and seasons of the year
in the Beaufort Sea production zone and along any subse-
quent transportation corridors, recognizing  that sensitive
areas will require especially stringent standards;

6. the Proponents’ oil-spill contingency plans be formally re-
viewed and subject to approval by the appropriate govern-
ment agencies before production drilling is allowed, and that
regular test exercises be held to verify emergency response
procedures and capabilities of the Proponents;

7. local people continue to be trained and employed through 7. ‘C Ar'aQqnCD'f'L~s<Ldb  A~bHA~++KDr&QC
local businesses in the use of oil-spill clean-up procedures nLA dA++bcF<c DS*Q3Lr’,  QLLA CL’dQ AND*-
and equipment, and that these opportunities be extended to hww~4vrc  43hvbcn4whnb  3d~w
include other types of environmental protection programs; AC &9bcr 5 < c *a_‘&~;
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8. the Government of Canada establish an effective funding
mechanism immediately to ensure that the Department of the
Environment, with the cooperation and participation of the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Department of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development, continue research
on oil-spill clean-up equipment and on the behaviour, detec-
tion and effects of oil spills in the Arctic marine, fresh water
and terrestrial environments.

The Human Environment

The principal recommendations
Section are that:

in the Human Environment

9.

10.

arrangements be put in place by the federal and territorial
governments, upon approval of oil and gas production and
transportation, to enable social agencies and the communities
to manage the socio-economic effects of growth;

upon application, only small-scale, phased production and
transportation of oil and gas resources from the Deaufort  Sea
region be authorized.

The Panel has made several other recommendations relating
to the human environment. The Panel recommends that:

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

camps be used for the temporary construction workforce.
These camps must be located well away from communities,
except where a community agrees to accept a camp. The Pro-
ponents and communities must cooperate to determine rules
governing employee access to local communities;

the Proponents continue to develop public information cam-
paigns in cooperation with government agencies to inform
southern job seekers that northern employment can only be
obtained through southern hiring halls;

before oil or gas production commences, the Proponents
develop contingency plans for abandonment satisfactory to
governments, and that such plans be reviewed periodically;

governments give to the communities and local hunters and
trappers a stronger role in harvesting studies, fish and wild-
life resource planning and decision making, monitoring and
enforcement;

licensing authorities ensure that adequate supplies of sand
and gravel are reserved to meet the long-term needs of north-
ern communities;

the feasibility of establishing post-secondary, higher educa-
tional facilities at lnuvik and in the Eastern Arctic be explored
thoroughly and immediately by governments and community
representatives, and that the results be published and distri-
buted in the communities for discussion purposes and for
subsequent government and community action;

the communities, governments and Proponents work together
to integrate cross-cultural orientation with existing training
programs;

8.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

the Proponents and the Government of the Northwest Terri-
tories establish cross-cultural orientation programs that are
developed and delivered by northerners who are thoroughly
familiar with native and non-native cultures and with experi-
ence in the industry’s oil fields;

the Government of Canada and the Government of the North-
west Territories establish an agreement, after consultation
with labour unions, that includes legislation, if necessary, to
ensure that unions are neither a barrier to employment for
northerners nor to the development of northern businesses;

the Government of Canada and the Government of the North-
west Territories establish an agreement designating responsi-
bility for regular inspection of the Proponents’ facilities with
respect to occupational health and safety;

the Government of the Northwest Territories provide more
effective assistance to local businesses for bonding purposes.

The Natural Environment

The Panel has made four principal recommendations in the
Natural Environment Section. The Panel recommends that:

22. the Government of Canada approve the use of oil tankers to
transport Beaufort Sea oil only if:

a) a comprehensive government Research and Preparation
Stage is completed by governments and industry, and

b) a Two Tanker Stage using Class 10 oil-carrying tankers
demonstrates that environmental and socio-economic
effects are within acceptable limits;

23. upon application, the transport of oil from the Beaufort Sea-
Mackenzie Delta region through the Mackenzie Valley only
be authorfzed  to begin through a single, small-diameter buried
pipeline;

24. a comprehensive public review on socio-economic grounds
for a future large diameter oil pipeline (e.g. 1000 mm) be
undertaken if it is the initial mode for transporting oil through
the Mackenzie Valley;

25. no port or supply base be permitted west of Kay Point.

With respect to pollutants entering the marine environment,
the

26.

27.

>anel  recommends that:

the discharge of formation waters containing hydrocarbons
and trace metals to the Beaufort Sea be avoided. Formation
waters containing these substances must be reinjected  to the
reservoir at the earliest date feasible. Until that date, any dis-
charge of formation waters must meet government environ-
mental standards;

an integrated regional hazardous and toxic chemical manage-
ment strategy be prepared by the Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development in consultation with the Depart-
ment of the Environment, the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans, the territorial governments and the Proponents for
the handling, transport, storage, use and disposal of
hazardous and toxic substances;

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

t?5Q5YbcTq5<C  CaDsr  dL&C. C’dQ bnL+  QI-
i’L55b/L+c  Aib:

26.

27.
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28. the Proponents’ contingency plans for responding to spills
and other accidents involving hazardous or toxic chemicals
be subjected to regulatory review and approval;

29. the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Department
of the Environment design a program to determine the fate
of hydrocarbons, trace metals and hazardous substances in
the Beaufort Sea originating from industry activities.

With
that:

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

respect to ice and icebreaking, the Panel recommends

further research be carried out by the Proponents, the Depart-
ment of the Environment and the Department of Fisheries and
Oceans to determine the influence of artificial islands on the
growth and break-up of landfast  ice;

the effects of icebreaking on ice regimes be further studied
by the Proponents and the Government of Canada and that
these studies include field research and monitoring during
the Two Tanker Stage;

in order to assess the effects of icebreaking on human travel 32. Q
and safety: A

a) the Government of Canada and the Proponents, in consul-
tation with the communities in the affected areas, gather
information on the frequency and extent of human activity
on the ice in relevant locations along the proposed tanker
route;

b) in areas of concern, the Government of Canada and the
Proponents carry out experiments to evaluate the poten-
tial hazard created by vessel tracks;

c) the Proponents, in areas where ship track crossing may
be a potential problem, establish with local communities
an effective notification system about the approach of ship
traffic;

necessary navigation and communication systems, and
weather, ice and hazard detection systems be operational
before transportation of oil by any tanker is permitted;

hydrographic charting for the proposed tanker route be com-
pleted before transportation of oil by any tanker is permitted.

On the matter of wildlife, birds and fish, the Panel recommends
that:

35.

36.

the Government of Canada provide adequate funding to the
Government of the Northwest Territories to resume an effec-
tive monitoring program on polar bears of the Beaufort Sea
and Parry Channel regions to enhance management and pro-
tection of this species;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans conduct the research
programs necessary to:

a) identify distribution of seals along the proposed tanker
route; and

b) determine the effects of icebreaking on seal behaviour and
mortality, including the loss of pups due to flooding of
dens;

35.

36.



37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

the Government of Canada explore the possibility of an inter-
national research program on the biology, distribution and
ecology of the bowhead whale;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans undertake research
programs on beluga whales to develop effective monitoring
and mitigation programs;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans conduct research
to better define both narwhal distribution patterns and the
potential impacts of tanker traffic upon the species;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, as part of an Arctic
coastal and estuarian fisheries research and management pro-
gram, identify and study fish habitats within the Beaufort  Sea
coastal area, and fish species which could be sensitive to oil
and gas production and transportation to develop effective
monitoring and mitigation programs;

the Canadian Wildlife Service of the Department of the Envi-
ronment expand the existing commitments to research on the
most important Arctic marine and terrestrial bird species likely
to be affected by the proposed development so that adequate
baseline data are available for monitoring and mitigation
programs;

ship passage through polynyas be conducted in a manner that
will minimize impacts on marine mammal and bird popula-
tions, and that further studies be conducted of the Cape
Bathurst  and Eastern Lancaster Sound polynyas to help define
the best procedures to minimize impacts from ship traffic
impacts and from oil spills;

the Government of Canada provide full financial support to
the Canadian Wildlife Service of the Department of the
Environment and the Department of Renewable Resources
of the Government of Yukon to undertake the following to
allow the design of effective mitigation and monitoring
programs:

a) specific research related to the reaction of caribou to
vehicle traffic and to overflight by jet aircraft;

b) specific research on the Yukon North Slope caribou range
ecology, particularly summer ecology, including the impor-
tance of insect relief habitat; and

c) computer simulation modelling of caribou population
dynamics.

The Panel has made a series of recommendations on the sub-
ject of research related to vessel sound. The Panel recom-
mends that:

44. The Department of Fisheries and Oceans continue and expand
the research activities necessary to understand the poten-
tial impacts of vessel traffic upon Arctic marine mammals by;

a) identifying the characteristics of sounds propagated by
icebreaking tankers to be used to carry Beaufort Sea oil
to southern markets to confirm present predictions about
the nature of those sounds,

b) obtaining baseline
traffic occurs, and

on ambient sound before tanker

cl determining propagation paths and energy losses of sound
from tankers for representative marine coastal habitats;
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45.

46.

47.

48.

Recommendations / QIc q CDdL/L+  c -______

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans gather baseline data 45. ALSl-DCcnP'dC  9Di'f'QCh"w'  bnq&A>n' ALFrD-
on sea mammals distribution, movements, numbers and CA< <'h4'CDtr'f'C  r'i&,  aJL> bCCc&C r'i&
migrations prior to tanker traffic; CALACDJI'  DTU1+4ac;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans undertake research
on the behavioural response of marine mammals to the
sounds produced by icebreaking ships in Arctic waters;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans undertake research
on the extent to which vocal communication and echo-
location used by marine mammals are masked or otherwise
interfered with by ship-produced sounds and the effects of
such interference on the mammals;

the Department of Fisheries and Oceans undertake research
on the extent of any acute and sub-acute physiological
responses resulting from ship-produced sound.

The Panel, on a variety of other matters, further recommends
that:

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

the Canada Oil and Gas Lands Administration have the Propo-
nents’ proposed under-ice repair methods for subsea  pipe-
lines tested under field conditions prior to operation of the
pipelines;

only one deep-draft port be permitted on the Beaufort Sea
coast unless offshore production areas are so far apart that
two separate deep-draft ports become necessary;

each deep-draft port proposal be subject to a formal public
review process, preferably the regional land use planning
process;

development of a quarry at Mt. Sedgewick not be permitted
pending a further public review (preferably through the region-
al land use planning process) of the need for such rock and
alternative sources of rock such as Mt. Fitton;

if there is a proven necessity for use of a quarry at Mt. Sedge-
wick, the Porcupine Caribou Management Board regulate
access to the quarry;

the Beaufort  Sea Coordinator’s Office coordinate the monitor-
ing and research projects associated with the production and
transportation of Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta oil and gas;

for the purpose of implementing an effective monitoring pro-
gram, the Beaufort Sea Coordinator’s Office coordinate the
establishment of suitable criteria and standards to be deve-
loped by the Government of the Northwest Territories, the
Government of the Yukon and relevant federal government
departments.

Compensation

The Panel has made only one recommendation concerning
compensation, but this may well prove to be one of the most
difficult recommendations to implement. The Panel recom-
mends that:

QLL~,(CDS Q/Y&,’  bfILic QI?L’+bqI>C Ddr’b:

49.

50 .

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

bnLic QCDt’~l-’ CLIJ’L  QI?L+?b/L+C  QLI Q$‘-
a9cr<DsbCDcDFIF  &‘l’ ‘iS2J. Cf< QI>?LI’L~Y’~  A-
LAcW c :
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56. the Government of Canada, the Government of the Northwest
Territories and the Government of the Yukon develop and
implement a comprehensive compensation plan for the North
encompassing the objectives set out by the Beaufort Sea
Environmental Assessment Panel before production and
transportation of Beaufort Sea oil and gas proceeds.

Government Management

The principal recommendations made by the Panel on the sub-
ject of goverment management are that:

57.

56.

59.

the federal and territorial governments ensure that their
respective departments and agencies prepare effective poii-
ties and programs now for managing Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie
Delta hydrocarbon production and transportation with a goal
of strengthening local management roles;

the federal and territorial governments negotiate as soon as
possible the further transfer of administrative control to the
Territories;

the role of the Beaufort  Sea Coordinator’s office be expanded
to make it the coordinating office not only among the
community-based Development impact Zone Group and
governments, but also among industry and governments.

With regard to government research,the Panel recommends
that:

60. the Government of Canada make a commitment to a fifteen-
year program of accelerated Arctic research that includes the
following elements:

a) a federal policy for Arctic research which provides a nation-
al focus for short- and long-term Arctic research and pro-
vides a mechanism for funding this research;

W a commitment
erners;

to encourage research in the North by north-

c) increased support for basic research during this period for
federal agencies such as the Arctic Biological Research
Station, the Canadian Wildlife Service, the Ocean Sciences
and Surveys Directorate, the Polar Continental Shelf
Project, and other centres of Arctic expertise;

d) a program designed
Arctic research;

to strengthen university centres for

e) a special tax write-off for the cost of industry-sponsored
research in the Arctic that is made public within two years
of the completion of fieldwork; and

f) funding for NOGAP.

The Panel,
that:

on a variety of other matters, further recommends

61. the senior governments cooperate in designing funding
mechanisms for the regulatory surveillance for any Beaufort
Sea-Mackenzie Delta project which will avoid such problems
as those identified by the Norman Wells experience;

CnDCT’ .

L<LbdC Qbc c n J /v c

57.

58.

59.
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62. all parties proceed to establish a regional land use planning
process and to complete land use plans for the Beaufort  Sea-
Mackenzie Delta region as soon as possible;

63. if no regional land use plan is in place, a process, preferably
the regional land use process, be used to ensure local public
involvement in the site selection for major facilities;

64. a single authority, the Canadian Coast Guard, be empowered
to administer, plan and direct a government contingency plan
for any oil spill in Arctic marine waters whether it originates
from production platforms, pipelines, artificial islands, any
form of shipping or from a source on shore that contaminates
marine waters;

65. the Canadian Coast Guard have a consultation mechanism
with all government agencies responsible for marine environ-
mental management and protection throughout the region;

66. the Arctic Seas Contingency Plan for oil-spill containment and
clean-up take into consideration the necessity for coopera-
tion between international agencies;

67. the Canadian Coast Guard be empowered, through amend-
ments or additions to existing Acts and Regulations, to direct
shipping away from, or issue instructions for the safe opera-
tion of vessels within, specific areas, at times or locations
of environmental sensitivity;

68. the present vessel traffic management system, NORDREG,
be made mandatory for all vessels which enter Canadian
Arctic Waters. The management system must be extended
now to the Beaufort Sea region so that the Canadian Coast
Guard and all others concerned can become familiar with the
system before Arctic tankers enter these waters;

69. the Government of Canada immediately commence the con-
struction of an icebreaker that would meet at least Arctic Class
8 specifications;

70. the Minister of Transport establish a single port authority to
control and manage all port and harbour developments on
the Beaufort Sea coast;

71. the port authority include northern residents selected from
nominations made by local communities, native organizations
and the territorial governments;

72. multi-user ports be encouraged
facilities is minimized;

so that the proliferation of

73. for each recommendation made in the Panel report the appro-
priate funding agency provide adequate and timely funds for
its implementation;

74. the federal government provide funds now for the develop
ment of both social and environmental monitoring systems
for the Beaufort Sea region;

75. those government departments having surveillance and en-
forcement responsibilities form a surveillance working group
that would include representatives from northerners, both
native and non-native. This group should work through the
Beaufort Sea Coordinator’s Off ice;

76. a Beaufort Sea Coastal Archaeological Program be estab-
lished with the National Museum of Man as the lead agency.
The participants in the Program should include the Beaufort
Sea-Mackenzie Delta communities, the Proponents and the

65.

6 9 .  LCLFb’d  4al’4%ALdnb DrQsi4’~rb  DPDFCFIJC
Class 8-r ‘;
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77.

70.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

agencies responsible for archaeological heritage matters at
the territorial and federal levels;

the Government of Canada provide additional financial assis-
tance to develop further the local education, interpretation
and training components of the heritage preservation pro-
grams of both Yukon and the Northwest Territories;

the responsible government agencies, through contract if
necessary, acquire expertise of the highest calibre, where it
is not now present, to evaluate designs, construction tech-
niques and operating procedures proposed by the Proponents
and new to these agencies;

the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development,
in consultation with the territorial governments, prepare for
the increased development of northern energy resources
which may result from approval of a Beaufort Sea transpor-
tation project to ensure that the rate and pace of growth of
these developments is consistent with a small-scale, phased
approach for each region of activity;

the Minister of the Environment either:

a) appoint with the Government of Newfoundland an indepen-
dent review body to conduct a public review on the environ-
mental and socio-economic effects of tanker traffic in the
Labrador Sea; or

b) sponsor a review of this issue at a conference called for
that purpose to be held in Newfoundland. Recommenda-
tions made at the conference should be published and the
Department of the Environment should attempt follow-up
action where appropriate;

the Government of Canada, the territorial governments and
the native groups strive to resolve the outstanding aboriginal
claims as soon as possible;

the Beaufort  Sea Environmental Assessment Panel Report be
made available by the Department of External Affairs to the
Government of the United States, the Government of the State
of Alaska, the North Slope Borough of Alaska, the Govern-
ment of Denmark and the Home Rule Government of
Greenland;

the initiator of this review, the Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development, publish a yearly report describing
the progress that has been made in addressing the recom-
mendations of the Panel or the reasons why the recommen-
dations were not accepted.

&6-rzvdL /a u.22
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78.

79.

80.

81.

82.
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The Beaufort  Sea Environmental Assessment Panel
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Community Summaries

 

From September to November, 1983, the Panel visited 20
northern communities and heard many views and concerns
from the residents of 29 different communities. This section
summarizes many of these views on a 
community basis.
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Beaufort Sea-Mackenzie Delta
Communities

AKLAVIK, N.W.T.

September 15, 1983

In Aklavik, the Panel listened to concerns about training,
alcohol problems, government programs and employment.
Frustration was expressed about training programs which lead
nowhere and are often inadequate to get graduates jobs
beyond a menial level. People would like to see more oppor-
tunity for northern businesses and for participation in project
activities at a more senior management level. It was felt that
cross-cultural orientation programs for southern workers and
supervisors would help them in understanding the northern
lifestyle and culture.

The Mayor of Aklavik, Mr. George Edwards, suggested that
there would be little employment for natives after the construc-
tion phase of major projects. He also expressed concern about
shore base development at Stokes Point which might drive the
caribou away.

Mr. Freddy Greenland asked what had happened to the recom-
mendations of the Berger Report, especially the recommen-
dation for park status for the Yukon North Slope. He
emphasized the sensitivity of the area and supported the con-
cept of no development on the North Slope. Other concerns
which he mentioned related to future employment possibilities,
social problems, the high suicide rate at Tuktoyaktuk and Fort
McPherson, and the low attention that governments give to
community concerns.

The Honourable Richard Nerysoo, MLA for Mackenzie Delta,
explained that the GNWT supports a phased approach to
Beaufort  development using the pipeline transportation mode.
The GNWT does not support an exploration base at Stokes
Point. Funding requirements and financial assistance must be
seriously considered. He also discussed establishment of the
Beaufort  Sea Development Impact Zone and explained his
government’s policy for the funding of training and higher
education for native northerners and other northerners.

Other concerns expressed at the meeting included the long-
term effect of the Proponents’ proposal on people’s lives,
alcoholism and the need for professional counsellors, money
management counselling, and the Proponents’ different defini-
tions of a northerner.
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COPPERMINE, N.W.T.

September 19, 1983

The Hunters and Trappers Association (HTA) of Coppermine
voiced support for the presentation by the Sachs Harbour and
Holman Hunters and Trappers Association regarding oil spills
and tankers in Prince of Wales Strait. Residents generally sup-
ported the pipeline alternative over icebreaking tankers. Prob-
lems of migrating animals encountering possible oil spills was
another issue addressed.

Mr. Ernie Bernhardt, of the Department of Social Services of
the GNWT, pointed out the difficulty in accepting progress while
at the same time retaining a traditional way of life. He sug-
gested three areas which may assist the community in the
adjustment: general and supportive counselling at the com-
munity level and on the job; budgeting or assistance in money
management; and the employment of an expeditor, not just
in terms of logistics, but as a liaison/information person at the
community level.

Other questions were raised about the size of the Tuktoyaktuk
training centre (Tuk Tech), how candidates are selected, and
plans for expansion. It was pointed out that northerners would
prefer to train in a northern community rather than going south.

Fj< CLb’lm

FORT MCPHERSON AND ARCTIC RED
RIVER, N.W.T.

September 21, 1983

The primary issue for residents attending this Community Ses-
sion was the importance of the Mackenzie River and Delta to
the food supply and traditional lifestyle of the communities.
Examples were cited of environmental damage created by
previous oil company activities. Concern about the caribou and
damage to their calving grounds was expressed. Plans for
development at Stokes Point were also questioned. It was
noted that there is considerable concern for the land, as
evidenced by the number of people at the meeting even though
the trapping season had started.

It was stated that goods and services will remain expensive
as long as the oil companies pay high wages. Changes which
have occurred from development have not helped the people.
Mr. Ernest Firth stated, “They studied the environment, the
waters, the land-they haven’t taken a serious look at the
people that live around this area.” The opinion was that, while
development should go ahead, the people should also be heard

/f-IA&, 21, 1983
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to and prepared for development. Cross-cultural training would
help native people and southerners understand each other,
and training in money management would help people deal
with a wage economy. There have been some economic advan-
tages to Fort McPherson resulting from development, but some
serious social and economic problems have also ensued.

Mr. Robert Simpson presented an overview of the concerns
of the Mackenzie Delta Dene Regional Council. Concerns high-
lighted were: funding, the Panel’s mandate, the impact of the
project on lifestyle and land claims, planned development and
control, land use planning, economic and social problems, and
research.

HOLMAN, N.W.T.

September 17, 1983

Most of the concerns and comments heard at the Holman meet-
ing were about icebreaking tankers and the impacts they would
have on wildlife and harvesting activities. Mr. Roy Kuneyuna
pointed out that ringed and bearded seals, found throughout
Prince of Wales Strait, are vulnerable in the spring to any distur-
bance, contrary to the view of the Proponents. He recommend-
ed no ship traffic anywhere in the Northwest Passage in spring
when there is the potential for disruption in areas where young
seals are born.

Residents questioned the Proponents about possible oil spills,
clean-up capability, percentage of recovery, response capa-
bility and timing, and accident probability. They also empha-
sized the need for onboard  oil-spill equipment aboard the
tanker. They also suggested that the answers given by the
Proponents seemed more speculation than fact.

A further presentation emphasized wildlife resources, critical
areas and concerns of the people of Holman for protection of
the land, sea and animals. Concerns focused on disruptions
and changes to animal life such as migration, ship tracks as
barriers to travel over the ice and waste problems created by
ships.

Other concerns included importance of sport hunting to the
local economy, compensation for hunters and trappers, loss
of employment as the project is abandoned, separation of
family members for extended periods during employment,
money management, and training.

/nl\n_ 17, 1983
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INUVIK, N.W.T.

November 22, 1983

The Panel heard a wide range of opinions and concerns
expressed about development in the Beaufort  Sea region rang-
ing from strong support of the project to caution about the social
and environmental problems that are often associated with
mega-projects.

Concern about impacts on the Town of lnuvik ranged from
increased social problems to the loss of recreational facilities
because of housing requirements. Current youth problems of
suicides and delinquency, a recognition that there are insuffi-
cient professional resource people to deal with stress-related
problems, especially in the mental health and family life areas,
and an appeal for handicapped facilities and equal opportuni-
ties for industry-related employment were raised before the
Panel.

The Panel was informed that while industry cannot be blamed
for all the social ills of the North, native people have paid a
high price in terms of social impact wherever industrial activity
has occured in the North. The plight of residents of the west-
end of lnuvik especially was brought to the Panel’s attention.
It was suggested that large-scale natural resource projects in
peripheral regions invaribly leave the indigenous inhabitants
worse off than before. A need for northern people to be involved
in and part of any boom situation was raised by the Native
Women’s Association of NWT.

A number of suggestions to help residents with socioeconomic
impacts were presented. These were counselling of individu-
als in financial and money management, lifeskills training,
native counsellors for employees and families, health workers,
transient centres and cross-cultural workshops for government
and industry.

Special requirements of education in the North were raised with
the Panel. The educational system must accommodate the
needs of a limited industrial economy with those of a hunting
and fishing economy. Industry and governments should be
encouraged to set up cooperative educational programs.

Some concerns were raised about training opportunities, com-
pensation for native hunters, and the hiring of southerners with
northern addresses.

Some criticism of the Panel review process was heard from
the lnuvik Chamber of Commerce. It was suggested that the
review process duplicated the work of other agencies, that
there were inequities in intervenor funding and that delays for
development resulted from the review process. Mr. A. Pluim
stated that “you have to live and work here in order to under-
stand what really is taking place. Those of us who have lived
and worked here are not being listened to.”

A number of residents said that development should proceed
as quickly as possible so that benefits such as much-needed
services for recreation and other community activities could
be built. The bottom line was that the town be given ample
opportunity to plan properly for increased oil and gas activity.
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OLD CROW, Yukon

November 11, 1983

The first community speaker was Chief Johnny Abel who stated
that the Yukon North Slope, particularly Stokes Point with its
abundant wildlife, should not be tampered with. This was a
recurring concern which cited the importance of the Porcupine
Caribou to the culture and way of life for the Loucheux Band
at Old Crow. Residents supported the recent government deci-
sion not to allow development of the North Slope-at least until
land claims were settled. The idea of a wilderness park was
encouraged for protection of the animals. Game is a main
source of food for the people of Old Crow.

Questions were raised about the need for ports on the North
Slope and which locations are preferred. It was recognized  that
development would mean roads which would bring tourists and
others. The people felt that this would be devastating to the
environment. The importance of monitoring, mitigation and a
formula for compensation was stressed. Mr. W. Thomas related
his experiences with industry and the concerns he has about
Beaufort Sea development. It was also stated that “what we
expect to happen and what actually happens are sometimes
two different things. No one is sure what exactly will happen
to the caribou herd.” The Panel was asked to listen to what
the people are saying. They should have a say in what is going
to happen in their lives. Only after land claims are settled, and
management boards are set up, could development be con-
trolled by the people of the North.

Concern was expressed about how people are affected spiritu-
ally, mentally and physically by the impacts of development.
In the final presentation, Mr. G. Njootli said that, although some
residents expressed an interest in obtaining potential employ-
ment with industry, this concern was secondary to the well-
being of the animals the community was dependent upon for
food. Mr. Njootli called for no development until land claims
are settled, and there is some form of protection for the North
Slope.
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PAULATUK, N.W.T.

September 20, 1983

Gilbert Ruben presented, on behalf of the settlement of Paula-
tuk, a submission to the Panel based upon a fieldworker survey
on the effects of Beaufort  Sea development. The three principal
concerns related to damage to the environment, availability
of local training and opportunities for people to continue to live
off the land. In summary, the survey determined that develop-
ment would be beneficial, provided environmental and socio-
economic issues were adequately addressed.

Other environmental concerns were heard on potential oil spills
and their impact on wildlife and the impacts of land and air
traffic on migratory birds. The Panel also heard Mr. Edward
Ruben tell of his personal experiences with the Proponents’
ship track experiments at McKinley Bay.

Residents outlined social concerns about money management,
housing, training, the cost of living, the COPE (land claims)
Agreement-in-Principle and the impact of the abandonment
phase of the project on employment.

SACHS HARBOUR,N.W.T.

September 16, 1983

The residents of Sachs Harbour expressed concern primarily
about the impacts of underwater sound, icebreaking tankers
and air traffic on hunting activities and wildlife.

Questions about the effects of noise from icebreaking tankers
and aircraft on bearded and ringed seals and whales and result-
ing effects on polar bears and arctic foxes were raised. There
was concern about seal pupping  areas in or near Prince of
Wales Strait, oil spills, prolonged spring break-up, the ability
to use the Strait for hunting and transportation to and from
Victoria Island and compensation for lost hunting opportunities.

Employment opportunities and advancement within industry,
skill development and training, and economic benefits for north-
erners were the subjects of questions from community resi-
dents. Other topics raised were the possibility of a
compensation board to review claims and determine awards
for loss of commercial or traditional subsistence, adequate
community consultation before decisions are made, the loss
to the community of local employees seeking higher wages
with industry, and recognition of lnuvialuit experience and
expertise in many areas where the Proponents have employed
southern consultants.
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TUKTOYAKTUK, N.W.T.

September 14, 1983

The Tuktoyaktuk Community Session began with a presenta-
tion by the Beaufort Hunters and Trappers Association which
expressed concerns related to the importance of the
environment to their subsistence and way of life. Specific con-
cerns mentioned included the potential impacts of tankers on
bearded and ringed seals, the effects of underwater noise on
sea mammals, the possible abandonment of seal pups by adult
seals and the disruption of hunting patterns resulting from
development activities. The group presented suggestions for
a harbour authority for the Tuktoyaktuk Harbour, for cross-
cultural orientation for southerners, for ways to improve work
motivation, for the need for community infrastructure and for
measuring the changing social values in the Beaufort commu-
nities.

The Hamlet Council also supported the idea of a harbour
authority with local representation to control and monitor ship
traffic and harbour development and expansion.

The local Tuktoyaktuk Hunters and Trappers Association and
the Hamlet Council commented on problems caused by the
airport which is experiencing increased traffic. Concern was
voiced that the airport blocks access to important hunting
areas, that air traffic has impacts on wildlife and that increased
airport activity results in increasing dust and noise.

Environmental concerns included requests for further research
on the effects of noise on marine mammals, on the effects of
abandoned artificial islands, on the impact of artificial islands
in prolonging ice break-up, and requests for additional oil-spill
experiments under real-life conditions. This latter subject was
further discussed at the lnuvik General Session by Tuktoyaktuk
Mayor Vince Steen.

Social issues included a local petroleum industry training centre
proposal; ongoing, long-term training and employment of Inuvi-
aluit to raise skill levels; union concerns; northern contracting
opportunities; special impact funding; abandonment; compen-
sation for loss or damage to subsistence income from the land;
the loss of traditional skills and culture; and the need for a land
claims settlement. The Social Services Advisory Committee
of Tuktoyaktuk brought further concerns to the Panel’s atten-
tion in Inuvik. The problem areas identified were alcohol and
drug problems, juvenile delinquency, spouse and child abuse
and the need for improved social service facilities in Tukto-
yaktu k.
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FORT FRANKLIN, N.W.T

September 23, 1983

Several references were made to the Berger Inquiry where
Dene submissions stressed land claims settlement before
development. Without a settlement, “our land is getting smaller
and smaller,” as land is leased without consultation and
resources are exported without benefit to the native people.
The importance of the land and animals to the people was
noted on several occasions. “We love our land . . . because we
make a living on it . ..”

Frustration was expressed by the three Chiefs from Fort Frank-
lin, Fort Good Hope and Fort Norman, and others in atten-
dance, over the number of meetings where concerns have
been presented again and again but nothing has happened.
Native people have concluded that they “have to be part of
it” to get any benefit. Residents requested the Panel to take
into consideration the desire to get something in return for what
is being taken out of their land. The people stated their prefer-
ence to settle their land claims before considering
development. People would be supportive of the Proponents’
proposal if they and their children could benefit from the
proposal.

Better communication with the communities and information
distribution were stressed. People wanted to know how the
project fits into the land use planning framework, Water Board
hearings and wildlife management schemes.

A monitoring agency was suggested to look at people’s
problems related to discrimination, training, compensation,
small business and native business opportunities, and the high
cost of living. It was suggested that the Panel make use of
experience gained from the Norman Wells Project.

Other local concerns related to alcohol abuse in construction
camps, in communities, and on the job, and to the possibility
of damming the Great Bear River to provide electricity for pipe-
line pumping stations.

tnA\h 23,1983-r
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FORT GOOD HOPE, N.W.T.
September 27, 1983

At the Fort Good Hope Community Session, residents related
their experiences with the Norman Wells Expansion Project
and their concerns about the current proposal. Many of the
concerns and issues were similar to those presented to the
Berger Inquiry. Some positions have not changed.

The Panel heard about the importance of traditional activities
such as trapping, hunting and fishing-“... land is our money;
we trap on it and we live on it.” It was suggested that an interim
agreement on protection of lands and resources should be
implemented prior to land claims settlement. Questions of
royalty payments and compensation for loss must also be con-
sidered.

Some frustration was expressed about governments’ slow
implementation of the recommendations of the Norman Wells
Panel and the repetitiveness of hearings without recognition
of many of the local concerns. “We have said many things in
the past and more than likely it ends up on a shelf somewhere
in Ottawa collecting dust. The government has before it recom-
mendations from previous enquiries which are not being imple-
mented but which could turn negative impacts into positive
ones.”

Other concerns heard in the community related to training and
native employment. Even after having taken training courses,
and with some experience, people are having difficulty find-
ing a job with industry.

Ms. D. Delaney,  on behalf of the Fort Good Hope Band Coun-
cil, made the point that governments should not leave it to the
Proponents to come up with their own compensation policy.
Government must ensure that an agreed-upon policy is in place
before regulatory approval of any project. She also made the
point that the regulatory process is backwards-all the
approvals were given before a contingency plan was prepared,
or the EARP Panel recommendations on the Norman Wells
Expansion Project satisfactorily dealt with.

FORT NORMAN, N.W.T.
September 28, 1983

Many Fort Norman residents expressed a close relationship
with the land and spoke of the importance of wildlife to them.
Trapping is a part of their life and they want to maintain it. They
brought to the Panel’s attention the traditional activities of hunt-
ing, trapping and living off the land, and the need for protec-
tion of wildlife, as well as the issue of compensation for
damages. Concerns about the timing of the Norman Wells pipe-
line crossing of Great Bear River, blasting, water quality and
access to the construction camp at Great Bear River were also
raised.

%lc dC HP, 9dn4v
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The experiences of many with the Norman Wells Expansion
Project were related. Of concern were the issues of communi-
cations, union employment, northern contracting, training, the
cost of living and alcohol. Information distribution and the time-
liness of community consultation about jobs and contract
opportunities were cited as problems. Bonding, the ability of
small community contractors to compete with large southern
firms, and a lack of training opportunities were identified as
barriers to northern participation in the Norman Wells Expan-
sion Project. Unions are a concept foreign to many native peo-
ple. A need was expressed for more information on unions,
such as what a union is, the qualifications needed to join a
union and why unionized contractors are used.

Chief Paul Wright spoke of the importance of communication
and about his disillusionment with major development. He said
through the translator, I‘... he’s weary, he doesn’t expect any-
thing from it, and says it’s pretty hard for my people because
it seems like they’re not going to participate in it and they
wouldn’t get anything from it.” The Dene and oil companies
must come to mutual agreement so everyone can benefit from
development. He said I‘... if we listen to one another . . . it will
be a better future for us . ..I’ and “... if we don’t listen to one
another, . . . there will be more problems . ..”

FORT SIMPSON/WRIGLEY, N.W.T.

September 29, 1983

Chief Jim Antoine was the first speaker at the Fort Simpson
Community Session. His presentation made reference to the
Berger Inquiry and clearly indicated that the position and feel-
ings of the community about land claims had not changed. The
feeling is that land claims are being jeopardized by develop-
ment, since leased or alienated lands cannot be part of a land
claim; yet land is still being leased with no Dene input. Royal-
ties should be paid on resources taken from the ground of the
native people to ensure programs are established to meet their
needs.

The recommendations of the Norman Wells Panel were
referred to the Beaufort Sea Panel for consideration. People
objected to the fact that a second pipeline is being considered
before the effects of the first are realized. Several people
expressed concern about the pipeline crossing of the Mack-
enzie River upstream from Fort Simpson and about the fact
that a major part of the Norman Wells line would be built in
the coming winter season, without a monitoring agency in
place.

Fort Simpson Mayor J. Villeneuve pointed out that Fort Simp-
son is still burdened by a municipal services and infrastruc-
ture which were expanded in anticipation of an earlier pipeline
that never materialized. No special impact funding or assis-
tance has been provided.
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Housing shortages, the high cost of living, alcohol problems,
unemployment and poor social and economic conditions
among the native community were noted. Dissatisfaction with
employment, training and contract opportunities was expres-
sed, as was skepticism about project studies carried out and
the motives of government and industry.

NORMAN WELLS, N.W.T.

September 26, 1983

The focus of the Norman Wells Community Session was on
the Norman Wells Expansion Project and impacts related to
it. Project impacts on the community infrastructure included
soaring operating and maintenance costs and general adminis-
tration expenses, inadequate water delivery service, lack of
recreation facilities, housing shortages, lack of residential plan-
ning, and the loss of autonomy for the hamlet.

Unionized jobs, definition of a northerner in terms of NWT
residency requirements, lack of community cohesiveness
because of rotational schedules, the timing of work training
programs and lack of government assistance were issues
raised by others.

One of the biggest disappointments associated with the Nor-
man Wells Expansion Project was the inadequacy of impact
funding and the failure to establish a Development Impact Zone
group. While many “do not disagree with resource develop-
ment . . . we do not wish to become a victim of circumstance.”
Further to this issue it was recommended that governments
and proponents of mega-projects in the North should estab-
lish special capital expenditure funding for resource towns and
agencies before future projects are implemented. Governments
were inadequately prepared for the Norman Wells Expansion
Project.

The Metis Association had concerns about wildlife and the lack
of protection from transient hunters, the lack of communica-
tion between companies and native organizations, the lack of
statistics on native employment, housing that is inaccessible
to northerners while southern workers are taken care of, and
the inability of northern contractors to compete with large
southern companies. Other concerns related to environmental
issues such as oil-spill response capability at critical times in
terms of weather and ice, construction impact on the land and
the effect of winter road access to wildlife.
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ARCTIC BAY, N.W.T.

October 14, 1983

The meeting began with a presentation by the Development
Review Committee of Arctic Bay and the Hamlet Council. Mr.
G. Williams pointed out that information collected to date by
government scientists and industry has only been collected
during the summer months. Seldom have people collected
environmental data in fall or winter. The question was asked
about how assumptions or accurate predictions can be made
when data for the full year are not available. Examples of some
of the unknowns included cod spawning areas and the distri-
bution of wildlife species.

Discussions and concerns involved icebreaking tankers, oil
spills, ship track crossing, changes to the ice regime, noise,
tanker routing and impacts on wildlife. Noise concerns centred
on possible frightening of the animals and the possibility of
interfering with the ability of seals to echo-locate, particularly
during the dark period. Dangers were expressed about ice-
breaking activities which could prevent hunters from using
Lancaster Sound safely, increased seal pup mortality in birth
dens, and increased multi-year ice in Admiralty Inlet which
would interfere with hunting and fishing activities. The possi-
bility was raised of alternative ship routing in order to avoid
some of the problems.

Oil spills were seen as one of the greatest threats to the envi-
ronment. The questionable effectiveness of dispersants, igni-
tors and clean-up of oil in moving ice or a sea state greater
than one and a half metres were raised as concerns. The local
people’s dependence on wildlife for consumption was raised
in terms of compensation for adverse effects. Residents
stressed that wildlife losses in terms of food, clothing and
culture cannot be compensated. “We must stress to you again
that the environment has been and still is today the base that
lnuit culture and economy has been built on and maintained.”

A number of requests were made to slow down development
so that lnuit can prepare to participate. Few benefits are per-
ceived for lnuit in terms of jobs and “it is impossible to have
full participation due to a lack of education.” It was suggested
that the concerns and recommendations of lnuit are being
ignored. The settlement of land claims and other political
developments should take priority.

Other issues brought to the Panel’s attention were training of
tanker officers and crew, employment of non-Canadians,
preference for a pipeline rather than tankers, more studies in
areas of social concern, lnuit participation on any committee
dealing with tanker operations and the psychological impacts
of a loss of lifestyle. “The oil companies have really got to con-
vince us that they can carry out this responsibility.”

Dbj>5 14, 1983-r
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FROBISHER BAY, N.W.T

October 23, 1983

Environmental issues discussed at the Frobisher Bay Commu-
nity Session were mainly related to wildlife concerns. Ques-
tions were asked about disturbances of narwhal and beluga
along the shipping route. Another concern related to polar bear
research and how lnuit hunters might contribute.

A question was raised about the validity and quality of research
being carried out since it was being conducted by the same
companies that want to drill.

There was some discussion about education and training which
would allow lnuit to participate in development. It was suggest-
ed that education should come before development. The
Proponents’ reactions to the question of land claims and job
training were also sought.

The meeting concluded with a discussion by BRIA represen-
tatives of the potential for lnuit people to participate in Arctic
environmental studies. The Proponents were asked whether
or not they had tried or if they intended to try, to access syste-
matically the body of environmental knowledge which the lnuit
people inherently possess.

NAIN, LABRADOR

October 27, 1983

The Nain Community Session was attended by representatives
of the Labrador communities of Makkovik, Hopedale, Postville
and Rigolet. Each community made a presentation to the
Panel, and in general each was opposed to tankers travelling
through the Labrador Sea.

Specific tanker concerns related to the testing of the ships,
oil spills, seaworthiness in freezing spray, contingency and
clean-up plans, and the impact of noise and traffic on wildlife.
The success of clean-up techniques in the Labrador Sea was
questioned where high winds, waves, currents and tides could
impair their effectiveness.
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The lack of winter weather observations and sea conditions
for offshore Labrador was emphasized. Even satellite imagery
is not reliable because of the persistence of cloud and fog in
the winter months.

It was stated that coastal residents rely almost entirely on the
resources of the Labrador Sea. An oil spill could jeopardize
the livelihood of fishermen and seal hunters on the northern
Labrador coast. Concern was expressed about oil mixed with
drifting pack ice being released into the water column as the
ice melts at a time sensitive for hatching cod eggs.

A communication gap is perceived between the Labrador peo-
ple, government and industry. The Labrador lnuit Association
pointed to the lack of credibility of governments with the
Labrador people in terms of environmental protection for the
ocean and coastline. They requested that the Government of
Canada take action to include the area south of 60° N Latitude
in the review process and to ensure that environmental regu-
lations are legislated. It was stated that, “Arctic waters do not
stop north of 60° . . . nor would the tankers.”

Socio-economic issues centred on concern for sea mammals
and the fisheries that might potentially be affected by the
project and the direct impact such effects would have on the
traditional way of life and culture of the northern coast. Com-
pensation for losses resulting from the project was questioned
since there is a heavy reliance on the resources of the sea to
supplement the high cost of southern foods.

PANGNIRTUNG, BROUGHTON ISLAND
AND CLYDE RIVER, N.W.T.

October 22, 1983

The Pangnirtung Community Session was attended by resi-
dents from Broughton Island and Clyde River. The Panel
listened to concerns about ship traffic in Davis Strait, such as
the possible impacts this may have upon wildlife, the effects
of underwater noise and oil spills. The importance of wildlife
such as narwhal, seals, and polar bear to the lnuit culture and
lifestyle of the people of east Baffin was stressed, as money
could not bring back a way of life or compensate for the loss
of wildlife.

Contingency plans and response capability under adverse con-
ditions of weather, waves, on-shore currents and ice were ques-
tioned. The Panel heard from residents that at times immediate
response to an accident would be impossible, as demonstrated
by personal accounts of the difficulty in searching for lost
individuals.
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Residents suggested more community and lnuit involvement
in research studies and monitoring. Local credibility of monitor-
ing results could be improved by lnuit participation on ships.

Questions were raised about the social issues of employment
and training opportunities which would allow for Eastern Arctic
lnuit participation in development activities. Apparent barriers
to employment and training were discussed such as educa-
tion levels, language ability, distance and transportation
problems, and the degree to which Beaufort area jobs are
advertised in the Eastern Arctic.

It was also suggested that ships returning empty from the South
may be able to bring in goods or equipment which would be
expensive by air or would have to wait until sea lift.

POND INLET, N.W.T.

October 13, 1983

Concerns raised at the Pond Inlet Community Session ranged
from educational matters and employment opportunities to the
risks and impacts of tanker traffic through Lancaster Sound.
Sam Omik put the issue in perspective when he said, “Don’t
take the non-renewable resources from our land until our peo-
ple can play a meaningful role in these developments.” Other
remarks suggested, “No development until we are ready; no
development until land claims are settled or no development
until oil spills can be cleaned up.”

Concern was expressed that the Proponents did not under-
stand the environmental effects of its activities, nor did they
understand the cultural and subsistence importance of wild-
life. “If there is a big change in our land we would be very sad

,,. . . , “wildlife has a great deal to do with our lives.” Compen-
sation could not cover a lost lifestyle or culture.

Some residents stated that in governments’ preoccupation with
resource development they tend to forget about people devel-
opment.

The need for better education standards and facilities in the
North was stressed. Schooling is substandard and children
should neither have to leave home to go to high school, where
they are compelled to live in residence away from their fami-
lies, nor should they have to leave the North for a technical
school or university. “If education is not going to improve, I
would rather not see the oil being transported through the sea.”

More specific concerns were raised about the relocation of
marine mammals, difficulties with crossing of ship tracks,
underwater noise effects and oil spills. The Proponents were
questioned about the risk of oil spills, clean-up capability and
experience, and the impact on birds, beluga, narwhal and
seals. Also raised were the issues of the manoeuvrability of
the ships in relation to seal dens and the possibility of hunters
being set adrift because of cracks formed from ship traffic.
Monitoring of impacts from ship operations was also suggested.
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Socio-economic concerns expressed included benefits to the
people of the North from further shipping development, the
speed of development, employment opportunities, the defini-
tion of northerners, barriers to employment such as unions,
low education and transportation problems. It was stated that
it was difficult to look favourably on a development if job oppor-
tunities are unlikely and there are no benefits.

RESOLUTE BAY/GRISE FIORD, N.W.T.

October 18, 1983

The Resolute Bay Community Session was also attended by
representatives from Grise Fiord. Most of the concerns raised
at the meeting focused on oil tanker traffic and the impact of
ships on wildlife and hunting activities.

Resolute Bay Mayor George Eckalook pointed out that the
Beaufort  Sea proposal was different from the Arctic Pilot Project
and consequently more serious in terms of impact. He raised
questions on oil spills and the difficulty of cleaning up oil in
cold water. He also questioned the credibility of the Proponents’
oil spill experiments, which were taken in ideal spring and sum-
mer conditions.

The inevitability of an oil spill during the life of the project was
mentioned in regard to the lack of guarantees that accidents
or oil spills would not have an impact on the wildlife. The impor-
tance of wildlife to lnuit people for food and clothing was
demonstrated.

It was stated that people did not want to see ships in the winter
because they use the ice for transportation to their hunting
grounds. Concerns were raised about the re-freezing of ship
tracks, rough ice and the danger, if it were covered with drift-
ing snow, that a ship track would not re-freeze right away. Also
of concern were the impacts of tankers on birth dens of seals,
and on narwhal which may follow a re-freezing ship track. Solu-
tions to the danger of people camped or crossing the ice of
Barrow Strait at night were also addressed.

Questions concerning employment on the tankers, education
as a barrier to employment and compensation for wildlife losses
were raised. It was stated that while the Proponents discuss
all the good things their proposal has to offer, there is not much
said about the negative impacts. People from the Arctic have
a lot to offer people from the South in the way of experience
when they come North to work.

.
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TUKTOYAKTUK, September 14, 1983
s%hr, t’nh 14,1983

ALLEN, Roger
BEZAIRE,  George
CARPENTER, Ada
COCKNEY, Kennedy Jr.
DILLON, Eddie
FELIX, Emanual
GOOSE, Roy
GRUBEN,  Roger
HOOS, Rick
KIKOAK, Edward
KIKOAK, Lena
KIKOAK, Roy
LYONS, Mary
POKIAK, Calvin
WHITE, Agnes
WISWELL, Andrew
WOLKIE, Fred

AKLAVIK, September 15, 1983
Q’ch%. fnh 1 5 ,  1 9 8 3

BEZAIRE,  George
CARROL, Martin
DIXON, Geoffrey
EDWARDS, George
FURLONG, Charles
GARDLUND, Sarah Ann
GREENLAND, Freddie
HOOS, Rick
KARNES, Rose Marie
MORRISON, Bob
NERYSOO, The Honourable Richard
OKPIK, Abe
SITTICHINLI, Jim Edward
SITTICHINLI, Lazarus
WISWELL, Andrew

HOLMAN, September 17, 1983
DAbF5T, frM% 17, 1983

ALEEKUK, lssaac
BEZAIRE,  George
CHURCHER, Archie
ELIAS,  Albert
HOOS, Rick
KATAOYAK, Simon
KUNEYUNA, Roy
KUPTANA, Robert
OKPIK, Abe
ROSE, John
SIMMS, Allen

COPPERMINE, September 19, 1983
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ALGIAK, Alec
BERNHARDT, Ernie
BEZAIRE,  George
GUTHRIE, Jim
HAVIOYAK, Donald
HOOS, Rick
KARNES, Rose Marie
PIGALAK, Tommy
WISWELL, Andrew

PAULATUK, September 20, 1983
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BEZAIRE,  George
HOOS, Rick
RUBEN, Edward
RUBEN, Garrett
RUBEN, Gilbert
THRASHER, Tom
WHITE, Agnes

SACHS HARBOUR, September 16, 1983 FORT MCPHERSON, September 21, 1983
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BEZAIRE,  George
CARPENTER, Andy
CHURCHER, Archie
ESAU, Shirley
ESAU, Peter
GOOSE, RQY
HOAGAK, Charles
HOOS, Rick
KUPTANA, William
OKPIK, Abe
SIDNEY, Floyd
WHITE, Agnes

ANDRE, Hyacynth
BEZAIRE,  George
CHARLIE, Johnny
FIRTH,  Ernest
HOOS, Rick
KOE, Charles
MACDONALD, William
NORBERT,  Nap
SIMPSON, Bob
SNOWSHOE, Charlie
WISWELL, Andrew
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FORT FRANKLIN, September 23, 1983
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BARNABY, Charlie
BATON, Paul
BEZAIRE,  George
BLONDIN,  George
HOOS, Rick
KODAKI  N, George
T’SELEIE, John
WIDOW, Fred
WRIGHT, Paul
YALLEE, Alvin

NORMAN WELLS, September 26, 1983
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ARNETT, Mike
BJORNSON, Kathy
BYRNE, William
CALDWELL, Ed
DANIELSON, Liz
DOOLITTLE, Violet
HARBURN, Norm
LINTON,  Phyllis
MYERS, Rick
SCHMITKE, Warren
STEVENS, Sandra
WISWELL, Andrew

FORT GOOD HOPE, September 27, 1983
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ARNETT, Mike
BARNABY, Charlie
BENSON, Mel
BEZAIRE,  George
CALDWELL, Ed
DELANCY, Debbie
GRANDJAMBE, Edward
HOOS, Rick
JACKSON, Lucy
KOCHON,  Charlie
MCLAUGHLAN, Letha
POPE, Frank
SHAE, Dolphus
T’SELEIE, Frank
T’SELEIE, John
WISWELL, Andrew

FORT NORMAN, September 28, 1983
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ANDREW, Fred
ARNETT, Mike
BENSON, Mel
BLONDIN,  John
CLEMENT, Robert

ERHARDT, Phil
HALEY, Susan
MENACHO,  Victor
MENDO,  Maurice
NEYELLE, Jonas
WIDOW, Fred
WISWELL, Andrew
WRIGHT, Paul
YAKELEYA, Elizabeth
YALLEE, Alvin

FORT SIMPSON, September 29, 1983
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ANTOINE, Don
ANTOINE, Jim
ARNETT, Mike
CALDWELL, Ed
LAFFERTY, William
MCARDY, John
MENICOCHE, Betty
MENICOCHE, Kevin
PEARCE, Bill
RODH, Mrs.
SAKE, William
VILLENEUVE, Jim
WISWELL, Andrew

POND INLET, October 13, 1983
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ALLOOLOO, Margaret
ATADJUAT, Joanasee
AWA, Appia
CATTANACH, Rory
CHURCHER, Archie
ERKLOO, Elijah
HOOS, Rick
IDLOUT,  Paul
JAMES, Bob
KALYNIUK, Gerry
KILLIKTEE, Nigeoo
KOMANGAPIK, Dorothee
KOONARK, Stephan
KOONOO,  Joseph
MCDERMOTT, Noel
NASHAK, James
NUTARAK, Jobie
NUTARAK, Jemiama
NUTARAK, Jesse
OMIK, Sam
PANIPAKOCHO, Elijah
QITSUALAK, Rebecca
SANGOYA, Paniloo
UKALIANUK, Lucien
WISWELL, Andrew
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HOOS, Rick
INURAQ, Charlie
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KADLOO, Levi
KADLOO, David
KADLOO, Levi
LEVI, Leah
MCIVER, Jim
NAQITAQVIK, Olayuq
PEARCE, Frank
QAMANIRQ, Peter
SHAPPA, Kik
UYUKULUK, Moses
WILLIAMS, Glen
WISWELL, Andrew

RESOLUTE, October 18, 1983
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AKEEAGOK, Gamalie
AMAGOALIK, Simeone
AUDLALUK, Larry
AUDLA, Walter
CATTANACH, Rory
ECKALOOK, George
GREYELL, Bob
HOOS, Rick
NUNGAQ, Levi
NUNGAQ, Philip
NUTARAJUK, lmmooshie
PUDLUK, Ludy
WISWELL, Andrew

PANGNIRTUNG, October 22, 1983
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ARNAQUQ, Davidee
AUDLAKIAK, Steve
CURRIE,  Jim
FISHER, Maurice
HOOS, Rick
IKARIALUK
KOONEELIUSIE, Jaco
KOMOARTOK, Norman
LUISEE, Jaco
MARSHALL, Paul
METUK, IOLA
OSLER, Steven
PUDLOO, Koonark
WISWELL, Andrew
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FROBISHER  BAY, October 24,
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ALLOOLOO, Margaret
BRADETTE, Denis
DONALDSON, Judith
GUENETTE Christine
HOOS, Rick
MCNEIL, Ian
NASHUK, Rita
NESBITT, Tom
OKPIK, Abe
WISWELL, Andrew

bnLSbCDSb  C CcD 5 1 c 53

1983

NAIN, October 26,
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26, 27, 1983

ANDERSEN, August
ANDERSON, William
BOBBIT,  Judith
BROOMFIELD, Henry
EDMUNDS, Randy
EDMUNDS, Sharon
EDMUNDS, Silpa
EGEDE, lvalo
ETTULAK, Julius
HOOS, Rick
HUNTER, Renatus
IGLIORTE, Philip
JOSHUA, John
LEO, Able
MAGGO, Paulus
MURPHY, Reuben
OBED, Paul
OKKAUTSIAK, Tom
PALLISER, Bob
PENNY, Danny
ROWELL, Judy
SAIMAT, Julius
SILLET, Gerry
STARR, T.
UVLORIAK, Tom
WARREN, Garfield
WILLIAMS, Frances
WISWELL, Andrew

OLD CROW, November 11, 1983
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ABEL, Charlie
ABEL, Johnny
ABEL, Rosalie
BEZAIRE,  George
BRUCE, Robert
BRUCE, Robert Jr.
CARLICK,  Wayne
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CHARLIE, Alfred
CHARLIE, Ben
CHARLIE, Carl
CHARLIE, Effie
CHARLIE, Lazarus
DRAGGERMAN, Cathy
FROST, Alice
FROST, Steven
HOOS, Rick
KASSI, Mary
KAY, Elizabeth
KENDI, Randall
LINKLATER, Effy
LINKLATER, Irwin
MITCHELL, Katherine
NETRO, Hanna
NETRO, Lorraine
NJOOTLI, Grafton
NJOOTLI, Stanley
PETER, Abraham
PETER, Mary
SAX, Don
TETLECHI, Randy
THOMAS, Willie
WISWELL, Andrew

INUVIK, November 22, 1983
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ALLEN, Bertha
BEAUDREAU, Vicki
BILLINGSLEY, Doug
BURLINGAME, Stamatia
CARDINAL, Elaine
COADY, Bill
CURRIE,  Doreen
CURTIS, Peggy
HEINE, Dr.
HICKS, Jack
HILL, Cynthia
HILL, Dick
HOOS, Rick
HUSKEY, Susie
KISOUN, Delma
LEE, Jim
LOUIS, Ed
MCEACHERN, John
PLUIM, Al
SCHNEIDER, Ken
WARK, Lee
WEIR, Bob
WESTAWAY, Peter
ZUBKO, Tom
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