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ABSTRACT

Fol | owi ng construction of the Norman Wl |ls o0ilfield Expansion
and Pipeline Project, the Departnent of Renewable Resources
conducted a performance evaluation of the project. The

eval uation exam nes the public hearing process, the Nationa
Energy Board' s conditional approval process, project
managenent and inpact nanagenent.

I nformation for the eval uati on was obtai ned from gover nnent
files, through questionnaires and from the authors' personal
experiences wth the project.

Departnental staff assessed each process, identified issues
and provided recomrendations to inprove the process. A total
of 47 recommendations are directed to the Departnent, other
government agencies and industry. Specific areas which
require inprovenent are:

1) participation in public hearings;

2) the National Energy Board's conditional approval
process (including supplementary studies) ;

3) project planning and preparation (such as comunity
consultation, contingency planning, environnental
protection plans, inpact funding and program
I npl ement ation) ;

4) communi cation and cooperation anong project personnel
i ncluding government and industry staff,

5 project regulation and enforcenent; and

6) environmental protection and nonitoring.

Seven reconmendations are directed to existing Departnental
prograns in areas of pollution control, wldlife managenent,
conservation education and environmental nonitoring.

The eval uation al so highlights positive aspects of the
project. The Departnent believes that ESSO and
Interprovincial Pipe Line acted responsibly during
construction of the project, to mnimze environnental

i npacts.  The conpani es al so assisted the Departnment of
Renewabl e Resources with its environnental nonitoring
prograns.
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1. I NTRODUCTI ON

The Norman Wells oilfield Expansion and Pipeline Project was
the largest privately built project in the Nort hwest
Territories. From the Environmental Assessnent and Revi ew
Process (EARP) hearings in 1980 to post-construction
nonitoring in 1986, the Departnent of Renewabl e Resources has
taken an active role in the project. The Departnment was
concerned about potential inpacts of the project on renewabl e
resources and renewabl e resource users. Departnmental staff
revi ewed the proponent’s environnental docunents and
identified terns and conditions’ for project authorizations
that woul d minimze environmental inpacts. During
construction of the pipeline system the Departnent was

i nvol ved in field activities including surveillance,
enforcenent and environmental nonitoring. The purpose of
field activities was to nonitor conpany conpliance with
government statutes and regul atory requirenments, determ ne
the effectiveness of mtigative nmeasures and identify project

| mpact s.

This evaluation is also an inportant aspect of our
participation in the Norman Wells Project. |t exami nes the
processes of impact assessnent, project nanagenent and inpact
managenent and the effectiveness of the Departnent’s

i nvol vement in these processes.



Al t hough the Norman Wells Project is essentially two
projects, the expansion of the oilfield and the construction
of a pipeline system the evaluation focuses mainly on the

pi peline project in which the Departnent had greater
I nvol venent.

2. BACKGROUND

Prior to 1980, when the Norman Wl |s ©ilfield Expansion and
pipeline Project was first proposed, the Departnent of
Renewabl e Resources had had little experience with large-
scal e devel opment projects. Mst industrial projects in the
NWI had been snall-scale exploration and mning devel opnments.
Through various intergovernnmental technical advisory

comm ttees such as the Land Use Advisory Conmittee (LUAC) and
t he Regional Environnental Review Conmttee (RERC), the
Departnent provided environnmental input into resource

devel opnment projects.

Fol l owi ng the DepartnentJs participation in the Norman Wells
EARP and National Energy Board (NEB) hearings in 1980, it
identified the need for coordination of the Departnent’s
input into the project. The Environnental Planning and
Assessnent Division (EPA) of the Departnment of Renewable
Resources was formed in Cctober, 1981 and assuned that role.
The Departnment felt that it was necessary to establish high

standards for the project and to follow through with
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environnental nmonitoring prograns.

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources was the only
Territorial Government departnent fully represented at all

levels of the project. The tasks it undertook included:

review of inpact assessnents;

review of studies required as a result of the NEB's
"conditional approval";

input into project permts, authorizations, licences
and agreenents;

Departnental and Territorial Governnment representation
on interdepartnental and territorial-federal
comm tt ees;

surveillance and enforcenent activities;

I npact nonitoring studies;

communi ty consultation and review of renewabl e resource
conpensation clains; and

response to environnental energencies.

To fulfill the DepartmentJs responsibilities in Yellowknife
and in the field, four termpositions were created and
financed by special inpact funding provided by DIAND. p
Departnental staff assigned to the project were involved in

field activities during construction of the pipeline system



3. SEQUENCE OF MAJOR EVENTS

Fromthe planning stage to construction of the works, a |arge
project like the Norman Wells oilfield Expansi on and Pipeline
Project occurs over a relatively long period of tinmne.
Appendi x | contains a schedul e of events which provides a
relatively simple breakdown of major project activities and

hi ghli ghts the Departnentts involvenent in them

4. EVALUATI ON METHODS AND OBJECTI VES

This report is the work of several authors, all of whom have
been directly involved with the Norman Wells Project on
behal f of the Departnent of Renewabl e Resources. An

i ndependent consultant, who is famliar with the project and
assisted the Departnent in preparing for it, also contributed

to sections of the eval uation.

Material for the report was obtained fromgovernnent files
and questionnaires sent to governnent enployees (both
Territorial and Federal), industry personnel and native
organi zations. Al parties responded to the questionnaires

except IPL, their consultants and the National Energy Board.

The authors drew on their personal experience and invol venent
with the project to evaluate the Department's participation
and performance. There is, therefore, a recognized built-in

bias to the eval uation.



The objectives of the evaluation are:

1) To assess the effectiveness of the Departnent of Renewable

Resources! participation in the public review process and
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the regul atory review process;

2) To assess the effectiveness of the Department's
I nvol venent in project management and inpact nanagenent;

3) To assess the overall review process with respect to
DIAND, NEB and | PL invol venment;

4) To provide recomrendations for the Departnentis
participation in future | arge-scal e devel opnent projects;
and

5) To provide reconmrendations on inproving the public and

regul atory review processes.

A list of abbreviations used in the report is provided in
Appendi x 111.
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5. PUBLI C REVI EW PROCESS
5.1 Hearings - EARR_and NEB

.1.1 Introduction

The Department decided in May 1980 to participate in the
Norman Wells EARP hearings. The Departnent contracted salix
Enterprises Ltd. to provide an analysis of issues raised in
the past in relation to pipelines in the Mackenzie Valley.
Subsequently, that analysis was used by the Departnent in

outlining issues that it would present as evidence.

The NEB decision to hold environmental hearings on the |PL
application in the North was not nade until after the EARP
hearings. The Departnent chose to present effectively the
sane material to the second hearing. Had it been known at
the outset that two hearings were to be held, the Departnent

m ght have chosen to reduce costs by attending only one.

5.1.2 Wtness and Evidence Preparation

A deci sion was made to present overview evidence rather than
expert testinony on specific subjects. Enphasis was on
Departmental concerns about the project, inadequacies of the
application and a | ack of governnent capability to respond to
the project. Dr. Norman Simmons (Assistant Deputy Mnister)
presented evi dence at both hearings and M. Hugh Mnaghan
(Chief, WIdlife Service) appeared with himat the NEB

hearings to discuss |and use planning.



Evi dence was prepared by Lorraine Alison (salix Enterprises)
and several representatives fromthe Departnment of Renewabl e
Resources. Although witing began early, the wtnesses!
redrafting requirements and their demand for preparatory
material prevented other work from proceeding. Briefing

bi nders which provided the witnesses with background

information to the issues were prepared.

At the EARP hearings, evidence was distributed i nmediately
prior to Dr. simmon's appearance. For the NEB, revisions
occupi ed the consultant until the filing date. At Earp,
several participants renmarked, on record, thattheevidence
could not get the attention it deserved because of its

| at eness. |PL said "... it is unfortunate that it was
submtted so |ate just shortly before we have to respond to
it and | am concerned that the proponents are not given
adequate tinme to respond properly". Although FEARO did not
requi re prefiled evi dence, we recognize that the Departnent’s
posi tion was weakened by submitting evidence at the tinme of

the hearing.
RECOMVENDATI ONS

1, Wtnesses, even those presenting policy, nust adhere to
strict deadlines and file evidence in advance of their
appearance. Wtnesses should be assisted with evidence
preparation but should be required to take sone

responsibility upon thensel ves.



Ot her reconmendations pertaining to hearings can be found
in‘ | Departmental Beaufort Sea EARP Eval uation, Department of

Renewabl e Resources, Governnent of the Northwest Territories

Novenber 1984".

5.1.3 Participation in Hearings

The Department presented witnesses and al so questioned the

evidence of other participants (proponents and intervenors).

The consul tant advi sed Departnental staff about hearing
procedures and techniques, but took a background role in the
hearings thenmselves. Questions of clarification only were

al l owed by the EARP chairman, while the NEB is formatted in a
quasi -j udicial manner like nost regulatory procedures. The
GNWT used M. J. Gilmour of the Department of Justice and

Public Services.

None of the Departnmental staff involved had had any previous
experience and the difficulties explaining i ssues and

devel opi ng cross-exam nation sonetimes resulted in problens.
In fact, this was the first time the GN\WI as a whol e had ever
participated in an NEB hearing. As a result, Departnental

personnel are being trained in the presentation of

envi ronnental evi dence.



RECOMVENDATI ONS

2.  The Department of Renewabl e Resources will increase its
efficiency and effectiveness at public hearings if it
clearly focuses on what it wants to acconplish from

participating in the hearing.

3. The individual (s) coordinating input fromthe Departnent
or the GN\WI as a whol e, nust be experienced and trained
to assist expert witnesses. The Departnment should
continue to provide the opportunity for training in the

presentation of environmental evidence.

5.1.4 |ssues Analysis

Deci si ons about whether participation in hearings is
wor t hwhi |l e or necessary could be made on the basis of broad
Departmental objectives and the mandate of the hearing

tribunal .

FEARO has a broad mandate to bring evidence to the attention
of the Federal CGovernnent, but does not have specific

regul atory authority. EARP is one body to which broad issues
may be brought, with a reasonable expectation that they wll

be translated into recomendati ons.

An exam nation of the issues brought before EARP by the
Department and the Norman Wells EARP report is given in

Appendix Il. Mbst issues were recognized by the Panel inits



recommendations. The GNWI or any actor did little to follow-
up on the recomendations. However, it is also inpossible
to say that significant results did not occur at |east in

part as a result of issues raised at the EARP hearings - |and

use planning for instance.

By contrast, the NEB has a specific nandate and regul atory

responsibilities. It does not make recomrendati ons, but
rather wites regulations. The thoughts of the Board with
respect to the application were expressed in its “Reasons for
Decision" and its specific requirements in “Certificate of
Publ i ¢ Conveni ence and Necessity No. oc-3s®, The NEB ignored
those areas of testinony that it considered outside its area
of jurisdiction (Appendix I1). Even its later
interpretations of “mtigation” and "monitoring" were too

narrow fromthe Departnent’s point of view

The issues brought up by the Department in both hearings fal

into three categories:

1) First are those issues of concern to the Departnent
because of their direct and indirect effects on wildlife

and renewabl e resource harvesting. Wthin this category

fall issues |ike contingency plans, summer construction

and mtigation and nonitoring.

The National Energy Board and other regulatory tribunals

may be the appropriate place to air issues in this

10



category because they are within their jurisdiction

| ssues clearly beyond their mandate will probably be
ignored. Once construction begins, the pressures of doing
the job will likely prevent the conpany from doing

anything it does not have to do.

| ssues of a nore general, persuasive nature that require
cooperation between agencies and are of interest to the
Department such as | and use planning or project managenent
may be dealt with nore effectively by airing them before
an EARP heari ng.

The Panel may help to nove other agencies nore quickly,
but there is no guarantee of action. EARP's positive
recommendations may be part of the reason that |and use
planning is proceeding. By contrast, EARP's failure to
mention coordinati on of project managenent may be one

reason it remains an issue.

The third type of issue often brought forward at hearings
by resource managenent agencies is one which is entirely
within their nmandate and their control, such as the

col lection of baseline data. The argunment is made that

| ow budgets, large land areas and other priorities keep
the agency from providing those kinds of data. |n the
past, it has been argued that industry should provide

those data or funding to collect them

11



| n our opinion, the recession and the | PL application mark
the beginning of the period in which such argunents wl|

recei ve neither support nor synpathy, especially when

dealing with an area |ike the Mickenzie Valley which has

al ready been subjected to considerable devel opnent.

In retrospect, raising the need for woodl and caribou
studies and management plans for furbearers, caribou and
nmoose along the Valley seens to have been a mistake. It
woul d be a |arger mstake to bring up the sane issues

anot her time, as progress by the Departnment since 1980 in
dealing with those matters which it stated werea priority

has been m ni mal .

Expect ati ons of EARP should be based on an assessnent of the
val ue of airing certain issues and having themtransl| ated
into recommendations. Inplenentation of the recomendations
depends on the will of those people and agencies towards whom
they are directed - there are no guarantees, the process is

merely advisory.

Expectati ons of NEB or other quasi-judicial proceedings and
deci sions about participation should be limted to natters
within the Board's jurisdiction. Mtters beyond the
jurisdiction of the Board may be heard and may receive
publicity, but will not formpart of the rulings of the

Boar d.

12



RECOMVENDATI ONS

4. For participation in future hearings, the Departnent
should direct its analysis of issues towards Departnenta
objectives and the ternms of reference of the hearing.
This will increase work efficiency and provide nore

satisfactory results. |Issues to be avoided include the
"baseline studies" type that are entirely within the

Departments mandat e.

5. At future hearings, consideration should be given to
presenting an expert witness to discuss the Department’s

experience with the Norman Wells Project.

6. Gven recent Beaufort Sea devel opments and the
possi bility of another pipeline down the Mackenzie
Valley, it is recommended that a regional |and use
pl anni ng conm ssi on be established for the Mackenzie
Vall ey and a | and use plan be prepared prior to project

approval .

5.1.5 Successes, Failures, costs

The Department of Renewabl e Resources gai ned val uabl e
experience fromits involvenent in the inpact assessnent
process. Although costs were significant, this experience
has inmproved the Departnents ability to effectively

participate in other hearings (i.e., Beaufort EARP).

13



6. CONDI TI ONAL APPROVAL PROCESS

6.1 Introduction

On Novenber 16, 1981, the National Energy Board granted
Interprovincial Pipe Line (NW Ltd. “conditional approval” to
construct a pipeline fromNorman Wlls to zama, Al berta.

This approval was issued under “Certificate of Public

Conveni ence and Necessity No. oc-3s5",

Condi tional approval of the project was a new procedure. |t
was adopted by the National Energy Board specifically for the
Norman Wells Project. Because it was a new procedure, it is
not surprising that both the conpany and other participants
seened to have expectations that differed from one anot her
and the NEB. 1Interprovincial Pipe Line was given conditional
approval to build the Norman Wells Pipeline subject to
conpleting 34 specified supplenmentary environmental and
socio-economic studies to the satisfaction of the Board.

As reports were conpleted, copies were forwarded to each of
the interveners who had 30 days to review them and provide
comments.  The conditional approval process was an extension
of the hearings and involvenent was restricted to the
hearings’ interveners. The conditional approval period

| asted for two years from "Reasons for Decision 'until leave-

to-construct.

14
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6.2 Suppl enentary Studies

6.2.1 Departnental |nvol venent

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources reviewed all of IPL's
suppl ementary environnental reports. For reviewing reports
outside the Departnent’s area of expertise, assistance was
obtai ned fromthe Departnment of the Environment and the
Department of Fisheries and Oceans. Because DFO and DCE were
not interveners, this was their only opportunity to review

suppl ementary studies prepared by I|PL.

Renewabl e Resources assenbl ed comments fromits regiona
offices and ot her agencies and submtted them to | PL and the
National Energy Board. |IPL then had the option to accept or
reject any of the recomendations. If |IPL rejected any of
the comments or recommendations, they had to provide a reason
for rejecting them The Departnent d4id not have the

opportunity to submt a rebuttal to IPL's comments.

6.2.2 Incorporation aof Departnental Conments

In nost cases, |PL rejected the recomendations made by the
Department. The common responses were - "The conpany
disagrees with the need to . ..11 or “The conpany believes that
there is sufficient detail to permit devel opnment of
mtigative measures”. \ere the conpany accepted a
suggestion provided by the Departnent, the usual response by

t he conpany was - "appropriate nmeasures will be included in

15



the Environmental Protection plan"or "site specific detail
wilbe provided in the Environnental Protection plan". The
Nat i onal Energy Board approved nost of IPL's suppl enmentary
studies w thout change. In a nunber of environnental
reports, the NEB required IPL to submt detailed site
specific mitigative measures. This was required in the

foll owi ng areas:

1) Fish resources in the vicinity of water crossings;
2) Raptors;

3) Locations sensitive to terrain disturbance;

4) Archeol ogi cal sites;

5 Waterfow ;

6) Wlidlife habitat at facility sites;

7) Drainage and erosion controls;

8) Borrow sites; and

9) Spoil disposal sites.

It i s not known whether |PL prepared these site specific
mtigative measures. Final plans were not submitted to the
GWIT and they were not part of the Environmental Procedures

Manual or the Environnental Protection Plan.

6.2.3 Issues Related to th I nt ar t udi

Di sagreenments between the Department of Renewabl e Resources
and the proponent began al nost immediately follow ng

condi tional approval of the project. Design of supplenentary

16



studies, ternms of reference and the |evel of detail provided
were the recurring issues. The Departnment may have

pol ari zed the situation unnecessarily because of personality
conflicts. Some of the conflict could have been avoi ded,
however, if the interveners and project regulators had been
asked by the NEB to provide input into the terns of reference
for the supplementary studies. The requirenents for the

envi ronment al studi es wereestablished by the National Energy
Board in its "Reasons for Decision'! and the Department felt
that in some cases, the terns of reference devel oped by the
company were poorly defined. The fact that all Federa
Government agencies did not participate in the hearings
prevented them from participating in the conditional approval

process and, therefore, linmted its effectiveness.

Maj or issues raised during the hearings were to be addressed
during the conditional approval process. Two nmjor issues

whi ch remai ned between IPL and the Departnent were

1) Protection of raptor nest sites; and

2) Timng and quality of contingency plans.

Al t hough the conpany publicly stated its commtment to
protect raptors, the protection neasures devel oped by IPL
were not considered adequate by the Department. In
attenpting to resolve the issue, |PL conplained that

Departmental staff were "harassing" the conpany.

17



Conti ngency planning for fuel and toxic chem cal spills also
provoked a long series of communications involving the
Departnment. A plan considered adequate by the Department was

not in place until after pipeline construction had begun

The conditional approval process is a distinct possibility
for future projects involving the National Energy Board.
The val ue of this approach would be enhanced if the follow ng

recommendati ons were inplemented.

RECOMMENDAT | ONS

7. Input into the terns of reference to supplenentary
studi es should be invited frominterested interveners and

regul at ors.

8. Reports produced during the conditional approval process
shoul d be reviewed by regulators as well as

interveners. Informal neetings to discuss draft

suppl ementary reports should be encouraged.

9. \Wen issues that originate outside the technical
conmpet ence of the Departnent (such as the use of
wood chips to insulate thaw sensitive slopes) have
environmental inplications, the Departnent should

continue to seek external technical advice.

18



6.3 Environnental Protection Plan / Environnental

Procedures Manual

6.3.1 Departnental |nvolvenent

Under condition 15(b) of the Certificate of Public
Conveni ence and Necessity No. oc-35, |PL was required to
“submt for the approval of the Board, an environmental

procedures manual".

The document |PL planned to submit, as identified in its
schedule for filing, was an “Environnental Protection Plan"
(EPP) .
In April, 1982 IPL filed an outline for the Environnental
Protection Plan. The Departnent subnitted its comments on
the EPP Qutline on June 24 and Interprovincial Pi pe Line
responded by letter on August 3, 1982. The |etter indicated
that:

The purpose of the report is to present an

outline to show how the EPP will be organized

and presented in a conprehensive Environnental

Protection Plan. This plan will be submtted

to the Board prior to construction.

In COctober, 1982 IPL submitted its |'Environmental Protection

Plan for Wnter Clearing". This report was reviewed by

Renewabl e Resources with assistance fromthe Departnent of

t he Environment and was found to be conprehensive and wel |

organi zed.  The National Energy Board requested IPL to

19



incorporate over half of the Department’s comments.

In February, 1983 IPL submtted an “Environmental Procedures
Manual" (EPM) for intervener review. According to IPL's
schedule for filing, this final document to be submitted in
March, 1983 was supposed to be the Environnental Protection
Plan. Apart fromthe Environmental Procedures Manual, five
ot her docunents were filed in the same nonth. This put a
considerable time constraint on the Department. Not only
were filing dates changed, but there was considerable
confusion over whether the EPM was the sane docunent as the
required EPP. The issue was never resolved to the

satisfaction of the Departnment.

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources coordinated a conplete
review of the EPM  Comments were received fromthe GNWT:
Departnent of Renewabl e Resources and Departnment of Minicipa
and Community Affairs (formerly the Departnent of Local
Government), and the Federal Governnent: Department of the
Environment and Departnment of Fisheries and Oceans. A
neeting with IPL and its consultants was held on March 16 and
17, 1983 to discuss our concerns. It was evident from the
neeting that the document would not contain site specific
nmeasures for environnmental protection during mainline
construction. IPL and its consultants indicated quite
clearly that they did not consider the EPMto be equival ent

in purpose or content to an EPP
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On April 6, 1983 the Departnment of Renewabl e Resources
subm tted a 28 page document outlining its concerns with the

EPM |t concl uded:

the Environmental Procedures Manual does not
provi de an adequate assessnment of the

envi ronmental concerns pertaining to the
construction process. In its present form

t he EPM does not provide sufficient information
to insure that environnental inpacts will be
mnimzed. In its present form the EPM lacks

consi derabl e detail.
The maj or areas of deficiency were:

1) lack of detailed construction schedul es;

2) lack of detailed construction guidelines and
specifications (including coded alignnent sheets and
drawi ngs) ;

3) lack of environnental specifications and procedures as
they relate to site specific construction activities;

4) lack of inspector and contractor training prograns;

5 lack of detailed contingency plans;

6) lack of detailed nonitoring prograns and their
i mpl ement ati on; and

7) lack of incorporated material from environnental reports.

It was the position of the Departnent of Renewabl e Resources

21



t hat

| PL should revise the Environnental Procedures Manual to

provide the |level of detail promsed by the EPP Qutline and

"restore our confidence that construction can take place with

a mni rum anount of damage to the environnent’

RECOMVENDATI ONS

10.

11.

12.

13.

The tinmeframe for all submssions within the conditiona
approval process shoul d be negotiated by the proponent

and regulators with input from interveners.

The Environmental Protection Plan should have clear termns
of reference. The document should be produced by the
proponent and revised as necessary by all interested
parties, including project regulators. Changes to the
plan will be required as experience fromthe project is

gai ned.

The EPP should be tied to the regulatory process. It
shoul d be the single enforcenent docunent used by al
authorities. Al current project regulation and

agreenents should be included in the docunent.

The EPP nust contain protection neasures at |east as
stringent as the environnmental regulations applied to the
project, including those under applicable permts,

aut hori zations and environnental agreenents. It shoul d

al so contain contingency plans.
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6.3.2 I ncorporation of Departnental Comments

| PL di sagreed with nost of the concerns raised by the
Departnent in its review of the EPM  The conpany contended
t hat "although the manual does not follow the outline of the
-éPP poi nt-by-point, IPL believes it does fulfill the intent
of the NEB". |PL contended that site specific mtigative

nmeasures were incorporated into the EPM

| PL concluded that "the Environmental Procedures Manual when
nmodi fied as provided herein and directed by the Board, when
read agai nst the background of our previous environnenta
filing and comm tnents provide considerabl e detail®. Wth
regard to the deficiencies the Departnment identified, IPL's
response was that "an appropriate level of information is

provided".

The NEB was satisfied with the response of IPL to the

Department’s comments. The Board did not accept any of the
concerns raised and did not provide any expl anation why they
were I €] ect ed. The Departnment was not satisfied with IPL's

expl anations or the way the NEB handl ed our comments.

6. 3.3 | ssues

The review and approval of the Environnental Protection Plan
for Wnter Cearing and the Environnental Protection Plan

Qutline led to expectations fromthe Departnent that the
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final environmental planning docunent filed by IPL would be
of similar high quality. Wen the title of the document was
changed from a "plan" to a "manual", With an associated
different objective, it raised fears that the resulting

docunent would be |ess conprehensive and |ess useful

As discussed earlier, changes to the schedule for filing
environnmental reports and the reduced time allowed for review
of the EPM put considerable strain on the Departnent’s

resour ces.

In a letter to the National Energy Board, the Departnent
expressed concern over changes to the schedul e and questi oned
whet her the EPM and EPP were the same docunment and whet her
IPL had to follow the EPP Qutline. The NEB responded that
"it i s the Board's understanding that the Environnental
Procedures Manual and the Environmental Protection Plan are
t he same document". The NEB al so advised that "unless

aut hori zation by the Board to do otherw se, |PL nust follow
the detailed outline for the EPP". Not until three nonths
|ater (May 25, 1986), were we advised by the Board that the
EPM was different fromthe EPP and that IPL would file a
field EPP, outside the conditional approval process, for
review by project regulators. The Department believed that

the EPP should have been an enforceabl e docunment by the NEB.

The Environnental Protection Plan finally produced proved to

be conprehensive and well prepared. IPL and its contractors
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made a concerted effort to conply with the document.  Some
operating conditions set by the conpany were nore stringent

than those set by governnent.

I n general, the Department felt that the NEB paid little heed
to our conments and that the time spent review ng the

suppl ementary studies and the Environnental Procedures Manua
was of little value. It is hard to judge whether the

Departnmentts efforts had any influence on IPL or not.

6.4 Rel ationship Between Participants

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources had only advisory input
into the NEB approvals process, even in areas within its own
mandate. The quasi-judicial nature of the NEB caused great
difficulty for the Departnent and ot her governnent agencies

trying to obtain project information

Throughout the conditional approval process |IPL was very
cautious in its attitude toward the interveners. At tines,
confusi on between the Departnment’s role as an intervenor and
its role as a regulator created difficulties in dealing with
the company. None of the participants seened to enter into

the process with a cooperative attitude.

Rel ati onshi ps between the Departnent and other interveners
during this period were nore cordial. The Depart ment
requested the opinions of other governnent agencies and

included themin coments to the NEB. |t also cooperated on
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an informal level with the Dene Nation

RECOMVENDATI ONS

14. Interveners shoul d have better access to project-related
information. The National Energy Board should be
required to have an office in the North during future

projects in the Northwest Territories to provide better

access to Board staff and information.

15. The Government of the Northwest Territories should pursue

direct representation on the National Energy Board.

6.5 Successes, Failures, costs

The commtnent of time for Departnental staff to participate

in the conditional approval process was nuch |arger than

anticipated. Many of our recommendations were not acted ONn

and the results achi eved would not warrant such a tinme

conm t nent agai n.

The Environnental Protection Plan for Wnter Cearing
produced by IPL, was a nodel document. Al though it set

st andards hi gher than any northern project, DIAND failed O
seize the opportunity to use it. As recommended earlier, the
EPP shoul d be tied to the regulatory process and enforced by

all regulatory authorities on the project.
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7.0 PRQIECT AND | MPACT MANAGEMENT
7.1 | npact Funding

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources estimated forced growth
as a result of the Norman Wl ls Project in excess of 1.5

mllion dollars over four years.

O the 3.0 mllion dollars prom sed to the Governnent of the
Nort hwest Territories, the Department's first approved budget
totalled 1.5 mllion dollars for the four year period from
1982 to 1986. The budget included nine person years - a
Field Coordinator, five Renewabl e Resource O ficers, one

Bi ol ogi st, one Technician and one C erk.

Bet ween Septenber 1982 and May 1983, other GNW departnents
began to plan for the project and funds were allocated to
them at the expense of Renewable Resources’ planned prograns.
Three positions were |ost and all prograns experienced cuts
in project funding. Renewable Resource Oficers were
expected to provide technical assistance to the Pipeline
Monitoring Biologist in addition to performng their regular
duties. The need for clerical support in Norman Wells and

Fort Sinpson led to the loss of a fourth position

Al t hough the Federal Governnent had agreed to provide inpact
fundi ng, program funds were not received until late
1983. By this tine, the Departnent had initiated

envi ronmental prograns by re-allocating noney from existing
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prograns.

Budget cuts totalled 35 percent of the first approved budget,
resulting in the loss of opportunity to do major inpact

studies and contract air support for pipeline inspections.

Wth a final budget of 980 thousand dollars, the Departnent
staffed a Renewabl e Resource O ficer and Cerk in Norman

Vel ls and Fort Sinmpson, a Field Supervisor in Yellowknife and
a Biologist in Fort Sinpson. Over the four year period from
1982 to 1986, the Departnent spent 255 thousand dollars or

26 percent of its Norman Wells budget on environnental

prograns associated with the project.

The nunber of Departmental staff assigned to the construction
phase of the project was found to be adequate, but as
i ndi cated above, funds were not available to conduct major

I mpact studies.
RECOMVENDATI ONS

16. For large-scale projects |ike Norman Wells, the
Department of Renewabl e Resources requires supplenmentary
funding to participate in project managenent and i npact
managenent activities. Funding nust be provided early in

the project.

17. The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources should use its

Norman Wl |s experience to assess its funding

28



requirements to participate in future devel opnent

pr’ejects.

18. During project construction, all Departnmental staff
shoul d be required to keep track of any time spent on
project-related activities. This will allowfor a nore
accurate determnation of tinme spent on the project and

Departmental costs.

7.2 Project Regul ation
7.2.1 Feder al

On July 30, 1981, the Honorable John Munro, M ni ster of
Indian Affairs and Northern Devel opnent, gave conditional
approval to the Norman Wells Pipeline and 0oilfield

Expansion Project. The project was then able to proceed

through the regulatory process.

7.2.1.1 Easenent and Environnental Agreenments

The Easenent or Right-of Way Agreenent was a negotiated
agreenent between DIAND and |PL. Environmental clauses were
not included in the Easenent Agreenent since a separate
Environmental Agreenent was drawn up to include environnental

ternms and conditions.

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources participated in the

review of the Environnental Agreenent and recomended cl auses
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related to wldlife, habitat and pollution control

The main problemw th the Environnental Agreenent fromthe
Departnentts perspective was DIAND's unwillingness to tie
conditions to the permtting process. An exanple of this is
monitoring. The Federal Government did not indicate under
regul atory approvals what nmonitoring studies it required of
the conpany. DIAND reasoned that the Environnental Agreenent
was designed for the long-termoperation of the pipeline even
t hough many of the conditions referred to "construction and
operation”. As a result, many of the conditions in the
Agreenent which related to construction, were unenforceable
(See also Section 7.2.1.2). It is felt that the

Envi ronnental Agreenent did not serve the purpose for which

it was intended.

There was consi derabl e confusion over who was responsible for
adm nistering the docunent. Initially, the document was
prepared and adm nistered by DIAND in Otawa. The
responsibility was |later transferred to the Federal
Coordinatoris Ofice in Yellowknife. However, the Federa
Coordinatorts Ofice was unresponsive to environnental terns
and conditions and was concerned primarily wth public
affairs and socio-economic matters. Finally, responsibility
for the Environmental Agreenent was assigned to the

Envi ronment and Conservation Division of DIAND in

Yellowknife.
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RECOMMVENDAT | ONS

19. The Departnent shoul d consider using contractua
docunents (e.g., agreenents) to incorporate environnental
and socio-economic concerns as part of the project
approval process. \Wuere possible, government agencies
must incorporate ternms and conditions of the agreements

into their regulatory approvals.

7.2.1.2 Land Use, Quarry and Tinber Permts

Through the Land Use Advisory Conmmttee (LUAC), the
Department reviews all applications for land use permts.
The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources experienced

consi derable frustration in review ng such applications for
the project. The only conditions DIAND was Willing to
Incorporate into the permts were those froma list of

standard operating conditions.

On Novenber 10, 1982 IPL applied for a land use permt to
clear the right-of-way and permanent facility sites. pIanDp
was unwilling to accept and enforce any of the operating
standards outlined in the Environmental Protection Plan
except for those contained in their own |ist of standard

operating conditions.

At the sanme tine, |PL also applied for land use permts for

tenporary off right-of-way facilities. One of the
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applications was to set up a 400 man canp at Kp 78 (Bear
Rock) . Oiginal plans submtted to EARP and the NEB had the
canp located at Kp 40. The location of the canp was of
concern because of its close proximty to Fort Norman and an
i nportant raptor nesting area. Other government departnents,
regional offices in Inuvik and the community of Fort Norman
al so raised concerns over the canp’s location. The NEB
approved the relocation of the canp wi thout consulting the
commnity or the eNwr. The pernmit was issued on Decenber 24,
1982 but devel opnent work at Kp 78 was deferred for a short
time because of the concerns expressed. Subsequently, a
nmeeting was held in the commnity by IPL to solicit support.
The possibility of economc benefits to the comunity led to
comunity support for the canp. The GNWI abided by the

w shes of the community.

On April 5, 1983 IPL applied for a land use permt for

mai nl i ne construction. The Departnment had a nunber of

concerns with the application and clained that | PL had not
submitted sufficient supporting information. A nmeeting of
the Land Use Advisory Committee was convened on April 29,

1983 to consider the application
The Departnment’s CONCErns were:

1) IPL using the EPM as supporting material to the
application when it hadn't been approved,;

2) Terms and conditions of the Environmental Agreenent;
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Monitoring prograns,;

)

4) Contingency plans;

5 Insulating slopes using wood chips;

6) Borrow requirenents;

7) Restoration plans; and

8) Quantities of fuel and dangerous goods.

As a result of the neeting, IPL was requested to provide
addi tional information on fuels, dangerous goods and wood
chips. DIAND's only concession to the Departnent was a

commtment to include a need for contingency plans in the

| and use permt.

The Departnments of Renewabl e Resources and Minicipal and
Community Affairs were invited to assist DIAND in draw ng up
the mainline land use permt. |PL subnitted the EPM and
several supplenentary reports as attachnents to the permt
applications. I n our comments to DIAND, we suggested that
these docunments were |less than acceptable. \Wen the
application was submtted, the EPM was still before the NEB
In three places, IPL referred to the work being carried out
in accordance with the Environmental Procedures Mnual. The
Department had identified significant concerns with the EpM
and the suppl ementary studies and did not feel they should be

included as part of the application in their present form

The Department of Renewabl e Resources was di sappointed that

DIAND di d not consider our comments regarding the mainline
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land use permit. DIAND did, however, incorporate a condition

onnonitoring into a |ater amendnent.

The Department was not satisfied with the way DIAND handl ed

pernmits for borrow sites and spoil disposal locations. |n a
permt issued on May 18, 1983, DIAND indicated that

"approvals for waste di sposal and borrow areas will be given
on an as and when required basis”. Requests were to be
submitted one week prior to use. This did not allow a review

by ot her agencies.
RECOMVENDATI ONS

20. The Land Use Advisory Committee should participate in
devel oping terms and conditions for project permts

rather than acting strictly in an advisory capacity.

21. There should be better interagency cooperation between
Federal and Territorial government departments in
devel oping permt ternms and conditions regardl ess of

mandat e.

7.2.2 Territorial

The Government of the Northwest Territories has jurisdiction
over lands within the Norman Wells and Fort Sinpson Bl ock
Land Transfers (BLT). |PL and ESSO Resources, therefore, had

to apply to the Departnent of Minicipal and Community Affairs

for permts, |eases, and agreenents. The Departnent of
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Renewabl e Resources had little involvenent with the
aut hori zations issued to ESSO Resources but was actively

involved in the review of |PL subm ssions.

7.2.2.1 Easenent Agreenent

| nstead of preparing an Environnental Agreenment for the

pi pel i ne, Minicipal and Community Affairs decided that
environnmental terns and conditions would be included in an
Easement Agreenent. The Department of Renewabl e Resources
was requested to provide environnental terns and conditions.

The Departnent was pleased with the final Easement Agreement.

7.2.2.2 Land Use Permts and Development Pernits

Al activities within the Norman Wells Bl ock Land Transfer
were adm ni stered under the Norman Wells Devel opnent

Regul ations. Wthin the Fort Sinpson Block Land Transfer

construction was regul ated under the Conmi ssionerts Lands

Act . Regul ations under this Act have not been inplenented

Terms and conditions recommended by the Departnent of
Renewabl e Resources were incorporated into the permts. The
Departnent of Minicipal and Community Affairs also

i ncorporated conditions fromthe Easenent Agreenent into the

permts.

The only problen1t6 occur as a result of the permts was a

35



m sunder st andi ng over contingency plans. Formal approval to
proceed with construction was granted on Decenber 2, 1983
before final approval was given to IPL's contingency plans.
As a result, a telex was sent to IPL on Novenber 15, 1983

i ndicating that approval to proceed with construction did not
constitute approval of IPL's contingency plans. |PL was
advised to follow the draft contingency plan until such time

as the final plan was approved.

RECOMVENDATI ONS

22. The Government of the Northwest Territories should
i mpl ement [ and use regulations under the Conm ssioner’s
Lands Act.

7.2.3 Relationship Between Participants

The GNWI has an advisory role on federal permts and
authorizations. DIAND was unwilling to incorporate the
Depart nent’recommendati ons into the | and use permits. This
contrasts wth water licences issued by the NWI Water Board
into which the Departnent’s reconmendations were

i ncorporated. The Departnent also had an opportunity to

review draft authorizations before they were issued.

The Departnment of Minicipal and Community Affairs generally
followed the federal |and use permts, but was supportive of

t he Department's concerns. Envi ronnental conditions for the
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Easement Agreenment were also incorporated by the Departnent.

7.2.4 Successes, Failures, costs

The tinme commtted to the review and comments on the federa
| and use permts proved to be of little value. The

Depart nent of Renewabl e Resources was unable to convince
DIAND to tie the Environmental Agreenment and Environnenta
Protection Plan to the regulatory process. The standards
provided in those docunments woul d have been far better than

those finally provided in the |and use permts.

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources and the Departnent of
Muni ci pal and Community Affairs cooperated to ensure adequate
envi ronmental protection was provided for Conm ssionerts
Land.

7.2.5 Water Licensing Process

7.2.5.1 Departnental |nvol venent

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources is a nenber of the
Techni cal Advisory Conmttee (TAcC) to the Northwest
Territories Water Board. Through this conmittee, the
Departnent reviewed project applications for water

aut hori zations and water licences and provided advice

relating to terns and conditions of such approvals.
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7.2.5.2 Incorporation aof Departnental Recommendati ons

Al major concerns and recomendations raised by the
Departnent which pertained to water |icences and
aut hori zations were addressed to our satisfaction by the

Wat er Board.

7.2.5.3 |ssues

Three major issues were identified in the water |icensing

process and are described as follows:

1) Water Authorizations

Section 26(g) of the Northern Inland Waters Act and paragraph
11 of the regulations, which set out the powers to authorize
the use of water wthout a licence, were intended to be used

in cases where water use would presumably have little

environnental, social and econom c inpact. These water uses
are generally tenporary or small in scale such as dianond
drilling, wharf and culvert construction and "minor" Stream

crossings for pipelines.

The Dene Nation and Metis Associ ation opposed the process for
I ssuing water authorizations on the grounds that there was
no requirenent for either the NW Water Board or the public
to be consulted in their issuance. The two organizations
chal  enged the process and on February 7, 1984 the Federa

Court of Canada ruled that paragraph 11 of the regul ations
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respecting inland water resources in the Yukon Territory

and the Northwest Territories was ultra vires the Governor-

in-Council. That s, paragraph 11 was beyond the |egislative
mandate of the Northern Inland Waters Act making water

aut hori zations null and void.

The first winter of full-scale pipeline construction was in
1984. The court ruling raised the potential for a halt or
delay of construction activities. This was averted when the
Federal Cabinet amended the regulations to ensure that the
rights of existing "authorized" water users were not

i nterrupted.

| PL conpl eted the project without any formal terns and
conditions applying to water resources other than the two
licenced river crossings. The conpany continued to conply
with earlier terms and conditions, even though the

aut hori zations were invalid.
RECOMVENDAT| ONS

23. Changes nust be made to the Northern Inlands Water Act to

ensure that short-term water uses are regul ated.

2) Directional Drilling

Late in Decenber 1983, IPL informed the Water Board that it
was considering the use of directional drilling to cross the

G eat Bear R ver. The Water Board informed IPL that if it
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deci ded to proceed, an amendnent to the current licence woul d
be required and, therefore, a public hearing necessary.
Shortly thereafter, |PL requested an amendnent to the G eat
Bear water licence enphasizing that the timeframe for
construction was critical. However, IPL later dropped the
directional drilling proposal in favour of conventiona

trenching methods for crossing the Geat Bear River

The directional drilling controversy points out two mgjor
faults with the handling of applications before the NWI' Water
Board. First, IPL was aware of the directional drilling
technol ogy when it first applied for the licence to cross the
Great Bear River. The consideration of an amendment at the

| ast monent suggests a lack of foresight. However, IPL could
have originally applied for the water licence indicating that
both construction techni ques were being considered and
obt ai ned approval for themboth, with appropriate terns and
conditions. Then, depending on construction feasibility, it
coul d have proceeded with either technique at its discretion

as long as the appropriate terms and conditions were net.

Second, the water |icensing process does not allow for
accel erated anmendnents toa water licence in those cases
where the change woul d prove to be less disruptive to the

envi ronnent .

40



RECOMVENDATI ONS

23. The NWI' Water Board nust be able to respond quickly to
changes in water licences which could have fewer

environnental effects. An "accelerated" anendnent

process shoul d be considered to deal with situations |ike
this.

3)  Licence Conpliance

Part D, Section 2 of both the G eat Bear and Mackenzie

rivers’ water licences states:

The Licensee shall have a contingency plan
for the operational phase, in place and
approved by the Board by June 1, 1985.

This plan shall include but not be Iimted

to the follow ng:

1) a1l spill contingency plan;
2) Hazardous materials contingency pl|an; and

3) General contingency plan.

The intent of the June 1 deadline was to have ap oj| spill
contingency plan approved and in place before tpe pijpeline

was put into operation. This would partially denonstrate

IPL's preparedness to respond to an oil spill g3jong the

pipeline. Since line fill began March 6, 1985 and leave-to-
open was granted April 17, 1985, the deadline had little
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val ue.

A draft oil spill contingency plan was submtted to the Water
Board in August 1984. The hazardous materials contingency

pl an and the general contingency plan were submtted to the
Board on May 31, 1985. Although the latter two plans were
submtted before June 1, 1985 there was no way that the Board
coul d have received them and had them approved before that
date. Technically, IPL conplied with Part D, Section 2 of
both water licences. However, the conpany failed to follow
the intent of the licence to have a contingency plan approved
and in place prior to leave-to-open. |PL should have
submtted its plans at |east four weeks prior to the deadline

date to allow for a proper review by the Water Board

Also contained in the two water licences is a condition
requiring IPL to "undertake three oil spill recovery
exercises during the first four years of the licence" (issued
January 1, 1983). The Mackenzie R ver 1licence actually
specifies that the exercises be "annual® Ones. No exercises
were carried out in 1983 or1984. IPL's first oil spill
exercise took place in June, 1985. This becane a contentious
issue wWith the native organizations. It appeared that the
Water Board was unwilling to enforce the conditions of the
water |icences and that IPL was ill-prepared to protect the

environment in the case of a pipeline rupture.
In response to this issue, I|PL inforned the Water Board on
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May 13, 1985 of its intent to conduct 13 oil spill exercises

overt he follow ng 12 nonths.
RECOMIVENDATI ONS

25. Plans and docunents required under regulatory approvals
nust be tied to particular events to accomodat e changes

in project scheduling.

26. Since the Water Board requires a significant period of
time to review licence docunents such as contingency
pl ans, water licences shoul d specify dates for subm ssion
of these documents to allow for a proper review by the
Board and ensure that approved documents are in place
when they are required (e.g., operation phase for

contingency pl ans)

27. Regul atory agencies nust be willing to enforce terns and

conditions of regulatory approvals if they wish to remin

credi bl e.

7.3 Construction

7.3.1 Regulatory Procedures

During the first winter of pipeline construction, numerous

| and use permt anmendnments were nade by DIAND officials for

off right-of-way activities. Miny were made in the field

w t hout notification or consultation with Renewabl e

Resources staff. The problem of verbal pernit amendnents
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extended to areas such as tinber harvest sites and spoi

di sposal areas. In one particular case, tinber harvesting
operations were taking place in a raptor protection zone
w thout the Departmentfs know edge. Renewable Resources
recommended that "all future anendnment requests of this

nature be addressed by the Land Use Advisory Conmittee”.

During the second winter of construction, weekly field
nmeetings were held in Fort Sinpson for project regulators to
di scuss construction progress, project changes and
environmental concerns. Communication and cooperation anong
the various regulators inproved as did understanding of roles

and responsibilities.

Communi ties and native organi zati ons were neither consulted

nor advised of project changes and permt anendnents.
RECOMVENDATI ONS

28. Through the Land Use Advisory Conmittee, all regulatory
agenci es nust be kept inforned of permt anendnents to
allow for a proper review and assessnent of potenti al

| mpact s.

7.3.2 Surveill ance

7.3.2.1 Departnental |nvol venent

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources enployed two full-tine

Renewabl e Resource O ficers on the Norman Wells Project.
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Occasional fi el d support was al so provi ded by resident
Renewabl e Resource O ficers in Norman Wells and Fort Sinpson

and the Field Supervisor based in Yellowknife.

Al t hough the Department was not a major regulator on the
proj ect, Renewabl e Resource O ficers perfornmed daily

i nspections during project construction, enforcing
regul ati ons under the WIldlife Act and the Environnental

Protection Act.

The Department of Municipal and Community Affairs (MACA) is
responsi ble for enforcing | and use operating conditions for
the Norman Wells and Fort Sinpson Block Land Transfers.
MAcA's Land Managenent O ficer carried out this task during
the first winter of pipeline construction. This position was
vacant during the second year of construction and inspection
powers were transferred to the Departnent of Renewabl e

Resour ces.

7.3.2.2 Departnental Liaison

Departmental staff worked cooperatively with other governnent
envi ronmental inspectors to informthe appropriate agency

when infractions outside their mandate were observed.

Early in the project, conmunication anong inspectors was
poor. The Norman Wells Project Coordination Ofice in Fort

Sinpson al l eviated the probl em by hol ding weekly neetings of
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governnent and industry "inspectors. The neetings continued

t hrough the second wi nter construction period and proved to

be npbst successful.

For the nost part, |PL and ESSO cooperated with the

Depart nent . | PL enployed highly qualified inspection staff,
many of whom had worked on previous pipeline projects. At
the working level, IPL and its consultants provided
informati on and assi stance When requested. IPL's Yellowknife
office was helpful in providing informati on and organi zi ng

meetings when they were requested.
RECOMVENDATI ONS

29. Regul ar neetings for field inspectors should be started
prior to project construction to establish good
communi cation and cooperation anong environnenta
personnel and allow for an understanding of roles and

responsibilities.

7.3.2.3 Program Delivery

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources received | ess funding
than it required for its surveillance program Renewable
Resource OFficers were limted to ground travel throughout
the construction of the pipeline. Wen emergency situations,
such as nuisance bears or fuel spills, were reported,

Departnental staff had to rely on cooperative arrangenents
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with government or jndustry for air support.

It was felt that a sufficient nunber of field staff were
assigned to the project to carry out the Departnentts

surveillance program

RECOMVENDATI ONS

30. For future projects of this size, the Departnent of
Renewabl e Resources will continue to require
suppl ementary funding to hire project personnel and carry

out environnental nonitoring prograns.

31. The coordination of surveillance and nmonitoring
activities during construction should be the
responsibility of an environmental supervisor located in

the field.

7.3.2.4 |ssues

1) Project Regulation

| nspection on the Norman Wells Pipeline was the
responsibility of several government agencies and |PL. Not
only was | PL responsible for conplying with all project
permts, authorizations, licences and applicable

environmental legislation, pyt also its own Environnenta

Protection Plan.
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The conpany was a conscientious corporate citizen and worked

hard to live up to its environnental obligations.

The National Energy Board brought in its own southern field
staff consisting of a coordinator, One geotechnical i nspector
per spread and one roving environnental inspector for the
project. Staff were rotated between Qtawa and the field,
and to this date, we are still not clear what the NEB's

I nspection program was.

Many of the project regulators chose to act independently of

others in carrying out their field inspections. There was
little opportunity to learn fromother inspectors and nake
efficient use of manpower and operating costs. Wth a large
nunber of inspectors on the project (from NEB, DIAND, DFO,
G\W and IPL), it is not surprising that environnental
problens were few. The Departnent of Renewable Resources

| aid no charges, but one warning was issued during the w nter
of 1984/85 when a beaver |odge was destroyed by one of IPL's

construction contractors w thout proper authorization.

The Departnent’s field staff were well trained and prepared
for the pipeline project. Several of the regulatory
agencies, including the Departnent of Renewable Resources,
did not staff all the field positions they originally
proposed, since work requirenents were not as great as
expect ed. As construction proceeded, it becane evident that

| PL and their inspection staff were quite capable of self-
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regulating the project. Although IPL felt the project was
over-regul ated, government agencies used the project to

expose field staff to a major devel opment project.

RECOMVENDATI ONS

32. The G\WI shoul d exam ne other nodels (e.g., an
I nteragency approach simlar to the Al askan
"Joint Fish And WIldlife Advisory Team") for project
surveillance to reduce duplication of effort and to | ower

costs .

33. The G\WI' and ot her project regulators should work nore
cooperatively and conduct joint field inspections.
Al'l inspection staff, including the NEB, should be based
in the North.

2) Wod Chi ps

| nterprovincial Pipe Line's proposal to use wood chips to
insulate ice-rich, thaw sensitive slopes was initially net
wi th opposition by both the Territorial and Federal
governnents. The Department of Renewable Resources was
concerned because the technique had never been used in

pi peline construction. Concern was raised over the
possibility that wood chips would enter water courses and
adversely affect water quality (e.g., drinking water at

Norman Wells) and fish resources. WlIldlife habitat would
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also be altered fromclear cutting timber blocks. Should
this "experimental" technique not performas |IPL has
predicted, slope stability and pipeline integrity will be at

st ake.

Several neetings were held to discuss the wood chip proposal
In Ednonton on June 7, 1983, the Departnment of Renewable
Resources and other Territorial Governnent representatives
met with the conpany, its consultants and other project

regul ators to discuss the technique. A representative from
t he Departnment of Minicipal and Community Affairs recomended
that IPL experinent with the technique at a test site. Due
to time constraints, IPL was unwilling to test wood chips in
an experinmental situation. Renewable Resources did wthdraw
Its objection and favoured using a renewable resource
(tinber) rather than a non-renewabl e resource (gravel), but
only after nmuch deliberation. The tinber cutting guidelines
prepared were designed to enhance the quality of wildlife

habitat within the cut bl ocks.

Many changes to the chipping programwere required as
construction of the pipeline proceeded. Right-of-way
clearing took place with no consideration for using the

ti mber renoved. As indicated in a DIAND report, "... had
chi pping coincided with the clearing of the right-of-way,
more than sufficient softwood volume could have been gl eaned

fromthe spoils".
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I n support of the wood chip program IPL identified 17 tinber
harvest sites for the 1983/84 w nter construction period.
Soon after harvesting began, it was realized that it was not
practicable to use trees with a dianeter of |less than 20cm.
This criterion ruled out nost of the tinber sites under
permt to IPL. Only two of the original sites were used.
Changes to tinmber and wood chip requirenents were nade as
experience with the technique was gained. Mture stands of
trees were selectively cut producing nore desireable cut

bl ocks for wldlife.

| n nost cases, the Departnment of Renewabl e Resources was not
consulted on permt amendnents for new tinmber harvest

sites during the first winter of construction. |In the
second winter, field design changes were significantly fewer
and the Department was asked to comment on permt

amendnent s.

While there is still some |ocal concern about the
effectiveness of woodchips to insulate slopes, early results
from ground nmonitoring by EMR DIAND, and | PL indicate that
the chips are performng as expected. Longer term concerns

regardi ng maintenance, slope stability and restoration have

not yet been resol ved.
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RECOMMVENDATI ONS

34. The proponents of |arge-scale devel opment projects nust
be willing to test new construction techniques in
experimental situations before applying themto actual
projects. This will help to identify problems with the

technique and determne its feasibility.

3) Fuel Spills

During the first winter of pipeline construction, both
government and industry encountered problens related to fue
spills. CGovernment (DIAND and DRR) did not have a clear
under standing of their areas of jurisdiction, and industry
was not adequately prepared to respond to emergency
situations. A case in point is the fuel spill which occurred
at Bear Rock in January, 1984. Mtco Transportation Systens,
a common carrier, was hauling fuel destined for an | PL
construction canp. A fuel spill occurred when a tanker

truck overturned on the winter road between Fort Norman and
Nor man Wells. DIAND believed that it was their
responsibility to respond since the winter road was being
operated under a land use permt issued by the Federal
Governnment. Even though the winter road is a territorial

hi ghway and the GNWT's responsibility, an unwitten agreenent
bet ween the two governments gave DIAND the lead role as the

respondi ng agency.
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|PL and its contractors knew of their legal responsibilities
for spills on the project. Spills on land under permt to
I|PL or its contractors are the proponent’responsibility.
The conpany may be norally obliged to assist in other
situations, but there is no legal requirement to do so. [|PL
and PeBen Pipelines failed to provide assistance to Matco

when it was requested.

A fuel spill at Shale Creek near Fort Sinpson also indicated
that IPL and its contractors experienced difficulties in
responding to fuel spills. The GNW experienced attitude
probl ens and was not satisfied wth PeBen's initial clean-up
action. Cean-up procedures did not conformto IPL's QO
Spill Contingency Plan. Although IPL nmay have had the best
of intentions, it is the contractors who nust be responsible
for their own actions when it comes to environnmenta
energencies. The Norman Wells Project showed that there can
be a marked difference in worked performed on the sane

project by different contractors.

These two exanples illustrate that governnent and industry
must be better prepared in areas such as contingency planning

on future devel opnent projects.

G|l spill contingency plans for the Norman Wl ls Project
sillconcern the Mackenzie Valley comuniti es. Land use
information is being collected by the Departnent of Renewabl e

Resources and the communities to provide better information
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to protect the environnment in the case of an oil spill.

RECOMMVENDAT | ONS

35. The proponent nust take full responsibility for its
contractors and sub-contractors and ensure that they
conply with all the terns and conditions of the

project's regul atory approvals.

36. The Territorial and Federal governnents need to cone to
a clearer understanding of roles and responsibilities for
respondi ng to environnmental energencies such as fuel or

chem cal spills.

(In 1986, the Territorial and Federal governnents signed
a Working Agreement on Governnment Response to Spills in the
N.W.T. which clarifies the roles and responsibilities of

respondi ng agenci es.

37. The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources should continue to
collect land use and harvest information to assist in
better contingency planning, environnental protection and

| npact assessnent.

4)  WIldlife Problens

Construction of the Norman Wells Pipeline during the w nter
months mnimzed wildlife conflicts. Renewable Resource

O ficers nmonitored IpPL's construction canps and right-of - way
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activities. Although wildlife/human interactions were few,
construction workers were known to be feeding wildlife.
Lunch bags were left on the right-of-way and canp personne

were reported to be feeding wolves, foxes and ravens.

Feeding of wildlife continues to be a problem on devel opnent
projects. Posters and notices were displayed in the canps to
warn project personnel about the safety and heal th hazards

involved in this practice.

Road kills during project construction were considered to be
mnimal. Renewabl e Resource Oficers reported only one red
fox and one wolf killed by vehicle collisions over the two

W nter construction seasons.

Facility site devel opnent during the sunmer nonths has a
greater potential for attracting nuisance wldlife. Bl ack
bears were attracted to canps mainly due to inproper garbage
disposal. At Canp 585 for exanple, a garbage problem

devel oped because the canp incinerator was not functiona

when the canp was first opened.

Qur records indicate that two black bears were killed by
conpany personnel at construction canps. Conpany regulations
prohi biting workers from possessing firearms in canp were

effective in preventing unnecessary wldlife kills.

Bl ack bears were also attracted to ESsO's canps and rig sites
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at Norman Wells during “the expansion project. From 1984 to
1985, only two bl ack bears were shot by Renewabl e Resource
Oficers in town, but 20 were relocated. Prior to the
expansi on project, as many as eight bears were killed each
year (R Bullion pers. comm.) . As a result of an effective
bear deterrent program the nunber of bears destroyed by

O ficers during the project was reduced considerably.

Hunting pressure increased in the Norman Wl ls area as

conpl etion of the oilfield Expansi on Project approached.
Contractors and workers who established thensel ves in Norman
Wells at the beginning of the project could obtain sport
hunting licences two years later. Residents are believed to
have nore leisure tinme in the operation phase of the project
to spend on recreational activities such as sport hunting.
The number of resident sport hunting licences sold in 1983
and 1984 nearly doubled that of the three previous years

(1980 to 1982).

Harvest figures for nmoose in the Norman Wl |ls area al so show
a two-fold increase in 1984. GHL npose harvest estinates
suggest simlar increases over the past several years

(R Bullion pers. comm.). This increase may be the result of
northern hiring practices attracting GIL hol ders from ot her

communities to live and work in Norman Wells.
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

38. The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources should continue to
devel op and i npl enent educational prograns to help
mnimze wildlife problens and environnmental inpacts
associated with devel opnent projects. Renewabl e Resource
O ficers and professional staff with the Departnent

shoul d participate in training prograns.

39. The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources should continue to
devel op and i npl enent deterrent prograns for nui sance

wildlife.

50  Trapper Conpensation and Consul tation

Both the GN\WI' and IPL devel oped trapper conpensation policies
for the Norman Wells Project. Government and industry
representatives held regular neetings in the comunities
along the pipeline route to discuss pipeline activities,

i npacts and harvester conpensation. Three conpensation
clains were filed and in two other situations, individuals
met with IPL to discuss hunting and trappi ng concerns, but
did not make a claim Renewabl e Resource Oficers were in a
position to act as resource persons and assist harvesters
with conpensation clainms, but were not requested to do so
IPL nade it known that they did not want the O ficers
assisting in the preparation of conpensation clains.

Resident field staff also had reservations about being put in
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a situation where they had to nmake a judgement about the

validity of a claim

The three clains filed wwth IPL were settled quickly to both

parties' sati sfaction.

Communi ty neetings on conpensation revealed that there were

many concerns about how trapper conpensation would work. On
two occasions, ‘Comunity" clainms were discussed, but IPL's

policy was only intended to deal wth trappers on an

i ndividual basis. In Fort Norman, the Hunters and Trappers

Associ ation wanted to know how one woul d determ ne

the val ue of a nobose which includes neat, handicraft

income and loss of future productivity. Loss of hunting

privileges as a conpensation issue was also discussed.

The policies in general, were considered to be inadequate by
several of the comunities along the pipeline route.
Communities want an active role in negotiating ternms and
conditions for devel opnent projects, including renewabl e

resource conpensat I on.

Concern over IPL's approach to comunity consultation was
also raised by several communities. Meetings were held at
IPL's convenience and were rarely well attended. Resident
Renewabl e Resource O ficers were able to encourage better
conmmuni cati on by conbi ning pipeline meetings with other work

and by attending neetings called by the communities.
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

40. Industry and government shoul d exam ne a new approach to
community consultation. The consultation process shoul d

be a coordinated effort designed to neet the communities

needs.

41. Government nust encourage conmunity participation in
devel opi ng conpensation plans for devel opnent projects.
It is recomended that communities be involved in the

approval of the plan before the project begins.

6) Environnental Standards

Environmental standards for construction of the Norman Wells
Pi peline were considered to be high. In addition to the
nunerous regulatory permts, authorizations and governnent
statutes, the Conpany signed an Environmental Agreenent and
produced an Environnental Protection Plan which outlined

its conmtnment to mnimze environmental inpacts.

During the first winter of pipeline construction, it becane
evi dent that other devel opnent projects in the Mackenzie
Val | ey were being carried out with | esser degrees of
environnental protection, raising clainms of double standard,
particularly on Territorial Governnment projects. I n one
particular case, the GNwT's Departnent of Public Wrks, did

not even have a land use pernmit for road construction
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Envi ronnental standards for seismc operations in the Valley
were also questioned. Since DIAND sets the operating
conditions on federal |ands in the formof |and use permts,
the problemfromtheir perspective was one of |ack of
enforcenent and non-conpliance by the contractors. The
responsibility lies with DIAND | and use inspectors to ensure

that there is conformty with established standards in every

case.

Wth respect to DPWw nter operations, the Departnent of

Fi sheries and Cceans (DFo) was particularly concerned about
construction and clean-up practices of winter roads at stream
crossings. In 1983, the GNWT's Chief of Hi ghways assured DFO
that DPW operations would inmprove. In the next winter of
road construction (1383/84) , the probl em becanme worse. The

I ssue was resolved at a nmeeting with DIAND, DFO and DPW
personnel in the sumer of 1984 and DPW's operations inproved
considerably in the winter of 1984/85. DFO made it clear

t hat inproper construction of stream crossings and
insufficient clean-up, which may have had serious inpacts on

fish habitat, would no |onger be tolerated.

RECOMVENDATI ONS

42. Governnment must recognize the need to establish high
st andards of environnmental operating procedures and

ensure that there is an adequate |evel of enforcenent to
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ensure conpliance with the standards in every case

(including their own operations).

7.3.2.5 Successes, Failures, costs

The Norman Wl ls Project was a | earning experience for the
Department of Renewable Resources. Field staff were able to
influence the quality of work done on the project by
enforcing environnmental standards set for the project.

Overl appi ng mandates reduced our effectiveness in areas such
as wildlife habitat managenent where the GN\WI did not have
adm nistrative control over the land. In an advisory
capacity, the Department was able to assist other regulators
in their inspection duties. It is felt that the Department
made a significant contribution in the area of inpact
management. Experience was gained in pipeline construction

t echni ques, environnmental |and managenent and poll ution
control. Waknesses were identified in Territorial

Government legislation - in areas of pollution control, Iand
managenent, and wildlife and habitat managenent. Oficers
mai nt ai ned good communi cation wth the conmunities and people
living on the land, and industry and governnent personne
associated with the project. The Departnents involvenent in
the project increasec our awareness of and ability to respond
t o non-pi peline environmental concerns in the Mackenzie

Val | ey.
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As a mnor regulator on the project, the Departnent had
litlei nfl uence over other regulators! managenent approach

to the project.

The Departnentts costs to participate in project regulation
were greater than was provided for by inpact funding.

Resi dent Renewabl e Resource O ficers spent a significant
portion of their tine working on the Norman Wells Project at
the expense of other projects. These people too, however

| earned from their experience with the project.

7.3.3 Environnental Mbnitoring

7.3.3.1 Departnental |nvol venent

At the request of the Departnent of Renewabl e Resources, an
ad hoc research and nonitoring working group was established
in Septenber 1982, to develop and inplenent a research and
monitoring program for the Norman Wells Project. Since that
tinme, research and nonitoring prograns have been initiated
by the Federal and Territorial governnents, ESSO Resources

IPL, and nost recently, the Dene Nation

The Departmentts Pipeline Mnitoring Biologist is the G\W
menber of the Norman Wells Research and Monitoring G oup.
Departnental prograns were designed and inplenented to
determ ne short-terminpacts of the pjpeline project on
terrestrial wldlife (i.e., ungulates and furbearers) ,

raptors and renewabl e resource harvesters.
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7.3.3.2 Liaison and Cooperation with O her Agencies

The approach taken by the Norman Wells Research and
Monitoring Goup, of examning key or indicator species,

left little opportunity for researchers to cooperate on field
proj ects. Fi el d schedul es and study areas rarely permtted
coordi nation.  Conmuni cation and information exchange anong
governnment personnel was generally good. Early Research and
Moni toring G oup neetings provided an opportunity for
participants to establish good working relationships and
review one another’s program proposals. Renewabl e Resources
benefitted from ot her governnent agencies collecting wildlife

information during construction of the pipeline.

7.3.3.3 Liaison and Cooperation wth |ndustry

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources! participation in the
Nati onal Energy Boardts intervener process provided an early
opportunity to establish a good working relationship with IPL
staff and consultants. Despite a rocky start, this continued
t hrough the construction phase of the project. The
Departnent negotiated directly with IPL on matters such as
environnental nonitoring prograns. [ n August 1984, the
Depart nent of Renewabl e Resources signed a cooperative
wildlife agreement with IPL.  The conpany contributed to the
Departnentts nonitoring program by providing |ogistic support

and wildlife data it had collected fromits own nonitoring
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program  IPL's Wi ldlife studies helped to expand the scope

of the Departnent’s nonitoring programas well as contribute

to its general enhancenent.

7.3.3.4 Program Delivery

Esti mates of environnental monitoring needs prior to project
start-up were approxi mately $150, 000 per year for five years
(1983/84 to 1987/88). Such funds were required to inplenent
prograns to address the concerns and recomendations of the
EARP and NEB hearings. Mnies allocated to the Departnent

t hrough Norman Wells inmpact funding were considerably |ess
than originally required to conplete the proposed monitoring
studies. Additional funding was not secured and the studies
were re-designed in |ine With inpact funding received.

Envi ronnental nonitoring expenditures for the project
anmounted to |ess than 25 percent of what was originally
proposed. Linited funds severly reduced the Departnent’
ability to devel op a conprehensive, |ong-term environnental

moni toring program

RECOMVENDATI ONS

43. The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources shoul d continue to
devel op and i npl enment research and nonitoring prograns to
determ ne short and |ong-terminpacts of najor

devel opnent projects in the North
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44. \Where long-termnonitoring studies are required, the
Departnent of Renewabl e Resources nust commt A-base

funds to the project and ensure its continued support.

At the present time, the Department of Renewabl e Resources
IS continuing to support several environnmental nonitoring
studies initiated during construction of the Norman Wells

pi pel i ne.

7.3.3.5 Effectiveness

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources did not make effective
use of the two year lead tine to establish nmonitoring
programs, due mainly to time constraints inposed by the
Nat i onal Energy Board's conditional approval process. In
general, other agencies did not use the lead tinme

satisfactorily either.

Moni toring progranms put in place by the Departnent for the
construction and post-construction periods wll neet the
study objectives. The Departnent successfully carried out
cooperative work with industry and was able to use comunity
workers to assist in field work. Field experience was gained
by all personnel involved in the project. Communi ty
consultation was an inportant aspect of field work, and kept

| ocal people informed of the Departnent’roles,

responsibilities and prograns for the project.
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

45. | npact studies, which require pre-construction baseline
i nformation, nust be devel oped, funded and inpl enented

with sufficient lead time prior to project construction

7.3.3.6 |ssues

1) Nornman Wl |l s Research and Monitoring Group

As the Norman Wells Project got underway, ad hoc
environnental working groups and commttees proliferated.

The Norman Wells Research and Monitoring G oup proposed
research and nonitoring prograns devel oped froma set of
priority environmental issues identified by its nenbers.
Governnent interest in nonitoring was intially high, but many
of the proposed studies required supplenentary fundi ng which
was never secured. The timng of funding availability and
program devel opnent and inplenentation limted the success of
monitoring efforts. Several governnent agencies did not
consider Norman Wells to be a high priority. Person years
were not available and neither were A-base funds. \Were
external funds were sought, they were slowin comng. As

| ate as 1985, sonme studies were just getting underway (e.g. ,
EPS' water quality study) and others were still waiting for

possi bl e funding (e.g., DFo/Dene Nation fish study).

Rat her than take an ecol ogi cal approach to environnental
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nonitoring, researchers chose to devel op i ndependent prograns
using’ indicator species. The working group then attenpted to
“ensure a common |evel of detail for each project and devel op
a coordi nated programplan in order to reduce logistic

over| oad*’ . In reality, however, the group provided only a

mechani sm for information exchange and distribution.

Early on in the project, several nenbers of the working group
recommended the formation of an environnmental response team
simlar to the Alaskan Joint Fish and WIldlife Advisory Team
The sanme suggestion was made by Renewabl e Resources in the
EARP hearings. It is not known why the proposal was not

exam ned.

Environmental nonitoring has been an issue with the Dene
Nation since project approval in August, 1981. The Dene
wanted an active role in nonitoring but funds were not
avai l abl e until construction of the pipeline was well
underway. Menbers of the Norman Wells Research and
Monitoring Goup were asked to consider involving community
people in their scientific research and nonitoring projects.
Researchers concluded that there was little opportunity for
native involvenent in their studies. Both Renewabl e
Resources and IPL were able to use sone |ocal assistance in
their wildlife nmonitoring programs. The Dene Nation's
solution to the problem was community based nonitoring.

Local people were trained as environmental nonitors but
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again, little work was avail able. A cooperative study was
initiated by the Dene Nation and the Department of Fisheries
and Qceans to examine the problemof poor quality fish being
taken from the |ower Mackenzie River. This type of
cooperation with the comunities has been rare. The joint
DFO/Dene Nation study has allowed the Dene to participate in
the formation and inplenentati on of a project designed to

address a well defined conmunity concern

2) Qher Ad Hoc Committees

a) Norman Wells Project Joint Environmental Working Group
(NWPJEWG)

In response to the Dene Nation's request for @ Dene

noni toring agency, another ad hoc working group was forned
for the Norman Wells Project. The Dene wanted ‘Insignificant
native participation in regulatory decision making and
nmonitoring” for the project. Since no other committee had
overal | coordination of all nmonitoring efforts, the new
working group was fornmed. Representatives fromthe Dene
Nation, Metis Association, DIAND and GNWI forned the
nmenbership, with observer status going to IPL, ESSO and the
NEB. Adm nistrative support was provided by the Federal
Governmentis Project Coordination Ofice, who al so chaired
the meetings. The group was officially formed in Decenber,
1983. The group net regularly for the remai nder of the

construction of the pipeline. Menbers were closely involved
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wth the project and identified environmental concerns and
put forth recommendations for possible action. The
wor ki ng group successfully resolved nost environnental

concerns referred to it.
RECOVIVENDATI ONS

46. Environmental nonitoring should be a joint responsibility
of government, industry, aboriginal groups and the
public. Mnitoring efforts need to be coordinated by a

single group or agency.

b) Federal Governnentts Tripartite Goup

Under the Environnental Agreenent between DIAND and |PL, a
tripartite group (DIAND, |PL and the NEB) was fornmed to

revi ew i ndivi dual governnent agency requests for logistic
support and cooperation from IPL. |nformation was
distributed to menbers of the Regional Environnental Review
Commttee, a commttee which had very little involvenent in
the project. The tripartite group served little purpose,
except providing information to agencies which did not have
regul atory control over the project. Rather than work

t hrough yet another conmmttee, the GN\WI chose to deal
directly wwth IPL on environmental nonitoring matters. This

arrangement proved to be satisfactory to |PL and the GNWT.
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3) IPL's Monitoring Program

The first indication of IPL's intention to conduct

envi ronnmental nonitoring work was contained in a Septenber
1983 report entitled "outline of Procedures and Schedul es for
Post - Constructi on Monitoring". |PL was given little
direction for its nonitoring program except by the genera
National Energy Board requirements of oc-35. The company's
programincl uded no pre-construction baseline studies and was
narrowy defined to deal mainly with environnmental change
along the right-of-way. Environnental nonitoring was not a
requirement of the Federal Government. The G\W recommended
a requirenent for nonitoring be included in the mainline |and
use permt but this was not accepted. The Territorial
CGovernnent did, however, include a clause in the Norman Wells

Devel opment Permt on environmental nonitoring.

IPL's reluctance to initiate nonitoring prograns at an early
stage in the project was a result of the fact that leave-to-
construct was consi dered necessary before the conpany woul d
consider any studies at all. Mnitoring prograns devel oped
by the Norman Wells Research and Monitoring Goup were well

underway by the time |PL becane active.

Al t hough I PL shoul d have planned their environnental
nmonitoring prograns at an earlier stage, neaningful prograns
were jointly devel oped and inplenented through cooperation

bet ween the conpany and the GNWT.
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RECOMMENDAT | ONS

47. Industry nust cooperate with other parties who do
environnmental nonitoring work and participate in the
design and i npl enentation of environnmental nonitoring

prograns prior to project construction

7.3.3.7 Successes, Failures and Costs

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources was successful in
stimulating interest in environmental nonitoring for the
Norman Wells Project. Although the research and nonitoring
program devel oped by the working group did not take an

I ntegrated approach, research and nonitoring prograns were
put in place to address the major concerns associated with
the project. The Department's pipeline nonitoring biologist
was able to work with the project’s Renewabl e Resource
Oficers and the communities to inplenent nonitoring prograns
and resolve conflicts as they arose. It was beneficial for
the Departnent to enter into a cooperative wildlife
nmonitoring agreement with I PL since programfunds for the
Departnment were mnimal. Wthout sufficient lead time or
funds to conduct pre-construction baseline studies, it was

I npossible to develop a conprehensive environmental
nmonitoring programto determne pipeline inpacts on wildlife
and its users. Short-term studies are conpleted and only one

study on raptors is continuing.
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Renewabl e Resource Officers are responsible for surveillance
and enforcement programs during operation of the pipeline.
Qur involvenment in the various environnmental conmttees

has been effective in resolving environmental problemns.

Much of the Departnent’s involvenent in the project was a

| earning experience. Al staff gained val uabl e experience
which will better prepare the Department for future

devel opnent projects in the north.
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8. CONCLUSI ONS

The Norman Wells Project was the first |arge-scale, non-
renewabl e resource devel opnent project in which the
Department of Renewabl e Resources becanme fully involved. 1t

was a |learning experience for all participants.

The authors feel that they nmet the objectives of the
evaluation as listed in Section 4 of this report. The

eval uation provides a nunber of recommendations for the
Departnent and other agencies to inprove their performance on

future devel opnent projects.

As indicated by the recommendations, few problens were
encountered during construction of the project. This was
mainly due to the efficient manner in which 1IPL, ESSO and
their consultants conducted thenselves. Generally, the
Departnent feels that the conpanies met their obligations to
mnimze environnental inpacts. |PL and ESSO have set high

standards for the proponents of future devel opnment projects.

The Departnent feels that the EARP and NEB hearings were
effective, but there is room for inprovenent. The

condi tional approval process which followed the NEB hearings
caused considerable difficulty for nost participants but
could be nore effective in addressing project issues.

Al t hough construction went snoothly, several problens were

encountered in the regulatory review process. It is our hope
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that the recommendations provided in this report will help to

resol ve many of these problens.
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9.

SUMVARY OF RECOVMENDATI ONS

Hear i ngs

Wt nesses, even those presenting policy, nust adhere
to strict deadlines and file evidence in advance of
their appearance. Wtnesses should be assisted with
evi dence preparation but should be required to take

sone responsibility upon thensel ves.

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources wi Il increase
its efficiency and effectiveness if it clearly focuses on
what it wants to acconplish fromparticipating in the

heari ng.

The individual (s) coordinating input fromthe Departnent
or the G\WI' as a whol e, nmust be experienced and trained
to assist expert witnesses. The Departnent should

continue to provide the opportunity for training in the

presentation of environnental evidence

For participation in future hearings, the Departnent
shoul d direct its analysis of issues towards Departnental
objectives and the ternms of reference of the hearing.
This wll increase work efficiency and provide nore
satisfactory results. Issues to be avoided include

the "baseline studies” type that are entirely within

t he Depart nent® nandat e.
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5. At future hearings, consideration should be given to
presenting an expert wtness to discuss the Departnentis

experience with the Norman Wells Project.

Land Use Planning

6. Gven recent Beaufort Sea devel opnents and the
possi bility of another pipeline down the Mackenzie
Val ley, it is recommended that a regional |and use
pl anni ng conmm ssi on be established for the Mackenzie
Val l ey and a | and use plan prepared prior to project

approval .

Suppl ement ary Studi es

7. Input into the terms of reference to supplenentary
studi es should be invited frominterested interveners

and regul ators.

8. Reports produced during the conditional approval process
shoul d be reviewed by regulators as well as interveners.
| nformal neetings to discuss draft supplenentary reports

shoul d be encouraged.

9.  Wen issues that originate outside the technical
conpetence of the Departnent (such as the use of wood
chips to insulate thaw sensitive slopes) have

environnmental inplications, the Departnment shoul d
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seek external technical advice.

10. The timeframe for all subm ssions within the
condi tional approval process should be negotiated by

the proponent and regulators with input from interveners.

Envi ronnmental Protection Plans (EPP)

11. The Environnental Protection Plan should have clear terns
of reference. The docunent should be produced by the
proponent and revised as necessary by all interested
parties, including project regulators. Changes to the

plan will be required as experience fromthe project is

gai ned.

12. The EPP should be tied to the regulatory process. It
shoul d be the single enforcenment document used by all
authorities. Al current project regulation and

agreenents should be included in the docunent.

13. The EPP nust contain protection neasures at |east as
stringent as the environmental regulations applied to
the project, including those under applicable permts,
aut horizations and agreenents. It should also contain

contingency plans.

Publ i c _Approval Process

14. Interveners should have better access to project-
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related information. The National Energy Board shoul d
be required to have an office in the North during
future projects to provide better access to Board

staff and infornmation.
15. The Governnment of the Northwest Territories should
pursue direct representation on the National Energy

Boar d.

Impact Funding

16. For large-scale projects |ike Norman Wells, the
Departnent of Renewabl e Resources requires suppl enentary
funding to participate in project nanagenent and inpact
managenent activities. Funding nust be provided early in

the project.

17. The Departnment of Renewable Resources should use its
Norman Wel|s experience to assess its funding
requi rements to participate in future devel opnment

proj ects.

18. During project construction, all Departnental staff
shoul d be required to keep track of any tine spent on

project-related activities. This will allow for a
nore accurate determnation of time spent on the

project and Departnental costs.
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Pr oj ect Regul ati on
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19. The Department shoul d consi der using contractual
docunents (e.g., agreenents) to incorporate environnenta
and soci o-econom c concerns as part of the project
approval process. \Were possible, governnment agencies
must incorporate terns and conditions of the agreenents

into their regulatory approvals.

20. The Land Use Advisory Conmittee should participate in
devel oping terns and conditions for project permts

rather than acting strictly in an advisory capacity.

21. There should be better interagency cooperation in
devel oping permt terms and conditions regardl ess of

mandat e.

22. The Governnment of the Northwest Territories should
i npl ement | and use regul ati ons under the commisssioner's

Land Act.

23. Changes nust be nade to the Northern |nland Waters Act

to ensure that short-termwater uses are regul ated.

24. The NWI Water Board nust be able to respond quickly to
changes in water licences which could have fewer
environnmental effects. An "accelerated" anendnent
process shoul d be considered to deal with situations

[ike this.
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25.

26.

27,

28.

29.

Pl ans and docunents required under regul atory approvals
nmust be tied to particular events to acconmpdat e changes

In project scheduling.

Since the Water Board requires a significant period of
time to review licence docunments such as contingency

pl ans, water licences should specify dates for subm ssion
of these documents to allow for a proper review by the
Board and ensure that approved docunents are in

pl ace when they are required.

Regul at ory agencies nust be willing to enforce terns
and conditions of regulatory approvals if they wish to

remai n credible.

Through the Land Use Advisory Commttee, all regulatory
agenci es nust be kept inforned of permt anendnents to
allow for proper review and assessnent of potential

| mpact s.

Regul ar neetings for field inspectors should be
started prior to project construction to establish
good comuni cati on and cooperation anong environnent al
personnel and to allow for an understandi ng of roles

and responsibilities.
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30.

31.

32.

33.

Envi r onnent al

For future projects of this size, the Departnment of

Rehewable Resources w ||

continue to require

suppl ementary funding to hire project personnel and

carry out environmental

moni toring prograns.

The coordination of surveillance and nonitoring

activities during construction should be the

responsibility of an environnental

the field.

The G\W shoul d exam ne ot her

model s for project

surveillance to reduce duplication of effort and to

| ower costs.

The GNWI and ot her project

cooperatively and conduct joint

I nspection staff,

in the North.

Pr ot ecti on,

field inspections.

i ncluding the NEB, should be based

Conservation Education and

WIldlife Managenent

supervisor |located in

regul ators should work nore

All

34. The proponents of |arge-scal e devel opnment projects nust

be willing to test new construction techniques in

experi nment al

devel opnent

situations before applying themto

proj ects.

This w |l

help to identify

problems with the technique and determne its

feasibility.
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

The proponent nust take full responsibility for its
contractors and sub-contractors and ensure that they
conply with all the terns and conditions of the

project’s regulatory approvals

The Territorial and Federal governments need to cone
to a clearer understanding of roles and responsibilities
for responding to environnental energencies such as fue

or chemcal spills.

The Departnment of Renewabl e Resources shoul d continue
to collect |and use and harvest information to assist in
better contingency planning, environnental protection and

I npact assessnent.

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources shoul d conti nue
to devel op and inpl ement educational prograns to help
mnimze wildlife problens and environnental inpacts
associated with devel opnent projects. Renewabl e
Resource O ficers and professional staff with the

Department should participate in training prograns.

The Departnent of Renewabl e Resources shoul d conti nue
to devel op and inplenment deterrent prograns for nuisance

wildlife.
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Consul t ati on and Conpensati on

400 Industry and governnment shoul d exam ne a new approach

to community consultation. The consultation process

shoul d be a coordinated effort designed to neet the

comuni ties’ needs.

41. Governnent nust encourage conmunity participation in
devel opi ng conpensation plans for devel opnent projects.
It is recommended tkmt communities be involved in the

approval of the plan before the project begins.

Envi ronnment al St andar ds

42. Government nust recognize the need to establish high
st andards of environnental operating procedures and
ensure that there is an adequate |evel of enforcenent

to ensure conpliance with the standards in every case.

Envi ronmental NMonitoring

43. The Department of Renewabl e Resources shoul d continue to

devel op and i npl ement research and nonitoring prograns to

determ ne short and |ong-terminpacts of major

devel opnent projects in the North

44, \Where |long-termmonitoring studies are required, the
Depart nent of Renewabl e Resources nust commt A-base

funds to the project and ensure its continued support.
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45.

46.

47.

| npact studies which require pre-construction baseline
i nformati on, must be devel oped, funded and i npl enent ed

with sufficient lead time prior to project construction

Environmental nonitoring should pe a joint responsibility
of governnent, industry, aboriginal groups and the
public. Mnitoring efforts need to be coordinated by a

single group or agency.

Industry must cooperate with other parties who do
environnmental nmonitoring work and participate in the
design and inplenentati on of environmental nonitoring

progranms prior to project construction.
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SEQUENCE OF MAJOR EVENTS
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APPENDI X |

January

June

February

Mar ch

Apri |

May

June

August

Cct ober -:
Novenber

- SEQUENCE OF MAJOR EVENTS

1978

ESSO carries out seismc and drilling activities
to delineate the Norman Wlls oilfield.

1979

ESSO initiates discussions of oilfield expansion
and transportation of the product w th DIAND.

1980

DIAND refers the project proposal to the Federal
Envi ronnental Assessnent Review O fice (FEARO).

| nterProvincial Pipeline (IpL) applies to the
Nati onal Energy Board (NEB) for pipeline approval.
| PL applies to DIAND for |and tenure.

ESSO and | PL submt a joint Environnental |npact
St atenent (EIS) t 0 FEARO.

|PL files an application wth the NW Water Board
to cross the Great Bear and Mackenzie rivers.

Departnent of Renewabl e Resources (DRR) decides to

participate in the EARP hearings.

EARP panel assenbl ed.

ESSO applies to NWI' Water Board for a water
licence to construct artificial islands and
devel op the oilfield.

DRR hires a consultant to identify issues.

EARP holds 12 community hearings in the NWT.
DRR participates in the Yellowknife EARP heari ngs.

NEB hol ds hearings in Ednonton, Yellowknife,and
Qtawa.

DRR participates in the NEB hearings in Ednonton
and Yellowknife.
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1981

January : EARP report released.

February : NW Water Board hol ds public hearings in Norman
Wells and Ft. Good Hope for a water licence to
construct artificial 1slands.

Mar ch . NEB releases its “Reasons for Decision".

June : NWI Water Board holds public hearings in Inuvik

and Ft. MPherson for a water licence to
construct artificial 1slands.

July . Mnister of DIAND announces conditional approval
gflthe oilfield and pipeline project - 2 year
el ay.

DIAND approves 21 mllion dollars in inpact
funding - 3 mllion to the GNWT.

November: NEB i ssues Certificate of Public Conveni ence
and Necessity No. 35 to IPL. The list of required
suppl enentary studies is released.

Decenber : NW \Water Board holds public hearings in Ft.
Sinpson and Ft. Norman for the Mackenzie and G eat
Bear river crossings.

1982

June . IPL begins filing supplenentary studies with the
NEB for intervenor review.
DRR establishes a fornal arrangement wth DOE
and DFO to review IPL's suppl enentary
environnental studies.

July : G\WI Project Coordination Ofice is established.
DRR hires a Field Supervisor for the project.
DRR provi des input into Mackenzie and G eat Bear
river crossings through the Technical Advisory
Comm ttee (TAC) to the Water Board.

August . DRR proposes an intergovernnmental research and
moni toring program for the project.
DRR reviews a draft water licence for the
Mackenzie and Great Bear river crossings.
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Sept enber:

Cct ober
Novenber

Decenber

January

February :

Mar ch
Apri |

Norman Wel|s Research and Monitoring G oup
officially formed to develop and inplenent a
research and nonitoring program for the project.
Easenent Agreenent for Commissioner's Land at
Norman Wells and Ft. Sinpson is signed.
Environqﬁntal Agreenent between DIAND and | PL

i s signed.

DRR h?res a Renewabl e Resource O ficer for posting
in Norman Wells.

DRR hires a Pipeline Mnitoring Biologist.

IPL files an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)
for winter clearing and site devel opnent.

IPL applies for a land use permt for construction
canp at Kp 78.

NEB approves IPL's EPP for winter clearing and
for site devel opment.

DRR begins inplenmenting environmental nonitoring
prograns.

1983

Artificial island construction and pipeline
right-of-way clearing comrence.

NW I’ Water Board issues a water licence for sunmer
construction of the Geat Bear R ver crossing
Water licence for summer construction of the
Mackenzie River crossing is issued.

Wnter facility site devel opment begins.

IPL files an Environnental Procedures Manua

(EPM) for construction with the NEB

I PL considers using wood chips to insulate thaw
sensitive slopes.

DRR neets with I[PL in Ednonton to review the EPM

NEB issues |eave-to-construct to |PL.

IPL states its intent to produce an Environmental
Protection Plan for construction.

DRR reviews IPL's wood chip proposal.

DRR provides IPL with tinber cutting guidelines.
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May

June

August

Sept enber :

Cct ober

Novenber
Decenber

NEB approves IPL's EPM for construction (including
contingency plans) .

DRR assi sts DIAND draw up the nainline |and use
permt for federal |ands.

DRR reviews IPL's application for water

aut horizations for stream crossings through TAC
After three budget cuts, DRR's project budget is
reduced from11.5 mllion to 980,000 dollars.

: G\WW issues a devel opment permt for nainline

construction wthin the Norman Wells Bl ock Land
Transfer (BLT).

| PL begins summer facility site devel opnent.
DRR provi des DIAND with the sanme tinber cutting
gui del i nes.

DRR meets Wi th project regulators and | PL in
Ednmonton to discuss the wood chip proposal

NEB approves IPL's wood chip proposal.

NWI water Board issues water authorizations for
stream crossi ngs.

DRR provides input to LUAC at a neeting to discuss
wood chi ps.

| PL submits its oil spill contingency plan to
DIAND .

DIAND approves the use of wood chips.

G\W issues a | and use permt for mainline
construction and tinber harvest within the Ft.

Si mpson 3LT.

DRR reviews a draft Environnental Protection Plan
(EPP) for construction and finds it acceptable
with mnor revisions.

DRR hires a Renewabl e Resource O ficer for posting
in Ft. Sinpson.

DIAND's mainline and off right-of-way (RON | and
use permt in effect.

NEB aPproves IPL's EPP for construction.

G\WI finds IPL's EPP for construction acceptable.

DIAND i ssues timbe- permts for Spreads 1 and 2.

Pi peline construction begins - Spreads 1 and 4.
Norman Wells Project Joint Environnental Wrking
G oup (NWPJEWG) is forned; DRR is a nenber.

G\WI approves the ase of wood chips on

Conmmi ssi oner’s Land.
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January

February :

Mar ch

May

June -
July

August

Sept enber:

Novenber

Mar ch

Apri |

May

1984

ROW cl earing continues for the second w nter.
Mackenzie River crossing is blasted.

Pi pel ine construction begins on Spread 6.

G\WI tinber permt in effect within the Ft.

Si npson BLT.

IPL submts a final EPP to the NEB and project
regul at ors.

GNWT's devel opment permt for punp station
construction in effect. _
| PL requests an anendnent to their water licence

to allowthemto directional drill the Geat Bear
R ver crossing.

Wnter facility site devel opment begins again.
DRR conpl etes its review of IPL's supplenentary
envi ronnental st udi es.

Punp station construction begins.

Wat er Board approves IPL's contingency plan for
constructi on.

Construction of the Mckenzie and Geat Bear
1river crossings takes place.

Construction of remote maintenance facilities
begi ns.

DRR reviews IPL's draft oil spill contingency plan
for operation.

Pi peline construction begins - Spreads 2, 3 and 5.
G\WI i mpl enents its Renewabl e Resource Harvesting
Pol i cy.

1985

Line fill commences and conditional |eave-to-open
IS issued.

|PL is granted |eave-to-open. _

NEB approves IPL's oil spill contingency plan for
operation.

DRR reviews IPL's revised oil spill contingency
pl an.
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APPENDI X |1

SUMMARY OF | SSUES ASSOCI ATED W TH PI PELI NE DEVELOPMENT
N THE MACKENZI E VALLEY
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Appendix 11: continued

ISSUES PRESENTED IN EVIDENCE
TO NEB AND EARP BY DRR

IPL RESPONSE

RECOMMENDAT 1ONS
BY EARP

NEB ACTION

COMMENT S

g.control of low-flying aircraft
to prevent disturbance and
harrassment of wildlife.

h.protection of important fish
and wildlfe habitat from gravel
mining.

i.control of illegal wildlife~
related activities by workers.

13.Project specific staffing needs:
design reviews, oil spill
contingency planning review
(1), training and conservation
education (1), construction
surveillance and enforcement
(4), Monitoring (2) if approach
taken was a joint team.
14.(NEB) Because the application is
deficient, much extra material
has to be prepared and filed by
IPL. Intervenors may not have the
opportunity to review such
information either after the
hearing or following certification

coordinated mon-
itoring program is
necessary to main-
tain integrity and
assure success of
mitigative
measures.

-IPL would be re-
quired to serve
notice of studies

to intervenors of
record and to
develop a consult-
ative mechanism
for those who wish
to comment.

mitigative measures
-not done, routine
low level pipeline
overflights are
required.
—-other than feeding
of wildlife, not an

Issue.

~staff need antic-

ipated = 8.
-actual no. used = 4
~actual no. needed

= 4.

-positive and
negative features.

[




APPENDI X 111

LI ST OF ABBREVI ATI ONS

99



APPENDFX -TT1 = w1sT CF ABBREVH ATt ONS

BLT. ... ... ... Bl ock Land Transfer

OFO. . ... ... Departnent of Fisheries and Cceans

DAA. .. ... .. Departnent of Indian Affairs and Northern
Devel opnent

RY . ... Department of Renewabl e Resources

. Departnent of Public Wrks

ER......... Envi ronnental Assessment and Review Process

BS. . ... Envi ronnental |npact Statenent

A ... ... ... Environnmental Planning and Assessnent

M. Environnental Procedures Manual

P Environnmental Protection Plan

FEARO . . . . . . . . Federal Environnental Assessnent Review Ofice

G.......... CGeneral Hunting Licence

aw. ........ CGovernnent of the Northwest Territories

HA. .. ..o Hunters and Trappers Association

L. Inter' provincial Pipe Line (NW Ltd.

LUAC . ..00.00 . Land Use Advisory Committee

MCA...... ... Department of Minicipal and Community Affairs

NB. . ... ... Nati onal Energy Board

NPIEWG . . . . . . Norman Wel|s Project Joint Environnental
Wor ki ng G oup

NwT . ..000..0 . Northwest Territories

RERC Regi onal Environnmental Review Commttee

ROW. . ... .. Ri ght - of - way

. ... Techni cal Advisory Committee
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