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The Beaufort Sea Environmental Assessnent and Review Panel
has received subm ssions from Federal and Territorial Governnent
agenci es and departnents which outline their br oad
responsibilities and capabilities if Beaufort devel opnents
proceed. The purpose of this submssion is to supplenent the
information on the Department of Renewabl e Resources, Covernnent
of the Northwest Territories, by outlining our responsibilities,
capabilities and concerns in responding to hydrocarbon devel opnent
projects and with special reference to our experience to date with
the Norman Wl s Expansion and Pipeline Project.

The Proponents of the Norman Wells project stated repeatedly
in the various regulatory proceedings that it was “just a small
pipeline”. This may be trug. It is true in conparison to even
t he 'small' devel opnent scenario descrlbed by- Dome, Esso and Gulf
in their Environmental |npact Statement’ (EIS). But; we should not
ignore the fact that the Norman Wells project .is the |argest
project built in recent years in the Northwest Territories.
Despite the difference in scale between Norman Wells and proposed
Beaufort projects, we believe that an exam nation of our Nornman
Wl ls-related experiences can lead to recommendations to the Pane
which could result in nmore effective management for Beaufort
\ devel opnent .
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In each of the sections which follow, | will begin by
reviewing the position taken by our Department in regulatory
proceedings dealing with the Norman Wlls project, discuss action
t aken by our departnent once the project received conditional
approval, and describe our experience to date in fulfilling our
responsibilities in relation to the project.




B.  DEMANDS FOR FORCED GROMH

- Qur Departnental responsibilities related to industrial

projects in the NWI' sinply cannot be net for Beaufort devel opnent
with existing staff and budgets.

In the Norman Wells Environnental Assessnent and Review
Process (EARP) hearings, the Departnment of Renewabl e Resources
identified the demands which the Interprovincial Pipelines Ltd.

(IPL)/Esso project proposals would place on the Department. W
stated that existing prograns and priorities would suffer fromthe

demands of an unanticipated devel opnent. W expl ai ned that the
Department would only be capable of fulfilling needs associated
wth the devel opnent if adequate funding and nmanpower were
provi ded.

The Norman Wells Project EARP Panel requested that the

Department estimate the actual requirenents of Norman Wells
devel opnent . I n our response to the Panel, and later in the

Nat i onal Energy Board (NEB) hearings, the Departnent provided
estimates of the resources we would require during the

preconstruction, construction and early operation stages. The
tasks undertaken by staff would be:

1. reviewof oil spill contingency plans

2. prelimnary and final design review

3. devel opnent and inplenentation of training prograns for
new and existing staff

4. training a surveillance team
5* conservation education for residents of communities

affected and for southern workers
6. surveill ance of construction

T. nonitoring effects of the project.




O the above list, the Departnent has not participated in
contingency - pl anning and has only recently been able to expand
“conservation education, The invol venent that we have had in
design reviews by virtue of the NEB conditional approval and the
constraints that it placed on interaction between the conpanies

and interveners has caused difficulties which will be described

| at er.

O her tasks which the Department should have undertaken to
enhance our preparations for devel opment in the Mackenzie Valley

were identified in the hearings as:

1. Dbaseline research on woodl and caribou in the Mickenzie
Val | ey.
2. devel opnent of woodl and caribou, noose and furbearer

managenment plans for the Mackenzie Valley.

We have made little progress in addressing these issues because of

| ack of sufficient resources and higher priority placed on

wldlife studies elsewhere.

In retrospect, given our |lack of experience at the tine, |
bel i eve our Department predicted real needs for response to the
Norman Wells project fairly accurately. Should we be called upon
to predict real needs for proposed Beaufort devel opnent, | woul d
like to express ny concern about our ability to do so.Wehaveno

experience with devel opnents of that possible magnitude. G ose

o
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cooperation and definition of roles between governnents and

industry will be essential for effective planning.

o

After the Norman Wells project was conditionally approved,
special forced growth funding was granted, in 1981, by the
Honorable M. Munro to the CGovernnent of the Northwest
Territories. Qur Department received adequate funds for work
related directly to the project, but funding was not sufficient to

address the need for preconstruction data on the environnent.

Money for Norman Wells forced growth eventual |y becane
available for use in the fall of 1982. |t covers a start-up
period in 1982-83, a full conplenent of staff and prograns in

1983-84 and 1984-85, and winds down in 1985-86.

Forced growth funding for the Norman Wl ls pipeline project
resulted in the creation of four term positions within the
Department of Renewabl e Resources. A nonitoring biologist and the
Fiel d Supervisor are currently based in Yellowknife. The labter
supervises two wildlife officers who are working in Fort Sinpson
and Norman \ells. He al so coordinates the activities of the

reqular wildlife officers when they are needed for pipeline-

rel ated work.

The Pollution Control Division of our departnent is

responsible for our role in contingency planning for oil spills

and action when spills occur on highways, and regul ates handling,



di sposal and contingency planning for toxic chemcals. Thi's

.Division has-received no special funding.

Because of our limted funding base and commtments to work in
ot her parts of the NWI' we have nade little headway on the
managenent plans in the Mackenzie Valley about which the
Departnment was concerned three years ago. Questions about npose,
cari bou and furbearers unanswered then, remain unanswered.
Assessment of effects of major projects in the Mickenzie Valley,

including other pipelines would still benefit from such work.

Secretarial, admnistrative, and supervisory duties associated
with the Norman Wells project have been added to the workl oad of

regul ar Departnental staff in Yellowknife.

The Departnent was able, then, to increase its staff

concurrent with the Norman Wells devel opnent to a |esser extent

than the need we anticipated in 1980.

Because the pipeline part of the project is just beginning --

the first wnter construction season will be 1984 -- it iIs too

early to know whether present staff will be able to respond to all

pi peline-related demands.

The National Energy Board's conditional approval of the |PL

pi peline has also had several negative side effects for us. It

created confusion between our role as an intervener and our role

o




as a regulator.  This hanpered cooperation between oursel ves and
the conpany as strict rules of procedure continued to apply until -
the leave to construct was granted, once all supplenentary
subm ssions by the proponent were approved. Secondly, it created -
a large and wunanticipated workload for interveners, both

Government and native organizations.

Recently, high priority needs for planning, research and
monitoring in the Beaufort and High Arctic areas were recognized
through a special Federal funding program Accel erated baseline
and planning strategy work was funded through the Northern Ol and
Gas Action Program (NOGAP) coordinated by DIAND. \hile initia
funding was made available in the last quarter of the 1982-83
fiscal year, the admnistrative constraints inposed made useful
applications of the resources difficult. We had to spend the
noney by March 31, 1983 and could not carry over into the summer
field season. W began studies optimstic that resources would be
provided so that we could continue work in 1983-84. This has not
been the case. In fact funds are no longer certain at all ‘and
they will in any case not be provided before April 1984. The
project scenarios for which research and planning exercises wll
be funded do not conformto the |arge scale plans being discussed
in these hearings. They are [imted to a small-scale pipeline and

a small scale tanker scenario.

When such special funding prograns do becone available in

future to address forced growth needs, it is inportant to




structure themso that continuity is possible and to reflect the

reality of ‘field seasons and wldlife biology.

c. PRQIECT REGULATION

In its evidence before the Norman Wells EARP and NEB, the
Department stressed the inportance of project regulation to the
envi ronment al successes and failures of the project. Our

subm ssion to the NEB said in part:

The structures established to inplenent the terns and

conditions of the prerct control will affect the success of

efforts to mtigate the effects of this project. Regar dl ess
of the good intentions of the proponent, conpleting the
project nust be his major priority. Many decisions with

environnental consequences wll be nade in the field and wll
require on-site inspections and approval by qualified

of ficers.

| ndi vi dual agencies acting independently to enforce their own

| egi slation would cause considerable confusion. But we also

have reservations about the single super-agency approach as
it is being exercised elsewhere by the Northern Pipeline

Agency. . . W consider its approach too narrow for dealing

with the entire range of inpacts.

The EARP Panel did not make any reconmendations with regard
to regulation of the Norman Vells pipeline. The Nornman Vells
project is now virtually underway -- clearing of some spreads was
done during the winter of 1982-83, and no special regulatory

procedures have been inplenented

The Departnment of Renewable Resources is involved in
surveillance and enforcenent of aspects of the project relating to

our mandat e.

i
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The Field Supervisor and field staff have received a variety
~of training to carry on their duties. Al staff are specially -
I trained in enforcenent of the Environnmental Protection O dinance
adm ni stered by our Pollution Control Division. Training in oil -
spill prevention and response has been provided. Al field staff

have attended an environnental |and nmanagenent course run by the

petrol eum industry in Hinton, Al berta which provides themwith
sone experience of the activities associated with pipeline

bui | di ng.

Wldlife Oficers involved in pipeline inspection activities
are expected to enforce the WIldlife Odinance and the
Environmental Protection Ordinance.  They nust deal with problem
wildlife, hydrocarbon spills on highways and in communities and
the” safe handling of toxic chenicals. They will assist in
i nspection of operations on Conmissioners! Lands for conpliance

with stipulations of permts issued by the Department of Loca

Gover nnent . However, in these matters any enforcement will be
handl ed by officers of the Department of Local Governnent. .In
addition, our officers hold ex-officio appointments under the
Mgratory Birds Convention Act and the Fisheries Act and may
assist officers of those departments in field surveillance and
monitoring. The Department is taking the opportunity provided by
the Norman Wells project to train our officers in areas other than
those strictly related to wildlife. Qur officers will bring to

the attention of DIAND or the NEB inspectors any problens they

come across related to land use stipulations.




Unfortunately, as we anticipated in our presentations to EARP
and --the NEB, there is a lack of co-ordination anong Governnent
departnents with regard to surveillance and enforcenent plans.
The primary actors are of course, the National Energy Board and
the Departnment of Indian Affairs and Northern Devel opment. In
addition, the Canadian Wldlife Service, Environmental Protection
Service, Departnment of Fisheries and Cceans and the Covernment of

the Northwest Territories all have regulatory mandates.

Because action on such a construction project will occur so
fast, the National Energy Board inspectors and DIAND | and use
inspectors will have to make decisions and issue permt anmendnents
wi thout consultation with other agencies. Communications wll be
a problem once the trenchers are rolling. To date, no significant
attenpts have been made to coordinate governnent involvenent in
surveillance and enforcement on the pipeline project. Both DIAND
and our government have established 'pipeline coordinating

of fices’ which have to date focused on liason and conmuni cation

In its clearing program of 1982-83, the IPL's environnental
inspectors effectively nmmintained environnental standards along
the line. As the pressures of actually constructing the pipeline
mount, environmental concern may give way in face of tine or
budget constraints. Future mainline construction enforcenent
programs should be carefully planned to ensure that regulatory
agencies are present when required and that they do not inpede

operations of the conpany when they are not.

i
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The Trans-Alaska pipeline, while a nuch larger project than
Norman \eélls, can be used in sone ways as a nodel on which to base ™
our surveillance efforts. Wile recognizing the many differences
between the two projects and naking no assunptions about the |evel
of IPL's performance, certain problems can be anticipated
During construction in Alaska, fuel spills were a nmajor and
continuing problem \Wenever fuels are stored, transferred or
transported, accidents can happen. \Wenever spills of fuel to be
used on the Norman Wells project occur, the conpany is responsible
for clean up and restoration.  Government should not be expected
to handl e spills except as a second line of defence. |n fact, our
government will not be capable of providing extensive assistance.
Under its Certificate of Necessity and Convenience from the NEB,
the environmental agreement with the Federal Government and the
easenent agreenent with the GWT, | PL nmust produce acceptabl e
contingency plans for handling spills. To date, plans produced by
the conpany are not considered adequate by this Departnent.

From the Al askan experience, we could anticipate problens
Wi th unnecessary terrain disturbances, herbicides, chenical sl and
fertilizers, erosion control and river and stream crossings.

Al'though this Department does not enforce conditions relating to

all those areas, failure either of the stipulations in producing

1 Norton, David.  19'76. Effects of the Trans-Alaska QO |
Pi peline Construction Phase on fish and Wldlife Managenent.
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry Vol. 138 p. 20941-20983.

Zemanski, GIl. 1976  Environmental Non-conpliance and the
Public Interest. Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry Vol. 199 p.
31550- 31580.

Mmoo  from D Tilden to J.B. WIson - att ached.
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the desired result or the enforcement in ensuring the stipulation
is ‘“followed wll result in unnecessary environmental disturbance
and, eventually, problenms for wildlife or wildlife habitat.

Therefore, they are a part of our concerns too, if indirect.

Dr. Norton, in his evidence before the Mackenzie Valley
Pipeline Inquiry, nentioned the ‘double standard problem

Cccasionally when some of the projects the Departnment

oversees are within sight of the Alyeska project, Al yeska has

screaned ' double standard’ because they perceived a

contractor or a mner gett|ng away W th sonething for which

JFWAT woul d have nailed Alyeskats hide to the wall. It is

much to the credit of the over-worked regul ar Habitat

Protection Officers that these charges never held up
In dealing with other governnent agencies, however:

The appearance of letting a state agency do somet hing

Alyeska was not allowed to do (altering stream banks and the

active flood-plain close to chum sal non spawni ng grounds)

damaged our credibility .

Both the level of regulation (standards) and evenness of
application (fairness) are real concerns. There were frequent
conplaints that the Aleyska oil pi peline was over-regul ated. W
have already heard conmplaints from IPL and its contractors about
over-regulation and coul d expect resistance fromthemto any
demands for the inplenentation of environmental protection
measures any nore stringent than those inposed on Government
agencies or other conpanies carrying out devel opnent activities in
the north. IPL's conplaints about the standard of conpliance on
Governnent projects being less than that of their own was in at
| east one instance justified. CGovernment standards have to be
applied in a uniform manner--even to Governnent agenci es.

However, some excess of zeal in regulation nay al so be expected in

o
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dealing with the largest private project to be built to date in

the Northwest Territories.

The potential overlap anong the concerns of the various
Federal and Territorial departments is considerable for the Nornan
Wl ls project or any other major devel opment. O equal concern
shoul d be the lack of experience in coordinating, regulating and
moni toring major hydrocarbon devel opments in the North among nany
of the agencies involved. Government has been reviewi ng proposals
for years. Norman Wells is our first opportunity to roll up our

sl eeves and do the job.

In discussing regulation of the Beaufort devel opnent, the

Proponents state (Vol. 7, 1.3):

In general, while sone additional staff may be required by
government to handl e the increased workload generated by
Increasing activity in the Beaufort Sea region, at this tine
there appears to be little need to add to the existing
government regulatory structure (that is, additional review
bodies or conmttees). The existing regul atory mechani sns
(in terms of subject area and boards, conmttees and agencies
involved), are conprehensive with observation and control of
al | aspects of industry activity.

Al though there are sonme apparent areas of duplication of

regul atory responsibility, . . . the systemis effective. No

maj or changes are seen to be necessary other than those that
take place in a gradual, evolutionary nanner consistent with

changing conditions.

| agree with the Proponents that no new regul ations or
regul atory commttees should be necessary. I ndeed, the current
framework may require sonme sinplification to streanine it.
Wil e the Proponents acknow edge the demand for staff and

resources necessary to ensure environmental standards are enforced

]
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inthe field, they do not nention that the trained staff and

"7 ‘resources required for enforcement and surveillance of projects

such as those proposed are sinply not available at this time.

I'n other words, Proponents! view of governnent capabilities
on the ground, greatly exceeds our own. As | nentioned earlier,
my departnment has required extra noney and manpower sinply to

respond to devel opments of the scale of Norman Vélls.

W recogni ze that as the density of industrial devel opment
increases in the North, environnmental protection will require a
better coordinated and better organized regulatory effort and nore
sophi sticated surveillance, enforcement and nonitoring. Proposals
for streanining the regulatory effort often elimnate regiona
concerns. | urge the Panel, should they consider recomrendations
of this nature, to consider the legitimte |ocal and regiona
responsibilities and concerns in such a streamined or 'one
w ndow  system A Beaufort managenent nodel Wwhich provides no .
access to decision-making by Northerners or the Northern
government will be a dubious inprovenent. Qur reconmendation to
the NEB that other regulatory nodels (such as the Joint
State/ Federal Fish and Wldlife Advisory Team (JFWAT) used in
Al aska) should be investigated is still a valid one. O her
planning and regul atory models for the Beaufort Sea mght also be

considered; land use planning conm ssions for instance, once a

| and use planning system is inplenented

:3




14

D.  MONITORI NG

The term ‘nonitoring’ is often m sunderstood. In this

subm ssion ‘nonitoring’ refers to:

1. the study of the effects of a project on the environment.
These studies rely on a conparison of circunstances prior
to devel opnent with circunstances subsequent to the
devel opnent . Moni toring studies should be designed to
identify and evaluate short and long termtrends and
effects

2. the effectiveness of mtigative measures

3. surveillance and enforcenment efforts concerned wth
conmpl iance by the conpany to environnental stipulations

and conditions.

There are, of course, clear requirements for nonitoring by
IPL in the NEB Certificate of Convenience, the Environnenta
Agreenment between the Conpany, DIAND and the Governnent ef the
Northwest Territories as well as in the easenent agreenent with
the conpany. However, little coordinated action in this regard
has occurred to date. The company's interests in terns of
monitoring have been fairly narromy defined to matters such as
erosi on, revegetation and slope stability which are nmore closely
related to engineering concerns. Now that IPL has received | eave
to construct, it is expressing interest in a wder range of

nmoni toring studies.

o
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The Department of Renewable Resources has hired a nonitoring
bi ol ogi st for the Norman Wells project. H s plans to conduct
monitoring studies are hanpered by limted funding available and
by continual demands for his input on regulatory and other
project-related action. Since his position is only funded until

1985, no long term monitoring is planned.

Qur biologist is a nenber of the Norman Wells Research and
Monitoring G oup. The group was initiated jointly by severa
federal departments in response to our urging in md 1982 and
consists of the Environnental Protection Service, Canadian
Wlildlife Service, Inland Waters Directorate Departnent of
Fisheries and Cceans, Canadian Forrestry Service, DIAND and
our sel ves. Their purpose is to co-ordinate nonitoring studies

which are still in their formative stage.

Monitoring the effects of a project nmust necessarily begin
with sone understanding of preconstruction conditions. The Norman

Wl |ls EARP recomended:

14. It is recomended that |PL undertake baseline studies on
hunted and trapped species to provide information ainmed

at both the assessnent of the inpact of the pipeline
construction and operation on wldlife, ‘and the
devel opment of mtigation measures.
To our know edge no work has been done in relation to
recomendation 14. To provide preconstruction information, field
work shoul d have begun at the latest in the winter of 1982 - 1983,
Because we have |ost the opportunity to devel op an adequate
preconstruction baseline, neither our studies nor any nonitoring

studi es devel oped in the future by IPL can truly be conprehensive.
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G her recommendations from both Norman VWlls EARP and NEB are

-
also relevant to the questions of a nonitoring program The
Norman Wl |s EARP reconmmended:

26. It is recommended that, in consultation wth the

Government of the Northwest Territories, the Department
of Environnent, DIAND or a contracted non- gover nnent
agency carry out an eval uation of the inpact management
process in order to inprove on inpact evaluation and
mtigation on the Norman Wells and future projects.

As far as we know, nothing has been done in response to

recoomendation 26. The NEB said (Reasons for Decision p. 97):
The Board accepts the undertakings of the Applicant with

respect to the environmental monitoring and surveillance
of the proposed pipeline. The Board also is of the view

that a comDrehensive and coordinated monitoring Q:Qgcg?
1s necessary to maintain the integrity of the [ine an
to ensure the success of proposed mitigative measures,

The Board would require the Applicant to file for

approval, prior to leave to open being granted, the
conpl ete ‘nonitoring and surveillance schedule proposed

for the pipeline system (enphasis added)

We are unaware of progress that IPL has made in neeting this

requirenent.

Monitoring programs should have jmediate practical
application. | deally, they would operate with built in feedback
| oops to the conpany and appropriate regulatory agencies. Once a
problemis identified by the nonitoring program further
mtigation, conpensation or rehabilitation may be possible on the
current project. If not, lessons learned from one project can

neverthel ess be applied to the next.
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= £ LAND USE PLANNI NG

o 0~ -~

Subm ssions fromthe Departnent of Renewabl e Resources to
the Nornman Wells EARP and NEB identified the [ack of use planning
in the NWI and particularly in the Mackenzie Valley as a
significant gap. Pleas for land use planning were comon in the
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry and formed part of Justice

Berger's 1977 recommendation to the Federal Governnent.

The Departnent said to the Norman Vells Panel:

By reacting to proposals such as the one from the applicant
on a project-by-project basis, CGovernnent defers or abdicates
the responsibility for conprehensive planning. O her options
for use of sone |lands may be sacrificed w thout being

considered... Land use planning should provide a nechani sm
for the resolution of conflicts between renewabl e resources
and non-renewabl e resources. It is a tool for integrated

resource devel opnent.
After a long period during which progress on the planning question
appeared negligible to non-existent and during which there were
repeated calls for devel opnent of a planni ng mechanism, DIAND |
announced in late 1980 that a |and use planning process woul d be

established in the north

The Governnment of the Northwest Territories, native
associ ations (excluding COPE) and DIAND have negotiated a
framework for a |and use planning process which should be
inplemented early in 1984. The attached document entitled “July
28 Draft Land Use Planning in the Northwest Territories” outlines

the stuctures and process envisioned. Although priority areas for
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pl anni ng have yet to be formally identified, it is highly likely

that the Beaufort Sea region will be one of the first areas

addr essed.

The agreed-to process would see a Planning Conm ssion whose

role, anong other ‘things would be to:

t. to develop a land use plan for the region and recomend
this plan to federal and territorial governnents for
approval

2. consider amendnents to plans upon the request of the two
M nisters responsible (DIAND and Renewabl e Resources)

3* initiate reviews of propesed activities which are at
variance with a plan

4. nonitor devel opments proposed for a planning region to
ensure conformty with the plan and report annually to

the Mnisters on the inplenentation of the plan.

Clearly once the land use planning process is operational it
will go a long way towards elimnating sone of the confusion anong
both public and industry on issues such as location of acceptable
coastal areas for port sites, etc. One remmining concern is that
many commtnments will be nade in the Beaufort Region which wll
sinply have to be accommodated by a plan. | do not suggest that
devel opment should wait for planning, however, | point out that
many of the |onger range decisions being considered in these

hearings will be overtaken by land use planning.

—
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COVPENSATI ON

In the EARP hearings on Norman Wlls expansion the Departnent

1463 ff.) stated:

The proponent’plans and current governnent prograns are not
sufficient to guide and control the project should it be
approved . . . The proponent failed to provide contingency
plans for environnental protection... At the application
stage, plans for spill prevention and contai nment and
disposition of oil and hazardous chem cals shoul d be
explained in considerable detail . . . Mny of the costs
associated with the inpacts of large scale devel opnent and
renewabl e resource use are indirect. Because costs and
benefits of this project woul d be geographically separate, it
Is inmportant to maximze benefits derived fromrenewabl e
resources by the residents of the area of project inpact.
The concept would require direct negotiations anmong both
federal and territorial governments and the proponent.

If the project proceeds, the proponent nust accept a broad
responsibility toward conpensating resource users for direct
and indirect inpacts. Conpensation should take three forns;
direct nonetary paynment to individuals for clained |osses;
the onus of disproving the cause and extent of such |osses
shoul d be the responsibility of the proponent; rehabilitation
and revegetation of disturbed areas . . .; and habitat
enhancenent research.

O the areas of responsibility for conpensation outlined

rehabilitation. Although M. Bill Pearce said (Norman Wl ls

EARP transcript p. 1497):

W are experienced in the conpensation of people who are
upset and generally our experience is in land owners. . . W
have not %ad too much experience in negotiating with
trappers.. .and to that end, we ought to produce a plan with
the community help, advice from governnent, which can conme up
with a form of conpensation plan recognizing the disturbance
we cause to the trapper and the tinme for which we disturb
him but also to ensure that we also are treated fairly.

Todate, |IPL has contacted us but has not discussed a detailed

conpensation plan with either our Department or the native

IPL has identified plans related only to one - revegetation .

o
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associations.  They have hired someone to ensure that trappers are
personal |y notified before their operations begin. The same
person will handle clains fromthe trappers against the conpany

unl ess other arrangements are nade.

W have prepared a Policy on Conpensation, an outline of
whi ch has already been submtted to the Panel by ny Mnister, for
resource harvesters since the Norman Wlls hearings.  This policy
approach varies little fromthat provided by the Proponents in
their response to deficiencies identified by the Panel. | am
certain that we can work out the details with the Proponents and

i npl ement a programin the Beaufort Region in a timely fashion

G RECOMMENDATI ONS

The Norman Wells oilfield expansion and pipeline is a real
project, now proceeding in the Northwest Territories, which
of fered governnent agencies opportunities to learn. Many of those
opportunities have already been lost and there is no assurance
that the others will be taken up. Priorities of governnents seem
to rest on the front end of projects. Once hearings are over, the
next project claims our attention. In this case it is the
Beaufort which is now claimng the nmost attention and where once
again all agencies wll clamour for a “conprehensive and
coordinated monitoring” program Action to date in organizing

monitoring studies in the Mackenzie Valley for the Norman Wl ls

o
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project does not nake ne confident that either Industry or
»%M'gdvernnent has serious interest in determning what the
environnental problens of building a pipeline in the Mackenzie

Valley really are, as opposed to what they were predicted to be.

To help offset the problem we need what is terned ‘adaptive
envi ronmental assessnent’ . That is, early environnmental work
cooperatively planned by the conpanies and concerned government
agenci es. Land use pl anning should help clear the air and
facilitate the comunication necessary to approach devel opnent

pl anning nore openly.

| would like to restate some of the cogent |essons we have
| earned fromour involvement with the Norman Wells project to
dat e:
1. Conditional approval of the pipeline project resulted in
a long-termdrain on the financial and personnel
resources of our department. W were not permitted input
to the terns of reference of supplenmentary studies by the
NEB. When the objectives of those studies were unclear,
reviewers were hanpered in dealing with the naterial.

Direction fromthe NEB requiring IPL to respond to our

comments in substantive ways was rare except for the

w nter clearing Environnmental Protection Plan. The
inplications of conditional approvals should be
recogni zed by the bodies recomending them especially
when they want continuing inputs fromreview ng agencies

or other interveners whose resources are |limted.
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The CGovernnent of the Northwest Territories reviewed all
Norman Wl |s EARP recommendations and attenpted to act on
as many as possible. As a result of problens we
encountered, we request this Panel to nmke its

recomendations as specific as possible in four ways by:

a. Considering whether your recomrendations are possible
within the available time before devel opnent begins.

b. Recognizing what the scale of the recomendation is -
what it demands in tine, manpower, noney, etc.

c. Stating which specific agency or conpany or groups
shoul d be involved in acting on the recomrendation
and which should take a |eadership role. If
recormendations are not followed, it should be clear
who has chosen not to act on them

d. Indicating the extent to which proponents should
accept financial responsibility for inplenenting
recomrendat i ons.

Lack of co-ordination between governnent agencies charged

with enforcing legislation and regulations applicable to

the project may result in regulatory inefficiencies, at
best or at worst, gaps in the enforcenent efforts. .The
coordination and planning of surveillance and enforcenent
programs for any large project should be planned early
after approvals are granted. Thus, approval of any large
projects will create a need to review regulatory
frameworks and for agencies with field staff, to upgrade
and train personnel to prepare themfor their role in

project devel opment.
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CGovernnent agencies and | PL appear fromaction to date to
have limted interest in conducting nonitoring studies.
This problem can be avoided in future by early definition
of the various parties’ interests and intentions wth
regards to nonitoring through a cooperative effort. Once
requirements are identified, regulatory agencies nust

insist on conpliance.

Lack of preconstruction data on the biol ogical systems in

t he Mackenzie valley Wil limt effectiveness of

nmonitoring studies.

Funding nust be available to handle forced growh.  Qur
funding for Norman Wells work is adequate but was
provided too late to collect preconstruction information
on the environnent and will end too early for us to
det er mi ne postconstruction effects. Wth suitable

f undi ng, our Depar t ment coul d fulfill its

responsibilities for projects in the Beaufort region such .

as a small dianeter pipeline or transportation of oil and
gas by a few tankers. Wthout funding, our Departnent

will be unable to respond to any |evel of developnent in

the Beaufort region.

The intent of the NOGAP programto conduct planning and
research studies to achieve a state of preparedness to

deal effectively with hydrocarbon devel opnent was good.

o
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However, if the Panel recomends programs like this be
enacted to collect predevel opment information then we
woul d prefer that funding:
a. be provided at the beginning of our fiscal year and
not during the eleventh nmonth
b. and that each year of the programis confirmed before
the year begins.
Monitoring studies collecting predevel opment information
nmust be planned on a scale in anticipation of accelerated
devel opments in the future. It would be an error to
design prograns and studies only for a small dianmeter
pipeline or a few tankers. Like the Proponents’ project
design, the federal and territorial governnents
nmonitoring designs will have to involve the entire
Beaufort region, be anticipatory and include continual

i nformation exchange with the Proponents.

Experience with Norman Wells should be applied, when
appropriate, to Beaufort region project designs. Thi s

woul d have benefits for

a. government agencies in designing nonitoring studies

b. proponents of projects in that they would be dealing
with know edgeable and experienced governnent
departnents

C. pipeline conpanies in incorporating design |essons
from Norman Vel ls

d. effects identified from Norman Wells activity may be
mtigated for Beaufort projects.
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Our predictions of our departmental needs depend in part
on the role we take as aregul at or. \ have legislative
responsi bilities and any recomendations for a Beaufort
Managenent nodel nust reflect these responsibilities.
Our experience with Norman Wl |s reinforces our remarks
to previous Panel s that a co-ordinated response to
development by government is required. In addition,
regional and local interests should be pat of the

decision-making process.

o
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