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 FOREWORD 

 
On June 26-29, 2005, the Joint Review Panel (JRP or the Panel) for the proposed 
Mackenzie Gas Project (MGP) hosted an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Conference to provide an opportunity for registered Interveners (Interveners) to 
advise the Panel on the sufficiency of information to proceed to public hearings 
on the EIS.  This facilitator’s report summarizes the EIS Conference proceedings.   
 
The EIS Conference was made up of six working sessions to review and discuss 
the sufficiency of information to proceed to public hearings under the following 
topics: 

• Geotechnical, Permafrost and Water Crossings 

• Wildlife, Fish, Marine Mammals and Related Habitat 

• Land Use Activities, Traditional Knowledge and Protected Areas 

• Cumulative Effects, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sustainability 

• Community Wellness and Socio-Economics  

• Employment, Training and Procurement 

 
The participants in each working session were asked to address two questions:  

1. What is your assessment of the sufficiency/deficiency of information filed on 
the Public Registry regarding this issue? Why? 

2. What, if any, additional information is required? Is that information currently 
available and, if so, how should it be obtained? 

  

This facilitator’s report includes: 

• the opening remarks of the JRP’s Chair and the MGP’s Manager of 
Regulatory Affairs 

• the conference facilitator’s summary notes of the working sessions 
• the summary remarks and follow-up commitments of the MGP 
 

The appendices include the following supporting materials: 

• session overviews (prepared and presented by the Proponent) 
• written commentaries (speaking notes and written summaries submitted 

by participating Interveners) 
• Indian and Northern Affairs Canada’s (INAC) statement regarding 

technical conferences 
• the list of conference registrants 
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• the pre-conference questionnaires (completed by participating 
Interveners) 

 
The seven members of the Joint Review Panel attended the EIS Conference, but 
their role was limited as listeners/observers to the discussions by the Proponent, 
registered Interveners and JRP staff.   
 
This report, and in particular the sections containing the facilitator’s summary 
notes of the working sessions, are intended as a reference for the Panel, 
registered Interveners, the Proponent and the public.  They represent the 
conference facilitator’s summary of the Intervener’s presentations and the 
Proponent’s responses, based on: 
 
1)  notes taken by Panel support staff; and,  
2)  where provided, presentation summaries submitted by conference speakers.   
 
The summary organizes these comments by subject matter, not necessarily 
chronologically as they may have been presented by the Intervener, with the 
consequence that points on different topics contained in a single presentation by 
the Intervener may be documented in different sections of this report according 
to the appropriate working session topic.  
 
While every effort has been made to accurately summarize the discussions, the 
summary notes should not be construed as a complete or verbatim recording of 
all points made by each speaker.  Some speakers provided written summaries of 
their comments, speaking notes or presentations.  That material is appended to 
this report as submitted. 
 
The summary notes of the working sessions do not include comments on issues 
unrelated to the sufficiency of information to proceed to hearings, or the 
discussions of clarification initiated by JRP staff and JRP specialist advisors. 
 
Craig Darling 
EIS Conference Facilitator   
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 OPENING REMARKS 

1. Robert Hornal, Chair, Joint Review Panel 

Good evening ladies and gentlemen.  Welcome and thank you for attending the 
Joint Review Panel’s Environmental Impact Statement Conference, a meeting the 
Panel has convened to hear from the Parties to the review whether there is 
sufficient information available to the Panel for it to proceed to public hearings. 

I want to say a few words about where the Panel is at with this environmental 
review.  But first I would like to introduce the Joint Review Panel for the 
Mackenzie Gas Project to you. In alphabetical order, the members are:  Gina 
Dolphus, Barry Greenland, Percy Hardisty, Rowland Harrison, Tyson Pertschy 
and Peter Usher.  My name is Robert Hornal and I am the Chair of the Panel.  
Supporting us we have a team of six, Paula Pacholek, our Panel Manager, Letha 
MacLachlan, our Legal Counsel, Robin Fonger, Guy Hamel, Bob Mahnic and 
Lindsay Staples. 

We have been working together for a little over 10 months.  We believe we have 
made substantial progress in conducting an environmental review of the 
Mackenzie Gas Project as mandated by the Agreement between the Minister of 
Environment, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board and the 
Inuvialuit Game Council. 

Prior to the receipt of the Environmental Impact Statement, our Panel was 
engaged in process-related work, which included familiarizing ourselves with our 
mandate and administrative structure and setting up our website and Public 
Registry.  We also reviewed and released our Rules of Procedure.  This document 
sets out the manner in which our Panel is conducting the environmental review.  
We have also been working on our Procedures for Hearings which we hope to 
issue shortly.  These procedures will provide more guidance for the Hearings 
Phase of our review particularly for registration and filing of submissions for 
General and Technical Hearings. 

Upon receipt of the Environmental Impact Statement on October 7th of last year, 
we conducted an initial review of the document and proceeded to the technical 
review phase, where we are currently.  As you are aware, we requested 
additional information from the Proponent in December and, as a result, we have 
received a substantial amount of supplementary information.  The Panel has filed 
a number of Information Requests with the Proponent and others and anticipates 
it will file additional Information Requests until the close of the Hearings Phase. 

The Panel registered 93 people and organizations to participate as Interveners 
within our review process.  As part of their participation, Interveners have, since 
January, engaged in two rounds of Information Requests, through which 
questions have been submitted in writing to the Proponent as well as of other 
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Interveners.  Responses to these Information Requests have been received and 
placed on the Public Registry where this additional information has been 
available for public review and comment.  The Panel has also retained specialist 
advisors to assist us in reviewing and analysing the complex issues that are 
before us all. 

In March of 2005, our Panel released a tentative list of communities in which we 
plan to hold community hearings.  All communities along the proposed pipeline 
right-of-way were included in this list.  Our Panel also heard from communities 
not on that list and is considering their requests to host or participate in 
hearings. 

Our Panel has also been physically active in the review, in that we have 
undertaken visits to the proposed production sites in the Mackenzie River Delta, 
to a processing facility similar to the one proposed, and to the proposed pipeline 
route in northern Alberta. 

Most recently, we have worked with the Northern Gas Project Secretariat to hire 
community-based fieldworkers who are conducting door-to-door visits in the 
communities to help residents understand the review process and how they may 
participate. 

As we move through the environmental review – as a Panel, as participants and 
as observers – we must be mindful that the Joint Review Panel is a unique 
creation. The establishment of our Panel reflects the provisions of land claim 
agreements that established permanent project review processes and review 
bodies for the Northwest Territories, as well as the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act.  It is the result of an agreement among those organizations 
which have legislated responsibilities for environmental assessments within the 
proposed project area. 

The Joint Review Panel is not a Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 
panel; it is not a Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board panel; it 
is not an Inuvialuit Final Agreement-based Environmental Impact Review Board.  
Our establishment reflects a “made-in-the- North” approach to the review of a 
mega project that crosses many jurisdictions from the Beaufort Sea to northern 
Alberta.  

We recognize that it may be a challenge to understand the review in this 
context.  It is the first of its kind and there are differences between how we are 
conducting our review and how other reviews have been conducted within the 
Northwest Territories and Northern Alberta – perhaps ones in which some of you 
have participated and perhaps ones that have a process with which you are 
more familiar. 

Since our creation, the Joint Review Panel has worked to promote and enhance 
public understanding throughout the review.  Our Panel is committed to 
conducting an open, rigorous and independent review of the proposed project 
and encourages full public participation. 
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We decided that as part of the review, we would convene this EIS Conference in 
order for the Panel to receive advice from Interveners and the Proponent on 
their views as they relate to sufficiency – but sufficiency only as it relates to 
information on the Public Registry to proceed to public hearings. 

The Panel envisages this EIS Conference as a way to seek information, as well as 
provide an opportunity for Interveners and the Proponent to have a discussion 
about sufficiency issues as they relate to the EIS, to the supplementary 
information and to the responses to the Information Requests that have been 
filed.  The EIS Conference will also provide the Panel and all of you as 
participants an opportunity to identify areas of agreement and areas of 
disagreement, with a view to narrowing differences on the sufficiency of 
information to proceed to hearings. 

Since the EIS was submitted last October, the Panel has received a significant 
amount of additional information from a number of sources.  We appreciate and 
value that participation and input from all parties. 

During the course of the coming three days, I hope you will take full advantage 
of the opportunity to speak to the issues described in the agenda.  They are 
issues the Panel has identified after receiving advice from a planning meeting, 
reviewing issues identified by Interveners, examining the topics of Information 
Requests and conducting our own analysis of the information provided to date by 
all parties. 

Issues to be discussed have been captured within three broad topics: 

 the geotechnical and biophysical environments, 

 land use, traditional knowledge and cumulative effects, and 

 the human environment and socio-economic matters. 

While our Panel recognizes and welcomes the valuable contribution that 
information from the EIS Conference will provide, we will also be reflecting on all 
information that has come to us through the Public Registry, including 
information acquired through the exchange of Information Requests and 
comments received through correspondence. 

The Panel is here in attendance this week to listen to the discussion with a view 
to having a more complete understanding of points of view related to the subject 
of sufficiency of information on the Public Registry to proceed to public hearings.  
We are here as observers, however, and will not be active participants in the EIS 
Conference.  We are here only to listen, and will not be receiving submissions or 
be responding to questions.  We look forward to receiving your submissions 
during the public hearings phase of the review. 

Next week the Panel will reconvene.  We will carefully review all of the 
information that is on the Public Registry and that is forthcoming from the EIS 
Conference.  We will make a determination on the sufficiency of information on 
the Public Registry to proceed to public hearings.  This determination is a 
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judgement call that the Panel must make for itself.  Our determination might 
conclude that there are significant information gaps that must be addressed 
before the Hearings Phase can be scheduled.  Alternatively, the Panel might 
conclude that while further information is desirable in certain areas, the Hearings 
Phase can be scheduled subject to the receipt of the information requested.  
Your discussions over the next few days will play a role in that determination.  
We look forward to hearing your views. 

The Panel has asked Mr. Craig Darling to facilitate the discussions for the 
duration of the EIS Conference.  Mr. Darling is a lawyer and mediator who, for 
the past 16 years, has worked extensively in the field of environmental and 
public policy dispute resolution.  His work has focussed on the design and 
implementation of joint problem solving processes.  Mr. Darling strongly 
supports the collaborative approach our Panel has sought and he will guide 
discussions during the working sessions with a view to identifying specific areas 
of agreement or disagreement related to EIS sufficiency issues. 

I will now turn the Conference over to Mr. Darling. 

Thank you. 

 

[Craig Darling made opening remarks describing the EIS Conference format, the 
themes of the working sessions and process-related issues.] 
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2. Sandy Martin, Regulatory Affairs Manager, Mackenzie Gas 
Project 

Thank you and good morning.  My name is Sandy Martin and I am the 
Regulatory Affairs Manager for the Proponents of the Mackenzie Gas Project (the 
MGP or Project).  

Prior to commencing the session topics for this conference, I’ve been given the 
opportunity by the conference facilitator to provide some background on the 
Mackenzie Gas Project Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and to provide 
some context for why the Proponents are of the opinion that the information 
currently available on the Joint Review Panel public registry is sufficient to 
commence the public hearing phase of the regulatory review. 

The Proponents of the Mackenzie Gas Project are four major Canadian oil and 
gas companies:  Imperial Oil, ConocoPhillips Canada, Shell Canada and 
ExxonMobil Canada and the Aboriginal Pipeline Group (APG) representing the 
ownership interests in the project of the Aboriginal people of the Northwest 
Territories.  The four companies hold interests in three gas fields in the 
Mackenzie Delta region.  Those gas fields are Taglu, Parsons Lake and 
Niglintgak. 

In January of 2002, the Proponents, including the APG, announced a decision to 
initiate work associated with obtaining regulatory approval for the Project.  This 
work included preliminary engineering design, environmental fieldwork and 
public consultation required to support the preparation of the regulatory 
applications and the EIS for the project. 

The EIS was prepared over a two and half year period.  The guidelines for the 
EIS are the Terms of Reference that were jointly developed by the Minister of the 
Environment, the Inuvialuit Game Council and the Mackenzie Valley 
Environmental Impact Review Board.  These Terms of Reference along with the 
Joint Review Panel Agreement defined the scope of the project to be assessed 
and served as the basis for the information that was provided in the Project’s 
EIS, which was filed almost 9 months ago, in October of 2004. 

The Terms of Reference for the EIS indicate that it is the responsibility of the 
Proponents to provide the information described in the TOR, and further that: 

“The EIS will serve as a basis for the Panel’s review and 
evaluation of the potential impacts of the Project on the 
environment.  Environmental impact assessment is a planning 
tool intended to identify and encourage the mitigation of 
significant adverse environmental impacts. The level of detail 
required for this evaluation may differ from that required for the 
regulatory process.” 

11 



The Proponent’s acknowledge and understand that it is their responsibility to 
provide the information described in the Terms of Reference, at a level of detail 
sufficient to allow the JRP and regulators to assess the potential impacts 
predicted to occur as a result of the Project.  We have endeavoured to fulfill this 
responsibility and to provide information with an appropriate amount of detail, 
given the current stage of project development. 

At the same time, there are some inherent limitations on the extent of the 
information that can now be supplied.  In some cases, detailed information 
might not exist, or it might be forthcoming from others, or it might only become 
available at a later stage of project development.  However, the absence of such 
information need not compromise the EIS review. 

To refer to some specific examples: 

 With regard to the human environment, certain detailed 
information is not available.  Nevertheless, there is a substantial 
amount of other baseline information, which the Proponents have 
presented, that can be used to effectively assess the predicted 
impact of the Project on the human environment. 

 The EIS incorporated the best traditional knowledge (TK) 
information that was available at that time for assessing potential 
impacts of the Project on the environment.  In addition, a number 
of Aboriginal communities and organizations have undertaken to 
develop TK study reports.  These reports will supplement the 
traditional and local knowledge that we have already acquired 
through our extensive consultations and literature reviews.  These 
TK study reports are currently in various stages of completion. 

 With regard to emergency preparedness, we will be preparing 
detailed emergency response programs for all project phases and 
components.  The finalization of these programs depends upon the 
completion of work execution plans, and upon the input of 
government agencies, First Responders, and affected communities. 
The program details, while important for final mitigation, are 
typically not required for the purpose of predicting project effects. 

 With regard to additional project execution related work, we will, as 
the Project nears construction, be conducting further site-specific 
environmental field surveys, geotechnical investigations and 
heritage resource assessments.  This detailed information is 
required to support our construction and mitigation plans.  The 
absence of such information at this stage of project development is 
not unusual, and does not preclude an evaluation of the potential 
impacts resulting from the Project. 
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For the purpose of the environmental assessment, the Proponent’s objective is to 
ensure the provision of sufficient information to: 

 identify the potential adverse or beneficial environmental impacts 
of the project; 

 propose measures to mitigate adverse and enhance beneficial 
environmental impacts; and 

 predict whether there will be significant adverse environmental 
impacts after mitigation is implemented. 

This has been our objective in preparing the EIS, supplemental filings and the 
additional information filed in response to information requests.  In keeping with 
good environmental assessment practice, in those cases where information 
might be limited, we have made conservative assumptions to ensure that 
potential adverse impacts of the project are not understated. 

One of the very reasons for conducting an environmental assessment early in 
the planning stages of a project is to allow for participation by others, 
recognizing that this can result in more informed decision making.  We remain 
committed to discussing issues and sharing information about the Project and, in 
particular, to ensuring that sufficient information is available for all parties to 
understand and assess the impacts that are predicted. 

It is our opinion, as Proponent of the Mackenzie Gas Project, that there 
is sufficient information available on the Public Registry to conduct an 
environmental assessment on the Project.  This information was filed 
either as part of the EIS in October of last year, or in one of the 
following post application filings, including: 

 Worst Case Scenario for the Inuvialuit Settlement Region (filed in 
November, 2004); 

 The EIS in Brief, in written, audio and four aboriginal languages; 

 supplemental information for Northwestern Alberta (filed in 
December, 2004); 

 project overview maps (filed in February, 2005); 

 EIS atlases and methodology reports (filed in February, 2005); 

 information respecting the Niglintgak gas conditioning facilities 
(filed in March, 2005); 

 EIS additional information report (filed in March, 2005); 

 responses to the two rounds of Intervener and JRP information 
requests; and 

 the 32 individual community-specific socio-economic reports filed in 
April and May, 2005. 
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The Mackenzie Gas Project representatives attending this conference look 
forward to the opportunity to discuss with you the project information that is 
currently available on the Public Registry.   

We will be providing a brief overview of this information for each of the sub-
topics on the conference agenda, including where this information can be found 
in the material that has been filed on the Public Registry. 

Thank you.  
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 SUMMARY NOTES — WORKING SESSIONS 

These summary notes represent the conference facilitator’s recollection of the 
Intervener’s presentation and the Proponent’s response, based on: 
 
1)  notes taken by support staff, and,  
2)  where provided, presentation summaries submitted by speakers.    
 
While every effort has been made to accurately summarize the discussions, 
these notes should not be construed as a complete or verbatim record of all 
points made during the discussions.  Some speakers provided written summaries 
of their comments, speaking notes or presentations.  That material is appended 
to this report as submitted. 
 
In each of the EIS Conference sessions, in the topic areas listed below, 
participants were asked to address the sufficiency of EIS information to proceed 
to hearings by responding to the following questions:  

  
1.  What is your assessment of the sufficiency of information filed on the public 
record regarding this issue?  Why?  
 

2.  What, if any, additional information is required?  Is that information currently 
available and, if so, how should it be obtained? 

 
The EIS Conference was made up of six working sessions to review and discuss 
the sufficiency of information to proceed to public hearings under the following 
topics: 

• Geotechnical, Permafrost and Water Crossings 

• Wildlife, Fish, Marine Mammals and Related Habitat 

• Land Use Activities, Traditional Knowledge and Protected Areas 

• Cumulative Effects, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sustainability 

• Community Wellness and Socio-Economics  

• Northern and Aboriginal Employment, Training and Procurement 

 

The following sections of this facilitator’s report provide a summary of the 
presentations and responses to questions posed during the EIS Conference. 
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1. Geotechnical, Permafrost and Water Crossings 

1.1 CLIMATE AND CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS 

1.1.1   NRCan – Presentation Summary 

Speakers: Rennie Tupper and Fons Schellekens 

Affiliation:  Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1.  Location information (i.e. UTM, latitude/longitude) for several boreholes used
in engineering design for thaw settlement and frost heave (EIS TOR sections 
11.0, 11.1, 11.31, 12.2, 13, and 16.1; NRCAN_R2_IR_10).  This information 
is required to illustrate the spatial distribution of boreholes (Jack Evert of 
MGP and Fons Schellekens of NRCan agreed to meet during break to discuss 
further). 

2.  Surficial materials in the Alberta portion of the project (EIS TOR sections 
11.0, 11.1 and 11.3.1; NRCAN_R2_IR_10).  Information acquired from air 
photo interpretation should be provided on alignment sheets similar to that 
provided for the NWT portion of the pipeline route. 

3.  Geothermal model SIMPTEMP used to assess impacts of the project and 
climate change on permafrost and terrain conditions (EIS TOR sections 16.0 
and 16.1; NRCAN_R2_IR_09).  Further details on the nature of the model, 
assumptions and input data requirements are required for NRCan to 
complete its EIS technical review and provide comments to the JRP. 

4.  Reasons:  This information is required prior to technical hearings so NRCan 
can provide advice to Panel. 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (A) – NRCan Letter to JRP (submitted June
24, 2005) 
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Proponent Response:  

Check commitment re. conceptual design report on thaw settlement.

 
 

1.1.2   SCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. How climate change will affect the operations of the pipeline over time and the
models available to predict climate change.  A strategy to deal with future 
effects of climate change on the Project is required. 

2. Geotechnical information north of Norman Wells (no field data north of 
Norman Wells).  This information is required before commencing hearings. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• More geotechnical information has been gathered for area north of Norman 
Wells (list of bore-hole data - more than 12,000 in NWT).  Proponent has 
enough geotechnical information for the area north of Norman Wells. 

• Effects on permafrost have been addressed in MGP responses to Information 
Requests (e.g. INAC IRs 1.18, 2.13, 2.14 and 2.15).  The EIS (Volume 7) 
identifies the monitoring program and mitigation measures that will facilitate 
preventative work and adaptive management over the long-term. 
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1.1.3   EC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Chuck Brumwell 

Affiliation:  Environment Canada (EC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS):

1. Some technical uncertainties remain, but additional information promised by 
the Proponent for the 3rd quarter, 2005 in IRs and technical sessions may 
address these concerns. 

2. Means:  EC will address additional information requirements regarding climate 
variability in a written submission to the Panel (by the end of the EIS 
Conference). 

 

1.2 SLOPE STABILITY AND GEOTECHNICAL DESIGN 

1.2.1   NRCan – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Rennie Tupper and Fons Schellekens 

Affiliation:  Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Possible slope failure modes in ice-rich soils (frozen ground creep, thawing 
ground slumping, etc.) and analysis of failure modes. 
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2. The relationship between right-of-way clearing and permafrost thaw as well 
as frost-bulb development and thaw. 

3. Slope design process logic that includes criteria to select appropriate design 
measures. 

4. Input parameters for the Monte Carlo simulations for the Basin Margin, 
Listric Fault and Cambrian Sandstone plays as part of the Proponent’s gas 
resource assessment (EIS TOR sections 9.9 and 17; NRCAN_R2_IR_01).   

5. The concept assessment of subsidence. 

6. Assessment of seismic activity. 

7. Impacts and mitigative measures of MGP in combination with the existing 
Enbridge Norman Wells to Zama oil pipeline at existing pipeline crossings or 
where in close proximity.  Proponent has indicated that site-specific 
information will be collected prior to permitting – but NRCAN would like 
preliminary generic site plans for proposed mitigative measures – general 
criteria and mitigative measures that would apply in order for NRCAN to 
complete its technical review. 

8. More information is required on the anticipated increase in the operational 
lifespan of the Enbridge pipeline – due to MGP (e.g. with transportation of 
MGP natural gas liquids).   

9. Reasons:  This information is required prior to technical hearings so NRCan 
can provide advice to Panel. 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (A) – NRCan Letter to JRP (submitted 
June 24, 2005) 
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Proponent Responses:  

• Will provide a more extensive list on slope failures.  On slope design matters, 
the Proponent has provided enough information in the EIS.  The Proponent 
will provide an updated table with proposed preliminary mitigation for each of 
the slopes identified.  Will update the table as engineering progresses. 

• Completing the seismic assessment, but have identified no faults and have 
identified it as a low seismic activity area.  Seismic assessment will be 
submitted when available. 

• Provided a number of IR responses regarding the impacts of right-of-way 
clearing on ground thaw.  Will need further direction from NRCan if more 
information is required. 

• Will provide a conceptual seismic assessment by June 30, 2005. 

• The anticipated increase in the operational lifespan of the Enbridge pipeline is 
outside the scope of the Panel’s review. 

 

1.2.2   INAC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: David Milburn 

Affiliation:  Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) – Water Resources 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. The significant amount of additional information from two rounds of 
Information Requests, including a number of technical reports, was useful to 
help clarify and understand technical issues related to the Project. 
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2. Some technical uncertainties of issues remain.  Expect that the Proponent will 
provide additional information in the 3rd Quarter, 2005 as per commitments. 

3. The Water Resources Division is reviewing matters related to permafrost, 
climate, geotechnical, slope stability and engineering design and stream 
crossings, as well as hydrology and water quality.  The Division has also filed 
evidence on the NEB Public Registry. 

4. Means:  INAC recommends technical workshops, since they have been 
successful in enhancing understanding of issues and focusing questions on 
outstanding areas of concern. 

 

Supporting documents: Appendix 2 (B): INAC Speaking Notes (submitted 
June 28, 2005) 

 
 
 
1.2.3 SCC – Presentation Summary 
 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. The condition of slope stability when a number of environmental events are 
occurring concurrently (e.g. landslide conditions, fires that pass through ice 
rich areas).   

2. The consequence of clearing right-of-ways at proposed water-crossing 
locations before geotechnical work is completed and where the geotechnical 
work would later determine that it is not good location.   
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3. Reasons and Means:  Technical sessions are required to ensure adequate 
geotechnical information is available to locate steam crossings in the 
appropriate locations. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Regarding forest fires and ice, see MGP response to INAC_IR_1.34WP, and for 
ground ice, see MGP responses to INAC IRs 1.23 and 1.24. 

• EIS is based on open cut trenching at watercourse crossings (see MGP 
response to NRCan IR 1.05).  Where feasible and possible, the Proponent will 
undertake horizontal directional drilling (HDD) of water crossings. 

• The effect of clearing right-of-way vegetation in permafrost areas will be 
addressed through monitoring and adaptive management. 

 

1.3  AQUATIC MATTERS 

1.3.1   NRCan – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Rennie Tupper and Fons Schellekens 

Affiliation:  Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Sedimentation during open cut water crossing construction (EIS TOR 
sections 13.0, 13.1 and 13.5; NRCAN_R2_IR_17).  NRCan requested copy of 
document regarding sediment entrainment model.  Proponent advised the 
document is copyrighted. 
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2. Reasons:  This information is required prior to technical hearings so NRCan 
can provide advice to Panel. 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (A) – NRCan Letter to JRP (submitted 
June 24, 2005) 

 

1.3.2   DFO – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Andrea Cyr 

Affiliation:  Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Decision frameworks in the absence of specific data, e.g. watercourse crossing
methods and mitigation, sedimentation, aufeis and frost bulbs.  While in some 
cases the Proponent has provided a “tool box” of possible options, the manner 
in which activities and mitigation options will be selected has not been 
specified.  This information is required before DFO evidence must be 
submitted to the Panel.   

2. Reasons and Means: These decision frameworks are required in order to 
evaluate conclusions on the significance of impacts.  This information could be 
obtained through a technical session. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• The toolbox, criteria and mitigation are identified in several IRs.  A decision 
framework is being developed. 
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2. Wildlife, Fish, Marine Mammals and Related Habitat 

2.1 TERRESTRIAL SPECIES AND HABITAT 

2.1.1   SCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Bird species and species-at-risk assessment, baseline bird and bird habitat 
and mitigation measures.  EIS did not follow migratory bird’s environmental 
assessment guidelines.  

2. Wolverine, woodland caribou and related habitat information, especially as it 
relates to habitat connectivity and fragmentation is required.   

3. Comparable experience elsewhere and historical analysis. 

4. Protected areas networks as a mitigation measure to maintain wildlife 
populations. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Density of wolverine is not known and there is no available information.   
Grizzly bear modeling is an applicable substitute in that it addresses the real 
issue for the wolverine, which is mortality. 

• Have looked at comparable experiences and lessons learned in the Slave 
Geological Province and have applied that information to this process. 
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• The focus in the EIS is on wildlife habitat assessment (e.g. the effects the MGP
would have on wildlife habitat), using best information from websites and 
literature to build models to identify where animals would live and effects of 
MGP on habitat. 

 

2.1.2   Bob Bromley – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Bob Bromley 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. The extent of the bird resource in the Mackenzie Valley and the Mackenzie 
Delta, not just those found within the Kendall Island Bird Sanctuary. 

2. The North American significance of the area to birds. 

3. Significant data such as annual North American Breeding Waterfowl survey 
conducted annually since 1959 and ongoing; also 10 years of waterfowl 
surveys by the Canadian Wildlife Service (e.g. geese and swans – contact Dr. 
J. Hines) in the Mackenzie delta and region.  

• Reasons:  The context of the importance of this area to birds is essential for 
impact assessment. 

• This development is typical of those that have detrimental impacts on birds.  
The conclusion of no significant impact is suspect and indicates more attention
is needed. 
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Proponent Response:  

• Would appreciate receiving additional literature references.  The EIS provides 
information on Valued Ecological Components (VECs), population trends and 
status; extensive amount of literature was used (cited as appropriate).  More 
information is provided in additional reports and responses to Information 
Requests. 

 

2.1.3   WWF – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Pete Ewins 

Affiliation:  World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. High conservation value (HCV) wildlife areas should be approached on a bio-
regional basis, and not narrowly defined as in the local and regional study 
areas in the EIS.  Identify wildlife areas and values through a regional-scale 
assessment appropriate for reasonably foreseeable developments.  (note:  
see additional WWF comments in the Protected Areas and Cumulative Effects 
session – section 3.3.1). 

2. Some specific known wildlife areas have not been identified (e.g. Draft Deh 
Cho regional land use plan areas). 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Utilized GNWT wildlife and habitat data.  The EIS approach has relied on 
habitat modeling, not population modeling.   

• Have looked beyond the Local and Regional Study Areas (e.g. woodland 
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caribou) and addressed this through Additional Information and responses to 
Information Requests. 

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (C) – WWF Main Points for Joint Review 
Panel EIS Conference on Information Sufficiency 

 

2.1.4   CWS – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Kevin McCormick 

Affiliation:  Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS), Environment Canada 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. Regarding bird and bird habitat, much information has been exchanged 
through the IR process.  Many information issues have been effectively 
addressed.    

2. There are no substantive issues now that can’t be addressed through technical
sessions that could occur as soon as practicably possible.  Some issues are 
very complex and are not best reviewed through a written exchange. 

 

2.2 MARINE SPECIES AND HABITAT 

2.2.1   DFO – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Marc Lange 

Affiliation:  Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
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Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Water withdrawal – possibility of exceeding DFO guidelines.  Proponent has 
confirmed that there are no foreseen exceedances of DFO water withdrawal 
guidelines and has acknowledged that a full environmental impact assessment
may be required with a request to exceed these guidelines, therefore no 
additional information is required. 

2. Valued Components (VCs) - appropriateness for monitoring.  Proponent has 
committed to consult with DFO and others in developing a monitoring 
program before construction.  A more detailed commitment and a framework 
for monitoring will be required before DFO evidence is submitted to the Panel. 

3. Impact on fisheries – impacts of increased access.  Proponent has expressed 
willingness to work directly with DFO to determine detailed and robust 
mitigation measures for access related impacts on fisheries.  The more 
detailed and robust mitigation measures are required before DFO evidence is 
submitted to the Panel. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Proponent will adhere to DFO water withdrawal protocols.  The locations of 
possible exceedances are not yet known. 

• The planning basis for water withdrawal is 5% and there is no plan to exceed 
this.  Final plans for actual withdrawals will occur in the permitting phase. 

• Access to fisheries by workers – Workers from the south will not be permitted 
to fish in work camp settings. 
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2.2.2   WWF – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Pete Ewins 

Affiliation:  World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. High conservation value (HCV) wildlife areas should be approached on a bio-
regional basis, and not narrowly defined as in the local and regional study 
areas in the EIS.   

 

Proponent Response:  

• See MGP response to DFO IR 1.51 – draft marine protected area – for timing 
and locations   

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (C) – WWF Main Points for Joint Review 
Panel EIS Conference on Information Sufficiency 

 

2.2.3   DGGDC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Jennifer Klemik and Russell Bardak 

Affiliation:  Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council (DGGDC) – Fort Providence 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 
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1. Impacts of MGP induced activity relating to an increase in number and 
frequency of Mackenzie River barge traffic past Fort Providence and mitigation 
measures to address impacts on aquatic resources. 

2. Emergency response plans regarding water-based accidents involving MGP 
hazardous materials passing Fort Providence in river barges. 

3. Requirements for dredging (on the section of the Mackenzie River of 
significance to DGGDC) to accommodate increased river barging traffic. 

4. How information will be shared in a timely way, to permit community review. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Initiated a barge wave study to identify potential impacts on Fort Providence; 
will be submitted to the Panel by June 30, 2005. 

• Examined anticipated barge activity in area of Fort Providence and don’t 
anticipate that there will be a significant increase in traffic resulting from the 
MGP. 

• Responses to IRs requesting more information on emergency response plans 
will be available in August 2005.   

 

2.3 PROJECT-RELATED PREPAREDNESS AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE 
PLANS 

2.3.1   DGGDC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Russell Bardak 

Affiliation:  Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council (DGGDC) – Fort Providence 

 

Information Requirements:  
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Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Emergency response plans (ERPs) regarding accidents and malfunctions 
involving hazardous materials (controlled products) passing Fort Providence in 
river barges. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• See section 2.2.3, above. 

• EIS Volume 7 discusses emergency response plan principles and policies.  This
policy will apply to Fort Providence.   

• MGP has responded to a number of IRs looking for additional details. 

• Standards document published by the NEB in 2002 has been applied, as have 
CSA and ISO 14001 standards. 

• Response to Environment Canada’s IR 2.13 commits MGP to providing 
accident and malfunction scenarios (one scenario is a diesel spill in the Fort 
Providence area). 

• ERPs will be developed as the MGP evolves. 

• The Proponent will meet with Fort Providence community representatives to 
discuss concerns. 

 

2.3.2   Kevin O’Reilly – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Kevin O’Reilly 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirement:  
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Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. How wildlife management and environmental protection commitments will be 
formalized. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• The oil and gas industry is regulated.  The NEB permit will have conditions 
that the Proponent will have to adhere to.  Land use permits are also required 
and there will be conditions associated with those.  

• The NEB will incorporate conditions in the permit to construct (e.g., a rare 
plant survey required prior to construction).  The NEB regulatory framework 
does not require wildlife management plans.    
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3. Land Use Activities, Traditional Knowledge and Protected Areas 

3.1 HARVESTING AND LAND USE 

This topic area was combined with section 3.2 to better facilitate the related 
presentations and discussions. 

3.2 TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE 

3.2.1   AKLC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Ruth Johnson 

Affiliation:  Ayoni Keh Land Corporation (AKLC) – Colville Lake 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Traditional knowledge (TK).  People feel that consultation to date has been 
incomplete.  A lot of the TK information is not in the EIS.  It is hard to mesh 
the TK analysis and the EIS.  The Panel needs to hear directly from people in 
northern communities in their own languages.  That is the way many people 
will communicate their traditional knowledge and their understanding of how 
the project may affect them to the Panel. 

2. Project timing.  This is a big issue for people.  TK studies should be completed 
before the commencement of hearings. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Working with the communities to establish and complete TK studies. 

• MGP has not been able to finalize a TK study program within the K’ahsho 
Go’tine District (Fort Good Hope and Colville Lake). 
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• Will continue to work towards completion of a community-based TK study for 
the Colville Lake area. 

 

3.2.2   DGGDC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Russell Bardak 

Affiliation:  Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council (DGGDC) – Fort Providence 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. The impacts of increased barge traffic on the traditional harvesting and land 
use areas of the Deh Gah Got’ie Dene – north side of the Mackenzie River. 

2. Commitments to complete the TK study for Fort Providence.  It should be 
completed prior to hearings. 

Proponent Responses:  

• The DGGDC and the MGP have agreed to do a joint study for completion by 
September, 2005. 

• Community-based TK studies are ongoing throughout the NWT. 

 

3.2.3   Dene Nation – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Chris Paci 

Affiliation:  Dene Nation – Lands and Environment 
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Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. No TK studies have been filed on the Public Registry. 

2. There is a need to go back to historical information and it is also important to 
get information at a community level. 

3. The EIS Conference is not a community-based process.  In a community-
based process, the Panel needs to use the system the communities use, and 
take as much time as the communities need to communicate their knowledge 
and concerns. 

Proponent Responses:  

• The DGGDC and the MGP have agreed to do a joint study for completion by 
September, 2005. 

• Community-based TK studies are ongoing throughout the NWT.  An updated 
status report identifying scheduled completion dates of the TK studies will be 
provided to the Panel by July 8, 2005. 

 

3.3 PROTECTED AREAS 

3.3.1 – WWF – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Pete Ewins 

Affiliation:  World Wildlife Fund (WWF) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):
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1. With respect to defining High Conservation Values (HCVs) and cumulative 
impacts of the project, the Proponents have failed to take a comprehensive, 
quantitative, eco-regional approach, and instead have qualitatively identified 
some HCV areas, within a relatively narrow corridor along the pipeline route.  
Some specific known HCV areas (based upon available information) have not 
been included in the Proponents’ Public Registry materials to this point.  For 
example, based upon Figures JRP WWF 2.01-2, JRP WWF 2.01-3 and JRP 
WWF 2.01-4 in the Proponents’ June 8, 2005 Round 2 Information Request 
response to WWF, spatial information for the Conservation Zones identified in 
the draft Deh Cho Land Use Plan, and Deh Cho Interim Measures Agreement, 
and known critical areas for barren ground and woodland caribou populations, 
and for known globally/continentally/nationally important breeding/staging 
concentration areas for a suite of waterbird and other migratory species, and 
for other significant wildlife species/Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs), 
have not yet been provided. 

2. In order to fully address these issues of HCV areas and cumulative 
development impacts, the Proponent should produce maps of all known HCV 
areas in the NWT portions of the Mackenzie Valley, focused especially on the 
16 eco-regions referred to in the EIS Terms of Reference Section 11.5.6.  The 
maps should be accompanied by clearly referenced methods, data sources 
and data uncertainties.  The Proponent also needs to provide a description of 
the Project’s potential impacts on the HCV areas identified, based on the 
current proposal and reasonably foreseeable developments in areas of high-
moderate hydrocarbon potential. 

3. Information already exists to help the Proponent address these issues.  WWF-
Canada can help provide the Proponents with data or data sources required 
for the regional analysis of High Conservation Values/VECs and cumulative 
impacts.  There are a variety of tools available for the assessment of High 
Conservation Values, from GIS-based MARXAN decision support tools, to 
spread-sheet based prioritization tools.  WWF-Canada and other NWT partners
have researched these methods thoroughly and are willing to offer any advice 
that the Proponents seek on these tools and information sources. 

4. In summary, more information is required to determine appropriate spatial 
boundaries for the environmental assessment of the MGP.  A technical session 
on regional biophysical spatial information should occur so that the Panel can 
pursue their mandate. 
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Proponent Response:  

• There is enough information in the EIS to represent land uses as required by 
the TOR for the EIS.  

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (C) – WWF Main Points for Joint Review 
Panel EIS Conference on Information Sufficiency 

 

3.3.2   SCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Explicit treatment of MGP impacts on the planned network of Protected Areas 
for the Mackenzie Valley as described in the five-year NWT Protected Areas 
Action Plan. 

2. Important Bird Areas (IBAs) and requirements for protection in advance of 
project development (e.g. Mills Lake). 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Information is provided on how impacts on bird populations were assessed in 
the EIS (Volumes 3 and 5), and on habitat fragmentation in the Additional 
Information volumes. 

 

39 



3.3.3   INAC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Shannon Ward 

Affiliation:  INAC – Environment and Conservation Division 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. Re: the creation of a network of protected areas, INAC is interested in 
learning more about how MGP approached selection of high conservation 
value areas. 

2. Approach used in identifying areas of high conservation value could assist with
the evaluation provided by the Proponent of potential impacts on the creation 
of a network of NWT Protected Areas.   

3. There is enough information on Protected Areas and land use plans to proceed
to the next phase of the review, recognizing that the land use planning 
processes in the Deh Cho and Sahtu are ongoing, with draft plans prepared. 

 

3.3.4   DGGDC – Presentation Summary 

Speakers: Russell Bardak and Greg Nyuli 

Affiliation:  Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council (DGGDC) – Fort Providence 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. The traditional knowledge (TK) of the biophysical aspects of the Mackenzie 
River for mitigation measures regarding barge transportation of materials 
(food and equipment for the MGP). 
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Proponent Response  

• The DGGDC and the MGP have agreed to do a joint TK study for completion 
by September, 2005. 

 

3.3.5   CWS – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Kevin McCormick 

Affiliation:  Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS), Environment Canada 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. Additional information pertaining to important bird conservation areas may be 
helpful for the review.  

2. Similar information regarding marine species will also be available soon. 

3. Reasons:  A 1991 compendium of key migratory bird habitat types has been 
updated by CWS.  It will be published soon and made available to the JRP 
Public Registry.   
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4. Cumulative Effects, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Sustainability 

4.1 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

4.1.1   SCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Greenhouse gases (GHG) in a broader, more realistic context of induced 
development.  For example, SCC notes that the MGP will supply natural gas to
the tar sands in Alberta, which will cause a much larger overall increase in 
GHG emissions than presented in the EIS. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• MGP cannot predict where the transported natural gas will be used.  The issue 
is outside scope of the MGP.  

 

4.1.2   Bob Bromley – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Bob Bromley 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirements:  
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Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Transportation of personnel in the calculation of MGP greenhouse gas 
emissions – not addressed in the EIS. 

2. Calculation of GHG’s (in mega tones/year) in the context of a cumulative 
impact scenario that assumes the MGP natural gas pipeline operating at full 
capacity. 

3. Means:  Available relevant literature and its implications: reports from the 
Pembina Institute, records of NWT emissions over the last decade, the 
Millennium Report (Ecological Society of North America). 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Greenhouse gas emissions from transportation of personnel and construction 
is addressed in MGP responses to Information Requests from EC (IR 1.302) 
and DMGA (IR 1.02). 

 

4.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

4.2.1   NRCan – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Rennie Tupper and Fons Schellekens 

Affiliation:  Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speakers’ assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. A gas potential assessment in the Mackenzie Valley corridor as requested by 
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NRCAN of the Proponent in NRCan’s Round 1 Information Request.  This 
would be a conceptual assessment of all gas plays in the Mackenzie Valley 
corridor, extending the scope of the cumulative effects assessment beyond 
the scope of the Gilbert, Lausen, Jung (GLJ) report.  NRCan will leave decision 
to Panel to determine the scope of cumulative effects assessment. 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (A) – NRCan Letter to JRP (submitted 
June 24, 2005) 

 

Proponent Response:  

• An assessment of potential gas plays in the Mackenzie Valley corridor is 
outside the scope of the Terms of Reference for the EIS. 

 

4.2.2   Kevin O’Reilly – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Kevin O’Reilly 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Mapping of the full footprint of cumulative impacts and identification of related 
predicted impacts. 

2. Mitigation through application of best practices. 

3. Description of monitoring programs to address predicted cumulative impacts. 

4. Contribution to sustainability material on JRP Public Registry is not sufficient to
proceed to public hearings. 
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5. Means:  Additional information is required prior to deadline for filing evidence 
and is best obtained through direction form JRP and a technical conference 
that should be held in fall 2005, organized by the JRP, and open to all 
registered Interveners.  The technical conference should not be considered a 
substitute for technical hearings. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• There is an IR response explaining why the cumulative impact footprints are 
not mapped and impacts (see MGP response to CARC Information Request 
2.02).  

• The Sproule study conclusions are not included in the EIS.  It is the Mackenzie 
Explorers’ Group impression of how future development in the Mackenzie 
Delta may occur; it is not a cumulative impact assessment.  It is a conceptual 
development plan. 

• Overview maps for the entire MGP are filed with JRP, and that information was
used in the cumulative effects assessment. 

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (D) – Kevin O’Reilly – Sufficiency of MGP 
Cumulative Impacts Assessment 

 

4.2.3   AN / NWT LCC - Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Suzette Montreuil 

Affiliation:  Alternatives North (AN) / NWT Literacy Council Coalition (NWT 
LCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 
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1. An independent analysis of cumulative social and economic effects that 
recognizes accumulated impacts on regions and commitments for the long-
term.  The information is required because there is a huge gap in the EIS in 
assessing cumulative impacts.  Current analysis assumes no ‘significant’ 
effects, but states ‘accumulated’ analysis is technically not feasible.  This is a 
contradiction.  Models such as Genuine Progress Indicators (GPIs) provide a 
potential methodological framework for this type of cumulative effects 
assessment. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• The EIS approach to Cumulative Effects Assessment (CEA) is consistent with 
the basis of project-specific assessment, which is Valued Component (VC) 
specific; doesn’t allow for accumulation of all VCs.  

 

4.2.4   Shelagh Montgomery / CARC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Shelagh Montgomery  

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener (on behalf of Canadian Arctic Resources 
Committee - CARC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the EIS, and in reference to the following – 
EIS TOR Section 17 – Cumulative Effects; EIS Vol. 5, Part F, Section 12.6.2 and 
EIS Additional Information Section 11.1.1, and EIS Vol. 6, Part B, Section 9.1.1 
and EIS Additional Information Section 12.2.1.2 – more information is required to 
address all issues related to a meaningful, complete cumulative effects 
assessment that would fully incorporate and analyze the following: 

1. Induced development scenarios of future natural gas exploration and 
production that will be required to keep the proposed Mackenzie Valley 
Pipeline full over the proposed project life of 25-35 years (that is, 
incorporating possible gas resources from the Colville Hills, Delta onshore, and
Delta offshore, and any other known and predicted reserves identified in the 
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Proponent’s own commissioned Gilbert Lausen and Jung (GLJ) Study, as well 
as the resource supply study commissioned by the Mackenzie Explorers Group
(the Sproule Study) – both of which have been filed with the NEB). 

2. All infrastructure and activities required to carry out future exploration and 
production; that is, seismic lines, access roads, gathering systems, 
compressor stations, borrow pits. 

3. Employment expectations for the 25-30 year life of the project focusing on 
construction, operations, and exploration-related jobs. 

4. In-migration and its possible impacts on the Aboriginal/non-Aboriginal 
population balance currently in the NWT. 

5. Increases in air transportation up and down the valley and its possible impacts
on total NWT greenhouse gas emissions, air transportation safety, airport 
capacity, wildlife migration, and wildlife in general. 

6. Requirements and costs of increased demands placed on the Government of 
the Northwest Territories health and social services, and infrastructure. 

7. Reasons:  Without these insufficiencies being addressed prior to having this 
process go to Public Hearings, the Joint Review Panel will not be able to make 
truly informed recommendations at the end of the Environmental Review.  
Likewise, registered Interveners will not be able to provide the Panel with the 
evidence necessary for informed conclusions to be drawn. 

The Proponent’s conclusions in the EIS sections addressing cumulative effects 
(EIS Volume 5, Part F and EIS Volume 6 Part B, and EIS Additional 
Information); that is, that they will simply not be significant, are simplistic and
unfounded given the true magnitude of the proposed Mackenzie Gas Project.   

The Proponent’s claims that future development scenarios are not provided 
because they are “speculative and conceptual”, of “limited value in 
contributing to the assessment of cumulative effects”, and of “considerable 
uncertainty” are unfounded.  For example, the Proponent states that the 
development scenario it produced (at the request of the Panel) using the GLJ 
Study is highly speculative and not meaningful; however, in response to DNEL 
IR 2.01 the Proponent identifies this same study as the basis for its economic 
predictions. 

As quoted from the rationale in INAC IR 2.29, “In the socioeconomic 
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cumulative effects assessment, this work [discussion of different types of 
potential impacts] has either been done superficially, or has not been done” 

The Cumulative Effects Assessment work submitted by the Proponent to date 
is inadequate. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• MGP based its EIS cumulative effects assessment on commonly used 
guidelines (e.g. Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency guidelines). 

• Hypothetical land uses are in the EIS and not ignored. 

• Economic effects information does reflect: 1) the 1.2 mcf/day scenario based 
on the GLJ report; and, 2) in the Additional Information volume, a 1.8 
mcf/day expansion scenario. 

• In the Additional Information volume, page 11-39 provides a discussion of in-
migration – noting that the bulk of the MGP’s labour demands cannot be met 
solely in the NWT.    

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (E): Shelagh Montgomery – Written 
Comments on Insufficiency of Cumulative Effects 
Assessment in the MGP EIS (submitted June 28, 
2005) 

 

4.2.5   SCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Stephen Hazell 

Affiliation:  Sierra Club of Canada (SCC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
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more information is required on: 

1. The “reasonably foreseeable” test.  Refer to Map JRP_1_49-1 in the MGP’s 
Information Request response, which shows the tremendous activity south of 
the NWT/Alberta border; perhaps indicative of what is “reasonably 
foreseeable.”  

2. The treatment of cumulative effects in the Panel review of the Cheviot coal 
mine project near Hinton, Alberta. 

Proponent Responses:  

• MGP used the definition of “reasonably foreseeable” in the EIS to include 
publicly announced information that exists at the time the EIS is prepared – 
an approach consistent with the Terms of Reference for the EIS. 

• Hypothetical land uses are in the EIS and not ignored. 

 

4.2.6   INAC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Eric Yaxley 

Affiliation:  Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Proponent commitments to mitigation, monitoring and follow-up (as per 
response to EC Information Request 2.06). 

Proponent Response:  

• An updated commitments list with designated responsibilities will be 
submitted to the Joint Review Panel in August 2005. 
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4.3 SUSTAINABILITY 

4.3.1   AN/ NWT LCC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Suzette Montreuil 

Affiliation:  Alternatives North (AN) / NWT Literacy Council Coalition (NWT 
LCC) 

 

Information Requirement:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Tax revenue for various levels of government to offset MGP infrastructure 
costs, is not known (an accurate estimate is not possible based on the 
information provided in the EIS). 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Proponent concluded there will be a significant positive balance to the GNWT. 

 

4.3.2   Bob Bromley – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Bob Bromley 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 
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1. How MGP supports sustainability, given that environmentally sustainable 
communities meet most basic needs from local renewable resources. 

2. Full-cost accounting for the proposed MGP. 

3. Unaddressed sustainability concerns in the Proponent’s responses to EC 
Information Request 1.3021 and DMGA Information Request 1.02. 

Supplementary 
information: 

 
Appendix 2 (F): Bob Bromley - Submission to EIS 
Conference – Greenhouse Gases, Cumulative 
Effects and Sustainability (submitted June 29, 
2005) 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Proponent has addressed sustainability throughout its EIS. 

 

4.3.3   Kevin O’Reilly – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Kevin O’Reilly 

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Details on how project planning and design reflects sustainability principles. 

2. Comprehensive cost and benefit analysis based on quantitative analysis. 

3. Sustainability indicator monitoring. 

4. Information on the proposed MGP’s contribution to sustainability on the JRP 
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Public Registry is not sufficient to proceed to public hearings.  Additional 
information required prior to deadline for filing evidence.  It is best obtained 
through direction from the JRP and a technical conference that should be held 
in the fall 2005, organized by the JRP, open to all registered Interveners, and 
not used as a substitute for technical hearings. 

 

Proponent Response:  

•  There is lots of information on sustainability in the EIS.  Proponent chose to 
use Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency guidelines.  

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (G) – Kevin O’Reilly - Sufficiency of MGP 
Contribution to Sustainability 
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5. Community Wellness and Socio-Economics 

5.1 COMMUNITY WELLNESS, SOCIAL PROGRAMMING AND HEALTH 
SERVICES 

5.1.1   KGDLC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Arthur Tobac 

Affiliation:  K’ahsho Got’ine District Land Corp. (DGDLC) – Fort Good Hope 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. Our problem is not the sufficiency of evidence.  Our people have read very 
little of what EIS information has already been provided.  They cannot afford 
to be here and most are not familiar with the English language. 

2. Governments have denied us the help needed to review the many binders of 
EIS materials.  They believe that they should intervene on our behalf. 

3. The difficulty is that our oral tradition makes it difficult for the aboriginal 
communities to comment on the sufficiency of (EIS) information to proceed to 
hearings. 

4. Means:  On community wellness, government is planning sessions in each 
community and, during these sessions, people will identify deficiencies.  The 
Joint Review Panel and other Interveners should be aware of this information. 
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5.1.2   SWCNT – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Barbara Saunders 

Affiliation:  Status of Women Council of the NWT (SWCNT) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Gender-based analysis and indicators because the EIS ignores women (48.3%
of the NWT’s population). 

2. ‘Out-of-wedlock’ births during the construction phase are an issue (e.g. EIS 
Volume 6, Section 5.3.3.3, page 117) because of long-term impacts to 
women’s health, education and employment prospects. 

3. In the EIS, Volume 6, Section 5.5, Table 4-3, mitigation measures are 
presented that do not respond to gender concerns. 

4. EIS, Volume 6, Section 5.4.2 – Air Quality – The effects of diesel fumes from 
construction vehicles on women (pregnancies) is not addressed. 

5. No evidence in the EIS comparing women’s experience with the development 
of NWT diamond mines to the proposed MGP. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Valued Social Components (VSCs) and key indicators were developed in 
consultation with SWC NWT and the NWT Native Women’s Association and 
incorporated into the EIS assessment.  Further corporate programs and 
policies will be developed when detailed mitigation measures are developed. 

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (H): Barbara Saunders, Status of 
Women Council of the NWT (Presentation on 
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Community Wellness) (submitted June 29, 2005) 

 

5.1.3   DGGDC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Russell Bardak 

Affiliation:  Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council (DGGDC) – Fort Providence 

 

Information Requirement:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. MGP needs to meet with the Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council to discuss 
community wellness issues. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• The Proponent has met with communities to discuss community wellness 
issues and will continue to do so, on the request of the community. 

 

5.1.4   IRC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: James Thorbourne 

Affiliation:  Inuvialuit Regional Corporation (IRC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Community-specific information to permit detailed analysis of community 
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social and economic impacts.  Additional available community baseline data is 
not presented in the EIS. 

2. Who will provide the community-specific information and how. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Each of the key indicators as they relate to Valued Components (VCs) are 
identified for each community in the socio-economic study area. 

• Issue scoping with social workers and regional organizations reduced the 
number of variables included in the full socio-economic database to what is 
contained in the EIS. 

 

5.1.5   INAC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Matthew Spence 

Affiliation:  INAC – Pipeline Readiness Office 

 

Information Requirement:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

1. Some traditional knowledge studies have not yet been submitted.  It will be 
important to review these when available for potential integration into the EIS 
in determining the usefulness of proposed mitigation of socio-economic 
impacts. 

2. Table 14.4 of the Additional Information Report provides an extensive table of 
commitments to biophysical and environmental management.  It would be 
helpful to obtain a revised, updated, detailed socio-economic commitments 
table similar in format to the one requested for the biophysical environment, 
and one that includes the Proponents plans to report on the progress of 
implementation. 
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3. In its response to INAC Information Request 2.39, the Proponent indicated it 
was proceeding on development of a framework Socio-Economic Management 
Plan.  This plan would be helpful in determining the mitigation of socio-
economic impacts at the community level. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• The Proponent indicated a revised draft of the socio-economic commitments 
table will be prepared by July 15 and a further draft by August 31, 2005. 

• The Proponent stated that it will provide the Joint Coordinating Committee co-
chairs with a framework/outline of a socio-economic management plan by July
31, 2005.  The framework Socio-Economic Management Plan will be 
submitted to the Joint Review Panel in August, 2005. 

 

5.1.6   Shelagh Montgomery / CARC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Shelagh Montgomery  

Affiliation:  Individual Intervener (on behalf of the Canadian Arctic Resources 
Committee - CARC) 

 

Information Requirement:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. How GNWT will deal with social issues related to the MGP. 

 

GNWT Responses (Gavin More):  

• Communities in the NWT have indicated that they want to present their views 
on social issues directly to the Joint Review Panel.  Therefore, it is preferable 
to hear directly from the communities. 
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• GNWT has: 1) submitted its March 2005 information report of its activities to 
the JRP and 2) conducted several community workshops on social impacts of 
the proposed MGP. 

• The GNWT’s questions about the social impacts of the MGP are clearly 
indicated in GNWT IRs to the Proponent. 

• GNWT’s views on social impacts will come out in future discussions.    

 

5.2 COMMUNITY / REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND MUNICIPAL 
SERVICES 

5.2.1   Town of Inuvik – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Peter Clarkson 

Affiliation:  Mayor, Town of Inuvik 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Town of Inuvik municipal infrastructure in order to assess MGP impacts.  
Areas requiring more information include:  impacts on traffic and roads, 
growth, scheduling infrastructure upgrades, monitoring and mitigation.  

2. Means:  Town of Inuvik has contracted consultants and engineers to assess 
impacts on infrastructure.  Inuvik will use this information to enter into direct 
negotiations with the Proponent to address its issues.  Inuvik will address any 
outstanding issues in the JRP hearings. 

 
 
 
 

60 



Proponent Response:  

• The Proponent has met with communities to discuss community infrastructure 
issues and will continue to do so, on the request of the community. 

 

5.2.2   NWT LC / AN – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Mary McCreadie 

Affiliation:  NWT Literacy Council Coalition (NWT LCC) / Alternatives North 
(AN) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Adult education.  The EIS lacks a detailed analysis of project impacts on adult 
education programs by community and region, including basic adult 
education, academic studies, community learning centres, community and 
family literacy, Aboriginal language programs, access programs, workplace 
literacy, and jobs skills training.  This information is required to measure how 
the project and associated training affect capacity of adult ed resources to 
meet adult ed needs of people and communities. 

2. Forest fires.  Need to identify long-term impacts of MGP infrastructure and 
activity on fighting forest fires and work with GNWT to develop policies / fee 
structures.  This information is required to know the true, long-term impacts 
of the MGP on fighting forest fires, including any potential additional public 
costs. 

3. Housing.  The EIS is lacking: a) an analysis of project impacts on available 
housing for people on fixed, poverty-level, and low incomes by community 
and region; b) an inventory of abandoned housing and an analysis of whether 
or not this housing can meet housing needs and identify who, how and if this 
housing can be used to fulfill increased housing needs from project.  Housing 
demands increase in communities already stressed with housing shortage.  

61 



Project impacts cause increase in cost of housing (rent and purchase).  
Markets may not take care of housing needs. 

4. Emergency Response Plans.  Need emergency plans up-front, with adequate 
time for effective review by all potentially affected government agencies.  This 
information is required to make sure that all government agencies have 
enough time to review the Proponents plans, identify gaps and potential costs.

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Adult education: See section 5.6 of Volume 6, which does include adult 
education.  We didn’t deal with literacy as a key indicator. 

• Forest fires: We will work with GNWT as appropriate. 

• Housing: Ellis Consulting report is referred to because it is part of literature 
base.  We made a conservative assessment of the MGP’s housing needs. 

• Emergency Response Plans: see Proponent’s response under that heading in 
the Wildlife and Related Habitat session, section 2 of this facilitator’s report. 

 

5.2.3   NTPC - Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Myra Berrub 

Affiliation:  Northwest Territories Power Corporation (NTPC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Barging Services and Contract Trucking.  Whether the Proponent has 
adequately identified and addressed the impacts of the Project in demand for 
barging services and contract trucking, and prepared adequate plans to 
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address adverse effects – see responses to NTPC JRP IR 2.02(b) and 2.02(c). 

2. The Project’s impact on barging and contract trucking demand.  Specifically, 
there are no estimates of potential increased barging or trucking costs to 
current users, or the likelihood of capacity shortages to current users. 

3. The Proponent’s plans to manage adverse effects; it is difficult determine what
is meant by diverting Project freight to alternative routes – see responses to  
GNWT JRP IR 1.59 and DGGDC JRP IR 2.3 – or by using alternative means 
(see response to GNWT JRP IR 1.55). 

4. Mitigation plans for potential shortages in truck capacity.  The result is that 
NTPC cannot determine the effectiveness of the plan upon its operations. 

5. Estimates of the price and service impacts upon existing users from the 
almost six-fold increase in barge demand; the specific steps and measures the
Proponent will take to mitigate adverse price and service impacts upon 
existing users of barging services and contract trucking; the specific steps the 
Proponent will take to implement its barge capacity management plan.  These 
are primary deficiencies in information in the EIS. 

6. Means:  The Proponent can address these deficiencies by conducting impact 
studies, by detailing its commercial arrangements, and thereafter by 
preparing a mitigation plan which addresses the mitigation of adverse price, 
service, and capacity impacts. 

 

Proponent Responses:  

• Base load for the NWT is of primary importance (versus MGP loads).  More 
recent information is included in the Information Request responses.  An 
updated transportation consultant study – the Prolog Report – will be provided
in the next few weeks. 

• See MGP responses to DAS IR 1.30 which outlines the flow of barge traffic, 
and in the EIS we recognize potential shortfall in barging supply (requiring an 
additional tug and 12 barges). 

• Community re-supply will be examined. 
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6. Employment, Training and Procurement 

6.1 NORTHERN AND ABORIGINAL EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING AND 
PROCUREMENT 

6.1.1   Government of Yukon – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Ron Sumanik 

Affiliation:  Government of Yukon 

 

Information Requirement:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Community wellness.  EIS lacks Yukon community labour data, demographics,
social information. 

2. Modeling deficiencies in Ellis Report related to under-stating of MGP’s impact 
on Yukon economy. 

3. Means: Technical sessions to discuss the impact of the MGP on the Yukon’s 
communities are required either before or during hearings. 

 

Proponent Response:  

• Ellis Report: Input/output modeling is based on trade flows, drawn from 
experience of all governments across Canada. 
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6.1.2   NTPC – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Myra Berrub 

Affiliation:  Northwest Territories Power Corporation (NTPC) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Supply of Key Materials.  Whether the Proponent has adequately identified 
and addressed the impacts of the Project in demand for general goods and 
services, with emphasis upon heavy equipment related goods and services, 
and prepared adequate plans to address adverse effects – see responses to 
the following Information Requests:  NTPC JRP IR 2.04, NTPC JRP IR 1.02(a), 
(d), and (e); JRP IR 1.18. 

2. Demand for Contractors and Labour.  EIS lacks Project-detailed employment 
and contractor estimates (as per the EIS TOR). Whether the Proponent has 
adequately identified and addressed the impacts of the Project in demand for 
key positions, trades and contractors, and prepared adequate plans to 
address adverse effects – see responses to the following Information 
Requests:  NTPC JRP IR 2.06(a), NTPC JRP IR 1.05 (d). 

3. Demand information for specific positions of interest to NTPC and as well for 
key contractors (electrical and mechanical). 

4. The Proponent’s specific plans as to how it intends to “manage the effects of 
competition” for goods and services, as indicated in their response to the 
JRP’s Information Request 2.04(b).  In particular, the Proponent has not 
identified: 1) when those consultations will take place; and 2) what plans it 
has to address and mitigate adverse effects. 

5. Means:  Proponent needs to engage in consultations with NTPC prior to 
commencement of JRP public hearings. 
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Proponent Responses: 

• Materials and equipment demand details were not available when the EIS was 
prepared.  Information will become more detailed closer to project start-up 
(2006).  In the EIS, the Proponent is committed to consulting with the parties 
on this issue, and will meet with NTPC to discuss specific concerns. 

 

6.1.3   NWT LCC / AN – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Ben McDonald 

Affiliation:  NWT Literacy Council Coalition (NWTLCC) / Alternatives North 
(AN) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Targets (expectations) for Aboriginal/Non-aboriginal men/women training and 
measures to achieve them must be specified. 

2. Job guarantees for workers who do take training. 

3. What project timing adjustments would be required to achieve the two 
foregoing objectives. 

4. How will a “northerner” be defined for hiring purposes and how will the 
Proponent facilitate hiring them (“individual choices” isn’t an answer) – legal 
issues are involved. 

5. How does the Proponent plan to move its construction workers in and out 
during construction phase work rotations. 

6. Reasons:  This information is required to help judge potential project 
beneficial impact. 
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Proponent Responses:  

• Proponent is working with government agencies and others on training and 
work experience programs.  A mentoring program is being designed to make 
it easier for northerners to participate in the workforce. 

• Contractors and subcontractors will be required to adhere to MGP 
commitments. 

• The issue of who gets what training opportunities is determined in part by 
individual choice.  We cannot guarantee gender balance. 

 

6.1.4   SWCNT – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Barbara Saunders 

Affiliation:  Status of Women Council of the NWT (SWCNT) 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. EIS should provide gender disaggregated information on labour force.  Need 
statistics to show that women would benefit equally.   

2. How the Proponent will ensure that women have equal opportunity for training
and employment. 

3. Plans for gender sensitivity and sexual harassment for als stakeholders and 
subcontractors (see http://www.wrdc.nf.ca). 

4. Need more detailed summary of personnel and training needs by occupational 
groups (e.g. Women in Resource Development Committee reports). 
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Proponent Responses:  

• Nothing in the EIS is exclusive to men or women.  The intention is to allow 
equal opportunity. 

 

Supplementary 
information: 

Appendix 2 (I):  Barbara Saunders, Status of 
Women Council of the NWT (Presentation on 
Employment, Training and Procurement) (submitted 
June 29, 2005)  

 

6.1.5   Village of Fort Simpson – Presentation Summary 

Speaker: Louie Azzolini  

Affiliation:  Village of Fort Simpson 

 

Information Requirements:  

Based on the speaker’s assessment of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
more information is required on: 

1. Scope of the ‘project’ under environmental assessment and regulatory review 
appears to differ: clarity is required.  

 

Proponent Response:  

• The EIS describes scope of project under review and that is what was 
assessed. 
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 MACKENZIE GAS PROJECT 

1. Sandy Martin, Mackenzie Gas Project – Summary Remarks 

 

INTRODUCTION 

On behalf of the Proponents of the Mackenzie Gas Project and our 
representatives who have attended this EIS Conference, I would like to thank 
each of you, including Joint Review Panel members, JRP staff and consultants, 
the Conference facilitator, registrants and observers, for your involvement and 
contribution to the success of this event.  We recognize the considerable effort 
undertaken in organizing this Conference and the sacrifices made by all 
attendees to prepare for and participate in the event. 

I would also like to specifically acknowledge the courtesy and respect that was 
extended by all Conference participants to us, and to one another, during the 
past three and a half days.  It’s reassuring to know that while, at times, there 
may be disagreement among some of us on matters relating to the subject 
matter of these proceedings, we can nevertheless interact together in a positive 
and productive manner. 

In reflecting upon the past few days, I have a number of comments and 
observations that I would like to make. 

 

SUFFICIENCY OF INFORMATION 

In our opinion it has been helpful to share information, views and perspectives 
concerning the sufficiency of information that exists on the JRP Public Registry.  
Given the large volume of information that has been filed over the past nine 
months, we have appreciated the opportunity provided by this Conference to 
summarize the information along the lines of Conference topics and to speak to 
its sufficiency.  We also acknowledge the information provided by others and the 
contributions made to focusing, progressing and resolving sufficiency issues. 

It’s important to re-iterate that we are still relatively early in the overall 
regulatory and environmental review processes for the Project. 

As has been quoted from the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Terms of 
Reference on prior occasions, the “environmental impact assessment is a 
planning tool intended to identify and encourage the mitigation of significant 
adverse environmental impacts.  The level of detail required for this evaluation 
may differ from that required for the regulatory process.”  As such, having 
regard to the size of the Project undertaking and its current stage of 
development, we have endevoured to provide as much detail as possible in 
satisfying the Terms of Reference requirements and, in addition, to be fully 
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responsive to requests for additional information.  It is our opinion, therefore, 
that the information filed to date is appropriate for the current stage of the 
process and that there are no material sufficiency issues at this time.  We believe 
that sufficient information currently exists on the registry to proceed to the 
public hearing phase of the process.   

 

TECHNICAL SESSIONS 

Notwithstanding this conclusion, we are mindful of the comments and 
suggestions made by several Interveners at the Conference concerning technical 
sessions or conferences and we would offer the following thoughts.  

The Proponent is committed to continued discussions with all affected parties 
including the public, non-governmental organizations and regulatory agencies.  
These discussion help the parties gain a common understanding and narrow the 
scope of issues to be discussed at hearings.  We expect these discussions to 
occur prior to, and during the hearings. 

However, the Proponent does have concerns specific to technical sessions or 
workshops.  

Careful consideration needs to be given to the subject matter of any potential 
technical sessions.  For example, technical sessions were proposed by non-
government Interveners on the subjects of cumulative effects and sustainability, 
respectively.  It is the Proponent’s opinion that the issues between the parties in 
respect of cumulative effects and sustainability are well defined and are simply 
based on fundamentally different viewpoints.  We believe it would be 
unproductive to attempt to address these sorts of differences in a technical 
session.  We believe the hearing process is better suited for addressing these 
types of differences. 

There were four specific sufficiency issues raised during the EIS Conference that 
I would like to briefly touch upon.   

 

CUMULATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AS IT RELATES TO THE 
DEFINITION OF REASONABLY FORESEEABLE PROJECTS 

Firstly, several Interveners suggested an insufficiency in the cumulative effects 
assessment in that the reasonably foreseeable project inclusion list may be too 
narrow.  In order to complete a sound cumulative effects assessment certain 
project details must be available to the Proponent.  These details are not 
currently available for the hypothetical developments.  The lack of knowledge on 
potential future developments is highlighted in the Proponents’ hypothetical 
scenario provided in Section 11.2 of the EIS Additional Information volume. 

In addition to the above, the potential developments cited in the Hypothetical 
Scenario are far from certain.  To illustrate this fact I will provide an example.  
The Maritimes and Northeast pipeline constructed in the late 1990s was 
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considered as a basin opening development for the gas resource off the coast of 
Nova Scotia.  The predicted additional development has not materialized and the 
pipeline is now at risk of under utilization. 

This example highlights why the use of geological resources assessments or the 
issuance of exploration licenses to identify future developments are not a reliable 
predictors of reasonably foreseeable development. 

It is worth noting that any future development will be the subject of regulatory 
reviews that will provide the public with the detailed information required for 
assessment and planning purposes. 

 

TRADITIONAL KNOWLEDGE 

The second issue relates to traditional knowledge.  The best available local and 
traditional knowledge was incorporated into the EIS.  This information was 
gathered from various sources including published literature and through the 
Proponent’s extensive consultation and public involvement processes.  In 
addition, the Proponent is working with aboriginal and community organizations 
to undertake local traditional knowledge studies on behalf of the Proponent.  
Again, the local traditional knowledge studies are only one aspect of the 
integration of local and traditional knowledge into the EIS.  It is anticipated that 
the local traditional knowledge studies, once completed, will be useful in 
developing detailed site-specific mitigation plans later in the process.  These 
specific plans would be subject to regulatory authorization and oversight by the 
applicable board or agency. 

Further we will provide updates to the JRP and other interested parties of any 
changes to project plans as a result of information gained from the traditional 
knowledge studies. 

 

ISSUE OVERLAP BETWEEN JRP AND NEB PROCESSES 

The third item I would like to comment on is the potential overlap of issues 
between the JRP and the National Energy Board (NEB) processes.  Several of the 
Government of Canada Interveners have sought information through the JRP 
process on topics that are included in the NEB process list of issues.  The best 
example is “the suitability of the design of the proposed project”, which is a NEB 
issue.  Substantial technical engineering-related information has been sought in 
respect of this issue through the JRP process, especially from Government of 
Canada Interveners.  It is the opinion of the Proponent that engineering-related 
project design matters should more appropriately be directed to the NEB 
process. 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC MATTERS 

Finally, socio-economic topics such as employment and training, gender and 
equality issues, community wellness indicators and infrastructure needs were 
discussed in terms of sufficiency.  The Proponent is of the opinion that sufficient 
information on these topics is available at an EIS level of detail. The Proponents 
look forward to discussing detailed project plans with interested parties during 
design and planning meetings. 

 

SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION 

We will be providing a copy of these closing comments to the EIS Conference 
facilitator for inclusion in his post-conference report to the JRP.  As requested by 
the facilitator, we will also be submitting a summary of commitments that were 
made or confirmed by the proponent during these past three days.  Finally, I will 
be submitting a letter to the JRP documenting the outcomes of a meeting that 
the proponent had with representatives of Natural Resources Canada concerning 
their letter to the JRP, dated June 24, 2005, and subsequent comments made at 
this Conference. 

 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, once again the Proponent would reiterate its belief that sufficient 
information currently exists on the JRP Public Registry to proceed with the public 
hearing phase of the process.  Having said that, we always find it beneficial to 
participate in public events to engage in discussion on the Project.  We have 
gained additional insight at this conference from many Interveners and we will 
endeavor to utilize that information in project planning. 

We did hear the comments regarding the need for continued discussion with the 
affected aboriginal communities, municipal and territorial governments and 
industry to address project related issues and have committed that the Project 
will continue to work with these parties both individually and in tripartite 
discussions. 

Thank you very much, and safe travels back to your home destinations. 
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2. MGP Follow-up Commitments 

Re: Follow-up Commitments Made or Confirmed by the Proponent during the EIS 
Conference, June 26-29, 2005. 

Monday, June 27 

1. Confirmation of the Proponent's commitment, as set forth in DFO 
IR 2.08, to submit information relating to preliminary engineering 
in several areas of relevance to slope stability design. 

2. Confirmation of the Proponent's commitment, as set forth in EC IR 
2.06, to a process leading to the submission of an updated 
commitment table, based on the biophysical related commitments 
contained in the EIS Additional Information Report, section 14.3. 

3. Commitment by the Proponent to meet with representatives of 
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) during the Conference in 
respect of  NRCan's letter to the Joint Review Panel (JRP), dated 
June 24, 2005, and NRCan's comments at the Conference on June 
27, 2005.  The Proponent met with the representatives of NRCan 
on June 27 and a summary of the outcomes from that meeting, 
including follow-up plans, is being submitted by the Proponent to 
the JRP separately. 

4. The Proponent committed to participate with representatives of 
INAC, and other government departments as applicable, in a 
technical meeting relating to geotechnical design and water 
crossings. This subject matter of this meeting may overlap with 
one or more issues identified in the National Energy Board 
proceeding.  The Proponent also reiterates its ongoing commitment 
to meet with any Intervener or Interveners to address issues 
relating to the Mackenzie Gas Project (Project). 

5. With reference to DGGDC IR 2.02 and 2.03, the Proponent re-
iterated its commitment to continue consultation with the 
community of Fort Providence concerning potential effects of 
Project transportation activities such as barge traffic on the 
Mackenzie River, including emergency preparedness. 

6. The Proponent committed to follow-up with Mr. Robert Bromley, 
Ecology North, and to receive references that Mr. Bromley may 
provide concerning bird populations, and the Proponent further 
committed to review any such relevant information so provided. 

7. Commitment by the Proponent to meet with Mr. Nick Roe, 
specialist advisor to the JRP, to discuss wildlife modeling and field 
studies and, as a result of that meeting, the Proponent committed 
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to provide Mr. Roe with copies of two previously filed modeling 
reports related to birds and wildlife, respectively. 

8. Confirmation of the Proponent's commitment, as set forth in DFO 
IR 2.08, regarding the need for an environmental effects 
monitoring program, and that the monitoring program will be 
developed by the Proponent before the start of Project 
construction. 

9. Confirmation of the Proponent's commitment, as set forth in 
DGGDC IR 2.01, to conduct a wave energy analysis of a section of 
the Mackenzie River near Fort Providence.  The results will be 
provided to the Deh Gah Got'ie Dene Council on or about June 30, 
2005. 

10. Confirmation of the Proponent's commitment, as set forth in EC IR 
2.13, to prepare an Accident and Malfunction Scenario Report (the 
Report).  The Report includes 12 scenarios that demonstrate the 
approach taken by the Proponent to assess the impacts of possible 
Project accidents and malfunctions.  The Report is expected to be 
available in Q3, 2005. 

Tuesday, June 28 

1. With reference to the traditional knowledge (TK) status table in the 
Additional Information Report, the Proponent's letter to the JRP, 
dated May 4, 2005, and the JRP's letter to the applicable 
communities, dated May 16, 2005, the Proponent committed to 
update the TK status table. 

2. The Proponent committed to discuss with Ms. Ruth Johnson 
(Colville Lake) the involvement or potential involvement of the 
K'ahsho Got'ine District Land Corporation and Colville Lake in TK 
studies relating to the Project. 

3. Following receipt of references concerning studies on sustainability 
assessment authored by Mr. Bob Gibson and Tom Green, 
respectively, from Mr. Kevin O'Reilly, Individual Intervener, the 
Proponent committed to review such studies. 

4. Following receipt of the reference for an API Guide on Sustainability 
Indicators (the Guide) from Mr. Kevin O'Reilly, Individual 
Intervener, the Proponent committed to review the Guide.  

Wednesday, June 29, 2005 

1. With regard to the DGGDC request for consultation on community 
well being indicators the Proponent commits to consult with the 
DGGDC on these matters. The Proponent will contact Mr. Russell 
Barclay to initiate discussions. 
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2. The Proponent commits to consult with the NWT Power Corporation 
with regard to MGP person power estimates and Power NWT Power 
Corporation employment requirements. 

3. The Proponent will review the Northern Participation Model for the 
construction of the Norman Wells Pipeline developed by R. Mahnic, 
University of Saskatchewan.  
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 LIST OF APPENDICES 

1. Session Overviews (Proponent) 

• Geotechnical, Permafrost and Water Crossings 
• Wildlife, Fish, Marine Mammals and Related Habitat 
• Land Use Activities, Traditional Knowledge and Protected Areas 
• Cumulative Effects, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sustainability 
• Community Wellness and Socio-Economics 
• Employment, Training and Procurement 

2. Written Commentaries (Interveners) 

(A) Rennie Tupper, Natural Resources Canada (Natural Resources 
Canada Submission for JRP Conference, June 26 to 29, 2005) 
(submitted June 24, 2005) 

(B) Ricki Hurst, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (Speaking 
notes at JRP EIS Conference presented by Ricki Hurst) 
(submitted June 28, 2005) 

(C) Peter Ewins, World Wildlife Fund of Canada (WWF Main Points 
for Joint Review Panel EIS Conference on Information 
Sufficiency, June 27-29, 2005) 

(D) Kevin O’Reilly, Individual Intervener (Sufficiency of MGP 
Cumulative Impacts Assessment - PowerPoint presentation) 

(E) Shelagh Montgomery, Individual Intervener (Comments on 
Insufficiency of Cumulative Effects Assessment in the MGP EIS) 
(submitted June 28, 2005) 

(F) Robert G. Bromley, Individual Intervener (Submission to EIS 
Conference – Greenhouse Gases, Cumulative Effects and 
Sustainability) (submitted June 29, 2005) 

(G) Kevin O’Reilly, Individual Intervener (Sufficiency of MGP 
Contribution to Sustainability - PowerPoint presentation) 

(H) Barbara Saunders, Status of Women Council of the NWT 
(Presentation on Community Wellness) (submitted June 29, 
2005) 

(I) Barbara Saunders, Status of Women Council of the NWT 
(Presentation on Employment, Training and Procurement) 
(submitted June 29, 2005) 
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3. List of Registrants 

4. Pre-Conference Questionnaires (Interveners) 

(A) Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance 
(B) Canadian Arctic Resource Committee 
(C) Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council 
(D) Dene Tha’ First Nation 
(E) Ecology North 
(F) Village of Fort Simpson 
(G) Government of the Northwest Territories 
(H) Inuvialuit Regional Corporation 
(I) K’ahsho Got’ine District Land Corporation 
(J) Nature Canada 
(K) Nihtat Gwich’in Council 
(L) Northwest Territories Literacy Council (A Coalition 

representing Alternatives North, the NWT Literacy Council, 
the Roman Catholic Diocese of Mackenzie, the National 
Anti-Poverty Organization, the Northern Territories 
Federation of Labour, and the Public Service Alliance of 
Canada North) 

(M) Northwest Territories Power Corporation 
(N) Kevin, O’Reilly, Individual Intervener 
(O) Sierra Club of Canada 
(P) Sahdae Energy Ltd. 
(Q) Status of Women Council of the NWT 
(R) Town of Norman Wells 
(S) World Wildlife Fund of Canada 
(T) Department of Energy, Mines and Resources Oil and Gas 

Business Development and Pipeline Branch, Government of 
Yukon 
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