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c/o Heritage Centre

1620 Mt Seymour Rd

North Vancouver, BC  V7G 2R9

604 985-3057   Fax 604 985-3059

www.bcnature.ca   
manager@bcnature.ca
April 14, 2009
Brett Maracle,

Panel Manager,

Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency,

160 Elgin Street, 22nd Floor,

Ottawa, ON K1A 0H3 
Tel.: 1-866-582-1884 Fax: 613-957-0941 
E-mail: gateway.review@ceaa-acee.gc.ca
Dear Mr. Maracle,

BC Nature is a province-wide federation of naturalists and naturalists’ clubs, with about 4,500 members.   Our interest is the maintenance of the integrity of British Columbia’s wide range of ecosystems and rich biodiversity, and in related public education.    Not surprisingly, therefore, we have significant concerns regarding the proposed Gateway Project, including the likelihood of spills from the pipeline itself (which crosses over 800 streams and rivers in BC’s salmon-bearing Fraser and Skeena watersheds), the expansion of oilsands development that the pipeline would permit, and the development of an oilport at Kitimat and consequent oil tanker traffic off BC’s ecologically rich and fragile coast.   Furthermore, the long-term consequences of this massive and far-reaching project greatly outweigh any economic benefits to the people of British Columbia from short-term construction jobs and minimal long-term jobs.   It is essential, therefore, that its review be comprehensive, accessible, and accountable to the public and First Nations.

We have read the Draft Agreement between the National Energy Board and the Minister of Environment to establish a Joint Review Panel of the NEB and CEAA for the Enbridge Gateway Project, and the Appendix to the Agreement containing the Panel’s draft Terms of Reference, and have the following comments.

The Terms of Reference proposed for the Panel are inadequate, in that the scope of their review of the Project is deficient.   In brief, the ToR do not include 

(1) the implications of ending the 37-year moratorium on tanker traffic on BC’s north and central coast, putting vulnerable communities and ecosystems up and down the coast at risk from oil spills, 

(2) the environmental impact of expansion of oilsands development to provide increased amounts of oil for export to Asia, involving destruction of more and more boreal forest ecological communities, and 

(3) the contribution to climate destabilization and global warming from increased oilsands development – an increasingly pressing matter in view of the conclusion of the 2500 scientists from 80 countries, at the recent international climate change congress in Copenhagen, that the Earth is in danger of runaway climate change unless remedial actions are urgently initiated.  

The importance of these three factors makes it imperative to include them in the Review.

The proposed type of Review Panel is also unacceptable to us, as the National Energy Board Act review process to be followed is run by lawyers in a manner intimidating to most people.   We also believe that the review of the Gateway Project should be independent, and do not consider a three-person panel, two of whom must be members of the NEB, to be independent.

In our opinion, what is needed is an independent inquiry, along the lines of the West Coast Oil Port Inquiry in 1977/78 under Dr. Andrew Thompson, an internationally respected lawyer from UBC’s Faculty of Law, to look into another proposed oil pipeline to transport oil from Alaska to the continental United States via a proposed oilport at Kitimat.   Dr. Thompson held informal hearings in several communities that could be impacted by the project.   An important feature of the West Coast Oil Port Inquiry was the option to consider whether the risks of the project were socially and environmentally acceptable to local communities and whether the project should proceed.   The option to say ‘no’ to a project is essential for a balanced and impartial review, and needs to be a requirement for a review of Enbridge’s Northern Gateway Project.

Sincerely,

Bev Ramey
President
