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---EXAMINATION BY/INTERROGATOIRE PAR MR. NETTLETON: 
MR. NETTLETON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Gordon Nettleton, spelled N-E-T-T-L-E-T-O-N.  With me is Mr. Ron Sumanik, spelled S-U-M-A-N-I-K. 

Panel, the Yukon Government has just a few questions, and I think they're going to be for you, Mr. Kruse, and for you, Mr. Gibson. Unfortunately, Mr. Lawrence, you're going to have to sit out on this one, I think. 

Dr. Kruse, your presentation yesterday concerned your findings and experience with respect to development in Alaska. 

Can you comment for us on the idea of decentralized indicators and the -- shall we say the uniqueness of the decentralization of those indicators in Alaska? 

DR. KRUSE: This is Jack Kruse. Do you mean decentralized in how they're collected? 

MR. NETTLETON: Well, let's start there. 

DR. KRUSE:  I think you're referring to how, in the paper, I mentioned that there are a variety of sources of these indicators ranging from Department of Economic Development, Department of Education, and so forth. Is that correct? 

MR. NETTLETON: Yes. 

And would it be the case that the decentralized nature of those indicators, in part, would be due to the geographic distance between the project area and the communities affected by the project? 

DR. KRUSE: It mostly has to do, I think, with the mandates and jurisdictions. So in the case of, for example, employment data, that's under -- the collection of employment data from employers is under the purview of the state. The Department of Labour would have that data. 

The advantage of that is that the Department of Labour knows a lot about collecting that data.  The disadvantage is that the data isn't linked to, say, data on education, or something else. 

MR. NETTLETON: When you carried out your report for the North Slope project, did you take into account communities that were geographically distant from the project area, the project site location? 

DR. KRUSE:  Most of the work that I was reviewing was -- the research was sponsored by the Minerals Management Service, and because their mandate covers the entire outer continental shelf of Alaska, you can imagine that there were hundreds of communities that were potentially affected by one or more of the lease sales. 

So that provided sort of a disadvantage and an advantage. The advantage is that, as pointed out earlier, there's a lot of uncertainty around which of those developments might have actually taken place. Because MMS was working in all these different regions, they kind of had built-in control areas or areas which likely would not be developed even if there had been a lease sale there. 

So in that case, because of their mandate, they had a built-in sort of broader geographic area to their research program than would be likely the case here. 

MR. NETTLETON: That's helpful. Thank you. 

Dr. Gibson, you've had some experience, both in the Yukon and the Northwest Territories before; is that right? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. Yes, that's true. 

MR. NETTLETON: And, Dr. Gibson, I have a few questions about your presentation slides yesterday, and I am mindful of the qualification that you provided about your involvement in this process being related to the paper but not specific to the EIS that's the subject matter of this proceeding. 

I have some questions and they do relate, in part, to the EIS that we are currently going through. And if at any time you find yourself uncomfortable or this is beyond your area, please let me know. But I want to test how much -- how far I can go, if you will. 

If we could just go to the slide that's entitled "Big Issues that are Specific to the Mackenzie Gas Project Case".  I think that's on page 5 of the handout. 

In the bullet point -- in the first bullet point, you make reference to the immediate project area, and your point appears to be that the implications and choices concern what constitutes the immediate project area. Do you see that? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. Yes, I was asked by the Panel to distinguish between case-related issues and considerations that are specific to the project area, not that they don't bleed outside it. 

 But the project area is defined quite clearly in the Terms of Reference, I believe, that the Panel is operating under; and, of course, the east deals with the project within a certain area. 

So I was trying to wrestle with how you organize all these various issues at various levels, the Panel guidance that they would like to have separate lists of those ones that are clearly within the project area and those which are at least broader and would include the Northwest Territories more generally, that would include more of northern Alberta, maybe the Western Canada hydrocarbon basin and, of course, Canada and the world. 

So, that's the rationale for the distinction between those lists. And, as you have seen in Appendix 3, where I've tried to collapse it all into a relatively small number of pages, they're merged. 

MR. NETTLETON: It's Gordon Nettleton, for the web broadcast. Dr. Gibson, is it fair, then, to say that the reference to project area in this presentation was based upon the assumption of the project area being defined in the EIS document that you were provided with? 

DR. GIBSON:  It was the Terms of Reference -- Gibson responding.  It was the Terms of Reference that I was relying upon. It may well be what the EIS does, but that's not what I looked at. I looked at the Terms of Reference. 

MR. NETTLETON: You looked at the Terms of Reference. Do you have a copy of the Terms of Reference handy? 

DR. GIBSON: I have an electronic copy somewhere. 

MR. NETTLETON:  I'm just wondering if you could turn up -​

DR. GIBSON: I now have a paper copy. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. I'm in the final version of that, and it's page 36. Sorry. Page 36 of the document, where it discusses assessment boundaries. 

And you can see, Dr. Gibson, that the reference requires the proponent to identify the spatial and temporal boundaries used in the environmental impact review, which is this process, and the rationale for their selection. 

And so there isn't a defined project area, it was that the Terms of Reference required the EIS to identify the spatial boundary and provide the rationale? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. It's probably useful here to distinguish between project area as somewhere in here -- I haven't found -- I haven't looked for the page -- that says this is the project area and the extent of effects that need to be assessed. 

So quite clearly when I have a list of issues that goes beyond the project area, I'm including, for my purposes, as I am sure the EIS and the Panel's deliberations consider, effects that go beyond the project area. 

So certainly there are effects of this undertaking that will go well beyond the project area. And certainly both my paper and, it is my understanding, the Panel's mandate is to consider effects that go beyond the project area.  The project area is for the purposes of identification, what's included in the project and the immediate vicinity. 

And I have no role in defining what that project area is. And, frankly, I don't have a very clear -​I would be failing my test, I would probably not even get the D minus, in going onto a map and saying: This is the project area boundary. 

For the purposes of what I'm doing, or what I did, that doesn't really matter very much. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And that's why I said, sir -- sorry to interrupt.  But that's why I said you went on the presumption of what the project area was and did your analysis on that basis; is that fair? 

DR. GIBSON: Well, analysis to the extent that there was a rough division between these two lists of issues of the project area roughly defined and issues beyond that.  

And, as I say, they were all merged together in the Appendix 3 that sets out the framework, in any event. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And if we go back to your presentation, then, the "big issues" slide. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON: And, again, that's page 5. 

In the second bullet point, you've discussed the larger region and you parenthetically describe especially Northwest Territories and Alberta. 

You wouldn't exclude, would you, Yukon from the larger region, would you? 

DR. GIBSON: Certainly not. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

DR. GIBSON: If only because you're part of the world. 

--- (Laughter/Rires) MR. NETTLETON: Would you consider, Dr. Gibson, that Yukon is not only part of the world, but it's part of the North? 
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DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. Certainly. 

And there may well be good argument for special attention to be given to effects involving the Yukon. 

There's also, I suppose, a broader argument that we probably don't want to -- well, probably I don't want to get into here in the broad conception of alternatives for certain aspects of, at least, the future of gas flows from the North very generally to the south.  I'm familiar with -- of some of that larger set of issues. 

And so I think there is an argument for particular attention, but that depends on decisions beyond my purview, you will understand. 

MR. NETTLETON:  I'm just focusing on the slide presentation and the wording here.  I don't mean to get into a much broader discussion of Dempster laterals or over-the-tops or anything like that. 

What I'm interested in, though, sir, is that, again, from your analysis and your consideration of your paper on sustainable development, there would be no reason -- and I think what I heard is there would be important reason to include Yukon in the North and in the study evaluation of this project. 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. Yes. And at the level that my work is working -- that's a wonderful sentence. 

At the level at which my analysis comes to relate to particular questions under categories, my guess is that those broad questions would incorporate considerations that would apply to the Yukon and to other adjacent, or roughly adjacent, areas that might be more likely to be affected by such things as draws from the labour pool and such things. 

MR. NETTLETON: Would you think, Dr. Gibson, that physical infrastructure like a highway, a permanent highway, would have a basis or a rationale for showing physical interaction between a project area, like Inuvik, and communities within the Yukon? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. Yes. Certainly infrastructural links of various sorts would be relevant to the analysis. 

Again, the work I did was not at the level of identifying particular infrastructure components. 

And the questions, I think, are general enough that they would cover implications at the infrastructure level, at the labour movement level, at the migratory species level, which is also involved in the Northwest Territories and the Yukon. 

I think any of those linkages would be covered at the level of generality of the questions under the categories that I identified. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And, sir, would that discussion then suggest that geopolitical boundaries would not necessarily be a way -​

THE CHAIRMAN: Can we slow down and try and remember to identify each other? 

MR. NETTLETON: Sorry. It's Gord Nettleton, and I will slow down. 

Would yo u think, Dr. Gibson, given those infrastructure developments or those in-migration qualities would perhaps be reason to think that geopolitical boundaries, like a territorial boundary, may not be a perhaps suitable way to define regions that have potential effects in respect of the project? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. Yes and no, I guess, is the answer to that question. 

The geopolitical boundaries -- well, the political administrative responsibilities and powers are clearly important for determination of areas in which programmatic response would have to occur. 

And we were having a discussion just earlier on bridging, for instance, which is clearly something for which there needs to be government activity, as well as features of project design and implementation. 

So clearly, for many of these issues, the administrative authorities involved are important.  And that would include the Government of the Yukon and it would include institutions in the Yukon beyond government as well. And certainly I don't mean by this list here to exclude that. 

Given that the undertakings are within the defined project, mostly in the Northwest Territories and northern Alberta, there is a certain reason for identifying those institutional mandates as being significant in considering not just effects, but the players and responding to those effects. 

That said, ecological systems and social, cultural linkages pay reasonably little attention to the boundaries designed by surveyors and map makers. So that's clearly crucial. 

MR. NETTLETON: And included in that list also would be things like in and out migration of employment of workers; is that fair? 
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MR. NETTLETON: And would it also be fair to say, Dr. Gibson, that from a capacity-building perspective, education and training would be a part of that capacity-building attribute? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. Certainly for capacity-building and for building more attractive futures generally, presuming that there are non-porous boundaries, is unrealistic.  

In other words, if you're successful in turning the Mackenzie Valley and northern Alberta into heaven on earth, you may expect that there will be attraction of people from somewhere else. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

DR. GIBSON:  Possibly even from the Yukon. 

--- (Laughter/Rires) 

MR. NETTLETON: Do you think? 

DR. GIBSON: So certainly that's a realistic consideration. 

MR. NETTLETON: If there were educational institutions situated in the Yukon that have provided oil and gas training programs in the past and that have been used by permanent residents of the Northwest Territories and the Yukon, would those be factors or attributes that would factor into the project area equation, if you will? 

DR. GIBSON:  Bob Gibson responding.  Again, the project area, as defined in the Terms of Reference, as opposed to the impact area, is something beyond my alteration and maybe even beyond yours, but perhaps for this discussion doesn't matter very much. 

Certainly, there will be educational and other resources to be drawn upon from wherever it is most effective and efficient to draw upon them. And it may be that co-operative relations and reliances upon institutional capacity-building and individual capacity-building in other jurisdictions than the Northwest Territories or northern Alberta will be important and valuable and a legitimate part of both planning and implementation. 

MR. NETTLETON: If we move away from the terminology of project area and exchange that with socio-economic impact area, would it be fair to say that northern educational training institutions situated in the North, in the Yukon, would have, or be predicted to have, some influence or utilization for a project of the size of the Mackenzie Gas Project? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. That seems reasonable to me, with the caveat that coming from an institution that thinks it's better than it is -- well, than it looks like from the inside. 

--- (Laughter/Rires) 

DR. GIBSON:  It is -- I'm hesitant to presume a judgment of quality of institutions that I'm not intimately familiar with. Can I say that? 

MR. NETTLETON:  It would be -- it would be worth investigating, then? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. In general, I believe it is worth investigating wherever we can, for this undertaking and others, to deliver better programming for better institutional community and individual capacity-building, and so forth.  There is a substantial challenge to attempt to get net positive benefits and avoid negative effects and do so efficiently in any undertaking, even one that is likely to bring some substantial new revenue. 

And one of the areas of sustainability consideration that I identify is efficiency in the use of existing and potentially available resources. And that sounds like it is something that underlies your questions. And I would certainly, at least in principle, support efficient use of capacities available, whether they be in the Yukon or in northern Alberta or northern British Columbia or elsewhere. 

MR. NETTLETON: I've got one question for you, Dr. Gibson. It's really related to page 18 of your report. 

And it's again along the same lines of this idea of employment and training. And at page 18, you say: 

"Most significant undertakings these days, however, have a broader range and period of influence. They may require important materials and people have downstream and downwind effects, generate provincial, territorial and national as well as local revenue flows." 
Do you see that? 

DR. GIBSON: Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: My question is: If the Yukon is jurisdictionally proximate or geographically proximate to this project area -- and I think we've established that it's reasonable to predict that effects will unfold potentially on the Yukon -- would you think that qualities like migration of labour from adjacent areas would be something to be considered at the front end, if you will, of a sustainable assessment process? 

Would you want to get that baseline data, if you will, established at the outset as opposed at the back end of a process? 

DR. GIBSON: Bob Gibson responding. In general, as much as you can understand of what you have available to work with and what will affect positively and negatively the possibilities and the desirable and undesirable options and alternatives, earlier is better, of course. 

MR. NETTLETON: And that would require some consultation then with the appropriate parties involved? 

DR. GIBSON: Certainly. 

MR. NETTLETON: Thanks. 

If we can just go back to your slide show. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nettleton, can I just ask about how much longer you have? I'm just trying to figure out what the appropriate time for a break might be. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Well, I'm happy to break now, Mr. Chairman, if you would like to do that.  I've probably got another ten minutes or so. 

THE CHAIRMAN: All right. Please proceed. 

MR. NETTLETON: Dr. Gibson, if I could just take you over to page 7 of the slide presentation, and you indicated there the eight big issues categories.  Do you see that? 

And I'm just interested in having a further discussion with you about the resource access use and efficiency category that you've -- that you've described there. 

If the resource access -- your suggestion is that resource access use and efficiency is indeed part of any sustainable development paradigm; is that fair? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. With particular focus on long-term access to resources for sustainable livelihoods in perpetuity. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Would that then, in the context of oil and gas development, include long-term access to the infrastructure that would provide service or access to the resource itself? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. Yes, and well beyond that, given that you have a non​renewable resource. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And so, if policies were implemented today that addressed those long-term access questions, would that, in your view, be consistent with addressing sustainable development in a meaningful way? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. That would be part of it, both because you want to see what the best guess and most potentially desirable options are for designing now what you may need to work into in the middle term, shall we say.

 But also, as we were discussing at least briefly yesterday, for many of these predictions, particularly -- and preparations, particularly for the post-boom periods and maybe the post-project period, and particularly if we're working on bridging planning, it helps to have some sense of a desirable future or range of futures or future characteristics, and that means not just having some sense of what you'd like to get to, but what is the panoply of other activities and possibilities that are available that have to be anticipated. 

Very roughly what we're trying to do is move towards a sustainable future, recognizing that what we have now is not sustainable. And if we're to do that, then we need to have some idea of what we're trying to get to and what we face along the way. That's enormously complicated and iffy, but we still have to do the best job. 

What you're talking about sounds to me to be a component of understanding that context and one element that would be included in figuring out how you stick handle from where we are to where we'd like to be. 

MR. NETTLETON: If there were a choice between policies, Dr. Gibson, one policy which addresses the manner in which those seeking to develop resources had with certainty the economic understanding of how access to infrastructure would take place over time, if and  when finds and resources were found, versus a policy of there being no policy, of it simply being left in the domain of uncertainty, which of those two policies, sir, would you think would promote the objectives of sustainable development? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. I don't think we get to sustainability by accident. That said, in your first sentence, the word "certainty" is probably inappropriate even when we have relatively firm policies. 

So, recognizing that any policy prescription or plan dealing with further opportunities is more or less uncertain and would have to presume a certain amount of flexibility and adjustment, as the surprises emerge, I generally think that you do have to plan, to the extent you can, recognizing the uncertainties and dealing with them in as well-reasoned way as you can; also recognizing, frankly, that there is only so much that we have the resources to do in a given day with a given set of institutional resources and so forth. So there's a priority setting to be done there as well. 

But with those caveats, I think the ruling thing is we're not going to get to sustainability by just watching it emerge. 

MR. NETTLETON: So if there was an opportunity to implement those types of those plans through this process or recommend the implementation of plans that address resource access --long-term resource access, that would be a consideration or an appropriate subject matter for consideration by this Panel? 

DR. GIBSON: Gibson responding. In general, yes. 

I was speaking earlier about bridging in response to the questions from the Government of the Northwest Territories, and clearly that agenda that had those four elements in it is something that amounts to a package planning that I did not mean to imply was solely the responsibility of the Government of the Northwest Territories. Clearly, there are other parties who would be affected and who should participate. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Dr. Gibson, can you slow down a bit. 

DR. GIBSON: Sorry. In general, I believe that there would have to be multi-institutional and multi-jurisdictional and multi-party collaboration, including from the opportunity level on up, in preparing, as well as we can, for effective bridging, which would be part of what you're talking about, yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, panel. I appreciate the time. Those are my questions. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Nettleton. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nettleton, are you ready to proceed for the Yukon Government? 

MR. NETTLETON: I am, Mr. Chairman. And good afternoon, Panel. My name is Gord Nettleton. With me again is Mr. Ron Sumanik. 

Mr. Hornal, you will be glad to know that the long arm of the "Hornal Law" in this proceeding -​namely the "speak slowly" sign -- has made its way as far as the presenters' table.  My colleague has made sure he has made his own sign, so be aware that I will try and live by your law and also by client's rules. 

--- EXAMINATION BY/INTERROGATOIRE PAR MR. NETTLETON: 
MR. NETTLETON: Good afternoon, panel. Dr. Kennedy, I suspect my questions are going to be directed to you. Mr. Rozon, I suspect you're going to be assisting greatly in this discussion. 

But before we get into the discussion of the presentation, we just have one housekeeping matter, Mr. Chairman, and it relates to an undertaking that was made to the Yukon Government concerning the Herschel Island barge transfer facility. 

And I thought it might be of some assistance, Mr. Chairman, if we just touched briefly on that point so that the proponent has an idea of where we have some need for clarity with respect to that barge transfer facility, and this was related to a discussion that I was having with Mr. Parent on the 15th. 

And, Dr. Kennedy, in Information Request -- a response to information request to the Yukon, Round 1, No. 11, the question asked about the Herschel Island Territorial Park.  And in that response, the answer was that the park was not included in the EIS. 

And thanks to the use of technology, we see that that IR is on the screen now. And it's the response to No. 2 where we see that Herschel Island Territorial Park was not included in the EIS. 

I just wanted to bring that to your attention, Dr. Kennedy, so that that's the source of our question and wonder if you might take that into account when you provide the response to that undertaking. 

DR. KENNEDY: Yes, I'd like to come back to that if that's all right with you, Mr. Nettleton. 

MR. NETTLETON:  I'm not suggesting that we need to do that today, but I just wanted to make you aware of where our need for further is and recognizing that there is this statement on the record in this proceeding. 

That's the housekeeping matter, and I'd like to now just proceed to the presentation. 

Dr. Kennedy, you are -- you were in the room, sir, were you, when Brian Love -- Mr. Brian Love of the Yukon made his opening statement? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I was. 

MR. NETTLETON: And, Dr. Kennedy, you're aware that the Yukon Government has stated its support for this project and is seeking a fair and thorough environmental assessment of the project? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: And those are then ideas that we have a mutual interest in; is that fair? 

MR. NETTLETON: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I am very interested in that topic. 

MR. NETTLETON:  I would suspect you would be, as is the Yukon Government. 

And we can also then agree that minimizing unnecessary project delay would be another area of mutual interest? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I would agree. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And this is Gord Nettleton, and if I forget to provide my name in front, I'm hoping my voice is a signature in and of itself. 

Dr. Kennedy, if informational gaps are identified in this Joint Review Panel process, is it -- do we have a mutual interest in having those informational gaps addressed as early as practicable in this process? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. My understanding is the process we're in is to identify information gaps that are existing, yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And so if the Yukon Government is not presenting its material until sometime into the future -​and I believe September 19th is one of the open hearings in Whitehorse -- and that we, along the way, are able to discuss and test the information on this record, and if there are gaps that arise, then it's better to have those issues identified as early as practicable so that they may be filled by the proponent, by other parties, including the Yukon Government, again as early as practicable. 

Is that fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. On the Mackenzie Gas Project and I, myself, are willing and able and anxious to work with all parties on the Environmental Impact Statement at any time. 

It's really up to the Panel in front of us to make determinations of what information gaps they see and when they feel that they need to have those gaps filled, so I think I'm agreeing with you.  I'm anxious to work with all parties, but I need to take direction from the Panel, as well. 

MR. NETTLETON: Fair enough. Gord Nettleton. Fair enough. 

Dr. Kennedy, if we turn to page 3 of your presentation that you made, you reference the first principle as being the planning -- or a planning tool. 

And I believe it's now on the board and it's the first bullet point. Do you see that there? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: And in the context of planning tools for decision making, can we agree that environmental assessments are planning tools, not only for proponents but also other parties, including governments? 

DR. KENNEDY:  Alan Kennedy.  Yes, the statement is intended to be a planning tool for all levels of the decision making. 

MR. NETTLETON: And would you consider it reasonable for the Yukon Government to use this environmental assessment and the material in this environmental assessment process for purposes related to planning decisions in the Yukon Territory and which affect the Yukon Territory? 

DR. KENNEDY: It's Alan Kennedy. It's really not up to the proponent to decide how the information is used by the Yukon Government. That rests with the government itself.  

We didn't write the impact assessment with an eye to, for example, policy decision making in the Yukon Government. We're hoping that our work is useful and will contribute to others' decision making. 

MR. NETTLETON:  That's why I asked, Dr. Kennedy, whether you would consider it reasonable for the Yukon Government to use that information, not whether the information was intended for the strict purposes of the Yukon Government. 

There's a difference there; fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's fair, and I hope that the information is being able to be used. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Let me turn to page 9 of the presentation, and that's dealing with the principle of public participation. 

And again with the aid of technology, it's before us on the big screen. 

Now, Dr. Kennedy, I believe this slide depicts that public participation occurred in Phase 1, the feasibility study and in the ongoing baseline studies and the project description, community meetings and regional workshops, and then the impact assessment mitigation and recommendations. Do you see that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I can't see the screen. I'm just going to pull it up in my package, if that's all right. My eyes aren't as good they used to be. 

MR. NETTLETON: I'm beginning to have that feeling, too. 

DR. KENNEDY: About your own eyes, I presume. 

MR. NETTLETON: We will find out. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Let's not get into an ophthalmological discussion. 

--- (Laughter/Rires) 

MR. NETTLETON:  You can see on the left side of that screen, there is a heading called "Public Participation", and it would strike me that, if you  carry that along the horizontal, there are instances where public communication or public participation have taken place. Fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I'm there. 

MR. NETTLETON: And with respect to the Phase 1 public participation, when did that take place? What year did that take place, generally? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I'm hoping that I'm not giving you too much information or trying to deflect your questions, just a point of clarification that the feasibility study did include a large number of meetings with potentially affected parties, but public participation, if defined as participation in the process of the EIS, really started under Column 1. 

I'm sorry, I don't mean to be too technical here. I understand your point, and I'm not disagreeing with you. 

MR. NETTLETON: I don't think I've made my point yet, Dr. Kennedy. 

DR. KENNEDY:  Then I guess I don't understand your point. 

MR. NETTLETON: Stay tuned. My question was: What year did your public participation take place for feasibility -- for the feasibility study, Phase 1? 

DR. KENNEDY:  Those discussions, in my recollection, would have started in 2001. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

And then with respect to Phase 2, what time period or year did those public participation events take place? 

DR. KENNEDY: From 2002 to 2003, roughly. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So these events took place before the issuance of the Terms of Reference? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. Some of the meetings, particularly in the feasibility study, did occur before the issuance of the Terms of Reference. 

MR. NETTLETON: And were any community meetings or regional meetings held in the Yukon? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I need to describe what we mean by regional meetings and meetings that were used for the EIS. I think it's helpful to understand the difference there. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And I'm just using your terminology on this slide.  It says "community meetings and regional workshops". 

DR. KENNEDY: Yes, thank you. Alan Kennedy. 

The slide itself refers to those meetings that we used to collect information for the environmental assessment which included, as you've seen on other areas of our presentation, a number of community meetings and workshops. 

The point I need to clarify is that there were other meetings that occurred during this time frame as well. For example, in response to your Yukon Government 1.05, we list meetings that we had with Yukon. 

They included January 9th, 2001, meetings with the Yukon Government Economic Development; February 14th, 2002, meetings with Northern Cross Yukon Limited; meetings on October 24th, 2002, Northern Cross Yukon Limited again; meeting February 4th, 2003, Yukon Government representatives and the Mackenzie Gas Project; and October 3, 2003, the Yukon Energy Minister and assistant. 

So I just point out, by way of clarification, some of the meetings that were occurring during that 2001 to 2003 time frame. 

MR. NETTLETON: Dr. Kennedy, none of those meetings that you just elaborated dealt with the collection or compilation of baseline information; fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I was not in attendance at the meetings.  I am not sure I can comment on the -- explicitly what was discussed in each of those sessions. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And those meetings took place, you refer to, with one company -- two of those meetings happened with one company from the Yukon; correct? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: And the other three meetings took place with Yukon Government officials, but elsewhere in the information requests those discussions were described as being project updates? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I presume they were discussing the project. 

MR. NETTLETON:  But as it relates to the terminology on this overhead slide of community meetings and regional workshops, can we go back to the original question, Dr. Kennedy, and can you just answer the question of whether any of those community meetings and regional workshops that you were referring to took place in the Yukon? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. No, I do not believe they did. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Okay.  

And were Yukoners invited to participate at other regional meetings convened in respect of the project? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I don't think that they were explicitly invited, although the meetings were widely publicized. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Were they widely publicized in the Yukon? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I can't say exactly where in the Yukon, but publicized over communication services and regional offices that were widely known to Yukoners. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So if we go back to the slide of incorporating information from the public and under the heading "Ongoing Baseline Studies", is it fair to say that the information that you received would not have been information related to or provided from Yukoners? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I can't say that there was any explicit information that was given by Yukoners in particular. I presume Yukoners were able to provide input because the forums were open. 

MR. NETTLETON:  The forums were open.  Can you just elaborate on that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I'll try. 

My recollection of regional workshops, for example workshops in the Inuvik area, were advertised through regional offices and were also advertised in newsletters that would be available to residents of Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut, Alberta. 

MR. NETTLETON: Sorry. Did I hear Yukon in that list? 

DR. KENNEDY: I believe I started with Yukon, yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: Thank you. 

Dr. Kennedy, I just want to talk a little bit about the spatial -- what I've got listed in my notes as the spatial boundary history. And if I could refer you to the Terms of Reference, page 36, which is Section 12.3. And I'm hoping, with the aid of technology, we can take a look at that together. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Do we have access to that document on screen? 

THE CHAIRMAN: I think Ms. Beveridge is working on it. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And, in the Terms of Reference, you were asked to identify and provide a rationale for the spatial boundary for the assessment. 

Do you see that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. You're in the 12.3? 

MR. NETTLETON: That's correct. 

DR. KENNEDY: Yes, I see that. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And further on, underneath the bullet points, there is a reference that says that boundaries may vary with each VEC. 

Do you see that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. 

"It is recognized that boundaries may vary with Project component or activity and with each VEC." 
Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. It's Gord Nettleton. 

And, Dr. Kennedy, employment is a VEC; right? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. It's a VC -- VEC and VC are used synonymously here. 

MR. NETTLETON: Thank you. 

And can you -- is it fair to say that the Terms of Reference did not require you to follow political boundaries for purposes of the assessment area? There was no requirement that you follow a provincial or territorial boundary? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. That's correct. 

No, the way I would characterize it is the boundaries of the Environmental Impact Statement are set on the VCs. If there are -- for example, on the socio-economic assessment, if there are political differences or political boundaries, they may, in fact, be important to the assessme nt. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Fair enough, Dr. Kennedy.  

But there was nothing in the Terms of Reference that required you to follow political boundaries. 

Fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's true. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And, in turn, there was nothing in the Terms of Reference requiring you to exclude the Yukon Territory from being included in the study area boundary. 

Is that fair? 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. My colleague, Mr. Rozon, is anxious to describe to you the differences on boundaries and territories. 

I interpreted your question to say that my interpretation of the Terms of Reference couldn't -​could not be that we would exclude the Yukon Territory. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

In fact, what the Terms of Reference say is that you would be providing a rationale for the selection of the boundaries; right? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. 

Thank you for that, Mr. Nettleton. And that's where my colleague, Mr. Rozon, is so anxious to describe the difference between study boundaries and territories 

MR. NETTLETON: Well, I expect we'll get there, so let's just move on the history line here. 

After the Terms of Reference was issued -- I think in response to one of your -- one of the responses to the Yukon information request, it's 2.06.  So it's around 2.06. 

I'm just wondering if we could bring that up. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

THE CHAIRMAN: There it is. 

MR. NETTLETON: There it is. 

I just want to refer to this portion of the response. We asked a question about the opportunity to provide comments on the SEIA boundaries, and in the response you'll see, in the second paragraph, that you make the point that there was a public opportunity for parties to provide public comment on the Draft Terms of Reference for the EIS. 

Do you see that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Please direct me to the paragraph. 

MR. NETTLETON: 
"In June 2004..." 
in that paragraph. It goes on to say the various -- essentially the -- well, I'll read it out. 

"... the Inuvialuit Game Council, the Mackenzie Valley 
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	Mackenzie Gas Project Panel 

	
	Examination by Mr. G. Nettleton 

	
	Environmental Impact Review Board and the Canadian 

	
	Environmental Assessment Agency invited the public to comment 

	
	on the Draft Terms of Reference for the Environmental Impact 

	
	Statement..." 

	Do you see that? 
	


DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, thank you. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And I think your point is -- here is that there was an opportunity for the Yukon Government to comment on that, and it didn't. The Council of the Yukon First Nations chose to, but the Yukon Go vernment did not. 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes. 

The last paragraph on that page is indicative to your statement, I believe. 

MR. NETTLETON: But the Draft Terms of Reference did not include a map or a delineation or a demarcation of the study area.  That was something for you to work out; and, in fact, that's what the Terms of Reference instructed you to do, was to provide a rationale for the study area. 

Fair? 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Sorry for that dela y. 

The Terms of Reference, as I recall -- Draft Terms of Reference, I'm sorry, as I recall, gave a project description and a discussion on potential approaches, or what would be good to include, with the idea of getting input from affected parties to determine the final Terms of Reference. 

And I think the statement you read in this information request that we completed is more to say that opportunity allows interested parties to bring forward suggestions on perhaps more explicit needs in the Terms of Re ference or more elaboration in the Terms of Reference. 

I think that's more of where we were going with on that answer. 

MR. NETTLETON: If the Draft Terms of Reference and the final Terms of Reference reflect the requirement of a rationale, then a member of the public, like the Yukon Government, would expect a rationale to be provided; is that fair? 

If you're asked to provide something, you would expect an answer to that requirement. 

Fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's fair. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So let's move, then, to the -- one other point on the Draft Terms of Reference. 

If I could turn you to page 49 of the Draft Terms of Reference. 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Just a point of clarification. I believe we're looking at the final Te rms of Reference, Mr. Nettleton. 

MR. NETTLETON: That's correct. I'm sorry, I misspoke. The final Terms of Reference. 

And it's under 15.1, Section 15.1. And one of the other things that you were asked to include in your EIS was to describe and evaluate the potential effects of the project on demographics and mobility, including a consideration of in and out migration by community and region. 

Do you see that? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I see that. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And that criteria was no t limited, was it, in the draft -- or in the final Terms of Reference, rather, to a context that only included Northwest Territories or Alberta? There was nothing that limited the consideration to the Alberta or NWT. 

Fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. It says 

"… local, regional, provincial, territorial and national." 
Is that where you want me to be? 

MR. NETTLETON: Sorry, I'm just wondering about 15.1, and that there was nothing in there that said: We only want you to describe and evaluate the potential effects of in-and-out migration in communities situated in the Northwest Territories and the Yukon -- or sorry, the Northwest Territories and Alberta. 

That limitation wasn't found in the Terms of Reference, fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. No, it says: 

"In and out migration by community and region." 

MR. NETTLETON: Right, thank you. 

So if we now turn to your Application, the Environmental Impact Statement, and if we turn to -​which is Exhibit IORVL-4, and if we go to page 2-14 -​

THE CHAIRMAN:  That was IORVL-004? 

MR. NETTLETON: Correct. 

Sorry, did I misspeak? I thought I said "4". Maybe I said "14", I'm sorry. 

THE CHAIRMAN: No, you said "4". 

I just remember that most of the other ones had a lot of zeros in front of them.  Was that page 14 or page 2-14? 

MR. NETTLETON:  Page 2-14, there we go, and it's under heading 2.3.4.5, "Spatial Boundaries for Socio-Economic Effects".  

Do you see that, Dr. Kennedy? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I see that. 

MR. NETTLETON: And there you say that: 

"The socio-economic study area includes the communities where the direct or indirect effects of the project could affect permanent residents. For most social effects, the spatial boundary encompasses... " 
And then there are three bullet points. Do you see those three bullet points? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I see them. 

MR. NETTLETON: We're going to have a little discussion about those three bullet points, but I wanted to understand, Dr. Kennedy, if those are the three bullet points for the rationale you are using for the purposes of responding to what was required of you in the Terms of Reference; namely, that northern communities from which permanent residents would be drawn to work on the project construction and operations, communities that might receive benefits from or be affected by the project, or communities that could experience some direct or indirect economic and social effects from the project? Is that the rationale? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's the basic rationale. 

MR. NETTLETON: And that rationale, then, Dr. Kennedy, did not expressly state anything about geographic proximity of the community to project facilities? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. No, the way I'm reading it, it doesn't say geographic -- any reference to geographic closeness. 

MR. NETTLETON: And there is no reference either, is there, that regions had to be directly affected before communities within the regions could be construed as having the potential to be affected? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. That's true. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If we can turn to page 18 of your presentation, which is, I believe, Exhibit 427, for Bonnie here, and that was the presentation that you made to us. 

Now, I'm just curious, Dr. Kennedy, that when you described the assessment method and you talked about the socio-economic study area, we see the sentence: 

"The study area includes areas where direct or indirect effects of the project might affect permanent residents." 
And that's a replication of what's found in the EIS, but the three bullet points aren't there. 

Is there any reason for that exclusion? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I think I'd like now to turn it over to my colleague, Mr. Rozon, to discuss the study area.  He's been pulling on my arm pretty hard here, so I would like him to address this question, if that's all right. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, there is no -- no exclusion of -- no intent to exclude those three bullet points. 

When one is preparing a presentation, one tries to fit information on a slide.  So there's, of necessity, some paraphrasing that's needed and a summation of a point, and that's more the extent of the reasoning behind these words. 

MR. NETTLETON:  We've all been constrained by PowerPoint space, and I can appreciate that. Thank you, Mr. Rozon. 

I want to go back, though, to the -- well, we can look at this language, recognizing that there are three bullet points, and we will get to those bullet points in a minute. 

 But I just wanted to clarify with you the "or" that's found in that statement.  That is to say, that the study area includes areas where direct "or" indirect effects of the project might affect permanent residents. 

Is it the case, Mr. Rozon, that indirect effects of the project would be enough for inclusion in the study area? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I think here's where we have our disconnect.  

I believe we're confusing two different concepts. One concept is the spatial boundary for the assessment of effects, which includes a number of different geographic extent of effects that we could predict whereas the other is the selection of a study area on which to focus for the socio​economic impact assessment. They're not synonymous terms. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So just to be clear, Dr. Rozon, all -- sorry, Mr. Rozon, all of the discussion I was just having with Mr. Kennedy -- or Dr. Kennedy, rather, you believe is or should be qualified by the view that the Terms of Reference did not require you to provide a rationale for the selection of the study area? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's not what I meant to say. 

What I meant to say is the two terms are different and need to be kept clearly in mind when discussing the implication of using either of them. 

MR. NETTLETON: Well, when you used the language in your Application in the three bullet points that we found -- that we referred to, are those the three bullet points that get you into the study area? 

MR. ROZON: No, those are the spatial boundaries for the effects. Sorry, Gord Rozon. 

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Rozon, when you used the term "permanent residents" in that language, can you help me understand which permanent residents we're talking about? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Again, that's a term used on this slide to provide some indication of our focus. 

We used, from the beginning, what we referred to as a community-focused approach; and in doing so, we did place priority in our consultations, in our discussions, in our collection of data on the permanent residents of the communities which fell within our study area.  

And that's really all that is intended to connote. 

MR. NETTLETON: So you had already made a determination of what the study area was? 

You had to have made that determination in order to determine the effects on the permanent residents because we're talking about permanent residents of the study area. Fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. One starts with a wide net in terms of looking at collecting baseline data, begins consultations with potentially affected communities and interested groups, and narrows it down over time to an area on which to focus. 

And that narrowing down took place in the very early days of the project when we were preparing and filing the PIP, and the reaction that we got to the PIP and the discussions which were held following that were important 

MR. NETTLETON: Did the PIP have a study area? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. The PIP had an indication of what would likely be the communities most affected by the socio-economic impacts of the project.  

We didn't call it the study area at that time, I don't think. 

MR. NETTLETON: Thank you. 

DR. KENNEDY:  Dr. -- Alan Kennedy, you've got me confused, although I am the doctor. 

I just want to elaborate on Mr. Rozon's comments. I think this is important.  The discussion at the PIP level, to say it more clearly, the Preliminary Information Package stage, we provided information -- this was well before the draft Terms of Reference, in fact -- on what we thought the biophysical and socio-economic study area may look like. 

That's what Mr. Rozon was getting at. So we didn't draw the map that you see in our presentation, but we, well in advance of the draft Terms of Reference, highlighted our thoughts and the direction we were going in terms of setting socio-economic study areas and socio​economic boundaries to effects to obtain input from a wide variety of parties, including the Yukon Territory. 

The PIP document was sent out and reviewed widely and, in fact, I understand it was used by the group that worked on the draft Terms of Reference. 

MR. NETTLETON: Dr. Kennedy, could I have you take a look at the response you provided to Yukon 2.06? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, I think we can get it on the screen. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) MR. NETTLETON: And it's page 12 of that document. 

In that response, the last sentence, Dr. Kennedy, isn't it the case that you said the proponents have not issued any correspondence requesting comments on the PIP? 

DR. KENNEDY:  The first paragraph -​

MR. NETTLETON: Yes. 

DR. KENNEDY: -- reads: 

"The proponents provided a copy of the PIP to the Yukon Government in June of 2003 shortly after it had been filed pursuant to the Cooperation Plan for Environmental Impact Assessment and Regulatory Review of the Northern Gas Project through the Northwest Territories (the Cooperation Plan, the proponents have not issued any correspondence requesting comments on the PIP," 
because that wasn't really the responsibility of the proponents. 

MR. NETTLETON: So when you said that there was ample opportunity for parties to comment on the PIP, it's the case, though, that you didn't request any comment on the PIP; fair? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I'm not sure I understand the question completely because my personal recollection -- and I may be wrong, but my personal recollection is that the PIP was a preliminary filing provided by the proponent to a multi-party review for their benefit.

 My personal view is the expectation that the proponent should follow up on the PIP with any party that could be a part of the process really wasn't there. 

MR. NETTLETON: Let me move on in the interests of time here. With respect to -- if I could have you go to the response you provided to our first round, Information 1.01, and that's Exhibit IORVL-93. 

And Mr. Chairman, I'm not sure how many zeros were in front of it, but it's 93. 

THE CHAIRMAN: There were lots. 

MR. NETTLETON: And, Mr. Rozon, I suspect you and I are going to have a little chat about this response, the 1.01(a).  It goes back to the three bullet points on your spatial boundary delineation. 

You followed the discussion I was having with Dr. Kennedy about the Terms of Reference also discussing the need for in-and-out migration.  Do you recall that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: You were asked also to consider that as well; fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gordon Rozon. Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON: And in your first bullet point, you say: 

"Northern communities from which permanent residents would be drawn to work on project construction and operation..." 
Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So, in your response to (a) to our question -- the question asked whether Yukon met each of the three bullet points, and your response was that: 

"The prediction Yukon communities could experience indirect and induced economic effects would suggest Yukon communities would meet the spatial boundary definition." 
Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Are you saying that the first bullet point -- you didn't refer to the first bullet point, but are you saying that the Yukon communities would not meet the first bullet point about 

"… northern communities from which permanent residents would be drawn to work on project construction and operation"? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No. 

MR. NETTLETON: You just chose not to include that in your answer? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, I don't mean that either. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Maybe you can help me out -​

MR. ROZON:  The answer is self-explanatory, in my view. 

"The prediction that Yukon communities could experience indirect and induced economic effects from the project would suggest that Yukon communities would meet the spatial boundary definitions..." 
And I still stand by that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Rozon, would northern communities include Yukon communities? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And would Yukon communities -- permanent residents of Yukon communities be drawn to work on the project construction and operation? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's possible. 

MR. NETTLETON: Is it fair to say that the first bullet point would be achieved? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. It's possible and likely. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Is it likely, Mr. Rozon, in your view, because Yukoners have already worked on this project in respect of the feasibility aspects of the project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I do not have that knowledge. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If we make that assumption that workers have, from the Yukon, worked on the feasibility elements of this project, would that support the view that Yukon communities from which permanent residents would be drawn to work on project construction and operation? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I don't mean to be a stickler here, and please don't take this the wrong way, but could you help me with what you mean by worked on this project in the feasibility stage? 

MR. NETTLETON:  Well, let's say the geotechnical work that has been done and carried out in respect of your feasibility study and the preparation work done for purposes related to the Environmental Impact Statement application document.

 If Yukoners have been working on that work, would it be fair to say that they would have some relationship or economic relationship to the project already? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Thank you for that clarification. 

I think the answer is, as Mr. Rozon said, is yes. And really what I was getting at is the feasibility study stage of the project, in my mind, is a little bit different than the winter geotechnical programs that were conducted for the Mackenzie Gas Project. 

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Rozon, your response didn't make reference to the second bullet point either, the communities that might receive benefits from or be affected by the project. 

Are you of the view that Yukon communities would meet thatcriteria as well? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, that's possible. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

And then with respect to the third bullet point, your response makes only reference to induced and indirect economic effects, but the bullet point refers to social effects. 

Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I see that. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So does that mean social effects are not predicted to be caused to Yukon communities by the project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, it doesn't. 

And I would go back to the simple answer is that we did not say that the Yukon communities would not experience effects. In fact, we said that it would meet the definitions required to be included within the spatial boundaries of effects. 

MR. NETTLETON: But you're telling me that it's possible that Yukon communities could be -- could experience social effects from the project? 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Rozon.  The possibility exists for individuals to experience social effects in the same manner as individuals that could come from any part of Canada, any community in Canada, depending on what they do with the income they earn from being part of the project or an induced or indirect development. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If -- Dr. -- Mr. Rozon, if there were communities in the Yukon and communities in the Northwest Territories located in the study area and there is some sharing or integration of social programs, whether it's health care or social care, and there was some relationship or interaction existing and facilitated, for example, through the use of a permanent road, would that add to your prediction or view that Yukon communities could be affected by the project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. My view would be that it is those factors, if they do pertain, would be consistent with my previous statement that some social effects could occur among Yukon individuals. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Well, maybe we could turn to the response you provided to IR 1.09, which is again -- our Information Request 1.09, which again is Exhibit IORVL-93. 

And I think it's in the response that you provided to 1.09, where you discuss this idea that some social effects could occur at the individual level. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I have that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. And you say 

"Depending upon the choices made by these workers …" 
and I'm assuming you mean Yukon workers 

"… some adverse health and social effects could also occur." 
And you then say: 

"Community-level effects are not expected to be experienced in the Yukon."
 Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: How did you reach that conclusion of that last statement? Have you consulted with Yukon officials that have responsibility over social programs? 

MR. ROZON: No, I haven't. 

The conclusion was reached on the basis of assessing the results of our economic modelling as the drivers for the types of effects that would result in social effects and the judgment that those effects, as they were predicted by the Statistics Canada input/output model, would not be large enough to result in community-level effects. 

MR. NETTLETON: We'll get there, Mr. Rozon. 

I want to talk now about page 19 of your presentation. And that's where you introduce the primary and secondary criteria. 

And Dr. Kennedy or Mr. Rozon, you can agree with me that this primary and secondary criteria is not found anywhere in your application? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I believe that's correct. 

Those criteria were supplied in response to several information requests from the Panel and others. 

MR. NETTLETON: So when was this, what I'll call this paradigm, first developed? Was it in response to the information request? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No. That logic and reasoning behind our selection of study area was developed very early on in the process. 

MR. NETTLETON: How early on? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I don't have a date for you. 

MR. NETTLETON:  But you chose not to include it in any of the discussion of your environmental impact documentation filed as part of this application? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Those descriptions as they appear there did not appear in the EIS, correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Is there a reason for that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, there was no reason. 

We used other criteria in other descriptions of -- used other descriptions of the criteria that we used to select the study area. 

DR. KENNEDY: It's Alan Kennedy. Just one point of clarification that I would like to interject here, if that's all right with you, Mr. Nettleton. 

MR. NETTLETON: By all means. 

DR. KENNEDY: I heard we were getting a little confused between the exact articulation of these criterion, and I'm just trying to make sure that Mr. Rozon and yourself are communicating. 

I think Mr. Rozon was saying that these words you see on the screen were articulated in response to an information request that we received, but the concepts and the notions, ideas in these criterions were -- setting up study areas were not new and, in fact, we were thinking about them and formulating and writing about them back as early as the PIP. 

MR. NETTLETON: But the words had not yet been formulated; is that fair? 

DR. KENNEDY:  Alan Kennedy.  These words. 

MR. NETTLETON: Fair enough. 

And up until now, the words had been the three bullet points? Up until the information request, the words that had been developed were the three bullet points found in your application. 

Fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Again, the three bullet points described the spatial boundaries for the assessment of effects and not the study area. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

Let's move on, then, to the first and let's talk about the first primary criterion. 

And, Mr. Rozon, is it fair to say that the wording that you've chosen as your primary criterion is predictive in nature; that is to say, you've used the words 

"… whether there could be direct effects"? 
MR. ROZON: I'm Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: And if I could then have you just go over to the response you provided to the JRP 1.08 (b). 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON: And you were asked to provide a rationale for not including Yukon communities. 

Do you see that? That was the question.  And this is 1.08 (b). 

Sorry. This is the JRP, Joint Review Panel information request, not the Yukon Government. I've made that mistake many a time. And it's Exhibit 74. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON:  And the question was:  Provide the rationale for not selecting communities -- and I stress "communities" -- in the Yukon Territory, and then also Nunavut and Northeastern B.C., and to be included in the socio-economic impact statement. 

And the selection basis criteria that's provided there is what I believe is repeated in your slide.  

And the first -- what I want to first understand is that you indicate there in your language whether regions or communities. So it's regions or communities that you're looking at as part of the first criteria that could have physical, social, or economic interaction between the project and community residents and their economic, social, or cultural resources and activities. 

And your response says: 

"The Yukon and Nunavut territories and Northeastern [B.C.] were not included in the socio-economic impact assessment because those regions are not directly affected by the project." 
It's a pretty definitive statement, isn't it, Mr. Rozon, that they are not going to be directly affected? 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, that appears pretty definitive. 

MR. NETTLETON: And what was the rationale that you used to reach that conclusion? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. The confusion, I think, occurs from the definition of what would be a direct effect and what would be an incorrect or induced effect. 

So the modelling results produced an indication that there would be no -- or very small direct effects on the Yukon. 

And so that, I think, is how the language got used there.  It's more definitive than it should have been, for sure. 

MR. NETTLETON: So if we just move up a little bit in the answer underneath the second criteria, the secondary criteria, you say: 

"The Inuvialuit Settlement Region, Gwich'in Settlement Area, Sahtu Settlement Area, Deh Cho Region and Northwestern Alberta are all directly affected by project facilities and activities." 
So they are directly affected, but you've made that conclusion, it seems, because of the fact that there's project facilities and activities. 

Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I would like to refer you to other discussions we've had in IR responses, and specifically JRP 2.27. 

But let me read from that, which says:  

"The SEIA study area provides a basis for focusing the assessment on the primarily or directly affected populations and communities. It delineates the spatial boundary within the effects upon all valued components that were assessed and full public participation in the assessment was implemented.  Other affected populations and communities were included in the assessment where the assessment team could identify and predict an effect on specific VCs at this broader geographic scale with an acceptable level of confidence." 
(As read) 

So tha t is the reasoning that is behind the differentiation between what could be considered a part of the study area as opposed to those areas for which we were able to predict some effect, sometime small effects. 

MR. NETTLETON:  You're suggesting, then, it was all based upon the results of the Statistics Canada input/output model? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, I'm not suggesting that's the only reason at all. I'm saying that that language at the bottom probably originated there. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And the la nguage that I referred you to about the communities that are directly affected because of project facilities and activities. 

And then, the last sentence goes on to say: 

"... communities within those regions could be directly or indirectly affected." 
So it struck us that, in order for you to fit within the study area, you first had to have project facilities and activities, and then, and only then, were your communities potentially included because of direct or indirect effects; but the predictive value first required you to clear the regional threshold. 

Is that -- am I missing something? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's one way of looking at it, I suppose, but I prefer to look at it from a slightly different perspective; and that is that the SEIA, or the socio-economic impact assessment, was organized to recognize that the study area is comprised of regions that are built essentially on the Aboriginal claims and settlements. 

The land claim settlements themselves set these administrative boundaries that defined the regions in which the communities and the project components are located. 

The proponents considered that the SEIA, as a priority, needed to address a comprehensive set of issues in all of the communities in these regions.  The cooperation plan and the regulatory structure that this project faces recognizes this reality. So that was our primary motivation, the combination of those factors. 

MR. NETTLETON:  To be clear, Mr. Rozon, the Yukon Government certainly has no issue with those communities and those regions that have been included. What our concern is and our interest is the reason for and the rationale of excluding the Yukon and communities within the Yukon from the study area boundary. 

And I just want to test that a little bit further, Mr. Rozon, and ask you a question about the physical infrastructure and whether there could be -- the primary criteria says: 

"… whether regions or communities could have physical, social or economic interaction between the project and community residents, …" 
Wouldn't you agree, sir, that our physical permanent highway would be indicia of that physical and economic and social interaction? Wouldn't that facilitate that interaction? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. It could. 

MR. NETTLETON: Do you know if it does today? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Obviously, the Dempster Highway is used by the residents of the Delta. 

MR. NETTLETON: It's used by residents of this very community, Inuvik, isn't it? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, that's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: Would you agree that communities like Dawson City and Whitehorse may be more likely to have physical or economic interaction than other communities without the means to physically access or connect to the project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, I wouldn't necessarily agree with that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Why not? 

MR. ROZON: It would depend on the nature of the interactions. 

MR. NETTLETON: But would there at least be the potential for that interaction to exist? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I agreed earlier that there was a potential for the interaction to exist. 

MR. NETTLETON: I want to turn to the indirect benefits, and I think this is the secondary criteria, where you say: 

"... whether regions or communities could supply workers or business services to the project which would generate income for the firms and the spending or investment of this income will generate effects in the communities. These indirect and induced effects were considered as secondary criteria." 
Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: And you assessed Yukon against the secondary criteria; is that correct? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, we didn't assess it against any particular criteria. 

We looked for the effects that we could identify with some element of confidence and, basically, the effects fell where they were. 

So we weren't categorizing the Yukon as the receiver of any particular type of effect when we started to look at this. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If I could just have you turn to -- I'm not sure that we need to bring this up, but in Response 1.01 to the Yukon information request, you indicate that the economic effects for the Yukon and Inuvialuit were included in the other Canada category in the EIS and the info rmation about economic effects in the Yukon and Inuvialuit is presented in the response to the Joint Review Panel, Information Request JRP-1.16. 

And that's what I was referring or I thought I had understood that you had looked at or examined the economic effects on the Yukon. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, that is correct. 

We have examined the economic effects on the Yukon to the extent of the ability of the Statistics Canada input/output model to generate those effects. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And in the JRP response -- your response to JRP-1.16, which is Exhibit IORVL-74, and I would ask if I could bring that up. There's a series of tables there. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you know the page number? 

MR. NETTLETON: Yes, sorry. It's page 53, and it's Table JRP-1.16-1.  This is Response 1.16, response to JRP Information Request No. 1, and it's page 53.  There we go. 

Now, Mr. Rozon, are those results taken from the Ellis model? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. They're taken from the modelling that Ellis Consulting Services did using the Stats Canada input/output model. 

MR. NETTLETON: So did Ellis Consulting prepare this response? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Ellis Consulting prepared the data for insertion in the tables. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So the model was used for purposes related to the secondary criteria, and was the model used for study area determination? Is that what I understand you -​

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. It was one of the many, many factors that we considered in trying to delineate the study area, but a minor factor.  

We delineated the study area first and then used the model to see what we came up with. 

MR. NETTLETON: Could a community be included in the study area if only the secondary criteria was met? 

MR. ROZON:  Again, sir, I have to emphasize that the criteria were not for the selection of a study area. The criteria were for the determination of the extent of effects. 

MR. NETTLETON: Sorry, I thought we were talking about primary and secondary criteria. I thought that was the basis. 

MR. ROZON:  I'm sorry, you're referring to other sets of criteria -- a different set of criteria than I was thinking about. I thought you were going back to the three bullet points. 

MR. NETTLETON:  No, I'm following the bouncing ball, and I've got to the primary and secondary criteria. 

MR. ROZON: I'm sorry, fair enough. 

MR. NETTLETON: And I'm wondering whether or not it's possible for a community to have met just the secondary criteria to have fallen within your study area. 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Rozon.  I would say that there are communities that meet -- that experience effects within the study area only for that reason -- but that would not be the reason -​the only reason for which they'd be included within the study area. 

MR. NETTLETON:  I'm wondering if we could bring up Exhibit 77, which is the Ellis Consulting report. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Nettleton, is there a chance to take a break somewhere in here? 

MR. NETTLETON: Absolutely. This is a good spot for a break. 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

THE CHAIRMAN: We will now return to the Government of the Yukon's questioning of the proponent's panel. 

I should add that on the completion of the Government of the Yukon's questions, the Panel has just a few questions. I suspect our questions will last less than ten to fifteen minutes, so I'm still hopeful we will get out of here close to my estimated time of departure earlier in the day. 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Was that time of departure 6 p.m. I believe I heard? 

THE CHAIRMAN: I think it was 6 p.m. I suspect I'm out by half an hour. 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. That's fine. I was just getting a sense. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Mr. Chairman, it's Mr. Nettleton here. In terms of your estimates, if I get the right answers to the questions, we could be out of here very soon, but it all depends on how things go here. 

And I do note that being -- as Kermit the Frog once sung, "It's not so easy being green," and having the name "Yukon" sometimes means that you're last in line. So it can be difficult, too.  But we'll persevere and hopefully we can get out of here as soon as this questioning from my client is done. 

And, of course, all the questions here are of great concern and importance to my client. So we will carry on. 

THE CHAIRMAN: We're here to listen, Mr. Nettleton. And sometime I may start in reverse order. 

MR. NETTLETON: If you could make sure that that happens in the proceedings that we're at, that would be very good. 

--- EXAMINATION BY/INTERROGATOIRE PAR MR. NETTLETON: 
MR. NETTLETON: Before the break and the last presentation, Mr. Rozon, we were discussing the secondary criteria, and I believe we left off at your response to Information Request 1.01 where you indicated that you had carried out some analysis of the indirect effects and that they were included in the Joint Review Panel Information Request Response 1.16. 

And I think in that information request, there was a series of tables, and we were just about to look at Table 16.1. If I could have you turn to that table, we will start there.  And it's now on the screen, thank you. 

To be clear, Mr. Rozon, the secondary criteria was introduced -- primary and secondary criteria was introduced in respect of this information -- this series of information responses. 

And you indicated, I believe, that this information or data was compiled by Ellis Consulting. Is that right? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. The information in those tables was, yes. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And was it -- there was a report filed as part of -- as part of the response to this information Request 1.16, Part B, which is on page 55. 

And you make reference, I believe, to the report entitled "Predicted Economic Impacts of the Proposed Mackenzie Gas Pipeline Project" -- sorry, "Mackenzie Gas Project, Ellis Consulting, 2004". Is that the report you're speaking of? 

MR. ROZON: That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

So the information in that -- that report then was prepared on November 15th, 2004? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon here. That's the date on the publication of the report, that's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: And, sir, the study area determination that you made was made well before November 15th, 2004; fair? 

MR. ROZON: That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So if we -- and I hope the technology allows us.  If we could just revert back to the 1.16 answer, you can see there, Mr. Rozon, that there is a column in Table 16.1 entitled "Estimated Effects on Yukon Gross Domestic Product", and there is a line item there that says "Direct" and it's zero.  Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And then if we go over to Table 1.16-2 (sic), which is below sorry -- no, we will just stick with 16.1, because that's the Yukon. And then underneath that line "Direct", there is another line this says "Indirect", and the amount under the column "2006" is 0.4. 

And that means that there's $400,000 of indirect economic effects for the Yukon in that year? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That is the prediction of the model, that it would result in that estimate. 

MR. NETTLETON: So there is no direct economic effects then attributed to the Yukon as a result of this project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I need to go back to the methodology rather than the results for a moment. The methodology that was used to try to understand the economic effects of the project was the implementation of the Statistics Canada input and output model. 

I can go through a discussion of all of the methodology that led to the generation of the result s from that model, but suffice it to say, the results you see are an artifact of the model. The model is a predictive tool. 

And it's, as I said, run by Statistics Canada. We provide them with capital expenditure data, and they run the model, and these are the results. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. So you paid Statistics Canada to provide you with the results of this model; is that fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gordon Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And under the column "Employment Number of Jobs", and there is a "Direct" line, you see that also reads zero? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: And that's zero throughout the whole of the project years? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, that's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If we can flip over to the Ellis Consulting report, and just to understand the meaning of the "direct" term -- "direct labour" term, if we go to page 10 of that report, there's a note there. And I think this is, if you will -- instead of the focus on Yukon, this table shows all areas of Canada. 

And then there's a note at the bottom of that that discusses direct labour income, and it reads: 

"Direct labour income is a sign to the region, province, territory where the employee is expected to live and maintain a permanent residence.  Employees are expected to live in campsites in the Northwest Territories while working on the project and fly in to and out of …" 
sorry, 

"… fly in and out to their permanent residences." (as read).
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MR. NETTLETON: So if we go back to the Table 1.16 (sic) of the IR, so the prediction then is that in-and-out migration from the Yukon will mean there are no predicted jobs for Yukoners.  Is that fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, that is not fair. 

MR. NETTLETON: Well, help me understand that, then. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. The results you see on the screen are the results that were generated by the Stats Can input/output model. It categorizes the outputs as direct, indirect or induced. Those terms are defined in the EIS and I believe in the Ellis report. 

They do not relate to in-migration in any direct way in terms of the prediction that we made for in-migration effects of the project. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So the model then, if we go back to the Ellis Consulting report, and we see the note there and it says, 

"The direct labour income is a sign to the region, province, territory where the employee is expected to live and maintain a permanent residence, …" 
and it goes on to expressly note that there would be in-and-out migration, are we -- are the two terms then -- the "direct labour" term used by Ellis Consulting something different from what you were showing in 16.1 because I thought 16.1 was generated by Ellis? 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Rozo n.  No, they are not inconsistent at all. What is inconsistent is your lining up the word -- the categorization "in-migration" with the fact that there is going to be some fly-in and fly-out workers. 

Fly-in/and fly-out workers are not categorized as in-migrants, and that is also defined in the EIS. 

MR. NETTLETON: I know it's defined in the EIS, Mr. Rozon, but for purposes of predicting whether or not the Yukon communities are within the secondary criteria or the primary criteria, the results in Table 1.16 (sic) that you have produced, don't they demonstrate or suggest that there are no jobs predicted for Yukoners? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. As I said before, those results are the artefact of the model.  

So, I cannot speak to the internal workings of the Statistics Canada input/output model, and I don't believe Mr. Ellis could either, but he might have a better chance at it than I. So we're simply reporting results from the model. 

MR. NETTLETON:  If the model can't predict in-and-out migration, how then is it predictive of the question of whether Yukoners are going to have effects in respect of this project? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Those are two different sets of methodological considerations. 

The results of the input/output model were used to estimate economic effects.  That was what it was designed to generate. 

In terms of in migration, several other things occurred. We can talk about that, but they are not -- in migration results are not an output that the Stats Can model generates. 

MR. NETTLETON: Sir, I'm very interested in your assessment of the secondary criteria, as you explained in the response to the Yukon Information Request 1.01, and the conclusion that you reached, that there would be little, if any, socio-economic effects to the Yukon.  And this Table 1.16-1 I believe is what you're relying on for purposes of that conclusion. 

Is that right? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, that's not correct. We made the conclusion about the inclusion of communities and regions in the study area before we had the results of the model.  The model tended to substantiate that selection because it showed very small effects in Yukon, Nunavut, and other areas that were not included in the study area. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So, Mr. Rozon, are you saying, then, that the Ellis model and the results that you've provided here have nothing to do with the selection of the study area at all? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. They didn't have anything to do with the initial selection of the study area, except in the application of the concepts described in the two criteria that we did examine, given the information we had prior to the results in the model run about where direct and indirect effects were most likely to occur. 

So when the study team delineated the study area, we worked with the data that we had available to us at the time. And I'm simply pointing out that once we ran the model, the results tended to substantiate our decisions. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Would you not think, Mr. Rozon, that the information that you've provided in this table would be of great concern to the Yukon Territory? 

That is to say, that there is no direct estimated economic effects associated with this project and that induced and indirect effects amount to seven jobs total and that overall the project would have only 40 jobs? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I cannot impute to the residents of Yukon whether they would be concerned about it or not. I can only say that Yukon residents are recognized by the project as northerners and are eligible for hiring and business opportunities on the same basis as other northerners defined in similar fashion. And what the actual results will be, we'll only know after we start the project and monitor what goes on. 

Again, I would repeat that these are simply the results as presented by the best predictive tool that we had available to us, which is a nationally available and recognized economic projection tool. 

MR. NETTLETON: Did you think about consulting with the Yukon Government about whether they might have other tools that would be able to help you with your primary and secondary predictive elements? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. As I said, we selected the study area fairly early on in the process, after the publication of the PIP and as we started to collect baseline detailed data.  And we did not consult with the Yukon as to whether they had economic models that might have helped us. 

By that time, we were in our analysis and we were using the tools that were specific and tailored to both the requirements of the total economic effects, which do extend beyond the study area, and those that were specific -- for specific estimation of effects within the study area. 

And that's why we were taking the services of Ellis Consulting Services out of Yellowknife, because they have the best available tools for predicting the effects in those jurisdictions. 

MR. NETTLETON: If we go over to the Ellis Consulting report, and if we go to page 14 for a moment. 

It's page 14 of the report. Yeah. The report indicates that direct employment by residency is expected to be 20,657 jobs. 

Do I read that correctly? 

MR. ROZON: Gordon Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: And that's based upon the Stats Canada input/output model? 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Ro zon.  That's correct. 

And on the basis of residency, the GMP concept. 

MR. NETTLETON: And based upon that same model, then, you are predicting of the 20,657 jobs, that there would be a total of 40 jobs for Yukoners? That's the prediction? That's the output of the model? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No. That table you have there is for direct employment. 

MR. NETTLETON: Oh, okay. 

MR. ROZON: And we did not predict any direct employment. Rather, the model did not predict any direct employment. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So there would be -- out of the 20,657, there would be 0 jobs for Yukoners? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That was the result reported by the Statistics Canada input/output model, yes. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Does that not -- just stepping back from the model and just zooming up to 30,000 feet for a moment, does that not give you some cause for concern that there may be some problems with the model itself? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. One always looks at the results of models and has questions about them.  In the world of input/output analysis, there's lots of opportunities to have questions; and so, of course, one thinks about such matters. 

I would go further on to say that it's likely that there will be some Yukoners directly employed on the project. But that didn't mean, and does not mean, that as a competent analyst, one can start questioning the results of the model in terms of fiddling with it, if you like. 

In fact, we didn't have that capability. As I said, we provided expenditure estimates to Statistics Canada, and they made the runs. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And if we go to page 11 of the Ellis Consulting report, Table 1.8 -- right.  Right. That is telling us the indirect labour income by residency, and that would be where the 40 number would fit? Would it be comparable to the 2,769? Sorry, that's dollars. 

Sorry. The 2,769 is really $2.769 billion? That's the indirect labour income? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. $2.769 million. It is actually more relevant to look at the other Canada line, the $548 million.  The $40 million you're talking about -- or the 40 jobs that would generate -- I don't have the number offhand. 

MR. NETTLETON: I'm sorry, Dr. Rozon -- Mr. Rozon. 

MR. ROZON: It would relate to the $548 million number. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Right.  So if we just zip back to the Table 16.1, the indirect total income, or GDP product, of $2.1 million, that's the total on the second line of that chart? 

MR. ROZON: Gordon Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And then if we flip back to the Table 1.8, that compares to the 2,769 million of the total? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, it doesn't. You're comparing GDP to income, labour income. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

So what would be the comparable -- out of that total -- where I'm trying to get to, Mr. Rozon, is out of that total amount, the 2,769 million amount, on Table 1.8, what did the model predict would be attributable to Yukon? 

MR. ROZON: If we could go back to 16.1, please. The comparable number there would be the labour income line on the -​

MR. NETTLETON: Yeah. 

MR. ROZON: And that would be the total of $2.1 million. 

MR. NETTLETON: So 2.1 million out of 2,769 million? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And, again, that gave you no thought or consideration for further analysis to consider whether there may be other ways to assess this predictive element of your study area boundary determination? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That would have been the job of Mr. Ellis to think about. 

Frankly, I did not compare those results at that level and do that comparison myself directly.  That's his area of expertise. Commenting on the results of those models would be better addressed by either Dr. Ellis or my colleague, Bruce Ramsey, who supervised that work. 

MR. NETTLETON: And, Mr. Rozon, though, I think you indicated that this information only came to light in November 2004, and that was certainly after the study area had been determined? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I think I referred to the date November 2004 as the publication date of the Ellis report. 

Obviously, we filed the Application in October, and we had results before that time. 

So, as often happens in these cases, we got the results before the final report was published and we used them in the EIS. 

DR. KENNEDY: It's Alan Kennedy here. I hope this is helpful. 

The discussion on the economic assessment and the findings and data of the assessment, I think we have a session planned for that coming up under a topic, Mr. Nettleton, and we also are going to be in Whitehorse to discuss the findings of the economic assessment as well. 

I understand your comments around the use of the Stats Can model and the method used there, and I agree those are fair questions and we're here to help as much as we can on that.  I'm just wondering if the discussion and detail of the findings might be better served with our panel of experts that are really qualified to do that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Dr. Kennedy, I appreciate your views and understand that we are getting into the detail a bit, and we will be happy to have further discussions with your panels that will be in attendance at other proceedings. 

The purpose and the reason why we've needed to examine this in this proceeding again relates to my opening comments, sir; and that is the identification of information gaps and the need to identify those gaps as early in the process as possible, or as practicable, in order for us to mutually, and on a collaborative basis, attempt to fill gaps, if such gaps exist. 

So we really want to ensure that the best quality EA is carried out.  And if gaps exist, then we don't waste time and simply wait until the end of the process. And unfortunately, I think, Whitehorse is some time from now, the Whitehorse proceedings. 

So that's, in part, why we're here and why we've been interested in having this discussion and planning to have this discussion today. 

So I hope that's helpful. 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, it is. Thank you for those comments. 

I wasn't referring specifically to the Whitehorse meeting or hearing, I was referring to the socio​economic topic that I think occurs prior to Whitehorse, although I'm looking forward to going to Whitehorse. 

MR. NETTLETON: Aren't we all? 

Dr. Kennedy or Mr. Rozon, what empirical evidence or information was taken into account to test the physical -- or the primary criteria or the secondary criteria as it relates to the study area boundary? 

Were studies or other information about in and out migration from Yukon into the Northwest Territories considered? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. In and out migration, we looked at the data available on movers within the study area, and the data on movers does not always identify origin and destination, depending on what communities we're talking about. 

It does identify extraterritorial migration, so coming in from some other place. And in fact, I believe, also international migration, but wouldn't let us distinguish migration that originated in the Yukon in the vast majority of the study area we're talking about. 

MR. NETTLETON: Earlier this week, I provided your counsel with a document that is entitled "Interprovincial Pipeline (NW) Ltd., Final Report to the Project Coordination Committee, September 24-26, 1985".  Do you have a copy of that? 

MR. ROZON: Gordon Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: Just for the benefit of everyone else in the room, copies are at the back, and I have provided Mr. Hamel and Panel staff with copies as well. 

Have you had a chance to look at that, Mr. Rozon? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I have had a chance to briefly review it. 

MR. NETTLETON: And the only thing that I want to bring to your attention, Mr. Rozon, is in the -- in Table 2, there is a -- and I understand this to be an  after-the-fact final report about the northern employment report participation statistics in respect of the Norman Wells pipeline project. 

And under the grouping of communities that comprise the "Other Northern Communities", which is in the middle of the page, do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: And there is a line there that shows the community of Whitehorse. Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And there's the heading "Residents Employed", another heading "Positions Filled" and "Person-Days Employed".  And it looks to me, subject to check, that Whitehorse ranked third behind Yellowknife, Hay River -- and then Whitehorse -- in terms of residents employed? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct, under the "Other Northern Communities" category. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. And were you aware, Mr. Rozon, whether the study area boundary or the employment and mitigation and training programs associated with the Norman Wells project was one that included -- or the study area included the Yukon? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I am aware, and it did not include the Yukon. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And would you think that -- you have some familiarity with the Norman Wells project? 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Rozo n.  Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: And that project, as I understand it, was a pipeline built between Norman Wells and Zama, Alberta? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And there was no direct physical infrastructure, like a road between Whitehorse and Norman Wells? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: Would you think that with a project like the one that's new under consideration, again, the physical infrastructure of a road would facilitate more participation by communities like Whitehorse, again based upon historical empirical information where it seems Whitehorse has had a role to play in a project that has been located some distance away and not directly accessible by a road? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I would say that your logic is reasonable.  

The fact that a number of Yukoners were employed on the Norman Wells project is a reasonable indicator that Yukoners might well be employed on the Mackenzie Gas Project. I'm not sure that the road has a lot to do with that. 

In the case of the Norman Wells project, workers from outside the study area were required to attend at hiring halls -- hiring locations, and they were rotated to the sites.  They were not in-migrants. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And you have not yet made any point-of-hire decisions in terms of locations; correct? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's not my area of expertise, but I don't believe there have been any point-of-hire decisions. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Would you think it would be logical to assume that those decisions are, in part, going to be determinant upon the study areas and the communities likely to be affected by the project? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I don't think you could make that direct linkage. There may be other factors that are involved in making those decisions. 

MR. NETTLETON: Fair, that there may be other considerations. 

So there may be -- the fact that communities in the past have participated in pipeline projects that are now under consideration, that might be one factor to take into account in a hiring -- point-of-hire decision, or is that a question that is best saved for a different panel? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I'm not sure how that goes -- how that question goes to methodology. 

MR. NETTLETON:  That's why I say if you would like to defer it to a different panel, I'm quite happy to do that. 

DR. KENNEDY: I think we should. 

MR. NETTLETON: That's fine. I just want to clear something up, if I could, Dr. Rozon. 

You indicated last we were -- before the presentation that there was an important distinction between the spatial boundary determinations and the study area selection criteria. 

This is the three-bullet-point versus the two-criteria issue. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's correct. 

MR. NETTLETON: Can you help me understand, Mr. Rozon, how spatial boundary effects would not inform, at least, the notion of a study area boundary? 

Wouldn't those be inputs, too; i.e. the effects -- the socio-economic and the temporal and spatial boundaries of those effects, wouldn't they inform or be inputs to the study area boundary determination? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. They were in fact inputs. You've pointed out in earlier questioning that the statement of the criteria reads whether communities or regions could.  So that implies an element of prediction as to what might happen. 

And furthermore, our explanation of the setting of the boundaries in the study area did deal very significantly with geographic and geopolitical -- is, I think, the term you used earlier -​boundaries. So all of those were factors considered. 

MR. NETTLETON: All right. I want to clarify -- thank you for that. 

So, Mr. Rozon, just to be clear, then, it's not the case that we should interpret spatial area boundary determinations and study area determinations or selection criteria as being mutually exclusive? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, they are not mutually exclusive, but they are different concepts. 

MR. NETTLETON: That's fair, thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Perhaps, Mr. Nettleton, if we could just take a five-minute comfort break. 

--- Upon recessing at 6:00 p.m./L'audience est suspendue à 18h00. --- Upon resuming at 6:07 p.m./L'audience est reprise à 18h07. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you for that indulgence, Mr. Nettleton. I think we will probably hear you better now. Please proceed. 

--- (Laughter/Rires) 

MR. NETTLETON: Any time you want to take a break, if it allows you to hear me better, by all means, let me know. 

Gentlemen, I just have some clarifying questions, and I don't think we will be too much longer, I hope. But I want to start with the topic of what I've got on my notes: benefits of study area inclusion. 

And what I want to do is make sure that the record in this proceeding is accurate in terms of how the study area determination affects what I'll call mitigation programs. 

If I can refer you to the Information Response 1.12 that you provided to the Joint Review Panel at page 40 under the heading "Commitments". And it's page 40, 4-0. 

If we page down there under the heading "Commitments", right.  And in the first bullet point it 
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"The project proponents are committed to providing Aboriginal and northern residents who are qualified or who take the necessary steps to become qualified for work on the project with the opportunity to work during construction consistent with..." (as read) 

and then there's a series of points. I think my reference is wrong, but elsewhere in your EIS documentation, you've indicated or the statement is made that there is a priority to hiring qualified Aboriginal and northern residents from study area communities. 

And I think through the series of information requests and responses, is it now the case that that priority to hiring has been equalized, if you will, by recognition that "Yukon" is a northern resident? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I don't see the statement "socio-economic study area" on the text on the chart. Can you lead me to that, Mr. Nettleton? 

MR. NETTLETON: One moment. Maybe I can take you to the "Commitments" table that you provided, and that's Exhibit 174, and I think that might be the mix-up here. It's IORVL 174, and it's the "Commitments" table. 

And if we go to page 14-42 of the document, and I'm sorry, I don't know which... 

And I think we're going to have to do this subject to check because the writing is pretty small, but I believe in that -- and on page 14-42 there is a bullet point that reads: 

"Give priority to hiring qualified Aboriginal and other northern residents from study area communities." (as read) 

Do you see that, Dr. Kennedy? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, thank you. I see that. 

MR. NETTLETON: What I'm curious about is whether or not there is a priority in hiring that's anticipated to occur because of the study area qualification? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I believe not in the way that you're thinking. 

I'm getting from your comments the connection between the study area for the socio-economic assessment, the study boundaries of which affects may go outside of the study area into other areas, and a connection to preferential or priority hiring. 

And I do not believe that one can make that connection. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. Well, let's break this down. 

That phraseology says there is a priority to hiring; right? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. Yes, it says that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And then there's two groups being considered, qualified Aboriginal and other northern residents; right? 

DR. KENNEDY: Yes, it says that. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And then it's modified by "from study area communities"? 

DR. KENNEDY: That's right. Alan Kennedy. Yes, that's right. That's what that statement says. 

MR. NETTLETON: So is it not the case that if you are a northern resident from outside the study area, you wouldn't have a priority? You wouldn't fall within that statement? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. What it means to me is that there may be other attributes that would give other northerners opportunities to be hired on the Mackenzie Gas Project. 

I guess what I'm saying is I don't see it limiting. 

MR. NETTLETON: Let me express the concern. 

If Yukoners have the same -- sorry.  If Yukoners have a hiring priority over southern workers --I'll turn it around. 

Is that what is contemplated, is that Yukoners, given that they are part of the North, are going to have a hiring priority over southern workers? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. My understanding of the employment practices -- and it's just my understanding. This is really a topic for other areas. 

MR. NETTLETON: Yeah. 

DR. KENNEDY: This isn't my area. This isn't solely an environmental impact statement question. 

But, to help you, my understanding is that the Yukoners would be other northerners. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay. 

So how does that commitment apply to study area residents who are not northerners and northerners who are not in the study area? 

And let me give you an example. Zama Lake is in the study area. Whitehorse is not. All else being equal, who has a priority? Does the Zama Lake worker have the priority because they've been included in the study area, or does the Whitehorse worker have the priority because they are in the North? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I just wonder if this is not a question that should be addressed at the employment session in Yellowknife in August. 

I wonder if we're not moving off methodology onto -​

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Chairman, I'm happy to move on. 

I want to state that concern, though, as it relates to the methodology and the impact of a stud y area determination, because that characterization that I've given of there being a southern worker in the study area versus a northern worker that is not outside, I want to see what the benefits of being in the study area are versus outside. That's the methodology -- the methodology question that I thought may be appropriate for this panel, but I'm quite happy to defer it and wait for the more detailed hearing. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Mr. Kennedy...? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I think that the statements or the comments around preference for hiring is outside of the methodological question for the study area and is better dealt with when we have an opportunity to discuss with the Yukon our policies and principles for hiring. 

MR. NETTLETON: That's fine. Thank you, Dr. Kennedy. We'll wait with anticipation on that one. 

Is another benefit of study area inclusion the opportunity to participate directly in the development of mitigation and follow-up monitoring and adaptive management programs for communities that are in the study area? 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

DR. KENNEDY: Mr. Rozon has a few comments he would like to make on monitoring... 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Monitoring is also the subject of a subsequent technical panel, but in general terms, the monitoring program has stated -- as proposed has stated some objectives.  But it is also described in our material as a participative program and an inclusive program, and it's yet to be determined what exactly the spatial boundaries of the monitoring program would be or what indicators in fact it would seek to include. 

It is reasonable, and I think it makes a reasonable assumption, that the focus would be on the socio-economic study area. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Mr. Rozon, could I have you turn up the response to the Joint Review Panel Information Request 1.06, Part 6? 

THE CHAIRMAN: Do you have a page number for that? 

MR. NETTLETON: I do. It's page 18. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Page 18 of that document, Ms. Beveridge; or that document. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON: Yeah, it's page 18. 

It's getting late in the day. I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman. It's the response to the Yukon Government Information Request, No. 1, 1.06. 

--- (A short pause/Courte pause) 

MR. NETTLETON: There it is. 

And if we could just have it show the five answers, 5) and 6). And I'm interested, Mr. Rozon, in the comment that you made in answer 6), that says: 

"The specific education ..." 
We asked you a question about the programs. And the answer was: 

"The specific education, training and employment plans designed to meet the needs of the communities directly affected by the project do not apply in other regions of Canada. The proponents expect to hire qualified workers from all regions of Canada, including the Yukon." 
Is it fair to say, then, that the specific education, training, and employment plans are designed to meet the needs of the communities within the study area? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That's a reasonable presumption. 

MR. NETTLETON:  So that's another benefit of being included in the study area? 

Is that fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I think that the two are not, again, by definition the same, but as I said, it's a reasonable presumption that that's where the focus would be. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. And if there's going to be programs for those study area communities, that would be a mitigation tool or measure that would be applicable to those communities that are in the study area? Fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. They would be applicable to the communities that the plans, as they're developed, define as the target of those plans. 

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Rozon, nowhere in the Environmental Impact Statement is there reference or consideration been given to the Yukon College, has there? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I'll take your word for that. I don't recall a reference to the Yukon College. 

MR. NETTLETON: And there has been no consideration to other institutions like NAIT, the Northern Alberta Institute of Technology, and SAIT, the Southern Alberta Institute of Technology? Those institutions have (sic) been factored into the education and training programs? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I wouldn't say -- I don't have the knowledge whether that's the case or not. Your first question asked whether Yukon College was included in the impact assessment, I presumed in terms of their capacity, which would be identified in the baseline. And my answer was no, that I didn't believe they were. 

That is not the same thing as whether they have received consideration by project planners.  I could not testify one way or the other on that. 

MR. NETTLETON: Okay, that's fine. 

And there is another session, is there, I believe on employment and training? 

THE CHAIRMAN: There is indeed. 
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If we could turn to the response to Yukon Information Request 1.02. I'm going to ask a series of questions regarding the characterization of the effects for Yukon in light of the non-study area determination as being in the "national category".  And this is, in particular, response to questions, Part 3. The question asked about the reasonableness of grouping, all effects outside the study area into a "national category". 

And the answer provided says: 

"The nature of the indirect effects will be similar nationally, but their magnitude will vary in any one geographic area, depending upon capacity." (As read) 

And that: 

"These variations would not be predicted reliably at the provincial or territorial level using the modelling technique. Therefore, there are no concerns about the methods used for the assessment of effects." (As read) 

Do you see that? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Yes, I do. 

MR. NETTLETON: Help me understand why you conclude that there are no concerns about the methodology if the variations cannot be predicted reliably? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon here. I would like to go back some time in our discussion and reiterate that: 

"The socio-economic study area boundaries are not the spatial boundaries of the assessment of effect attributes.  They are simply the communities and regions where the effects are expected to be the most direct and intensive and can be assessed at a high level of confidence." (As read) 

And I think that last point is important. 

"… in communities where the magnitude of indirect and induced effects were considered to be too low or not sufficiently distinguishable from other economic and social effects to assess a full range of valued components with enough confidence to provide a meaningful basis for community-specific assessment and planning, it was considered impractical to include them in the study area." (As read) 

MR. NETTLETON:  So -- but that would -- that response, Mr. Rozon, would be dependent upon having an understanding of the potential communities involved, would it not? 

Would you not first have to figure out or have some understanding of the communities that may potentially be impacted before you can make a determination about whether the information exists? 

MR. ROZON:  Gord Rozon here.  As I indicated previously, it's an iterative process, and we started by screening areas that we thought would be most directly affected and tried to determine what would be jurisdictions and boundaries for a study area that we could focus our analysis on so that we could get a full range of effects to assess that would be amenable to productive discussion with the affected communities; would be consistent with the regulatory mandate of our regulator, which is this Panel; and would meet a range of requirements of setting of boundary areas. 

So the availability of data, of course, is none of those. 

As I said also earlier, the use of the Stats Can model is a generally accepted technique, a method. It's used in almost every major project that is undertaken in this country, and we can only go by the results that come from that model. 

And, again, as I said earlier, the results from the model tended to substantiate our decisions about the study area boundaries. 

MR. NETTLETON:  When you say "every other major project in Canada", that is every other project in southern Canada? 

Fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I suspect it's used for every major project in northern Canada as well, but I can't verify that as we speak. 

MR. NETTLETON:  The national category means that effects in the Yukon are grouped together with predicted effects in other Canadian provinces, such as Manitoba? 

MR. ROZON: They're not grouped together, they're just categorized the same way in describing the geographic extent of the effect. 

MR. NETTLETON: Is there not some risk that inclusion in the national category of predicted effects upon communities outside the study area may underestimate the effects or that the effects may not be considered fully? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No. As I said, the results are the results.  They come from the model. They are presented in the EIS in a certain format for economy of space. 

So, for example, in those provinces where there are fairly substantial effects, like Alberta, like Ontario, like Quebec, we identify them individually.  Then we have a residual category that includes a number of smaller provinces and the Yukon, Nunavut, and in that category of other Canada. 

When the Government of Yukon requested specific information about Yukon effects, as generated by the model, we presented those in the IR we had been discussing earlier. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Can I have you turn to -- I want to move over to another area.  It's a response to Question 10 of that IR 1.02, and it discusses the concept of industrial/commercial centres, ICCs. 

And that question asked: 

"Please please explain why beyond regional geographic extent classification has been limited to commercial or industrial centres wholly situated in the Northwest Territories and northwestern Alberta, and was consideration given to include commercial or industrial centres in other northern areas?" (As read) 

Whitehorse -- example, Whitehorse and Dawson City.  

And you indicate in your response that: 

"The ICCs of Yellowknife, Hay River, enterprise in the Northwest Territories and High Level, Zama Lake -- sorry -- Zama City and Rainbow Lake in Alberta were included on the basis of either being directly affected themselves or because of their role in the economies of their jurisdictions. They will provide important economic and administrative capacity to both directly affected regions and communities and to the project." (As read) 

My question is, I guess: Have the centres been determined, in part, due to the populations that they -- that those centres have and the services that those centres offer? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. To a minor extent, the populations; to a more significant extent, the services. 

The primary reason for inclusion is because they are the administrative and commercial centres that serve the regions that are included in the study area. 

And in the case of the Alberta ICCs, they are included because the Terms of Reference asked us to scope in the activity in Alberta as part of our assessment. 

And so that is the primary reason they are being included. 

MR. NETTLETON: And subject to check, Mr. Rozon, the population of Zama and High Level and Rainbow Lake are all smaller than, say, the city of Whitehorse? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That is correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  And do all the industrial/commercial communities have highway access to large -- other larger centres?  Would that be another factor that would relate to the determination? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. It's another factor, but as I said earlier, it's not the primary factor.  

Their role within their regions -- in the case of northwestern Alberta, the role of Zama City and Rainbow Lake and High Level in servicing the oil and gas development in northwestern Alberta is a critical factor in their inclusion; because, by definition, they have existing capacities that would be accessed by any activity in northwestern Alberta. 

MR. NETTLETON: When you were asked to include in the Northwest Alberta communities that inclusion or add-on to the study area didn't follow comp letely political boundaries, did it? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. No, it did not. It stemmed from, as I said, the inclusion requested in the Terms of Reference of that activity in northwestern Alberta by NGTL. 

The first thing we looked at was the Aboriginal jurisdiction involved, which was the Dene Tha' First Nation. 

Then we looked at what other activities in the area might be implicated, and that led us to the administrative roles of High Level and the business service roads of Zama City and Rainbow Lake. 

MR. NETTLETON: Right. 

And maybe if we could turn to your presentation at page 18. 

It's that bottom rectangle or square that is the study area add-on, if you will, that occurred. 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. I wouldn't call it an add-on. It's an integral part of the study area. 

MR. NETTLETON: Fair enough. But it jots away from the political boundary of the 60th parallel; fair? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. That is correct. 

MR. NETTLETON:  How did you determine the location of the eastern boundary? 

MR. ROZON: Gord Rozon. Again, we're talking about a socio-economic study area, and so the primary determinant was the presence of communities. So the eastern boundary was delineated to include the communities of the Dene Tha' First Nation, the most easterly of which is Bushy River and the most easterly ICC is High Level. 

MR. NETTLETON: Mr. Rozon, thank you. 

Dr. Kennedy, if Yukon remains concerned that its communities and people have not been appropriately considered for purposes related to the socio-economic assessment requirements of this proceeding, would you think it would be appropriate for that information to be gathered and collected in respect of this proceeding -- for consideration in respect of this proceeding? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I don't believe that the information that Mr. Rozon has compiled and provided in his socio-economic assessment is deficient in including the potential socio-economic effects on the Yukon Territory. 

I believe that the information in the EIS, as well as -- and probably more importantly, the information in information requests given directly to the Yukon have provided a substantive and thorough review of the socio-economic effects and from a methodological standpoint are sound. 

I don't mix in my mind economic benefits with the methodology for the socio-economic study area. I mean, I think that the approach is sound and that the results need to be analyzed and discussed. 

MR. NETTLETON: So just to be clear: You don't believe there is an information gap associated with Yukon communities and their effects and the predicted effects associated with Yukon communities in respect of this proceeding as we now are at in terms of this proceeding, i.e., in the early stages? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. No, I do not believe there is an information gap. 

I'm sorry, my voice is starting to fade. 

MR. NETTLETON: I have one last question, Dr. Kennedy. My voice is, too. 

You have mentioned to others, and I guess it's just a question of dialogue, Dr. Kennedy, and the question really is: Is the proponent prepared to have a more fulsome dialogue about these matters, these socio-economic -- I know you've mentioned the words "economic benefit". 

What my client is very concerned about is that good EA is being carried out, that information gaps are filled where they are found or identified and that a dialogue, a collaborative effort, is undertaken so that those benefits and those -- that information can be addressed as soon as possible. 

And to that end, do you think that there is any reason to have an ongoing dialogue with Yukon with respect to these matters? 

DR. KENNEDY: Alan Kennedy. I assume by "these matters", we're talking about, on this topic, matters of methodology and the EIS. And I wo uld say the Mackenzie Gas Project and our team are open to dialogue from all parties on the work that we've presented. 

We don't want to exclude anyone from reviewing our work and commenting on it and discussing it with us. 

MR. NETTLETON:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Those are my questions. 

THE CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Nettleton. 

