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PREFACE REGARDING AUTHORSHIP
The report before you was written by Norman Dale, the project manager for the Northern Coastal Information and
Research Program (NCIRP), a program of the University of Northern British Columbia’s Northern Land Use Institute.
It grew from a project formulated by NCIRP, titled A Review of the State of Knowledge And Current Initiatives
Regarding Community And Socioeconomic Implications Of Potential Offshore Oil and Gas in the Queen Charlotte
Basin.

Following on a competitive request for proposals, a team of consultants was retained under the direction of Dr. Tom
Pinfold of Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd., in association with the Cornerstone Planning Group. They
undertook a sequence of field interviews in the communities followed by a study tour to Atlantic Canada in October
2003. After compilation of the results from these steps, they then conducted a series of “report-back” sessions to
communities. Based on those activities, the consultants submitted a draft report to UNBC in April 2004, and a revised
version in June 2004.

The resulting second draft was one of several inputs used in the preparation of the present document, as were the
consultants’ general interview notes and video records of the Atlantic Coast Tour. As well, limited direct use of text
from the draft by Gardner Pinfold and Cornerstone was incorporated in the present work; these sections are identified
using footnotes at the beginning of any such passage.

However,   no summations, inferences, interpretations or recommendations within the current document are to be
construed as those of Gardner Pinfold and/or Cornerstone Planning, nor are they to be so attributed  .1

This study should be cited as:

Dale, Norman. 2005. A Review of the Potential Implications of an Offshore Oil and Gas Industry
on Coastal Communities. UNBC Community Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore
Oil and Gas #5.

                                                  
1 Any use of the word “we” in this report is the authorial plural and does not signify support of or agreement with the observations and
conclusions by others, including of Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. and/or the Cornerstone Planning Group.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The well-being of coastal human communities should be paramount in any marine resource decision-making As a
result, a significant part of the ongoing re-examination of the moratoria on offshore oil and gas should focus on the
debate about what the community and socioeconomic implications will be in the region surrounding the most
prospective basins. In numerous reviews, panel reports, submissions, advocacy studies and independent research, there
has been a very broad array of information brought forward and conclusions made about these matters. This project
and report is focused on soundly and thoroughly identifying and considering all the prevalent questions and views of
people of the region.

The geographic focus of our interest, and the sampling of perspectives from which information was gathered, were the
human communities of the immediate Queen Charlotte Basin area. There are approximately forty towns and villages
along the coastal edge of the basin whose combined population is approximately 50,000. The scope of the subject is
“socioeconomic” at its broadest; for the purposes of this study, it will include any topic raised by people of the region
when they have been asked to indicate their primary concerns about what will happen to their communities and
beyond as a result of possible offshore oil and gas.

The methods used and approach taken in this work were adaptive and collaborative. The principal intent was to grasp
and address the understandings and uncertainties about community and socioeconomic effects of offshore
development as seen from the communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin. This involved a sequence of phases in order
to establish a solid working relationship with a representative sample of well-informed and influential individuals, and
thereby derive a community-relevent “state-of-knowledge” assessment. The phases included:

 Development of an initial work plan in consultation with the UNBC Northern Coastal Information and
Research Program and with other projects underway within that program; preliminary review of key sources
of offshore oil and gas information.

 Preliminary framing of key questions and issues from the basin perspective through extensive field visits and
interviews.

 Exploration of key Queen Charlotte Basin issues and questions and elaboration on that list through a study
tour to a place where offshore development was already underway.

 Preliminary compilation of the results of the study tour and interviews, to produce discussion framework for
“report-back” to communities.

 Presentations reflecting back to communities what had been learned and how.

 Detailed content analysis of interviews, east coast results, literature pertinent to key questions and issues.

The review of literature (Chapter 3) looked primarily at written documents describing experiences with community and
socioeconomic effects of offshore development in other jurisdictions. Reports and inquiries undertaken within BC,
while largely speculative and drawing on external examples, have also been surveyed. We also reviewed other
completed and ongoing research projects focused on the resource and people of the Queen Charlotte Basin region
even if not specifically about offshore oil and gas.

Based on the field work, interviews, and the extensive written and oral presentations to the recent Public Review Panel
on the Government of Canada Moratorium on Offshore Oil and Gas Activities in the Queen Charlotte Region British
Columbia (the “Priddle Panel”), we developed a list of twenty-one questions that, in our view dominate the community
and socioeconomic concerns and expectations of people from the Queen Charlotte Basin. These were (not in order of
priority):

 What are the broad types of economic impact that need to be considered?

 Will there be jobs? Here? Near? Or there?

 Will there be demand for local goods and services?

 Bonanza, boom-and-bust, or much ado about nothing?
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 The geography of benefits and risks

 Effects on relationships with other marine-dependent activities

• When the tide is out, the table is set: fish versus oil in economic terms

• Coastal tourism and aquaculture

 If the worst happens: the issue of compensation?

 Fiscal implications for coastal communities

 What is the overall cost-benefit picture ?

 Using “our” hydrocarbons…well

• Can local communities access the fuel?

• Value-added from offshore hydrocarbons

 Providing for posterity: decisions for long-term sustainability and unborn generations

 Implications for community culture and ways of life

 Ready or not?

• Preparing individuals

• Preparing communities

• Is the regulatory regime up to the challenge?

• Resolving issues of ownership and jurisdiction

 Understanding regional dependency

 Relationship of offshore development to energy alternatives

 “Beyond the basin” concerns: international equity, greenhouse gases etc.

The review of perspectives among Queen Charlotte Basin residents regarding these questions revealed, to no great
surprise, striking divergence of views on most issues (Chapter 4). While most people on either side of the great
moratorium divide do agree on the need for better social and economic information and analysis and share a sense of
the basin as a region in need of inter-community cooperation, the values and versions of their history are very diverse.

This divergence is repeated in our overview of the literature and experiences from jurisdictions that already have
offshore oil and gas (Chapter 5). Few of the twenty-one core questions can be settled by simply reaching into the
evidence of other cases. Instead, we find that the actions needed to improve understanding, raise the level and quality
of debate, and possibly move towards convergence are quite substantial.

In Chapter 6 a number of diverse options are suggested to improve the handling of community and socioeconomic
concerns. They can be categorized under one of five headings as follows:

 Actions that can be taken, quite possibly right away, and principally by government and industry, to reduce
community and socioeconomic uncertainties.

 Specific research projects and clarifications that could appreciably reduce uncertainty and confusion and,
quite possibly, bring about some convergence of perspective.

 More extensive, in-depth community and socioeconomic studies, ones for which considerable time and
funding would be needed to do well.

 Community public deliberation, involving preparation of informative study guides and subsequent use as
basis for intra- and inter-community dialogues.

 Community capacity-building.
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In closing, senior governments and industry are urged to recognize the understandable fear and diverse concerns of
people in coastal communities surrounding the Queen Charlotte Basin, and invest in an early start to addressing these
concerns by committing resources to community-collaborative work. To continue to expect local people to put aside
their questions and concerns until after the lifting of a moratorium is, at best naïve, given the very substantial
scepticism and opposition that exists about community and socioeconomic implications.
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background
The well-being of coastal human communities should be paramount in any marine resource decision-making. Within
most coastal communities in BC there is a strong sense of economic urgency – bordering at times on desperation – as
the historically important industrial sectors of commercial fishing and forestry continue to face hardship. Yet the close
relationship of human communities to the environment and renewable resources also means there are high levels of
concern about any activity that could potentially affect the health of natural ecosystems.

In the mid 1990s, for some leaders and business people in certain coastal communities, the potential for offshore oil
and gas development came to the fore as an opportunity to arrest or even reverse economic decline. There was
particular interest within Prince Rupert where a “North Coast Oil and Gas Task Force” formed to promote the revival
of this economic prospect. For the preceding thirty years there had been a freeze on any exploratory activity.2 Buoyed
by the 1993 report of the Science Council of British Columbia on ocean opportunities,3 the Task Force set out to put
lifting the long-standing moratoria on offshore hydrocarbon activities back on the public agenda. Since that time,
whether for, against or uncommitted, coastal communities have all conveyed a consistent message to governments:
their economic well-being, broadly defined, must be central in any future resource decision-making.

As the re-examination of moratoria moved into a very active phase in 1998 and beyond, proponents and opponents
have come to debate the general question of what the community and socioeconomic implications will be in the region
surrounding the most prospective basins. For some, the prognosis is little short of economic salvation, while for
others, such optimism is viewed as, at best, naïve. In the latter camp, socioeconomic prospects are seen as likely to be
either negligible or even detrimental for communities that get caught up in a “boom-and-bust” cycle of non-renewable
resource development.

In the now numerous reviews, panel reports, submissions, advocacy studies and independent research, there is a very
broad array of information and conclusions about these fundamental contentions. As is often the case, one can bolster
one’s overall position on the controversy by selectively drawing materials from this array. Experts disagree and this is
mirrored by a “public” that is deeply divided.

The University of Northern British Columbia’s Northern Coastal Information and Research Program is dedicated to
raising the quality of the public dialogue and, thereby, the ultimate decisions about offshore oil and gas. It is
particularly focused on the information and knowledge needed for coastal communities along the edge of the Queen
Charlotte Basin to engage fully. What is aimed for in the present report is to critically review what is known about the
key community and socioeconomic issues as defined by the people of these communities. The project was intended to
be more than another pass at the issues and an accompanying bibliography; it was to be a learning project that
profoundly engaged a broad cross-section of Queen Charlotte Basin community residents who reflect the diversity of
the area. It has been as much focused on soundly and thoroughly identifying the prevalent questions and views of
people of the region as on attempting to settle any of these doubts.

1.2 Structure of the Report
The remainder of the present chapter includes a description of the scope of the report, followed by a history of BC
offshore oil and gas, with an emphasis on community and socioeconomic dimensions. Chapter 2 then describes the
methods and overall approach used in this work. Chapter 3 provides an overview of the most relevant literature and
experiences from other offshore development areas as well as from BC. These are sources identified as useful in
illuminating key community and socioeconomic issues. Chapter 4 is an account of the community and socioeconomic

                                                  
2 A chronology of the status of offshore activity in British Columbia is presented below in section 1.2.

3 The report by the Science Council’s SPARK Oceans Committee had called for preparatory evaluation of offshore hydrocarbon resources and
then recommended that in order to make this happen, the moratoria had to be lifted (SPARK 1993, see especially pages 103-109). This thematic
argument linking investment in information to the prerequisite of lifting the moratorium has persisted to the present as, for example, in the 2004
Royal Society of Canada Panel Report .
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concerns and understandings of people from Queen Charlotte Basin communities. This chapter assembles what has
been learned primarily from direct contact with area residents through interviews, the east coast study tour and from
the testimony and briefs from other recent reviews such as the Federal Public Review chaired by Roland Priddle.
Chapter 5 brings together the sources and the questions of the two preceding chapters, not with the expectation of
settling technical questions once and for all, but of shedding light on what is known and not known about key
questions and contentions on the minds of people of the Queen Charlotte Basin region. Chapter 6 summarizes steps
so that current levels of understanding can be improved, and particular questions can be addressed so as to try to
reduce the uncertainty, doubt, and perhaps even the conflict about offshore oil and gas.

1.3 The Scope of Work
1.3.1 Geographic Scope
The geographic focus of interest and sampling of perspectives has been on the human communities of the immediate
Queen Charlotte Basin area. The term “Queen Charlotte Basin” is not one that people of that region use for any
purpose other than as a reference to offshore oil and gas. It is basically a geologist’s phrase referring to prospective
exploration areas in three contiguous water bodies – Dixon Entrance, Hecate Strait and Queen Charlotte Sound. (See
Figure 1-1 for a map of the prospective geological basins for the entire BC coast.)

Figure 1. Map showing prospective geolgoical basins of the entire BC coast.
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The UNBC Northern Coastal Information and Research Program has applied the term Queen Charlotte Basin to
include Queen Charlotte Strait and the very numerous sounds, passages and fjords of the adjacent mainland and the
BC Central and North coasts. There are approximately forty towns and villages along the edge of the Basin’s “salt-
chuck” and whose combined population is approximately 50,000.4 Figure 2 indicates the approximate location of the
towns, villages and First Nations of the region.5 This is not to say that it was possible for field work and interactions
to be made with all such communities during this project. But these are the ones referred to generally as the Queen
Charlotte Basin communities.

Numbered Key to Communities in Figure 2

1. Alert Bay 17. Kwakiutl Nation (Kwagulth) 33. Port Clements

2. Bella Coola 18. Kwicksutaineuk-ah-kwaw-ah-mish

Nation (Gilford Island)

34. Port Edward

3. Da'naxda'xw Nation (Knight’s Inlet/

New Vancouver)

19. Lax Kw'alaams Nation (Port Simpson) 35. Port Hardy

4. Denny Island (Shearwater) 20. Laxgalt'sap (Greenville) 36. Port McNeill

5. Gingolx (Kincolith) 21. Ma'amtagila Nation 37. Prince Rupert

6. Gitga'at (Hartley Bay) 22. Mamalilikulla-Qwe'Qwa'Sot'Em

(Village Island)

38. Queen Charlotte City

7. Gitwinsilkw (Canyon City) 23. Masset 39. Sandspit

8. Gwa'Sala-Nakwaxda'xw Nation (Smith

Inlet/Blunden Harbour)

24. Metlakatla Nation 40. Skidegate

9. Gwawaenuk Nation (Hopetown) 25. Mitchell Bay 41. Sointula

10. Haisla Nation (Kitimaat) 26. Namgis Nation (Alert Bay) 42. Stewart

11. Heiltsuk Nation (Bella Bella/Waglisa) 27. Gitlaxt'aamiks (New Aiyansh) 43. Telegraph Cove

12. Kitasoo Xai'xais (Klemtu) 28. Nuxalk Nation (Bella Coola) 44. Tlatlasikwala Nation (Hope island)

13. Kitselas Nation 29. Ocean Falls 45. Tlawit'sis (Tlowit'sis) Nation (Turnour

Island)

14. Kitsumkalum Nation 30. Old Massett Nation (Haida) 46. Tlell/”Rural” Graham Island

15. Kitimat 31. Oona River 47. Tsawataineuk Nation (Kingcome

Inlet)

16. Gitxaala Nation (Kitkatla) 32. Wuikinuxv Nation (Oweekeno -Rivers Inlet) 48. Terrace

                                                  
4 This rough estimate of the overall population was derived by summing the 2001 census for the three Regional Districts entirely within the area
(Central Coast, Mount Waddington, Skeena-Queen Charlotte) and adding census figures for Kitimat, the Kitimaat reserve (Haisla) and Hartley
Bay(Gitga’at). It should be noted that Canadian census figures are widely believed to significantly understate Aboriginal populations. For
comparison, back in 1986 when the West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel tallied the population of the “study
area”, they arrived at 57,000. Unquestionably many of the larger towns of the region have undergone a population decline since then, thus
accounting for the slightly lower estimate today.

5 Discussing who is “in” and who is not is understandably fraught with controversy. Several First Nations on our maps no longer have inhabited
communities on the salt water, yet have, or share, traditional territories that fall within the Queen Charlotte Basin as we have described it here.
Thus we count communities such as Gitwinsilkw (Canyon City) and Kitselas, whose current principal living areas are well “up river”, and also the
Gwa’sala-’Nakwaxda’xw and Tlawit'sis Nations, who no longer have inhabitations at the core of their traditional territories. No disrespect or
conclusion on who has standing is implied by the somewhat arbitrary boundaries used here. Decision-makers are well-advised to err on the side
of inclusiveness as such matters arise in the course of future offshore processes.
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Figure 2. Communities within the Queen Charlotte Basin region.
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1.3.2 Subject Scope
The focus of this study was “community” and “socioeconomic” effects. These terms have been interpreted here as
broadly as possible as we reflect on the possible changes associated with offshore hydrocarbon development. Most of
all, this study and report are guided by the way people of the Queen Charlotte Basin communities choose to frame
these issues.

Let us illustrate with an example. Initially we were inclined to be silent on questions and issues surrounding the
ecological impacts and on such extra-territorial concerns as global warming and the fiscal implications of offshore
resource development for the larger BC and Canadian economies. But what was soon discovered through extensive
community discussion was that residents of the area are very attentive to these national and even international
implications. They struggle mightily to situate what happens in their “back yard” within larger contexts and are
impressively inclined to look for the “big picture” effects. Telling a resident of Tlell or Fort Rupert that others will do
the worrying for them about greenhouse gases or the morality of relying on exhaustible resources would never be
acceptable. Since the purpose here was to assess what is known, what is argued about and what is of concern from a
local perspective, this report evolved to comprise such issues. In general it errs much on the side of including more
rather than fewer issues in what the title phrase “community and socioeconomic” may imply.

It follows that the narrow use of “socioeconomic” that might be perfectly acceptable in other kinds of projects is not
what we speak of here. In such other works, “socioeconomic” is often restricted to statistically measurable impacts
such as employment, home ownership, income and the like. Instead, the term is used here as short-hand for “social
including economic” where “social” comprises any subject raised by the people of the Basin concerning implications
for their individual and communal well-being.

In the remainder of this chapter, some further historical background is provided on the evolution of the critically
important issue of offshore oil and gas exploration and development.

1.4 Historical Background of Offshore Oil and Gas in BC
Interest in the exploitation of offshore hydrocarbons has been very longstanding in British Columbia. Lynn Ewing,
former Senior Policy Advisor on the topic to the BC Ministry of Energy and Mines dates the issue back to the late
1940s.6 In its first few years of attention, the question of offshore development was primarily about jurisdiction, with
BC claiming authority in 1959 in the face of feared unilateral federal action. Indeed, between 1959 and 1981, three
separate provincial Orders-in-Council asserted BC ownership to the seabed.

In 1958, Richfield Oil Corporation drilled a number of onshore wells on the Queen Charlotte Islands, followed by
marine seismic tests in the adjacent Hecate Strait. Within several years Shell Oil had obtained federally-sanctioned
tenures. It continued geological and seismic work, eventually leading to exploratory drilling in the strait. Between 1967
and 1969, eight wells were drilled in Hecate Strait and Queen Charlotte Sound. Relatively minor shows of oil and gas
resulted. In the course of our discussions with local residents, a number of ideas emerged about the possible effects
that these early exploration activities may have had on marine life. But there was neither a consistent recollection of
issues and concerns nor any scientific study to investigate.

In 1972, largely because of concerns over oil tanker safety and spills, the federal government imposed a moratorium
that encompassed offshore drilling off the west coast. Since then, the various leaseholders have been under no
obligation to do any work in order to maintain their tenures. In 1981, BC declared an “Inland Marine Zone,” thus
adding to the strength of the federal moratorium. Separate rulings from the Supreme Court of Canada about offshore
jurisdiction and ownership clarified that Canada had jurisdiction to the west of Haida Gwaii/Queen Charlotte Islands
and that BC retains jurisdiction over the “internal waters” of Georgia Strait, but the status of the Queen Charlotte
Basin remains uncertain in this regard. Indeed, with the more recent assertion of Aboriginal marine territories and
rights, the situation is, if anything, more complicated today.

                                                  
6 Lynn Ewing. 2000. “Offshore Oil and Gas: Past and Possible Future.” Presented to SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil
and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. Proceedings on line at www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/
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In the early 1980s, Shell and Chevron proposed programs of renewed exploration for their tenures in the Basin. Both
companies prepared separate “Initial Environmental Evaluations” for federal and provincial review. In response,
Canada and British Columbia established a joint assessment panel which conducted a lengthy process between 1984
and 1986. A key feature of the work of this panel, not seen to any equivalent degree in more recent evaluations, was
an extensive public participation program involving public information sessions, pre-hearing workshops, and formal
hearings. “Socioeconomic” concerns were widely studied and expressed and became the basis for a full chapter of that
panel’s final report. In regard to the communities and their role, the panel set a high bar in concluding that a leading
role for adjacent communities was essential in any future scenario of offshore oil and gas. Stimulated by the coast-wide
nature of the social and environmental issues, a coalition formed of First Nations called the Offshore Alliance of
Aboriginal Nations (OSAAN).7

For several years following the panel’s final report, Canada and British Columbia were believed to have engaged in
negotiating a “Pacific Accord”. By that time, the late 1980s, such accords were in effect in eastern Canada and, no
doubt, served as something of a template for the process and substance on the west coast. Contrary to the thrust of
the 1986 panel report, no role appears to have existed for First Nations or coastal communities generally in discussions
of a Pacific Accord. During our work basin residents were visibly leery of cloning the Atlantic Canada approach, in
light of the almost non-existent place for communities in those processes.

Any consideration of offshore oil and gas in BC came to a sudden halt in the late 1980s due to the high public
concern about marine oil spills generated by two events in the waters of the United States to the north and south of
British Columbia. On December 23, 1988, a barge named the Nestucca grounded off the Olympic Peninsula in
Washington, spilling approximately 230,000 gallons of Bunker C oil that spread northward to foul sections of the west
coast of Vancouver Island. The fact that this relatively small spill reached the shores of the unique Triangle Island
shorelines northwest of Vancouver Island was very salient. At the time, a number of Vancouver Island communities,
including First Nations, became involved in the Canadian Coast Guard’s surveillance of the spill. Again, despite the
relatively limited shoreline effects of the Nestucca incident, for the first time it led to the prominent visual coverage in
the media of something communities had spoken of in fear during the earlier panel hearings.

On March 24, 1989, the Exxon Valdez ran aground in Prince William Sound, Alaska. This resulted in the largest
marine oil spill in North American history and sealed the fate of any public consideration of offshore development for
nearly a decade. Governments of Canada and British Columbia quickly recognized the profundity of public concern
over “oil-at-sea” and believed that any distinction between transport and offshore exploration would be lost in
pursuing the Pacific Accord. BC announced that there would be no consideration of drilling for at least five years.
Canada agreed, indicating that until the province was willing to proceed, its 1982 moratorium would stay in effect.

As noted earlier in this chapter, the re-emergence of the issue of offshore oil and gas appears to have largely resulted
from the efforts of a community-based lobby, the North Coast Oil and Gas Task Force.8 Through their efforts, a
number of local political leaders and Chambers of Commerce began to press for re-examination of the issue, largely
motivated by the hard economic times that befell many coastal communities in the 1990s. Reports prepared for the
Science Council of Canada regarding “ocean opportunities” gave substance to the lobbying efforts, as did a fairly
positive report prepared by the Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation, in which progress since the 1986
panel report was summarized (see Chapter 3). Also, in 1998, the Geological Survey of Canada issued revised estimates
of the potential and most likely scale of hydrocarbon resources on the west coast. Translating their estimates of 10
billion barrels of oil and 43 trillion cubic feet of gas into dollar figures quickly caught the attention of many British
Columbians, including the government, on whose minds a flagging economy and rising debt load weighed heavily.

As a result, starting in 1998, a sequence of background analyses and public re-evaluations ensued. The substance of the
resulting reports and documents is outlined in Chapter 3 as are some of the key initiatives that have been more

                                                  
7 The work of OSAAN is discussed in more detail in Chapter 3. A recently created website contains records from the Alliance. See
http://mayne.gulfislands.com/tpearse/osaan/

8 This group, primarily involving business people from Prince Rupert is not to be confused with the Offshore Oil and Gas Task Force, a six
member sub-committee of the BC Government Caucus, which conducted public meetings and reported to the BC Minister of Energy, Mines and
Resources in 2001-2.



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     7

sceptical of the benefits of offshore development and the ability of the industry to prevent environmental degradation.
One exercise especially significant for coastal communities was a process coordinated by the now-defunct Northern
Development Commission to design a suitable public process for reviewing offshore oil and gas. While its
recommendations were not adopted after the election of a new provincial government in May 2001, the process and
suggestions helped to catalyze what has been continued coastal community interest in playing a lead role in this matter.

Contemporary to this renewed public reconsideration of offshore oil and gas was the emergence of a coordinated
network of groups and individuals opposed to the lifting of the moratorium.

After the 2001 election, provincial government dedication to offshore development increased notably. By 2003, very
specific intentions were encapsulated in the provincial throne speech and were framed largely in terms of local benefit:

Offshore oil and gas exploration holds tremendous promise for communities in the Northwest
and on northern Vancouver Island. By 2010, your government wants to have an offshore oil and
gas industry that is up and running, environmentally sound, and booming with job creation.9

In 2001, separate review processes were set in motion – a scientific review by a panel chaired by Dr. David Strong,
and the aforementioned “task force”, a sub-committee of government caucus. Each reported in early 2002 in favour of
cautiously proceeding with offshore development. In May of 2002, the BC government funded the University of
Northern British Columbia with the program under which our study has proceeded.

In January 2003, British Columbia established a special BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team to “enable” development in
this sector. While important needs were foreseen, both scientifically and in terms of the reaction of First Nations and
the public, the major challenge BC foresaw as of early 2003 was still the federal moratorium. By the end of March
2003 the federal Minister of Natural Resources responded to BC’s requests for reconsideration with a three-pronged
approach to reviewing its moratorium:

 A scientific panel would examine the technical issues, including environmental knowledge and gaps.

 A public review panel would then conduct public discussions about lifting the moratorium especially within
the Queen Charlotte Basin area.

 A separate discussion process would engage First Nations in government-to-government review of offshore
issues.

The expert science panel, coordinated by the Royal Society of Canada released its final report in February 2004,
concluding that, “Provided an adequate regulatory regime is put in place, there are no science gaps that need to be
filled before lifting the moratoria on oil and gas development.”10 Since then, several critical rebuttals of this conclusion
and other aspects of that panel’s report have appeared,11 as well as a “Citizen’s Guide” prepared by UNBC’s Northern
Coastal Information and Research Program.12 Reports from the other two reviews are expected as our study goes to
press.

While awaiting the federal reviews, neither the BC government nor interest groups for and against offshore oil and gas
have stood still. The BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team has engaged in extensive contacts with communities and First
Nations and funded some groups in public information programs. A highly informative website has been created (see
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca). Separate groups advocating offshore hydrocarbon development have participated in
these information programs and more generally organized for what is assumed will be a lengthy process of review. In

                                                  
9 2003 Legislative Session: 4th Session, 37th Parliament, Speech from the Throne, Feb. 11, 2003.

10 Report of the Expert Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia, p.121.

11 See, for example, Susan Rutherford. 2004. “Would Regulations Protect our Ocean from the Negative Impacts of Offshore Oil and Gas
Development? An Examination of the Science Panel’s Assumptions about a Regulatory Framework for British Columbia’s Offshore.” Sointula:
Living Oceans Society.

12 UNBC Northern Coastal Information and Research Program. 2004. A Citizens’ Guide to the Royal Society of Canada’s Report of the Expert
Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia. Prince George: UNBC. Available on-line at
www.unbc.ca/nlui/ncirp/undercurrents_1.pdf
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addition to some First Nations groups obtaining provincial support for information programs (e.g. the Tsimshian
Tribal Council), others, such as members of the Turning Point Initiative, have commissioned studies to critically assess
offshore implications. Early in 2004, the David Suzuki Foundation conducted a sequence of information workshops
raising concerns about offshore development.

And, of course, the UNBC work has continued with a central role played by a “Community Guidance Group” in the
formulation and conduct of studies, including this one. UNBC is finalizing its Northern Coastal Information and
Research Program as of December 2004.

The following table summarizes highlights from the past half century of interest in and concern about offshore
hydrocarbon development.13

Year Events

1949 Some onshore drilling for oil in the Queen Charlotte Island region.

1958 Richfield begins program of surveys on- and offshore in vicinity of Queen Charlottes.

1959 British Columbia declares a Crown reserve over oil and gas resources in the area east of a line running north-

south three miles seaward of Queen Charlotte Islands and Vancouver Island. Under the Petroleum and Natural

Gas Act, exploration permits over oil and gas in a Crown reserve can only be granted through public auction.

1962-1966 British Columbia Crown reserve over offshore oil and gas resources is cancelled to encourage companies to apply

for exploration permits.

1966 British Columbia reinstates the Crown reserve over offshore oil and gas resources to the area beginning at the

low-water mark seaward to the outer limits of Canada’s Territorial Sea and to that area of the Continental Shelf

capable of being exploited.

1966-1969 Shell drills eight exploratory wells in Hecate Strait and Queen Charlotte Sound.

1967 British Columbia declares a Crown reserve over offshore mineral and placer minerals in same area as offshore oil

and gas Crown reserve.

1967 In the BC Offshore Minerals reference, the Supreme Court of Canada decides that the Territorial Sea off British

Columbia, outside of bays, harbours and inland waters, belongs to Canada.

1969 Shell Canada subleases its exploration rights to Chevron. The US makes proposals to ship Alaska oil south by

tanker through British Columbia coastal waters and the Strait of Juan de Fuca.

1970 Canada freezes drilling and exploration in the Strait of Georgia. British Columbia suspends work obligations until

the question of ownership of the seabed in Strait has been addressed.

1972 Canada decides not to consider new exploration permits or programs in the west coast offshore and suspends all

work obligations under existing permits

1976 British Columbia Court of Appeal decides the Strait of Georgia is owned by British Columbia.

1981 Without limiting its earlier Crown reserve, BC designates that all oil and gas in the area landward of a line drawn

off the west coast of Queen Charlotte Islands south to the west coast of Vancouver Island is reserved to BC.

1984 Supreme Court of Canada Reference indicates that Strait of Georgia is owned by British Columbia.

1984-1986 Federal-Provincial Environmental Review Panel evaluates potential environmental and socioeconomic effects of

offshore oil and gas exploration. Final report recommends exploration could proceed if 92 specific

recommendations were met.

                                                  
13 This table is an adaptation and update of a chronology prepared by the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team. See website
http://www.em.gov.bc.ca/oil&gas/offshore/chronology.htm
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Year Events

1986-1989 British Columbia and Canada conduct negotiations on management and jurisdiction over offshore oil and gas

exploration and development (referred to as the “Pacific Accord”).

1988 Oil spill from barge Nestucca off coast of Washington State moves onshore along the west coast Vancouver

Island.

1989 In March, the Exxon Valdez oil tanker spills oil in Alaska. Soon after British Columbia announces no drilling

offshore for at least five years. Canada announces it will not consider any development in the offshore until

requested to by British Columbia.

1996 Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation assessment of progress related to the recommendations of the

1986 Panel report.

1997 Lobby group, North Coast Offshore oil and Gas Task Force forms to promote end of moratorium.

1998 Geological Survey of Canada releases revised estimates of 10 million barrels of oil and 43 trillion cu.ft. gas for

Queen Charlotte Basin

BC Government commissions AGRA to assess offshore technology.

2001 BC government commissions Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd. to update the 1998 AGRA Report; completed in

November.

British Columbia appoints an independent scientific panel to examine whether offshore oil and gas can be

extracted in a scientifically sound and environmentally responsible manner. An Offshore Oil and Gas Task Force

visits nine northern coastal communities to listen to views of communities, local residents and First Nations.

2002 The BC Scientific Panel concludes: “(T)here is no inherent or fundamental inadequacy of the science or

technology, properly applied in an appropriate regulatory framework, to justify a blanket moratorium” on offshore

oil and gas activities. The task force concluded that northern communities, including First Nations want to have a

strong voice in offshore oil and gas.

The Province of British Columbia funds the University of Northern British Columbia to carry out scientific and

technical research and develop a work plan following up on the Panel and Task Force recommendations.

Provincial Energy Policy calls for renewed attention and capacity development for pursuing offshore oil and gas.

BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team formed to “enable” offshore oil and gas.

2003 Canada announces three-pronged approach to reviewing its moratorium.

Royal Society of Canada science panel formed and holds workshops to study knowledge and knowledge gaps.

Final report was released in February 2004,

2004 Federal Public Review Panel conducts information sessions followed by formal hearings in coastal communities

and in southern BC Final report was released in October, 2004 along with a separate report on discussions with

First Nations (Cheryl Brooks)

Table 1. Chronology of BC Offshore Oil and Gas
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2 METHODS
2.1 Overview
Broadly speaking, the approach taken in this work was adaptive and collaborative. The principal intent was to grasp
and address the understandings and uncertainties about what the community and socioeconomic effects would be of
offshore development, as seen from the perspective of communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin. This required a
sequence of phases and activities that would yield valuable information about issues and also establish a solid working
relationship with at least a representative sample of well-informed and influential individuals:

 Development of an initial work plan in consultation with the UNBC Northern Coastal Information and
Research Program and with other projects underway within that program; preliminary review of key sources
of offshore oil and gas information.

 Preliminary framing of key questions and issues from the perspective of Queen Charlotte Basin communities
through extensive field visits and interviews.

 Exploration of key Queen Charlotte Basin issues and questions and elaboration on that list through a study
tour to a place where offshore development was already underway.

 Preliminary compilation of the results of the study tour and interviews, to produce discussion framework for
“report-back” to communities.

 Presentations reflecting back to communities what had been learned and how.

 Detailed content analysis of interviews, east coast results, literature pertinent to key questions and issues.

A field project was commissioned by UNBC to Gardner-Pinfold Consulting Economists, who worked with
Cornerstone Planning to conduct the interviews, study tour and “report-back sessions.” Gardner-Pinfold submitted a
technical report which served as one input to the preparation of this final report. Literature review and the extensive
anlysis of the results of the field work and of the Priddle panel documentation was undertaken by the author with
assistance from UNBC graduate students, Mark Sarrazin and Debbie Nowak.

2.2 Getting Started
As originally conceived in the terms of reference for this project, a collaborative planning process involving the UNBC
Community Guidance Group (CGG) was to have been the starting point. This would have engaged local people with a
range of views in the most fundamental framing of the conduct of the work. The author continues to believe that such
an approach holds the greatest opportunity for research that will be both useful and used by communities. However,
the establishment of the Community Guidance Group was delayed beyond the beginning of the project. Ultimately, as
discussed below, it was a key element of the project – the Atlantic Coast Study Tour – that catalyzed the CGG’s start-
up. In lieu of the originally conceived approach, our consultants relied on their own experience with community
studies and informal contacts within the basin communities, as well as liaison with UNBC and other research projects
to set a course of action. In place of a formal work plan, an iterative process was used starting with community field
visits and general scoping and framing of issues through community contact (Step 2 as described below in section 2.3).
This meant that the most pressing methodological challenge was establishing a network of contacts.

The highly polarized viewpoints within the region, and the resulting low levels of trust, were strongly evident. There
has been a long history, notably among Northwest Coast First Nations, of being studied by outsiders with questionable
value added for their communities. More recently multiple study and planning processes have been and continue to be
undertaken leading to something of a “research fatigue” among Queen Charlotte Basin area leaders and residents.
Furthermore, there was considerable scepticism about a provincially funded study such as ours because of the recent
experiences with offshore oil and gas related processes carried out in the province’s name.
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The 2001 Offshore Moratorium Process Design Team,14 funded and organized through the now-defunct Northern
Development Commission, had brought forward the involvement and concerns of many North, Central Coast and
Northern Vancouver Island community leaders. But in 2001 the recommendations had been largely shelved by the
newly elected BC government in favour of alternative ways of examining the issues. From a community perspective,
this looked like a turning away by the province from a sincere and sustained “process design” initiative of local people.
Instead of adopting the sequence of community planning forums recommended, BC had launched two processes,
neither of which were seen to have anything like the degree of community participation envisioned. As was more
recently the case with the federally-mandated reviews of offshore oil and gas, enquiry into the subject was split
between a scientific panel whose work had very little time or resources for community contact, and a task force whose
process of consultation with local communities was seen by many as far too limited and hurried.15

Against this backdrop of polarization and low levels of confidence in offshore inquiries generally, the researchers for
this project needed to carefully find a “way in”. Meetings with the NCIRP staff at UNBC in July 2003 resulted in
brainstorming about people from the Queen Charlotte Basin who had already stepped forward indicating strong
interest in this offshore oil and gas issue. The consultants and NCIRP project manager had extensive prior contacts in
BC coastal communities and were also able to use their existing networks to seek out able and interested spokespeople.
Additionally, a review was conducted of the lists of participants in recent public exercises specifically about offshore oil
and gas. Especially useful was the participant lists from the Northern Development Commission’s “Process Design
Team”16 and lists of written and oral presenters to the 2001-2 BC Offshore Oil and Gas Task Force.17

On these bases, an agreed-upon contact list from communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin was developed. After that
a “snowballing” technique18 was used to expand the list of potential interviewees (knowing that, for remote areas where
people work in resource industries,19 one could not expect anything like 100 percent success in scheduling discussions).
The contact list was thus compiled in an iterative manner with names being added or struck based on their ability to
provide relevant information, availability, and willingness to be interviewed.

2.3 Community Field Trips and Interviews
To identify important community and socioeconomic issues, concerns and questions and understand the priority
attached to them by various stakeholders in the communities, a series of interviews and meetings were conducted with
the identified cross-section of people from the region. Effort was made to include a cross-section reflecting the
diversity of perspectives, cultures and livelihoods of the region. We sought the views of First Nations, local
government, local and province-wide environmental organizations, business organizations, community groups, business
people, educators and others. Appendix I contains a complete list of people contacted.

                                                  
14 See Process Design Team Report to the Northern Development Commissioner on the Process to Discuss The Offshore Oil And Gas
Moratorium, June 22, 2001.

15 Indeed, critical reference to the Oil and Gas Task Force came up during the planning sessions and formal hearings that the federal review
process held in early 2004. For example, Chief Anfinn Siwallace of the Nuxalk Nation explicitly cautioned the federal panel members to avoid the
pitfalls of the 2001 provincial process and noted that the testimony he had given seemed to have been “deep-sixed” – a reference to the fact that
even within the thorough sourcing of offshore materials on the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team’s website, written briefs to the Task Force were
not available (based on notes from comments heard when our study team attended the federal planning session in Bella Coola, February 18,
2004).

16 See Process Design Team Report to The Northern Development Commissioner on the Process to Discuss The Offshore Oil And Gas
Moratorium, June 22, 2001, Appendix A: List of Participants.

17 BC Offshore Oil and Gas Task Force, Final Report to Hon. Richard Neufeld. Appendices 1 and 2. (available on line at
http://www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/task-force/

18 This refers to a process of adding new discussants on the recommendation of earlier rounds of interviewees have suggested. For more on
qualitative approaches to selection and conduct of interviews see Robert S. Weiss. 1993. Learning from Strangers: The Art and Method of
Qualitative Interview Studies. New York: The Free Press.

19 Unfortunately, it turned out that the timing of this initial phase coincided with the summer months of 2003 when coastal village resident are
well known to be otherwise engaged. The time period was altered, as much as scheduling would permit, into September but still encountered
problems that would have been much less had the work been done in less busy late fall or winter months.
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Preliminary discussions were held by telephone with respondents selected from the contact list. This provided an
opportunity to introduce the study, solicit feedback and assess the person’s level of responsiveness to the project. If
the person could and would provide information relevant to the study and was willing to participate further,
arrangements were made for a personal interview. If the respondent was unavailable during the researchers’ time in the
community, the interview was conducted by telephone. Background information about the study and NCIRP was also
sent to each respondent via fax, email or mail in preparation for the interview.

These preliminary discussions also provided an opportunity to solicit additional contacts and discuss protocols for
community engagement. When soliciting information or conducting studies within traditional territories, adhering to
protocols can be particularly important for First Nation communities. This generally means identifying the first point
of contact and then asking whom else should be engaged within the community. On Haida Gwaii, for instance, chiefs
and elected councillors were interviewed , but researchers were further directed to speak with the Council of Haida
Nations and hereditary chiefs from both Skidegate and Old Massett. An understanding of how to adapt to such
protocols also proved valuable for planning the report-back sessions later in the study.

Interviews consisted of both one-on-one and group discussions. The method used for conducting the interviews was
nondirective. This involves an unstructured interview meaning that, although interaction occurs with the respondent,
such as asking for clarification on a given comment, the intent is to not direct or lead the respondent in any particular
direction other than drawing attention to the original point of discussion.

For most interviews, two sets of notes were taken in point form or verbatim where possible. After the sessions were
completed interview notes were cross-referenced to capture any missed points and to clarify content. After the field
program was completed all interview notes were consolidated into an aggregated data set for each region. Frequency or
distribution of specific comments was not recorded nor was there any attempt to do comparative analysis between
regions, sectors, groups or individuals, as this falls outside the scope of the review. In organizing the data, the first step
was to distinguish between comments given and questions asked. The second step was to organize the questions and
comments under general themes that became apparent after reviewing the data. These included socioeconomic,
communications/information, and environmental risk. These themes, drawn from the data, formed the basis for
presenting the key community issues and questions identified in this review. In essence, then, this phase of the work
was intended to frame the topics under consideration through dialogue. Through this succession of interviewees, the
nuances of local knowledge and local uncertainty became clearer and shaped the way that subsequent phases were
approached.

The range of persons interviewed and the views and opinions solicited clearly do not represent any particular group,
community or region of the BC coast. Systematic representation of Queen Charlotte Basin communities was not our
intent, as the methods used do not reflect this. The goal was to gain a sense of the issues surrounding offshore
development through the eyes of community members who, by virtue of experience, have their finger on the social
and economic pulse of their communities.

In accounting for the methods used both in selecting interviewees, and the format of that discussion, there was no
attempt to use systematic randomized or semi-randomized sampling as one would in a study with a very different
purpose. Such an approach would provide stronger grounds than we have – or need – to claim that any one issue was
important in terms of frequency of mention. Instead, this study valued most informality, open-endedness and above all,
an evolving sense of how some of the leaders and other “influentials” within Queen Charlotte Basin communities
framed the issues of offshore oil and gas.

There is no claim here to generalize the results to specific segments of the community or to say that within the
relatively short field portion of this work every conceivable contention, question, and belief about the community and
socioeconomic implications of offshore oil and gas could be covered. But what was lost in breadth, was gained in
terms of depth. Not only were nuances of issues better revealed, there was a unique opportunity to explore their
“theories” in action as they prepared for, experienced and reflected afterwards on the Atlantic Coast visit.

2.4 Atlantic Coast Study Tour
Visits by local people and government officials to other offshore development areas have long been used to provide
some forecasting for places at earlier stages of this industry. Indeed, back in the early 1980s, a number of Canadians
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from the east and Arctic coasts visited the North Sea region to begin to get a sense of what could unfold during and
beyond exploratory drilling. More recently, delegations of BC residents and officials have travelled to such places as
Cook Inlet in Alaska and the US Gulf States to glimpse the future as it might possibly be.

This project’s field visits had the purpose of obtaining more in-depth and direct information for the project (hence the
term “study tour”) and also served to further the relationships developing among Queen Charlotte Basin community
members. The idea was that by hearing the stories of offshore issues and development from their “opposite numbers”
in an active offshore area, they would bring back understandings useful both to our work and also to their home
communities.

After consideration of costs, convenience, and most of all opportunities for parallel learning, the Atlantic Coast of
Canada was chosen as the venue. Although Alaska is nearer and more closely resembles the physical environment of
British Columbia, it was felt that staying within Canadian jurisdictions would make for greater relevance at the
community level. For background for the trip, researchers looked closely at an earlier experience, organized by Simon
Fraser University, to draw lessons from the Atlantic by way of “exploring the future” for BC.20 The consultants who
coordinated the tour also included a member with lengthy Atlantic Coast experience21 and this helped in scheduling key
speakers and contacts.

Considerations for selecting study tour participants were much as described for the identification of interviewees in the
previous phase of the work. An overall diversity was sought of perspectives, cultures, and occupations reflective of the
variety seen in the Basin’s many communities. Because the Community Guidance Group (CGG) for the UNBC
Northern Coastal Information and Research Program had just been formed, invitations went out to all of its members.
The rationale for this was twofold:

 As noted in Section 2.2, the creation of the CGG by UNBC was important to this project and was intended
to create a group of community resource people who would be available on an on-going basis in their
communities after the completion of this project. Therefore, empowering the CGG with knowledge and
experiences from Atlantic Canada, which they could share with others in their community, was seen as a
critical step to providing these individuals with the tools they needed to discuss issues with other members
of their community.

 Part of the mandate of the CGG members was to disseminate information to their respective communities.
It was anticipated that those who attended the Atlantic fact finding tour would share their experiences in a
report-back session to a wider community audience. As a result of their status in the communities, the CGG
members were seen as individuals who would be viewed as having integrity and credibility and could
therefore be effective communicators in reporting back to their communities.

Each CGG member was contacted to confirm interest and availability in participating in the study tour. If the member
was unable to attend, a replacement was recommended.

There were also several participants in the study tour who were nominated by community leaders who came forward
to us upon learning about the plans for UNBC’s east coast trip. These suggestions had to be taken seriously, both
because such leaders know their communities, and also because of the considerable tension and suspicions surrounding
the offshore oil and gas issue. Responding positively to suggestions for expanding the trip delegation was important in
establishing solid community relations

The result of this interactive and iterative process was a larger group than intended and one that was not fully
reflective of the geography of the Basin. These, however, are the perils and exigencies of any such exercise and,
overall, the tour delegation turned out to be an excellent “probe” for lessons from Atlantic Canada’s offshore
experience (see Appendix II for list of names). Visits were made to Nova Scotia and Newfoundland during the week
of October 26 to November 1, 2003, with a group of 19 people from Queen Charlotte Basin communities. This tour

                                                  
20 Here we paraphrase the title of a conference organized in 2001, the full title of which is “Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas
Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. Proceedings are accessible at the website: www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas.

21 Project Manager Tom Pinfold worked on numerous east coast studies in the past and is co-principal of Gardner-Pinfold, a firm originating in
Halifax.
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afforded local people from the Queen Charlotte Basin the opportunity to explore community and socioeconomic issues
with a wide array of east coast Canadians who had been through the experience of offshore hydrocarbon development.

The tour was set up as a mix of informal presentations (followed by questions-and-answer sessions) from east coast
“experts” and site visits to communities and facilities where offshore oil and gas was a reality. Brief summaries of the
presentations made to the group appear in Appendix III. During the study tour, a video crew accompanied the group
and captured video footage of most meetings. This has been a useful source subsequently for understanding the ways
in which issues are framed and prioritized by a cross section of BC coastal community residents.

Additionally, a 30-minute summary video was produced capturing highlights of meetings and facility visits.22 Copies of
the full video archive were provided to the participants on the study tour and are also held at the University of
Northern British Columbia.

2.5 Preliminary Compilation of Information from Interviews and Tour
The main task in this phase of the work was to distil results from the field visits to the basin region and from the
Atlantic Coast study tour in order to yield a framework of issues of importance for discussion, as perceived locally,
regarding offshore impacts on communities. The resulting materials formed the basis for subsequent report-back
sessions (see below).

2.6 Reporting Back to the Communities
This phase consisted of a series of meetings open to the public in communities around the Queen Charlotte Basin to
report-back on the findings of the first three phases of this project. Representatives from CGG were directly involved
in the timing, the location, the format of the advertising, and establishing the agenda of each of these sessions. In
advance of the sessions, Gardner-Pinfold established and publicized a website that highlighted the project to that time,
including the study tour and a summary of emerging key issues.

Meetings took place in late January and February 2004 at Prince Rupert, Kitimat, Masset, Skidegate, Bella Coola, Bella
Bella, Port Hardy and Alert Bay. At each session, CGG members from the area had an opportunity to present their
perspectives to the audience and share their views of the Atlantic experience and the lessons learned from the tour.
These meetings varied in format and the methods used to convey information (e.g., PowerPoint presentations, poster
boards, showing the summary video, questions and answer sessions). A record was kept of the kinds of issues and
questions raised by the attendees at these sessions and this was used to gain further perspective on the range of
viewpoints at play in the public consideration of offshore oil and gas. More details on the report-back phase of
activities are presented in Appendix IV.

2.7 Detailed Final Analysis
The consultant team (Gardner-Pinfold and Cornerstone) submitted a draft technical report on their findings in April
2004 (revised June 2004). After receiving and reviewing these materials, the UNBC Northern Coastal Information and
Research Program commissioned the author, assisted by graduate summer students, to undertake an extensive analysis
comprising three main components:

 An extensive review of past inquiries and relevant literature from British Columbia and from other places
where offshore development has occurred, so as to get a sense of what understandings and uncertainties
prevail about community and socioeconomic implications (Chapter 3 outlines these sources).

 A detailed content analysis of the Atlantic coast tour results, utilizing mainly the full video footage
supplemented by interview notes provided by Gardner-Pinfold.23

                                                  
22 “The BC Offshore: Pacific Issues, Atlantic Lessons,” produced by Phitted Design, Roberts Creek, BC

23 The notes provided did not include specific attribution of comments to particular individuals; rather, they distilled key themes, points and
questions from each of the basin’s main sub-regions. Protection of source identity was guaranteed by the consultants and has been honoured in
this report.
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 Comprehensive review and systematic analysis of all transcripts and written submissions originating in the
Queen Charlotte Basin during the federal public review of the moratorium (Priddle Panel).

The latter two steps were used to derive twenty-one principal “questions” that pervade discussion about offshore oil
and gas among people from the Queen Charlotte Basin region. These form the framework for both Chapter 4 of this
report, where the questions are outlined, and Chapter 5 where the “state of the argument” about each question is
considered.
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3 DOCUMENTED KNOWLEDGE OF
COMMUNITY AND SOCIOECONOMIC
IMPLICATIONS OF OFFSHORE
HYDROCARBON DEVELOPMENT

3.1 Overview
The broad question that gives purpose to this report is: how might an offshore oil and gas industry affect BC coastal
communities? Naturally it can be worthwhile to look into the experience in jurisdictions that have already gone through
this kind of development. While much of the public is unlikely to turn to a close reading of technical literature on the
subject, there are a number of works that will indirectly, if not directly, shape the debate and the positions taken within
it. And there are other potentially helpful studies that do not appear to have been much considered as yet in the BC
offshore debate.

This chapter concludes with a brief and selective overview of social science studies which, while not specifically dealing
with offshore hydrocarbons, could potentially contribute to the larger “state of knowledge” needed as planning and
deliberations continue.

3.2 Studies and Assessments from other Jurisdictions
Understandably, groups and individuals in British Columbia who seek answers to questions about offshore oil and gas
impacts turn to the lessons of other jurisdictions where the same kind of activity has gone on for a substantial number
of years. Several areas of hydrocarbon development have been of particular interest: Atlantic Canada, Alaska, the
“Lower 48” of the United States and the North Sea.

3.2.1 Canada’s Atlantic Coast24

Offshore hydrocarbon exploration and development has been proceeding in Atlantic Canada for much of the past two
decades. While the ecological and geographical circumstances of the main centres of development differ from those of
the Queen Charlotte Basin, the lessons from Canada’s east coast have been of particular interest in British Columbia.
The rationale is twofold: first, unlike international examples, the legal and institutional framework for offshore activity
is broadly the same as would be expected in the west. In the east, two “accords” have been enacted between federal
and provincial levels of government to create joint management boards. Among the provisions for these boards are
ones that will significantly shape expectations and possibilities for economic matters in relation to BC’s offshore. The
second reason for looking east is that much of the Atlantic Coast, like the marine areas and resources off BC’s central
and north coasts, has been the traditional mainstay of coastal communities. Oil and gas came to that region at a time
when the long established fishing economy was in dire straits. This context is, therefore, most relevant to BC’s coast
where the sense and reality of decline is unremitting.

3.2.1.1 Newfoundland

Newfoundland is the jurisdiction within Canada with the largest and longest standing offshore petroleum experience.
Exploration began in the 1960s and by the 1990s the Hibernia development was developed. Since then, two further
developments have moved forward (Terra Nova and White Rose) and exploration has proceeded in the Laurentian
sub-basin, an area which was, until recently, subject to jurisdictional disputes with Nova Scotia and France.

The socioeconomic impacts of Hibernia and, more broadly, of offshore hydrocarbon activities in Newfoundland and
Labrador have become the focus of a number of papers authored or co-authored by Dr. Mark Shrimpton.25 , a

                                                  
24 Overviews of current and recent offshore hydrocarbon activity in Atlantic Canada can be gleaned from annual reports of the two similar
federal-provincial boards with management authority: The Canada-Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board (online information at
www.cnopb.nfnet.com) and the Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board (online information at www.cnsopb.ns.ca). Both have websites
which are useful for files and links about activity within their areas of jurisdiction.
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geographer who previously served as principal researcher for the City of St. John’s and who has been engaged widely
in studies related to socioeconomic and labour force implications of offshore oil and gas. In recent years, Dr.
Shrimpton has played a significant part in public education for and studies of offshore issues in British Columbia. Thus
his work has been and continues to be pivotal both in framing and addressing the socioeconomic context of offshore
oil and gas in both the east and the west.

Others have taken a dimmer view of the benefits of Hibernia. One study that has been widely cited by west coast
opponents of BC offshore development is the work of Dale Marshall of the Canadian Centre for Public Policy
Alternatives.26 More will be said about this study later in the present chapter. Dr. Shrimpton has recently prepared a
critique of the Marshall study. 27

In 1998, a number of public and private sector agencies in Newfoundland established a Petroleum Industry Human
Resources Committee (PIHRC) “…to review the employment, training and other human resource issues related to the
petroleum industry in Newfoundland and Labrador…” based on a shared objective of “…developing a competent
local supply of labour to service the offshore petroleum industry.”28 The Committee commissioned three individual
reports – one on demand, one on labour supply and one on training by public and private institutions. These provide
some help in responding to priority questions raised by communities in the course of our work.

An important additional source of socioeconomic data and issue analyses from offshore Newfoundland are the
environmental assessments prepared as part of the regulatory process under the direction of the Canada:
Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board. These assessments, as such as those for the Terra Nova and White Rose
fields are routinely required to address socioeconomic concerns.29 The concerted use of “benefits agreements” in
Atlantic Canada as a result of terms of the Atlantic Accord, tends to focus discussions of socioeconomics on the
challenge of ensuring that Newfoundlanders get a strong share of the jobs and related opportunities.

3.2.1.2 Nova Scotia

While efforts to initiate an offshore hydrocarbon industry in Nova Scotia also date back several decades, the scale of
the discoveries and subsequent industrial development have been significantly smaller there than in Newfoundland. The
Cohasset-Deep Panuke project was actually Canada’s first offshore production field, producing 44.5 million barrels
before decommissioning in 2000. Currently the only active site is the Sable gas project, while other potential (albeit
troubled) possibilities for development include the Deep Panuke natural gas project and the proposed exploration off
the northeast coast of Cape Breton (Sydney Bight).

As the first decade of active experience with offshore hydrocarbon development in Nova Scotia came to an end, and
with these prospects for new developments, the Nova Scotia Department of Finance commissioned a study by
Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. on the full economic impacts. After summarizing the Nova Scotian
economic context and the overall flow of hydrocarbon development, the consultants estimated the offshore’s annual
direct contribution to the provincial gross domestic product at $810 million, most of which accrued to non-residents.
They further noted the employment patterns in relation to offshore development phases and tax revenue at provincial
and municipal levels. Finally, they concluded that approximately 30 to 40 percent of offshore expenditures had been in

                                                                                                                                                                                      
25 See in bibliography: Community Resource Services Ltd. 1999 and 2003; Shrimpton 1998, 2002, 2004a, 2004b and Shrimpton and Storey 2001.

26 Dale Marshall. 2001. Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil Moratorium? A Policy Brief on the Economic Lessons from Hibernia. Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives (available on line at www.policyalternatives.ca/bc/offshore_oil.pdf).

27 Mark Shrimpton. 2004. “Critique Of The Dale Marshall Report: ‘Should BC Lift The Offshore Oil Moratorium: A Policy Brief on The
Economic Lessons From Hibernia’ ”[www.energybc.ca/Marshall_Critique.pdf ]

28 Petroleum Industry Human Resources Committee. 2001. “Analysis of Gaps and Issues Related to Labour Supply and Demand in Offshore
Exploration and Production in Newfoundland.” St. John’s., p.4 (http://www.noianet.com/publications/pdf/LabourSupplyDemand.pdf).

29 For example, the Terms of Reference for the Terra Nova development’s environmental assessment panel speak of the need to include “A
description of the existing environment, or components thereof, including the socioeconomic environment, which may reasonably be affected by
the Project” as well as to consider means for optimizing employment and industrial benefits, “in the local and regional economies.” (From
Appendix B of the 1997 Report of the Terra Nova Development Project Environmental Assessment Panel, available on line at http://www.ceaa-
acee.gc.ca/010/0001/0001/0010/0002/contents_e.htm
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Nova Scotia. Further details of the study will be brought to light in Chapter 5 when specific issues raised by BC
coastal communities are considered.

Additionally, in Nova Scotia two significant public reviews have been done in the past decade on issues associated with
opening marine areas to offshore oil and gas development. These also provide some indication of the kinds of social
and economic work that is undertaken regarding new potential areas of development. Chronologically, the first was the
Georges Bank Review Panel which was established in 1996 in accordance with the terms of the Canada-Nova Scotia
Accord Acts, parallel legislation existing at both federal and provincial (N.S.) levels. These acts had placed Georges
Bank30 under an offshore development moratorium in 1988 but had recommended a subsequent review including,
explicitly, “socioeconomic impact of exploration or drilling for petroleum…” (Canada RSC 1988, c.28, Section 141(2)).
A process of public information sharing and extensive consultation was held over the ensuing three years, resulting in a
final report in June 1999.

The Georges Bank Review Panel (GBRP) commissioned a study of the area’s socioeconomic significance31 and, on that
basis as well as on the input of coastal communities, concluded that existing fishing grounds were among the most
productive anywhere in the world and were still the “backbone” of the beleaguered coastal community economy. The
panel further accepted that a drilling program would “…generate about $53 million to $70 million in direct economic
benefits for Nova Scotians.” And that “…there would be indirect benefits and some opportunity for further economic
diversification.” Consideration was directed specifically at the following questions, issues and uncertainties:

 “the permanence or impermanence of jobs” (GBRP, p. 43)

 the nature of direct economic benefits to communities

 “indirect economic benefits, including royalties, business and training opportunities” (GBRP, p. 43)

 implications for municipal taxes and infrastructure

 “access to potential energy resources from Georges Bank” (GBRP, p. 43).

More specific reference to this panel’s findings on these issues appears in Chapter 5 of the current study.

The public review of potential effects of oil and gas exploration offshore of Cape Breton Island came about largely
due to a public outcry in 1998 after the Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board had issued licenses for
exploration. Dr. Teresa MacNeill, a professor from St. Francis Xavier University and expert in community education,
was appointed as the sole commissioner. She conducted a two-phase public process beginning with information
meetings in adjacent coastal communities (including on Prince Edward Island), followed by more formal public
hearings after the publication of a document summarizing community concerns.

The report includes several sections pertinent to the issue of assessing community and socioeconomic impacts. The
commissioner framed her summation of these issues largely in terms of the opposing perspectives of advocates and
opponents of the exploratory drilling. Note was made of the opposing imperatives that arise from Cape Breton’s
socioeconomic context: being among the most depressed economic regions of Canada yet being culturally,
economically and emotionally linked to the marine environment and the longstanding fishing economy. The
commissioner’s final report does not much rely on or explicitly refer to many published information sources regarding
community and socioeconomic implications of offshore exploration.

3.2.2 The North Sea
Offshore oil and gas development in the North Sea has been looked into by Canadians almost from the earliest days
of that region’s famed hydrocarbon activity. Staff from Environment Canada and the Canadian Environmental
Advisory Council visited Norway and the United Kingdom in 1980 on the still-reasonable premise that “(I)t is possible

                                                  
30 Georges Bank refers to the extensive marine area bordered by the Bay of Fundy on the north, Nova Scotia on the east, the US New England
coast on the west, and the open Atlantic Ocean to the south. It is a comparatively shallow basin with a significant social, cultural and economic
history in the fisheries of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and New England. In this and in scale it resembles the Queen Charlotte Basin.

31 See Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. 1998. Georges Bank Resources: An Economic Profile. Report for the Georges Bank Review
Panel, Halifax, N.S.
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to gain insight into the social, economic and environmental ramifications of offshore petroleum exploration and
production by examining the successes and failures of other countries whose own offshore development has preceded
that of Canada.” 32 Contemporary to these bureaucratic excursions were other efforts. Scholars published comparative
studies33 and film producers, supported by the National Film Board, also sought to relate Scottish and Norwegian
lessons to Canada’s east coast. Such endeavours tended to focus somewhat more than did agency investigations on the
down-side of impacts on communities.34

In 1984 as part of the orientation of the West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel, members
traveled to the North Sea area, “to see first-hand an active offshore development area , how the environmental and
socioeconomic issues were being handled, and what lessons might be applied to the west coast offshore exploration
program.”35

This path to enlightenment by analogy has continued to today, including fact-finding missions to the North Sea region
(as have reciprocal visits from that area’s experts to BC). Writing in 1993, authors of a broad review of ocean
opportunities for BC said:

The present socioeconomic situation in many British Columbia coastal communities is not
dissimilar to the situation in Scottish, Norwegian and Shetland communities when North Sea oil
development was launched. They were facing a decline in traditional sources of employment and
were looking for opportunities to shift employment and training towards a higher technological
content. To a great extent, this has occurred. Subsequent to the oil and gas development phase,
the economies of these communities are much more diversified, with higher levels of skills and
new technology-based companies.36

Given the ubiquity of lessons used by proponents as well as opponents from the Scottish and Norwegian experiences,
it is worthwhile to ask what analyses, especially rigorous and objective analyses, can be turned to. Yet the actual
number of analyses systematically undertaken about the impacts on community of North Sea development is
surprisingly low, especially when one searches for recent analysis.37

There were a fair number of overall impact assessments undertaken in the first 10 to 15 years as the largely rural
communities of the Scottish and Norwegian coasts faced up the new reality and opportunity of offshore oil and gas. A
strong and very germane example was a study of community and social impacts on Peterhead, a Scottish town 30 km
north of Aberdeen and of roughly the same size as Prince Rupert. The book, The Social Impact of Oil, takes the
broad question, “what is happening to Peterhead, and provides data and analysis from several differing vantages –
quality of life, local political structures, labour market, land prices and speculation and social impacts of economic
change. As a template for study it may be useful even now, but field work for this volume took place between 1976
and 1978 just shortly after Peterhead had become a base for servicing the development stage of the offshore industry.
We were unable to locate any subsequent follow-up study that might illuminate how this community has been affected
30 years after its role in the offshore began. Mention should also be made of a more journalistic and narrative account
of local dynamics associated with offshore oil and gas in Scotland: A Place in the Sun: Shetland Oil – Myths and

                                                  
32 T. Beck, G. Cornwall, J. Dalziel, C.J. Edmonds and J. Gerin. (no date). A Canadian Perpsective on the Development of North Sea Oil and
Gas. Ottawa: Environment Canada (Corporate Planning Group), p. 1.

33 See discussion in text below of Nelson and Jessen’s publication on behalf of the canadian Arctic Resources Committee.

34 Two films using the same footage were released by NFB. In 1981 a 37 minute documentary titled “Offshore Oil: Are We Ready?” came out,
subtitled, “An Inquiry into the Possible Consequences for Atlantic Canada.” (Producer: Rex Tasker). Then in 1985 a shorter and more dire-
seeming account followed, “Oil Means Trouble: A Cautionary Document about Offshore Oil Development.” (Producer: Dennis Sawyer).

35 West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel. 1986. Final Report. Appendix D: p. 107.

36 SPARK Oceans Committee (Science Council of BC). 1993. Ocean Opportunities for the West Coast of Canada. Burnaby, BC: Science Council
of BC, p.105.
37 After some frustration in not finding more recent analyses of community and social effects of North Sea Oil, we contacted several university
professors from the region who had either published research on the topic or given courses about it and requested reading lists. None had
literature of a later date than 1992.
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Realities.38 The book zeroes in on the intricacies of how the local government in the Shetlands dealt with major
petroleum companies as the Sullom Voe terminal was planned and developed. The author is a Shetlander and
environmental consultant and included a comparative chapter about Alaska focusing on the Exxon Valdez disaster.

As noted, Canadian scholarship has been very active in looking at the North Sea region for precedents and insights as
to possible social implications. In 1981 Nelson and Jessen, “seeking guidance on how to manage potential Beaufort Sea
petroleum development,”39 studied Scottish as well as Alaskan cases with special focus on assessing the management
structures used. A chapter devoted to the Shetlands notes that these northern islands have features which made them
relevant to consideration of the Arctic coast – remoteness, sparse populations and ethno-cultural distinctness in
comparison to national characteristics. Indeed, the case is even stronger for similarities to the Queen Charlotte Basin.
Interestingly, the authors (who prepared the study on behalf of an environmental non-government organization)
concluded from the Shetlands that “local people can manage large scale oil and gas development reasonably well given
appropriate attitudes, strategies, institutional arrangements, funding and time.”40 Again, however, the research for this
useful study occurred in the late 1970s not all that long into the now-forty-year history of North Sea development.
During that time period several other books and papers were published on the broader economic aspects of North Sea
offshore development, all useful for broad perspectives on at least the early years of that development.41

A somewhat more recent set of papers on offshore oil and gas in the context of both Scottish and Norwegian fishing
communities came out in 1986 titled Fish Versus Oil.42 The topics go well beyond real and perceived conflicts between
fisheries and petroleum development, including five chapters about rural Scotland and three on Norway. Moreover,
most of the authors are from the North Sea region including the industrial strategy officer for the Shetlands Island
Council, who wrote of “The Impact of Oil on the Shetland Economy.”

As noted there are a number of other studies on the community-level effects of offshore oil in the North Sea region,
but for the most part these too are based on work undertaken at a relatively early stage of offshore oil and gas
development. Some more recent and intriguing papers were encountered in our literature search that show researcher
and scholars zeroing in specifically on the larger communities of Aberdeen in Scotland and Stavanger in Norway, both
of which are considerably larger than any centre in our region of interest. Recent research of particular interest, which
will be referred to in Chapter 5, looks at how Aberdeen may (or may not) have benefited from its offshore
involvement by becoming more effectively linked to the emerging international “knowledge-economy.”43

A broader and unusually readable book about the social history of the British side of North Sea offshore development
is Christopher Harvie’s provocatively titled Fool’s Gold. This work compares what the author saw as a very rushed and
not-well-thought-out national approach to offshore development in Britain to the Norwegian experience. Another
critical work well worth reading, especially in regards to implications for organized labour, is Paying for the Piper
which thoroughly explores and draws broader policy lessons from the pivotal event of the Piper Alpha disaster – an oil
production platform that caught fire and exploded in 1988, causing 165 deaths and leading to a full public inquiry.

                                                  
38 Jonathan Wills. 1991. A Place in the Sun: Shetland and Oil – Myths and Realities. St. John's Nfld.: Institute of Social and Economic Research,
Memorial University of Newfoundland.

39 J.G. Nelson & Sabine Jessen. 1981. The Scottish and Alaskan Offshore Oil and Gas Experience and the Canadian Beaufort Sea. Ottawa:
Canadian Arctic Resources Committee, p.xiiii.

40 Ibid., p. 105.

41 M. Gaskin, and D.I. MacKay. 1978. The Economic Impact of North Sea Oil on Scotland. London: HMSO; Ron E. Shaffer, and David W.
Fisher. 1982. “Local and National Impacts from Landing North Sea Gas in Western Norway.” American Journal of Economics and Sociology.
41(3): 551

A more recent essay which we were not able to obtain a copy of during this work but which appears to be highly germane by title is: M.G.
Lloyd and D. Newlands. “The Impact of Oil on the Scottish Economy with Particular Reference to the Aberdeen Economy.” Chapter 5 in W.J
Cairns (ed.) North Sea Oil and The Environment. London: Elsevier Applied Science.

42 J.D. House (ed.) 1986. Fish Versus Oil: Resources and Rural Development in North Atlantic Societies. Social & Economic Papers No. 16,
Institute of Social and Economic Research., Memorial University of Newfoundland, St. John’s.

43 Andrew Cumbers. 2000. “Globalization, Local Economic Development and the Branch Plant Region: The Case of the Aberdeen Oil
Complex.” Regional Studies 34(4):371-382.



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     21

These perspectives are essential in contextualizing what will be ongoing debates about the pros and cons of offshore
oil and gas development, because they contrast somewhat with the more positive stories that come in droves, especially
from Norway, on how offshore development offers significant benefits nationally and locally.44 One final reference
should be made to relevant knowledge from the North Sea. In web-based searches for germane information we
encountered a very brief description of an ongoing project, “Lives in the Oil Industry Oral History Project.” This is a
project involving researchers from the University of Aberdeen and the British Library Sound Archives. A four-hour
program based on the work has been on the British Broadcasting Corporation network, and further publications are
planned.45

3.2.3 The United States Offshore
As in Canada, the United States has several distinctive coastal regions, among which there is considerable variance in
how and even whether offshore development occurs. Exploration has been subject to moratoria on significant parts of
the waters off the populous east coast, including the Atlantic side of Florida, while the Gulf of Mexico is undoubtedly
the “grandfather” of ocean-based petroleum development. In California, conflicts have been intense in the
longstanding drilling and production off Santa Barbara. In Alaska, Cook Inlet has been the only area developed,
although extensive studies have been undertaken for several decades on “outer continental shelf” hydrocarbon
possibilities. Indeed, the Minerals Management Service (MMS), the American federal agency responsible for managing
offshore oil and gas, has commissioned many social and economic research projects in all these areas. A recently-
published evaluation by a committee of the US National Academy of Science is one of the most valuable documents
we have seen on socioeconomic information pertinent to offshore development.46 The approach was to examine MMS
studies against a clearly articulated framework of criteria so as to both survey and evaluate the work that has been
done. It also provides the best statement we have seen about the value of social and economic studies in planning for
offshore development.

3.2.3.1 Alaska

For BC, the closest, geographically and in other significant ways, active offshore plays are found to the north in
Alaska. Most of the entire outer continental shelf of Alaska has been the subject of high interest – and controversy –
for prospective exploration for several decades. Development, however, has proceeded only in the Cook Inlet region
since the 1950s. 47 As a result, there has been considerable interest in the experience there by those involved in
reviewing and/or promoting Canadian offshore development. This has been seen in a number of field visits taken by
BC-based groups in the past two years, and in the specific and detailed reference made by both the 2002 BC Science
Panel and the 2004 federally-commissioned Royal Society Panel in their reports.48

                                                  
44 In November 2002, a reputedly excellent public forum was conducted in Prince Rupert where a large delegation of Norwegians presented on a
range of social, economic and environmental topics. Some of the presentations have been made available at the website of the BC Offshore oil
and Gas Team www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca

45 A brief description with sample audio clips appears at www.bl.uk/collections/sound-archive/nlscoil.html. Contact for this initiative is Dr. Hugo
Manson, Research Fellow, College of Arts & Socialo Science, University of Aberdeen.

46 Socioeconomics Panel (Committee to Review the Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Studies Program, Commission on Geosciences,
Environment and Resources) 1992. Assessment of the US Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Studies Program: III. Social and Economic
Studies. Washington: National Academy Press[http://books.nap.edu/books/0309048354/html/]

47 Some drilling occurred in the Beaufort Sea in the 1980s, but at considerable cost and with no greatly promising results. As of 2004, both state
and federal governments have plans to hold lease sales there.

48 The BC Scientific Review Panel, in considering “the relevance of offshore experience in other districts,” first looked at the Atlantic Canada
context and then began its consideration of Cook Inlet by saying, “it is important also to learn from the experience off the coast of Alaska,
particularly the Cook Inlet, which is so close….” (B. C. Scientific Review Panel, 2002, Final Report, p. 4). The more recent Royal Society panel
devoted an entire chapter of their final report to Cook Inlet. Neither of these reports, however, contain much about the socioeconomic
dimensions of Cook Inlet offshore oil and gas, although the Royal Society report speaks quite positively of the “co-existence” of the sector with
other marine-dependent activities.
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The most up-to-date overview of the full economic ramifications of oil and gas in Alaska was a study produced in
2001 for the Alaska Oil and Gas Association.49 This included looking in aggregate at the land and marine side of
production. Although the Kenai Peninsula region, where most of the direct impacts of the Cook Inlet field are felt, is
singled out as one of the case areas discussed, the report does not go into much detail on community-level effects.
Indeed, while there are a number of published estimates that have been made of the socioeconomic contribution of
offshore oil and gas to Cook Inlet communities, surprisingly little critical and independent research appears to have
been done that would allow a community-by-community breakdown.

A very helpful source that will be referred to again in the next chapter, has been a recently completed environmental
impact statement regarding two proposed new offshore lease sales in Cook Inlet.50 This document contains both a very
detailed description of the “social systems” as they exist in 2003, prior to any further sales and consequent
developments, and then, based on that framework, predictions about the scale and significance of impacts that would
result from the proposed activity. As such it is a document highly useful almost as a checklist of topics that may be on
the minds of Queen Charlotte Basin community members – or indeed which may not yet have been anticipated.

To the immediate east of Cook Inlet is a second Alaskan case which has attracted intense interest from BC – Prince
William Sound, in the context of the 1989 Exxon Valdez spill. Notwithstanding that this infamous disaster involved
tanker transport of crude that originated onshore and was not in any way a result of offshore activity, it has become
among the most frequently mentioned issues when BC offshore hydrocarbon development is considered. Indeed, as
pointed out in our brief history of the BC offshore (Chapter 1) , the spill from the Exxon Valdez is generally seen as
one of the main reasons why consideration of lifting our moratoria came to an abrupt halt in the late 1980s.

Those on both sides of the issue of lifting the offshore moratoria in BC can and will continue to debate the relevance
of a tanker spill.. But two factors recommend paying close attention to the work available from Prince William Sound.
First is that, although the technologies may differ if – and “if” must be stressed – a major spill arose from future BC
offshore activities, the results of studies undertaken in regard to the Exxon Valdez’s impact would bear immediate
relevance as our broadly similar ecological and social-economic-cultural systems felt the impact. This leads to the
second point: that the Exxon Valdez studies are unquestionably the most comprehensive and intensive accounting of
the effects, including social and economic, of one potential impact of “oil at sea” anywhere. Because of the very large
settlement imposed on Exxon, funding has been available for over a decade to undertake specific studies documenting
effects, including detailed economic, cultural and sociological works. While numerous relevant studies exist, the single
source of greatest detail and highest relevance is a 2001 report by a team from Alaska’s Department of Fish and Game
(Subsistence Division). Focusing primarily on several Native villages, the authors reviewed all existing (and often
clashing) publications on the subject of the Exxon Valdez spill’s social and economic impacts, and then provided their
own original field-based research. While a study of this kind can do nothing to illuminate the likelihood of a
catastrophe associated with offshore development, it can significantly sharpen and refine the issues that would arise if
such an event was to occur in the Queen Charlotte Basin.

3.2.3.2 The US “Lower 48”

In addition to Alaska, there are several offshore areas in the “Lower 48” region of the United States that have either
been long subject to oil and gas activity (notably the Gulf of Mexico region and California) or to debate and analysis
about it, including socioeconomic studies. While these settings are far less like BC than Alaska is, some analyses are
relevant and, indeed, have been reference points already in discussions and debates in western Canada. For example, in
1986 when a cooperative organization of BC coastal First Nations gathered in Prince Rupert to discuss offshore
hydrocarbon issues, a number of invited guest speakers came from the differing sides of California’s offshore debate.51

                                                  
49 Alaska Oil and Gas Association (2001). Economic Impact of the Oil and Gas Industry on Alaska. Available on line at
www.aoga.org/library/study.pdf.

50 US Dept. of Interior. 2003. Cook Inlet Planning Area Oil and Gas Lease Sales 191 and 199. Final Environmental Impact Statement. OCS
EIS/EA, MMS 2003-055. Volume I, Executive Summary and Sections I through VI. US Dept. of Interior, Minerals Management service (Alaska
OCS Region) (Available online through www.mms.gov/alaska/ref/).

51 See presentation papers from the Offshore Alliance of Aboriginal Nations conference, now on line at
http://mayne.gulfislands.com/tpearse/osaan/
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3.2.3.3 California

Southern California appears to have been the site of the very first petroleum well drilled below the high tide mark
anywhere in the world.52 In the late 1950s active and continuous exploration and production began. In part because of
the extremely high economic value of the state’s coastline, the offshore industry has been the continuous subject of
extensive controversy, policy deliberation and environmental assessment. The Unocal blowout in January 1969 was one
of the earliest and certainly best known examples of what remain the most prevalent fears associated with offshore oil
and gas activity. That event may well have been among the most significant catalysts for the birth of the environmental
movement and for the inception of US comprehensive coastal management planning.

Given the high real estate and recreation value of southern California and the long history of offshore development, it
is not surprising that there are strong feelings and important analyses surrounding questions of how communities have
been affected. The United States Department of Interior sponsored a large investigation in the early 1980s of the
“cumulative socioeconomic impacts” from the Santa Barbara Channel offshore play. The resulting two volume report
is structured around four objectives:

 To profile socioeconomic environments of Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties from 1960 to 1983.

 To determine impacts of oil and gas development on those environments.

 To compare estimated impacts with previous predictive studies.

 To determine applicability of study results to other California coastal counties.

The first of these is seen as very determinative of how offshore oil and gas actually impacts a region and, therefore,
the exact applicability to so different a context as British Columbia is arguable. But it is the framework and, quite
possibly the analytical tools that may bear close study as we formulate more detailed predictive work here.

In 1994, a broad analysis of the significance of ocean activities to the state concluded that “ocean-dependent oil and
gas activities …contributed $850 million to the State's economy, employing approximately 25,600 people.”53 In the
mid-1990s another and more comprehensive exercise focused on the offshore was initiated as the California Offshore
Oil and Gas Energy Reserves (COOGER) study and included an assessment of onshore socioeconomic impacts in the
vicinity of San Luis Obispo County. According to the lead agency, the US Dept. of Interior Minerals Management
Agency, this study was to be an opportunity to take a “big picture” view of “long-standing questions regarding the
ability of local communities and public agencies to deal with the cumulative onshore issues associated with offshore
development” and to do so by having an inclusive and a collaborative approach. The study included analyses of several
of the same categories of issues that arose from our work with Queen Charlotte Basin residents (see Chapter 4). These
include assessment of employment effects, local tax implications, and negative impacts on other ocean-related
economic activities.

The study itself quickly became the focus of critical review with the release of a detailed position paper jointly
prepared by the Environmental Center of San Luis Obispo County and San Luis Obispo Chamber of Commerce. The
critique of the early work of COOGER is itself illuminating, again in relation to issues on the mind of Queen
Charlotte Basin area residents. Further, the experience with COOGER has some unintended lessons to offer our
situation in British Columbia, not least of which is that, even when there is some commitment to collaborative study
significant parties who are not included may seriously challenge results. We therefore need be modest in our
expectations of how far one can go to actually reconciling differing views of socioeconomic issues through expert
analysis.

                                                  
52 The well was mounted on a wooden pier at Summerland, California near Santa Barbara. See Pratt et al (1997).

53 The quote comes from California Resources Agency (1997). California's Ocean Resources: An Agenda for the Future, p. 5E1. It is based on an
earlier publication from the California Research Bureau, Rosa Maria Moller and Joe Fitz (1994). “Economic Assessment of Ocean Related
Activities.”
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3.2.3.4 Gulf of Mexico States

As in Southern California, the offshore industry has a long history in the states bordering the Gulf of Mexico. And
although the climate (including the political climate) is even more distinct from British Columbia’s than California, this
fairly well-documented history can provide some guidance on the nature of socioeconomic impacts.

In the early 1980s, contemporary with the aforementioned Santa Barbara analysis, the US Mineral Management Service
commissioned the same consultants to look into socioeconomic impacts of offshore development around the Gulf. 54

In contrast to the cumulative account in California, Centaur Associates focused on a single year and the primary
impacts within the coastal states involved in servicing the offshore. Of particular interest to the Queen Charlotte Basin
context was the effort made to describe the geographic distribution of impacts and “to document the relationship
between place of work and place of residence for personnel employed by offshore producers…”55

Subsequently MMS has supported detailed investigations on the social (as opposed to strictly socioeconomic) effects of
the lengthy offshore history.56 Given that Queen Charlotte Basin communities understandably have broad and perhaps
sometimes vague misgivings about subtle and not-so-subtle changes that could befall their people and communities, the
fourfold focus of this investigation is very relevant:

To examine impacts at four different levels of social organization…(1) impact on the family of
OCS employment focusing on father employments in OCS offshore work; (2) impact on the
community of involvement in OCS activity focusing on poverty, social service response to it,
social disorganization, economic benefits and human resource development; (3) impact on political
organization and viability focusing on the state and parishes; (4) impact of world political and
economic processes on Gulf of Mexico OCS-related social and economic conditions.57

A number of sociologists undertook an extended sequence of inquiry, also with MMS, funding, into the history and
nature of social impacts of offshore development, focusing on rural Louisiana parishes. Researchers included William
Freudenberg, Robert Gramling and several colleagues and graduate students. In addition to numerous journal artcles
two full volumes were published.58 Among many issues this work looked into a seeming paradox,that, while offshore
hydrocarbons had had huge demonstrable economic benefits in the Gulf states, new efforts for outer continental shelf
leasing were still widely opposed, including by many local and state governments who were the ostensible beneficiaries.
In the course of exploring this, the author includes a chapter, “Boom and Bust in the Gulf” describing the ups and
downs for coastal communities of changes in oil prices and production.

More recently, MMS has undertaken a comprehensive retrospective study to develop “a new and inclusive approach
for understanding the economic impacts of offshore oil and gas activities on GOM (Gulf of Mexico) coastal
communities.”59 The core of the study60 is the determination of what costs, broadly speaking, are associated with

                                                  
54 Centaur Associates, Inc. 1986. Indicators of the Direct Economic Impacts Due to Oil and Gas Development in the Gulf of Mexico. Results of
Year I. Vol. I, Narrative. Report for the US Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, Metairie,
LA. NTIS No. PB86-246196/AS. MMS Report 86-0015. Contract No. 14-12-0001-30178. 100 pp.
55 From the on-line project description of the Centaur Associates Gulf of Mexico project, available at
http://www.mms.gov/eppd/socecon/techsum/gm/30178.doc.

56 S. Laska, V.K.Baxter, R. Seydlitz, R.E. Thayer, S. Barbant, and C. Forsyth. 1993. Impact of Offshore Oil Exploration and Production on the
Social Institutions of Coastal Louisiana. Report by Louisiana Universities Marine Consortium for US Department of the Interior, Minerals
Management Service, Gulf of Mexico Region, OCS Office, New Orleans, LA. Contract no. 14-35-0001-30470, OCS Study MMS 93-0007. 246 pp.

57 From www.mms.gov/eppd/socecon/techsum/gm/30470.10.doc

58 William R Freudenburg and Robert Gramling 1994. Oil in Troubled Waters: Perceptions, Politics, and the Battle Over Offshore Drilling.
Albany: SUNY Press; Robert Gramling. 1996. Oil on the Edge: Offshore Development, Conflict, Gridlock. Albany: SUNY Press.

59 From http://www.gomr.mms.gov/homepg/regulate/environ/techsumm/2003/2003-018.html

60, D.E. Dismukes, W.O. Olatubi, D.V. Mesyanzhinov, and A.G. Pulsipher. 2003. Modeling the Economic Impacts of Offshore Oil and Gas

Activities in the Gulf of Mexico: Methods and Applications. Prepared by the Center for Energy Studies, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge,
La. US Department of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, New Orleans, La. OCS Study MMS 2003-018.
88 pp.



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     25

offshore development and how these are distributed down to the level of coastal parishes and towns. A summary of
the study suggests that the most important output of the work has been tables estimating how economic impacts of
offshore activities are distributed among different sectors. This study is but one of several undertaken by scholars from
several Gulf-area universities and coordinated by Louisiana State University Sources Center for Energy Studies. Other
recent and very germane works from this collaboration include:

 A broad survey of the impact of offshore development on workers, families and communities in two
Louisiana parishes: New Iberia and Morgan City61

 A collection of miscellaneous shorter papers on aspects of the history of the Louisiana offshore play62

 A recently released interim report based on the oral history of community members and workers from all
historic phases and sectors of the Louisiana offshore industry.63

More about these works as they may apply to or inspire further work in the region of the Queen Charlotte Basin
appears here in Chapter 6.

It bears comment in concluding our overview of US sources on socioeconomic and social impacts that the studies we
were able to locate and review here were almost all funded by the federal Minerals Management Service. This
preponderance has positive and negative implications. It is heartening to see that an agency whose primary mandate is
to ensure non-renewable resources get developed has supported such extensive and often community-sensitive work.
Both Canada and British Columbia should consider no lesser a commitment if west coast exploration is allowed and
should endeavour to have independent academically-respected authorities do follow-up work in and with communities.
It also must be observed, however, that for the most vigourous critics of the still very controversial US offshore
sector, having the bulk of direct funding originate with a proponent can be problematic. Using a more arms-length
mechanism for funding may be worth serious consideration.

3.3 Studies and Assessments from Within British Columbia
To this point in the present chapter, background analyses and research reviewed have been from settings where, for
the most part, offshore hydrocarbon development has proceeded for years and even decades. In describing the base of
knowledge that can be turned to for consideration of key community and socioeconomic concerns for the Queen
Charlotte Basin, we are dealing more, so to speak, with “future facts” (which are not, of course, facts at all). Yet there
has already been a surprising number of reports and studies produced (or in progress) in British Columbia about
socioeconomic and related issues of potential offshore oil and gas. The following are ones that have largely shaped the
discussions and understandings of the issues to date (or, for the more recent reports, are likely to be influential in the
immediate future):

 April 1986: West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel report and collateral studies.

 March 1996: Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation’s assessment of progress in regard to issues
raised by the West Coast Offshore Exploration Panel.

 December 1998: AGRA Earth & Environmental Ltd. Review of Offshore Development Technologies.

 May 2000, SFU Continuing Studies in Science forum, “Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas
Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic.”

                                                  
61 Austin, D.E., K. Coelho, A. Gardner, R. Higgins, and T.R. McGuire. 2002. Social and Economic Impacts of OCS Activities on Individuals and
Families: Volume 1. Report prepared for the US Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, New Orleans,
LA. OCS Study MMS 2002-022.

62 Austin, D., B. Carriker, T. McGuire, J. Pratt, T. Priest, and A. G. Pulsipher. 2004. History of the Offshore Oil and Gas Industry in Southern
Louisiana: Interim Report; Volume I: Papers on the Evolving Offshore Industry. US Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of
Mexico OCS Region, New Orleans, LA. OCS Study MMS 2004-049. 98 pp.
63 McGuire, T. 2004. History of the Offshore Oil and Gas Industry in Southern Louisiana: Interim Report; Volume II: Bayou Lafourche – An

Oral History of The Development Of The Oil And Gas Industry. US Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico.
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 March 2001 Maritime Awards Society’s Background Report, “BC Offshore Hydrocarbon Development:
Issues and Prospects.”

 October 2001: Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd. BC Offshore Oil and Gas Technology Update.

 December 2001: Dale Marshall (Centre for Policy Alternatives). “Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil
Moratorium? A Policy Brief on the Economic Lessons from Hibernia.”

 January 2002: BC Scientific Review Panel Final Report, “British Columbia Offshore Hydrocarbon
Development.”

 May 2002: Kelly Vodden, John Pierce (SFU) and Doug House (Memorial University), “Offshore Oil and
Gas and the Quest for Sustainable Development: A Rural Development Perspective.”

 July-August 2002: Chris Campbell and Community Resource Services Ltd. (Mark Shrimpton), Analysis and
Inventory of Potential Services to the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Industry (2 reports).

 February 2003: Coast Information Team’s “Queen Charlotte/Hecate Basin Oil and Gas Potential.”

 March 2003: Stuart Herzog (David Suzuki Foundation) “Oil and Water Don’t Mix.”

 November 2003 and ongoing: John Schofield (UVic) brief to Royal Society panel re: ongoing work on
“Modelling the Economic Impacts of Off-Shore Energy Development on the Northern BC Coast.”

 February 2004: Royal Society of Canada. “Expert Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities,
Offshore British Columbia.”

 April-June 2004: Hearings of, and briefs to the Public Review of the Federal Moratorium on Oil and Gas
Activities, Offshore British Columbia. Final report released in October 2004.

 May 2004: Royal Roads University’s “British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Socio-Economic Issue
Papers.”

 June 2004: Report on future human resource development needs for the offshore in BC by Kerry Jothen for
BC Innovation Council.

 May 2004: Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group (SFU School of Resource and Environmental
Management). “A Review of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in British Columbia.”

 September 2004: UNBC Northern Coastal Information and Research Program/Northwest Community
College report by ECOS Ltd. “An Education and Training Needs Assessment for the Oil and Gas Sector.”

The above constitute most, if not all, of the “state of knowledge” within BC insofar as it has been written down in
well-documented reports. As such, they complement the regional and not-so-well documented knowledge and
understandings that exist in the Queen Charlotte Basin communities. Let us now briefly consider what each of these is
about and also where readers can most easily access copies.

3.3.1 West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel64 and
Collateral Works

As indicated in our history of the BC offshore, the period of the early to mid 1980s was a time of intense interest in
and scrutiny of offshore oil and gas. The focal point was the joint federal-provincial panel that worked for several
years through extensive information meetings, background information compilation and formal hearings. Unlike the
panels of inquiry that have recently been seen in BC on the subject, this one’s scope was very explicitly about
community and socioeconomic as well as environmental issues. As a result, and also because of the longer and
therefore more extensive period of public review, social and economic topics were dealt with in considerably more
detail than one sees, in contrast, in the 2002 BC Scientific Review Panel and the 2004 Royal Society report.

                                                  
64 The 1986 Panel report can be downloaded from the website of the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team at
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm
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The final report of the 1986 panel includes several chapters reflecting the centrality of socioeconomic issues at that
time. Chapter 3 (“Regional Setting”) profiles the mainstay fishing sector and also describes the communities, including
their governance structures and the high dependency on the fishery. A full chapter (7) is dedicated to “the
socioeconomic effects of routine operations” and also to the financial questions around compensation in the event of
damages from offshore activities. As a result of this extensive consideration, a significant number of the panel’s
eventual recommendations deal directly with socioeconomic issues including provision of a strong role for communities
in decision-making.

As part of the review process, the main proponents were required to prepare Initial Environmental Evaluations (IEEs)
which also contain detailed information on socioeconomic expectations associated with exploration programs. In the
words of a Haida who sat on the panel, “(In the IEEs), all loopholes were covered and, again, the oil industry, or the
social economics, was also in there so the oil industry was promising jobs and whatnot.”65

As with more recent public reviews, one of the most interesting “data sets” created included the numerous detailed
submissions to the panel. Many of the presentations were cited extensively in the body of the panel’s final report.
Some general flavour of the thrust of positions from at least the First Nations communities can also be gained from
the various presentations made at a conference in September 1986 sponsored by the Offshore Alliance of Aboriginal
Nations.66 Another very useful document from that period and stimulated by the prevailing public debate over offshore
oil and gas at the time is the monograph by Michael McPhee of the Westwater Research Centre, Offshore Oil And
Gas In Canada : West Coast Environmental, Social and Economic Issues.

3.3.2 Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation’s Progress Report67

The report prepared for the foundation by Chris Campbell and Donald Hodgins, followed from a broad overview of
ocean opportunities that had predicted “significant wealth” from offshore oil and gas. This study looked at progress in
regard to the main areas identified by the 1986 West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel.
Because that had included socioeconomics as a priority issue, so too did this brief assessment. Its focus was on the
issue of to what extent to local communities might benefit from jobs and business opportunities. Looking to the
emerging experience in Atlantic Canada, this report concluded that “by appropriate planning and operational
procedures,”68 the challenge of maximizing the good and minimizing the potential bad from the offshore had been
achieved.

3.3.3 AGRA Review of Offshore Development Technologies69

This longer technical report was designed to provide the Government of British Columbia (Premier’s Advisory
Council) with a thorough update on offshore technology. Like the Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation’s
Progress Report just described, this included looking at the progress achieved on the matters raised in the 1986
offshore panel report. Again, and at considerably more detail than the 1996 progress update, advances in handling
socioeconomic matters were considered. AGRA found that some of the recommendations of the panel report – such
as compensation for loss of fishing income and training/education to maximize local participation in work forces –
had received significant attention in existing offshore areas such as eastern Canada and the North Sea. The report also
identified where progress has been less impressive. The document is also useful in formulating a clear and helpful
vision of why community involvement in socioeconomic “management and monitoring” is vital:

                                                  
65 Charlie Bellis. Speaking Notes to the Offshore Alliance of Aboriginal Nations Conference, 24 Sept.1986, p.2.

66 These have been recently compiled and made available on-line by Tony Pearse, now of Mayne Island and the conference organizer. See
http://mayne.gulfislands.com/tpearse/osaan/

67 The 1996 Canadian Ocean Frontiers Foundation Report can be downloaded from the website of the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team at
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm

68 Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation. 1996. Assessment of Progress in Scientific, Technological and Resource Management Issues
Related to the 1986 Review of Offshore Petroleum Exploration in British Columbia Waters. Report to Province of British Columbia, Ministry of
Energy, Mines and Resources, p.15.

69 The AGRA report can be downloaded from the website of the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team at
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm
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Effective and focused monitoring of activity and effects as they occur should be put in place. By
providing critical and timely feedback about the positive and negative effects of a project,
socioeconomic monitoring provides governments, the community and/or industry with the
information needed to respond quickly and appropriately to changes. In addition, the provision of
feedback helps develop experience and expertise that can be applied to planning and managing
future projects. As well, socioeconomic monitoring can provide a mechanism for community
participation in evaluating and managing the impact of a project. 70

3.3.4 SFU “Lessons from the Atlantic”71

This conference report is not a single, sustained analysis of community and socioeconomic issues. Instead, it includes a
very wide range of papers and presentations that successfully, in our view, captures the diversity of perspective on such
matters A number of community leaders spoke and expressed their view on key issues, including dependency of
communities on the sea in a reasonably pristine condition and the vulnerability of the existing “way of life” from both
new development and current chronic decline.

Most full-length papers related to our theme were actually not about BC nor by British Columbians, but, as the
conference title indicates, from experts to the east. Notable contributions in that regard came from the following:

 Mark Shrimpton, “Socio-Economic Impacts of Offshore Oil and Gas Activity.”

 Strat Canning, “The Evolution of Policy and Practice for Managing Interactions Between Fisheries and
Offshore Petroleum Activities in Canada’s East Coast Region, 1980 – 2000.”

 John Fitzgerald, “Regarding the Politics, Planning and Administration of Oil and Gas Development in
Newfoundland.”

 Doug House, “Myths and Realities about Oil-Related Development: Lessons from Atlantic Canada and the
North Sea.”

One other paper of relevance to the question of offshore hydrocarbon effects on other economic activities, presented
by a faculty member from the region, was Allison Gill’s “Coastal and Marine Tourism in British Columbia:
Implications of Oil and Gas Development for the Tourism Industry.” This and some of the other discussions touch in
important ways on questions and constructs heard over and again in discussions involving Queen Charlotte Basin
residents.

3.3.5 Maritime Awards Society’s “BC Offshore Hydrocarbon Development”
This report was authored primarily by Professor Douglas M. Johnston, a noted authority on marine law. It is relatively
short, but has some interesting and likely to be debated subsections on the economics of offshore oil and “The
Northern Development Challenge and the Search for Consensus.” In the former, the report concludes, “Clearly the
impact of offshore production on the BC economy would be mostly positive” and goes on to recite familiar but
unusually well-articulated statements about categories of positive impact. Note is also made of several adverse impacts,
primarily ones that could arise from environmental change. Following this is an intriguing discussion of the challenge
of finding consensus, especially when the underlying technical issues are not truly subject to decisive resolution through
research.

3.3.6 Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd.’s Update72

In 2001, the newly-elected BC government, because of its strong commitment to move vigorously forward on the
offshore file , commissioned a study by Jacques Whitford Environmental Ltd. (JWEL). By intention, the report was an

                                                  
70 AGRA Earth & Environmental Limited. 1998. Review of Offshore Development Technologies. Report to the BC Science and Technology
Branch Information Science and Technology Agency, p.56.
71 Conference proceedings can be downloaded at www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/.
72 The JWEL report can be downloaded from the website of the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team at
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm
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update of the AGRA report (see above) which had never been publicly released. The resulting document, in fact, uses
italics throughout to show readers what text came directly from the AGRA study. This is very useful and a scan of the
revised section on socioeconomics, now titled “Socioeconomic Management Strategies”, is well worth the time, as one
soon sees a shift in emphasis as well as some updated material on eastern Canadian impacts of offshore.

Now most countries have evolved away from intervention to facilitation to bring together all
parties to develop a common vision for the long run development of the industry. Using a
collaborative approach appears to be more successful and leads to countries that can compete
internationally and be sustainable. However, this process can only be successful where there is a
high level of understanding and trust. This has not happened in East Coast Canada yet.

The JWEL report also adds briefly but substantively to AGRA’s discussion of the kinds of opportunities that could
arise for local suppliers in the different phases of offshore activity. It adds wholly new sections on “Current
Community Concerns” and on lessons from Alaska. The former is largely based on work of the Northern
Development Commission. The report concludes very usefully:

Governments can do a better job in advancing local participation in offshore development. If
government were serious about this, it would find creative ways of defining a supportive
framework that takes the mandatory Benefits Plan as merely a starting point for constructive
corporate citizenship. Firstly, as the owner of the resource, government has the ability to set the
terms of access through exploration agreements and licensing conditions. For example, there is
nothing to prevent the adoption of a competitive offshore licensing regime encompassing local
investor participation on a right of first refusal basis. Secondly, governments, through moral
suasion, could make it clear to operating companies that facilitating local investor participation
through joint ventures would be a condition of a sound working relationship and a concrete
commitment to the spirit of the “full and fair opportunity” objective. (p. 171).

3.3.7 Dale Marshall “Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil Moratorium?”73

Dale Marshall, an analyst with the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives, produced this discussion paper during the
renewed and accelerating activities of various provincially-appointed panels in late 2001. It has become an oft-cited
touchstone for those who remain skeptical of claims that offshore oil and gas can revive coastal community
economies. The author was part of the David Suzuki Foundation’s workshops in early 2004 on offshore oil, sessions
that were predominantly against lifting the moratoria. Marshall critically reviews the Hibernia experience in terms of the
issues of how much subsidy was involved, how much net provincial government revenue was generated and patterns
of local versus non-resident employment. He briefly draws implications from east coast findings for the west coast,
concluding that “the economic spinoffs of BC lifting the offshore oil moratorium are not terribly attractive.” (p. 4). On
this basis, an argument is advanced for shifting attention from offshore hydrocarbons to industry based on renewable
energy sources and conservation.

3.3.8 BC Scientific Review Panel74

As a cornerstone of its intent to move ahead with offshore oil and gas, the BC government established a scientific
panel in October 2001 to advise the Minister of Energy and Mines “on whether offshore oil and gas activity can be
undertaken in a scientifically sound and environmentally responsible manner” (Appendix I, Terms of Reference, p. 1).
The panel was asked to comment on several matters, including “scientific and technological considerations” relevant to
requirements for further research studies. It was specifically directed to review the recent JWEL report and undertake
additional literature reviews of relevant topics.

                                                  
73 This report can be downloaded at www.policyalternatives.ca/bc/offshore_oil.pdf. Note also the recent rebuttal to this paper: Mark Shrimpton.
2004. “Critique Of The Dale Marshall Report: ‘Should BC Lift The Offshore Oil Moratorium: A Policy Brief on The Economic Lessons From
Hibernia’” (www.energybc.ca/Marshall_Critique.pdf).

74 The full report and appendices can be downloaded from www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm
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From a socioeconomic standpoint, the resulting final report does not provide much analysis or understanding of the
key challenges or knowledge states and gaps. A social scientist has to be struck by the absence of a unified section on
community and socioeconomic topics. By contrast, in the 1986 Panel report socioeconomic issues had merited very
substantial stand-alone treatment. With the 2001 Scientific Review Panel report and, even less so in the 2004 federal
Royal Society report (see below), this ended.

Social and economic issues did emerge in various places within the panel’s two-volume final report but were not
connected to any supporting social science analysis. Estimates of economic values of fisheries were provided in Section
3.5 (p.26). In Section 5.6.1 (p.48) the panel called for a “Human Resource Development Strategy”, including
appropriate technical training programs designed to encompass a wide variety of technical skills covering the entire
range of the ocean technology industry. Further, it suggested that vocational-educational institutions throughout British
Columbia should be helped to develop offshore-related courses in consultation with the appropriate sectors of the
petroleum industry and specialized institutions elsewhere.

The panel also called for a coastal community development strategy (Section 5.6.2). It recommended that, as soon as
possible following any decision to proceed with offshore development, and specifically prior to any industry activity,
such a strategy should be developed to ensure effective participation of First Nations and Northern BC coastal
communities in the offshore industry. From the panel’s viewpoint, this would require the industry to clarify the nature
of the economic opportunities that could be created, and the pattern of social impacts and benefits that might be
experienced. Moreover, the recommended strategy would provide industry with an opportunity to learn about the
social history of the coastal communities, the richness of their traditions, and the nature of community expectations.

The panel further spoke to the issue of enhancing existing BC-wide capacity for ocean industry. They observed that
British Columbia already has a substantial ocean industry that produces the type of electronics and equipment similar
to what is used by the offshore oil and gas industry. If the offshore went ahead, there would be potential to get
involved with the supply of items such as sub-sea equipment related to resource exploration, the construction and
maintenance of production platforms, ocean charting, sea-floor mapping, the acquisition and interpretation of seismic
data, and environmental monitoring and assessment of marine ecosystems affected by offshore activities, and to
develop further to become an exporter of specialized ocean-related skills and technology. The panel recommended the
BC government develop a strategy in partnership with the private sector to capitalize on any oil and gas development
as the stimulus for expanded marine engineering and construction sectors, as well as a broader-based ocean technology
industry.

These are all ideas well worth consideration. But it must be noted again that, unlike the recommendations flowing
from natural science knowledge assessment, they were not grounded in any visible (and, thereby, debatable) analysis.
No section of the 2002 Science Panel Report, nor any of its 20 appendices, really grapples with the challenging social
science issues inherent in making assessments of what might befall coastal communities and their economies. It catches
the reader off guard, then, that the panel very ambitiously recommended what they called “a thorough cost-benefit
analysis to assess alternative strategies for uses of the marine ecosystem.” (Recommendation 7, in part, p. 46). There is
virtually no supporting argument for this nor anything further in the report on what such an ambitious initiative might
look like.

3.3.9 Vodden et al “Offshore Oil and Gas…Rural Development Perspective”75

This paper was produced by a group of social scientists from the west and east coasts. Its purpose was to look at the
socioeconomic issues from the standpoint of small coastal communities. To illuminate these rural implications, the
authors relied on insights from the main active offshore fields of Alaska, Atlantic Canada and the North Sea. The tone
is quite cautionary in terms of over-zealous expectations, but flowing from its community development perspective, it
also stresses the role of proactive measures and interventions to optimize benefits. This paper is one of the few explicit
attempts to address sustainability, a major and necessary preoccupation of people and communities of the Queen
Charlotte Basin.

                                                  
75 K Vodden, J. Pierce and D. House. 2004 "Offshore Oil and Gas and the Quest for Sustainable Development: A Rural Development
Perspective". In D. Ramsey, and C. Bryant (eds.) The Structure and Dynamics of Rural Territories: Geographical Perspectives. Brandon,
Manitoba: Rural Development Institute, Brandon University
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3.3.10 Campbell and Shrimpton on Potential Offshore Services76

Two closely linked reports were prepared in 2002 with the dual purpose of inventorying and analyzing the range of
existing services that might be utilized if offshore oil and gas went forward. The geographic focus was on Vancouver
Island rather than on the Queen Charlotte Basin. The work was commissioned through the Pacific Offshore Energy
Association(POEA),77 an organization whose mission was to promote offshore hydrocarbon development.

The “analysis” document contains a very useful survey of the kinds of opportunities, particularly associated with the
exploration phase of an offshore play. There follows a detailed overview of existing firms, ranging from those most
directly involved with marine technology to the diverse spin-off activities and services required. POEA held a
workshop on “doing business” with offshore industry as a means for both education and for tracking down the many
large and small businesses who could have a role in future offshore exploration and development. The analysis report
concludes with a multi-step recommended strategy for preparing BC business for the initial phases after a lifting of the
existing moratoria.

The companion “Inventory” document is a lengthy and detailed list of BC businesses organized into eight categories:
marine industry, environmental consultants, oil and gas specialists, engineering, technical, fabrication and repair,
transportation, service, supply, other (accounting, business consultants, etc.). The section describing each firm runs to
more than a hundred pages. It should be noted that a similar although much shorter and less comprehensive document
inventorying (and marketing) BC-based firms was prepared by the BC Ministry of Energy and Mines in 2004. Referred
to as a “BC Offshore Directory,”78 it was compiled to showcase British Columbia firms attending the annual Offshore
Technology Conference in Houston. Unlike the POEA inventory, this document does not contain any analysis nor
prescriptions for improving BC’s competitiveness for the sector.

3.3.11 Coast Information Team’s Queen Charlotte /Hecate Basin Oil and Gas
Potential

The Coast Information Team was a body created in conjunction with the BC provincial land use planning process for
the overall purpose of assembling the “best available scientific, traditional, and local knowledge …in support of
ecosystem-based management (EBM) in the north and central coastal region of British Columbia.” A particular thrust
of this work was what was called “economic spatial gain analysis,” essentially documenting what net benefits could
come from resource uses with the region. One of the studies undertaken by BriMar Consultants Ltd. – looked
specifically at “minerals, oil and gas” including an analysis of Queen Charlotte/Hecate Basin Oil and Gas Potential.
That analysis was completed in February 2003.

The Queen Charlotte/Hecate Basin Oil and Gas Potential report basically derives an estimate of overall potential value
of reserves on the most recent Geological Survey of Canada forecasts. Then an evaluation based on the “analogy” of
what has been experienced in Atlantic Canada in terms of overall main forms of gain – full-time jobs, direct income
and the “flow of hydrocarbon resource rents.” In addition to the marine-side, BriMar provides commentary on
scenarios involving exploration and development on land. The authors take pains to stress that the analysis is primarily
intended to illustrate an approach that would become more useful as the accuracy of estimates about the resource
improves. In this, although with far less detail, the purpose is similar to that of the Royal Roads project described
below.

3.3.12 Herzog “Oil and Water Don’t Mix”79

This report was written primarily to argue against lifting the offshore oil and gas exploration moratorium and covers all
the principal environmental and other objections to such development. As in other reports and assessments there is an

                                                  
76 Both the “Analysis” and “Inventory” can be found at www.poea.ca/resources

77 In late 2004, the Paxcific Offshore Energy Association merged with the Prince Rupert-based British Columbia Offshore Oil and gas
Association to form a non-profit society named “Ocean Insdustries BC”.

78 This is the short title used on the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team website, where copies can be accessed:
www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/reports.htm

79 Available on-line at www.davidsuzuki.org/files/Oceans/Oilandwaterdontmix.pdf
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overview of the phases of offshore development to provide basics before the main arguments are developed. Herzog
includes a chapter titled “Negative Economics”. This outlines most of the main economic issues also raised during the
community interviews of our project:

 The extent to which local people are likely or not to get the jobs and/or business opportunities

 The possible use of major public incentives as a corporate prerequisite to development

 The value of the fishery and its potential endangerment as a source of wealth and well-being for coastal
communities

 Impacts on tourism

 Potential social “dysfunction” effects (boom-and bust phenomenon, incidence of crime, family problems
etc.).

Like many of the existing reports from BC this is not a piece of original social science analysis, but rather a summary
of conclusions from active offshore development areas.

3.3.13 Schofield “Modelling the Economic Impacts of Offshore”
John Schofield, a Professor of Economics at the University of Victoria, spoke to the federal Royal Society Panel in
October 2001 reporting on ongoing work he and colleagues have been conducting, simulating possible regional and
provincial impacts of offshore oil and gas in BC. This continuing analysis is part of the much broader “Coasts Under
Stress” project, a five-year initiative involving case studies on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts.80 The presentation to the
Royal Society Panel is one in a series of progress reports and research papers from this project.81

The main thrust of this presentation was highly cautionary in respect to current capability and limitations of economic
forecasting about regional and provincial benefits of offshore development. One of the most useful aspects of the brief
paper, in fact, was articulation of the kinds of analysis additional to Schofield’s current work that would be needed to
answer some of the policy-relevant questions (e.g. the potential of offshore oil and gas to transform the currently
depressed regional economy). The author very carefully circumscribes the uncertainties and missing (or hard-to-get)
data in making a quiet claim for the modest but still useful exercise being undertaken.

In the latest discussion paper coming from Schofield’s “Coasts Under Stress” research,82 a comparative forecasting
approach is adopted by way of looking at prospective economic effects at several levels:

 New employment and income effects including “job shifting”

 Revenue effects to different jurisdictions

 Potential “dislocational” impacts for varying social groups, including local communities and First Nations

 Impacts on other sectors such as fishing and tourism.

3.3.14 Royal Society Expert Panel Report
As pointed out earlier in this chapter, one striking difference between the offshore panel review carried out in the mid-
1980s and both science reviews of the past three years is the relegation in the latter of social science to a very
diminished status. Even less so than the 2002 BC Scientific Review Panel, this report has very limited reference to
challenging socioeconomic issues. It was as if, in framing the terms of reference and appointing the panel, the federal
government had adopted a long-held view that “real science” does not include social science at all. The Royal Society
Expert Panel of four included experts in marine geology, chemistry, biology and engineering. Its work depended

                                                  
80 More information can be obtained on the overall Coasts Under Stress project, at the following website: www.coastsunderstress.ca

81 Similar if earlier discussions on the modeling approach were presented to the Marine Awards Society (Schofield 2000) and to the Canadian
Regional Science Association (Davison and Schofield 2003). Professor John Schofield has also kindly shared with the author a draft of a joint
paper co-authored with Jennifer Davison in draft form as of March 2004 and titled, “Offshore Energy Development in British Columbia:
Lessons from Elsewhere and Implications for Research.”

82 Davison and Schofield, 2004, cited in preceding footnote.
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significantly on workshops where experts were called upon to make detailed presentations on information (and gaps)
relevant to the panel’s central mandate of assessing the state of knowledge related to offshore exploration and
development. Only one social scientist appeared at any of these expert sessions (Professor John Schofield, see above)
although a time was allocated to a block of presentations on “Regional Development” at the final workshop in Prince
Rupert. The panel stated, about those presentations:

The third workshop, in Prince Rupert, enabled us to hear the views of QCB (Queen Charlotte
Basin) residents about oil and gas activities. The panel was also able to hear about residents'
aspirations for future economic development involving the marine area, so that the panel could
evaluate the potential impacts of oil and gas activities on them.

Despite the latter comment, one looks in vain in the final report for any discussion of information needs that would
come from socioeconomic analysis. There is a compilation of the dollar values of “other uses of the Queen Charlotte
Basin” (Chapter 6) concluding with the explicit and exclusionary statement that “It is beyond the remit of this panel to
undertake socioeconomic analyses of the impact of oil and gas development in the QCB, but we recommend that such
analyses be carried out, extending from current work” (Final Report, p. 66).

Clearly, the expert panel did not believe that social science deficiencies were part of the broad mandate to “identify
science gaps”. It reflects an outlook originating in those who commissioned this work which needs re-examination if
and as offshore development becomes more seriously considered. It must never be forgotten that the revival of
offshore oil and gas as a public policy issue was driven by socioeconomic expectations in some Queen Charlotte Basin
communities. As such, better socioeconomic predictions and understanding are fundamental and need “equal
treatment” as the evaluation of this complex policy question continues.

3.3.15 Federal Public Review Process83

Following the Royal Society Expert Panel work, and as part of the same overall federal initiative, there was a process
of public review conducted by a three-person panel chaired by Roland Priddle. Cumulatively the hearings and written
submissions constitute one of the latest and largest array of documents where facts, ideas and views on socioeconomic
as well as many other offshore development issues can be seen. In fact, these transcripts and written briefs have been
used later in the present report to capture and organize regionally-based ways of looking at and asking about
community and socioeconomic concerns. A few of the economists and other natural resource analysts, whose work has
been briefly noted in this chapter, provided written and oral testimony to the panel. Overall, 1,731 written briefs and
many hundreds of pages of transcripts were produced and these have been used extensively in our review of
community perspectives. The final report, issued in October 2004, summarized as well as it could the tenor and
content of these remarks and provided statistical overviews of “for” and “against” views on the moratorium. As our
report goes to publication, controversy predictably swirls as to the meaningfulness of these numbers and, therefore, on
the continuing open question of offshore development.

3.3.16 Royal Roads BC Offshore Oil and Gas Socioeconomic Papers84

In early 2003, the federal government began preparations for its reviews of the offshore moratorium question by
commissioning socioeconomic studies through Royal Roads University. This resulted in a compendium of reports
covering a range of topics:

 “Illustrative Development Scenarios”: Creation of reasonable development scenarios that can be used to
explore a range of possibilities for socioeconomic impacts

 “Resource Revenues Report”: Examination of potential resource revenues from BC offshore development

 “Socioeconomic Expenditure Impacts Report”

                                                  
83 Written briefs and transcripts are available on-line at by following links starting at www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca. A helpful way into this
voluminous material can be accessed at www.poeg.ca/poea-data/search.php

84 All of the Royal Roads socioeconomic reports can be downloaded from the website www.royalroads.ca/Channels/research/research+news/
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 “Human Resources Report”: Outline of employment opportunities (and limitations) of the phases of
offshore development

 “Due Diligence Issues Report”: Overview of administrative and regulatory challenges for governments

 “Knowledge Management Strategy for Policy Formation”: Examination of knowledge needs and
communication flows and the implications of these for designing transparent, publicly understood and
engaging processes.

A brief summary of these various component reports and their main findings was provided by Royal Roads as the first
of the issue papers. As in most other studies reviewed here, there is considerable reference to lessons from places
where offshore development is already happening – Alaska, North Sea and Atlantic Canada. But the overall project is
probably the most detailed readily available analysis and overview of offshore socioeconomic issues prepared
substantively about British Columbia to date. The outputs of most of the reports depend heavily on the carefully
constructed, but not universally-accepted, assumptions that went into the development of the two main scenarios:
modest oil finds in Queen Charlotte Sound and gas in central Hecate Strait. The authors believe these discoveries to
be conservative and reasonable places to start, but take pains not to imply that their work in any way predicts such
discoveries or, therefore, the cascade of impacts and implications that follow from them. As such they have
contributed a very worthwhile methodology that could be profitably applied by parties who gather to talk about these
and other different scenarios.

3.3.17 SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group Review85

The report, “A Review of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in British Columbia,” was commissioned by an allied
group coastal First Nations involved in the Turning Point Initiative.86 The intent was to have an analysis undertaken
for those Nations independent of federal and provincial reviews. It was subsequently the basis of a presentation to the
federal public review panel.87

The report covers a full spectrum of impact concerns and devotes a separate chapter to socioeconomic issues. There,
the authors first review potential impacts in terms of direct economic impacts through the “life cycle” of exploration,
development, production and decommissioning, emphasizing the patterns of job creation. They cover the challenge of
and limits to regional hiring by looking, as others have, at results from the east coast of Canada and from Alaska. The
tone of this analysis is quite cautionary, basically counseling communities to temper their expectations. The same holds
for discussion of rents and revenues.

There is discussion of the social (as opposed to economic) impacts with a balanced treatment of evidence for social
harm versus social betterment in relation to offshore development. Use is made of information on long-term social
consequences from the Gulf of Mexico.

The chapter on socioeconomic considerations includes a thorough and helpful summary of the Royal Roads analysis
described earlier here. The basic conclusion from the report is, “that there is insufficient information to assess social
and economic impacts” of offshore development and that more research is needed, including development of a
“comprehensive multiple accounts analysis.” The latter recommended approach appears similar to the work underway
by John Schofield and colleagues at University of Victoria, as described above.

                                                  
85 The full report is available on the website www.rem.sfu.ca/sustainableplanning/CoastalFirstNationsOOGReport.pdf

86 Turning Point is now a partnership among a number, although not all, of coastal First Nations north of Cape Caution. Notwithstanding its
incomplete membership in the Queen Charlotte Basin region and the absence of any coastal Nation from south of Cape Caution, the group has
begun to refer to itself simply as “The Coastal First Nations”. It should be stressed that its analyses and public positions do not represent all
coastal First Nations of BC.

87 Lead author Dr.Tom Gunton joined Turning Point Executive Director Art Sterritt in making a presentation on May 18, 2004.
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3.3.18 BC Innovation Council “Human Resources Development in BC’s
Offshore Oil and Gas Industry”

In February 2004, the newly-created BC Innovation Council commissioned a broad study of emerging human
resources needs associated with offshore development. The resulting report88 is the most synoptic attempt to date to
survey both the needs and the current ability of BC institutions to meet future needs. The study offered 31
recommendations that can form the basis of policy development. Strong emphasis is placed on the role that local
communities can play with insightful commentary on the limited contribution to overall economic stability that
offshore oil and gas can play.

3.3.19 UNBC/NWCC report on Education and Training Needs89

This recently completed document was primarily intended to guide the Northwest Community College in its
consideration of new training curricula to meet possible offshore employment opportunities. Its purview is larger,
however, and includes quite a comprehensive overview of the offshore oil and gas sector worldwide. This is used as a
launching point for elucidating skills needs. The report then turns to an assessment of the existing northwest BC
labour force and of current training opportunities as a basis for educational program planning.

3.4 Related Research
There is already a rather large made-in-BC literature about social, economic and/or cultural and community issues
specifically raised by offshore oil and gas. To repeat, it varies widely in terms of the scope and the depth of studies
and, necessarily, relies in most cases on offshore precedents from active exploration and development areas elsewhere.

In concluding our overview of the state of documented knowledge, note should also be made of the existence of a
number of studies and initiatives that are not principally about offshore oil and gas, but which may help shape the way
that any socioeconomic concerns for the Queen Charlotte Basin region are framed and addressed. These too are an
important part of the overall “state of knowledge” about which participants in offshore hydrocarbon deliberations
should be aware. The following list summarizes very briefly the scope of these other initiatives/studies and where to
access further information about each.

3.4.1 UVic/Memorial Universities’ “Coasts Under Stress” Project
This five-year program looks broadly at coastal community issues on both Canada’s east and west coast on a wide
array of interdisciplinary topics. The stated purpose is to “achieve an integrated analysis of the long- and short-term
impacts of socio-environmental restructuring on the health of people, their communities and the environment.” In
addition to one research “arm” modeling the regional economy of the Queen Charlotte Basin area (described earlier in
regard to John Scofield’s research), topics have included comparative studies of coastal mining communities in
Newfoundland and BC, wetland stewardship strategies, fisheries co-management at the community level, and the role
of women in rural coastal community resource use and management. Further information is available at the website
www.coastsunderstress.ca or from:

Coasts Under Stress Research Project Office
University of Victoria, Sedgewick Building, Room B112
Victoria, BC V8W 3P6
Ph: (250) 472-5151
Fax: (250) 721-6234
Email: coast@uvic.ca

                                                  
88 Kerry Jothen. 2004. Future Human Resources Development in British Columbia’s Offshore Oil and Gas Industry: Preliminary Analysis. Report
for the BC Innovation Council (June 28, 2004) (http://www.asi.bc.ca/database/img_418158aa56ecc.pdf).

89 The report can be downloaded at www.unbc.ca/nlui/ncirp/nwcc_report.pdf



36     UNBC Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas

3.4.2 UBC Fisheries Centre “Back to the Future” Project
This project developed by the UBC Fisheries Centre focuses on the recovery of aquatic ecosystems. The methodology
is aimed at integrating traditional ecological knowledge, historical patterns of resource use and modern modeling
techniques to reconstruct an understanding of the more natural state of such systems prior to heavy modern fishing
and exploitation. While a number of case studies from around the world are underway, Hecate Strait has been one of
the key focal areas. Several rounds of community workshops have been held on the north coast as part of this work
and considerable emphasis placed on building partnerships with coastal First Nations of the Hecate Strait area. Further
information about this ongoing project, including downloadable research papers can be accessed at
www.fisheries.ubc.ca/projects/btf.

Contact for further information is:

Fisheries Centre, 2259 Lower Mall
University of British Columbia,
Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z4
Ph: (604) 822-2731
Fax: (604) 822-8934
Email: office@fisheries.ubc.ca

3.4.3 Coast Information Team
This project and group was briefly described earlier in this chapter because one of its component studies was
specifically about oil and gas in the Queen Charlotte Basin. The overall CIT initiative had the objective of identifying
ways to achieve the much-vaunted but not clearly defined objective of “ecosystem-based management”. This meant
that much of the analysis undertaken falls into the category of natural science investigations. But there was a
considerable social science side as well which focused on “economic gain spatial analysis” and on what was called
“wellbeing assessment”. The latter was described by the Coast Information Team as follows:

The wellbeing assessment (WA) measured environmental and socioeconomic conditions in the
CIT analysis area to provide a clear picture of how close the region is to sustainability, the current
direction of change, and the major strengths and weaknesses to be addressed….

The main products of the wellbeing assessment were:

 A description of ecological and cultural features that were unique or rare, and for which the CIT region and
sub-regions bear special responsibility

 A set of “barometers of sustainability” showing the degree of wellbeing of human and the ecological systems
in the CIT region and subregions, the sustainability of these systems, and the key factors to be addressed for
improvement.

 A report explaining the methods used; evaluating data quality and highlighting gaps in knowledge; assessing
the impact of data quality and knowledge gaps on the analysis; and presenting the results of the analysis.

 Tables with indicator measurements and scores, performance criteria, and procedures used to combine data.”
90

The Coast Information Team work also included a “cultural spatial analysis” whose purpose was to “identify priority
areas for maintenance of cultural values, including spiritual, communal, material, recreational, artistic, and symbolic
values.”91

                                                  
90 From the website: www.citbc.org/anawara.html. At the time of publication of our report, links from this site to documents titled “Wellbeing
Assessment Report” and “Wellbeing Assessment Data” were not operative.

91 From website www.citbc.org/anacult.html. The report, prepared by University of Washington sociologist Robert Lee, can be downloaded from
that website.
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3.4.4 Socioeconomic Reports for LRMPs
British Columbia’s “land and resource management plan” (LRMP) processes involve attempts to have multiparty
forums involving all relevant interests reach agreement on a broad level strategic plan for future land use. Three such
processes are either completed or underway in the Queen Charlotte Basin area – the Central Coast LRMP (CCLRMP) ,
the North Coast LRMP and the Haida Gwaii/Queen Charlotte Islands Land Use Plan.

As part of the process, the provincial government has commissioned a number of technical background studies, some
of which explicitly address socioeconomic information and issues.

For the Central Coast -- the region for which LRMP planning is most advanced -- these include:

 The CCLRMP Socioeconomic and Environmental Marine Base Case, which aims to identify and describe
key socioeconomic patterns and trends in the planning region

 The Northern Plan Area Economic Opportunities and Barriers Study, a long and detailed examination of
specific options and constraints for communities associated with the natural environment.

Both reports are available at http://srmwww.gov.bc.ca/cr/resource_mgmt/lrmp/cencoast/reports/techrep.htm. Several
reviews of tourism opportunities have also been prepared with significant involvement of those at the CCLRMP table
and can be accessed through that site as well.

The North Coast LRMP has produced seven socioeconomic reports available at
http://srmwww.gov.bc.ca/ske/lrmp/ncoast/socioeconomic_reports.htm. A socioeconomic base case has been prepared
for the Haida Gwaii/Queen Charlotte process and is accessible online in draft form at
http://srmwww.gov.bc.ca/cr/qci/docs/

3.4.5 UBC Resilient Communities Project
This three-year project is being undertaken by faculty from the University of British Columbia Department of
Anthropology and Sociology to explore the reasons that some coastal communities fair better than others through hard
times. Partnerships for the work have been created with several First Nations, government agencies and the Coastal
Communities Network. The focus is on a concept that has very good currency at present in development planning
worldwide – “social capital” – referring to the value that arises from the network of effective relationships within
communities.

The project has produced a number of papers and reports to date, and has also involved the compilation of very
useful basic information on 24 coastal communities, including seven from the edge of the Queen Charlotte Basin. The
data sets cover vital statistics, “social variables” (e.g. familiy structure, migration, crime) and “economic dimension
variables” such as personal wealth, sources of income and dependency.

The project has a website at www2.arts.ubc.ca/rcp/and the following contacts:

Resilient Communities Project
University of British Columbia
6303 N.W. Marine Drive
Vancouver, BC, V6T 1Z1
Ph: (604) 822 2594
Email: rcpbc@interchange.ubc.ca

3.4.6 The Gislason Reports
In the mid 1990s, changes in fisheries licensing policy led to an often rancorous debate and protest, especially from
small coastal communities that saw their economic base threatened by these reforms. A number of studies and panel
reviews followed and one in particular, by G.S. Gislason and Associates, produced for the now-defunct BC Job
Protection Commission, provided a useful overview of impacts and dependencies across much of the coast. Gislason
was able to distinguish the most hard-hit communities, and, in the course of doing so, uncovered other critical
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information about workforces and relationships to the salmon resource.92 This kind of basis for comparing
communities should prove quite helpful in considering proposed activities such as offshore oil and gas that are seen to
put marine fisheries at risk in the Queen Charlotte Basin region.

An update of the 1996 review to include information on how fisheries and communities fared in the 1997 season was
released subsequently by Gislason, again on behalf of the Job Protection Commission.93 Then in 1998 Gislason was
commissioned by the federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans to review the community and economic impacts of
salmon declines, especially in light of closures that year on coho fisheries. 94 As part of this transition study, case studies
of communities that had relative success in adapting to such changes were compiled. This final study, like its
precursors, involved extensive interviews in many coastal communities, including ones from the Queen Charlotte Basin
region. Taken together these works provide a very clear and well documented insight into the differing degrees of
reliance on commercial fishing. As such they should prove quite helpful when considering the differential impacts and
reception for proposed activities, like offshore oil and gas along BC’s coast.

                                                  
92 Gordon Gislason, Edna Lam, and Marilyn Mohan. 1996. Fishing for Answers: Coastal Communities and the BC Salmon Fishery. Prepared for
BC Job Protection Commission, September 1996.

93 G.S. Gislason & Associates. 1998. Fishing For Money, Challenges And Opportunities in the BC Salmon Fishery. Prepared for BC Job
Protection Commission.

94 G.S. Gislason. 1998. Fishing Communities in Transition: The Gislason Review. Report prepared for Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Vancouver,
BC.
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4 THE VIEW FROM THE COMMUNITIES
4.1 Overview

Since area residents will experience the socioeconomic effects of offshore exploration, they are the
most authoritative source of information about these effects and their positive or negative
influence on communities.

–West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental
Assessment Panel (1986), Final Report, p. 52.

It may be best to begin by saying what this chapter does not try to do, lest its title mislead readers into thinking that
our modest study claims to fully grasp and detail what is on the minds of the very diverse people of the Queen
Charlotte Basin. This is not an attempt to systematically survey viewpoints from the area in order to make claims
about the ranking and weighting of various issues falling under the heading “community and socioeconomic.” There is
nothing here approaching consensus on what issues are most important or what people believe to be the truth about
these issues. Indeed, the most factually informed people seemed also to be the most confused about straightforward
“pros and cons”! It is this complex, uncertain and ever-e understanding of the issues that we attempt to characterize in
this chapter. But it can be only a “snapshot” – perspectives will keep evolving as information and experience grows.

In order to make discussion possible, the community-based understandings of offshore oil and gas issues have been
organized into a framework of twenty-one questions.95 It is to be emphasized that this is an aggregation for the sake of
exposition and not how Queen Charlotte Basin groups and individuals would necessarily name and frame the issues.
Furthermore, any attempt to categorize and analyze issues inevitably loses the “big picture” and the fact that issues
overlap considerably. For example, we will consider the views surrounding the issue of job benefits and, under another
heading, deal with how, if at all, communities and residents may want to prepare for offshore oil and gas. The two
topics come together when talking about the challenge of vocational training. Our writing approach is to err on the
side of repeating themes and issues in several sections, a style that is also seen in the way Queen Charlotte Basin
people discuss these complex, interwoven matters.

The summary presents an overview for all of the communities surrounding the Queen Charlotte Basin as a whole. The
inferences drawn about themes and variations from a regional perspective were based initially on direct discussion with
residents: the interviews in the early stages of the work; the interactions with the east coast study tour participants, which
subsequently developed into UNBC’s Community Guidance Group (whose minutes and deliberations have also been
examined); and the feedback and questions that arose during the reporting out sessions to communities in early 2004.
There was a commitment in all these involvements not to quote individuals directly. Instead, we tried to absorb the
timbre and content of repeated contact as a basis for the generalizations that follow. In writing this report, the author had
access to the transcripts and written briefs produced during the Government of Canada’s 2004 Public Review of the
Federal Moratorium on Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia – a process chaired by Roland Priddle and
henceforth referred to in short form as “the Priddle Panel”. As these materials are part of the public record now, and are
accessible through the panel’s website (www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca), it was useful to draw extensively here on that
source of direct quotes, for reinforcement of points made during interviews and other aforementioned direct discussions.
In this way, the key points and themes can be presented as closely as possible to the words and ideas of people of the
Basin.96

                                                  
95 In this chapter and, in fact, the whole report we have used a number of words more as less as synonyms – questions, issues, problems,
arguments, contentions, even theories. The way in which those we met and talked with advanced their points varied enormously – from
pondering aloud the truth of some contentious matter to a vigorous assertion of what was right or wrong. We see all these as reflecting
knowledge and/or uncertainty and it is that which we have sought to characterize in this chapter.

96 For these quotes only testimony and briefs presented by people who lived within the region were used. There is another no doubt fascinating
story of multiple perspectives that could be gleaned from a broader study of what was said to the Priddle Panel by all British Columbians and
others – but that is not the subject matter here.
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4.2 Key Questions, Issues and Contentions
The following is the list, used as a framework in this and the next chapter, twenty-one key questions, issues and
contentions about the social and economic aspects of offshore oil and gas.

1. What are the broad types of potential economic impact?

2. Will there be jobs? Here? Near? Or “there”?

3. Will there be demand for local goods and services?

4. Will it be just another “boom and bust” industry?

5. How will benefits and risks be distributed geographically?

6. What are the effects on other marine-dependent activities?

a. When the tide is out, the table is set: fish versus oil in economic terms

b. Coastal tourism and aquaculture

c. If the worst happens – the issue of compensation

7. What are the fiscal implications for coastal communities?

8. Is it really worth it overall economically?

9. Who uses “our” hydrocarbons, and for what?

a. Local access to the oil and gas

b. Value-added from offshore hydrocarbons

c. Providing for posterity – long term sustainability and future generations

10. What changes in community culture and way of life can be expected?

11. Are we ready for an oil and gas industry?

a. Preparing Individuals

b. Preparing Communities

c. The regulatory regime

d. Dealing with underlying issues of ownership and jurisdiction

12. What are the effects on regional development and/or dependency?

13. How does oil and gas affect our pursuit of alternative energies?

14. What about the more global issues surrounding oil and gas?

We will now take up each of these topics and provide a précis of how people from the Queen Charlotte Basin appear
to frame, understand and argue about each.97

                                                  
97 In the following pages we quote extensively from the transcripts of the hearings held by the Public Review (Priddle) Panel on the Government
of Canada Moratorium on Offshore Oil and Gas in the Queen Charlotte Region, British Columbia. Unless otherwise noted, quotes are from
participants and are cited by location and date of source presentations. All transcripts were available online as of December 2004, by going to the
website www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca; selecting “English” and then “Hearings Transcripts”. Supplementary use was also made of interview
notes and video recordings from the east coast study tour to orient the discussion to prime topics.
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4.2.1 What are the broad types of potential economic impact?
As will be discussed in the next subsection, jobs is usually the first word spoken when most local people talk about the
economic effects of offshore oil and gas. But there has been a growing awareness that tallying up the ostensible
benefits of offshore oil and gas is more complicated and beset by specialist and confusing terminology.

Most people use “spinoffs” as a catch-all phrase for what they realize is a more complicated challenge of tracing
through a local, regional or larger economy the ramifications of an industrial project’s activity and expenditures.
Understandably, they turn to examples of other places where offshore activity is more advanced, seeking to grasp the
obvious and more subtle ways in which local expenditures trickle into (or through) the regional economy. The problem
of multiple interpretations of the same “reality” becomes evident, for example, in consideration of eastern Canadian
offshore examples. Some critics of offshroe development will stridently argue that most Nova Scotians or
Newfoundlanders see little benefit while others assert that the cases there and in places like the North Sea and Alaska
demonstrate dramatically positive economic transformations. In part, it may be found that the same words about
“impacts” are being used in quite different ways.

Economic analysis, especially good regional modelling, could be quite helpful to the debate, but primers need to be
available, and understandable, whereby the somewhat arcane and often-confused terms of this discipline become better
understood by those who deliberate and debate offshore oil and gas. We will have more to say on this in the
concluding chapter.

4.2.2 Will there be jobs? Here? Near? Or “there”?
This investment thing, this promising of jobs, this trying to convince the population that this is a
good thing…I think it is all unbelievable. By lifting the moratorium and building a rig, the money
will be invested into that and no jobs will be created here, when a fraction of that money could
support what we already know how to do best on this island, and that is how to work with wood
and that is how to prepare food.

–Jennifer Wilson, Masset, April 7, 2004

There has been lots of talk about there will be no local employment. I am a believer, in that the
young people in Prince Rupert and Port Simpson and Kitkatla can learn to do jobs every bit as
well as people from anywhere else can. And I am a little sensitive about that. I think I resent the
fact that people tell us that nobody is going to get a job. Well, I just do not believe that to be the
case.

–Bob Payne, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

When people of the region talked to us or spoke within other meetings and processes about social and economic
impacts of offshore oil and gas, inevitably jobs was a topic of topmost importance. This is not surprising in an area
traditional sectors and employment has been plummeting for years, Before describing the range of views on
employment implications, it should be noted that many local people qualified their opinions with the admission that
there is a real dearth of understanding and information about the details of offshore hydrocarbon developments. While
it has been common for most papers and reports to distinguish the phases of offshore activity, we saw a continuing
need to bring home to people the great differences between job prospects in the sequence of development, from
permitting and environmental assessment to exploration, development and production. Grasping these distinctions is
vital to improving the understanding and the debates about employment as well as many other implications.

Within communities there is considerable divergence of views about the likelihood that offshore development will
produce work for locals. On one hand there is a determined core of individuals, including political leaders in the three
largest communities (Prince Rupert, Kitimat and Port Hardy), who believe passionately that offshore oil and gas can
reverse trends of rising unemployment and the resulting out-migration from the region. This has been among the most
important assertions flowing from the work of the two advocacy groups favouring the lifting of the moratorium – the
Pacific Coast Offshore Oil and Gas Association, based in Prince Rupert, and the Pacific Offshore Energy Association
from Vancouver Island (now merged as Ocean Opportunities BC). Their views find many other supporters, including a
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youth group from Northern Vancouver Island who argued vigorously for offshore oil and gas, “as a potential industry
to save our North Island communities from a state of economic jobless crisis.”98

The opposing perspective is no less passionate, viewing the idea of significant local employment from offshore oil and
gas as a pipe-dream not supported by the evidence from other jurisdictions. Indeed, it is remarkable how the sides in
this debate can look at what appear to be the same data from Hibernia in Newfoundland (and other offshore plays)
and draw entirely incompatible conclusions. One strong theme from those sceptical of employment impacts is that, on
Canada’s east coast, job creation has been at a high cost to the public sector. There is a belief that much of the local
workforce gains were temporary and only the result of public subsidies.

Participants in our east coast tour who left BC with diametrically opposed viewpoints may have converged somewhat
on their views of on employment realities in the east; they also agreed, however, that job generation was an outcome
determined by a combination of the characteristics of any discovery and the extent of training and other employment
strategies adopted by governments and industry. This has meant, for example, that members of UNBC’s Community
Guidance Group have continued to differ significantly on the likelihood of local employment. In particular the
question of just how many “real Newfoundlanders” found permanent work in that province’s offshore activity, remains
a stubborn controversy even for those residents who have had first hand opportunity to study the situation.

Interviewees and study tour members also recognized that the chances of significant job creation will likely vary
significantly among Queen Charlotte Basin communities. Residents of the smaller communities generally believe that
virtually no work will come to them from offshore oil and gas, and that, further, their struggling livelihoods in the
mainstay fisheries sector will be put at risk. Many people from the region cited examples from other sectors, notably
forestry, in which there is an increasing trend to “fly-in and fly-out” crews with no local residency. From this a
rhetorical question was often asked along these lines: if forestry, in which “we” do have skills, increasingly shuts locals
out, is it likely “we” will do better in an industry in which our people have no history or skills?

I talked this morning about Utah Mine coming in. I think I was the chief at the time. They were
talking about working and giving you all kinds of jobs. We're going to teach you how to run these
big motors. But yet all the people came from the east coast to work on it.

–Chris Cook, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

It should be noted that many opponents of lifting the moratorium have doubts that jobs and related benefits are likely
even outside the Queen Charlotte Basin region. There is a view that the petroleum industry increasingly contracts out
to suppliers internationally. One point that has come up quite often relates to the impact of globalization and
liberalized trade arrangements such as NAFTA (the North American Free Trade Agreement) on the feasibility of
preferential local hiring and contracting. The 1986 West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel
advised governments to insist on such preferential approaches. Now, community based commentators express
suspicions that the kinds of provisions that arguably led to local hiring in Atlantic Canada cannot be replicated because
of NAFTA.

4.2.3 Will there be demand for local goods and services?
In the context of the Mt. Waddington Regional District, oil and gas exploration and development
present many of the same local business opportunities that forestry and mining have offered over
the years. Our communities are used to providing contract services, transportation and supply
services, and accommodation to natural resource industries…we are in a strategic position to serve
offshore petroleum development in the southern part of the Queen Charlotte Basin and beyond.

–Bill Shepard, Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

                                                  
98 North Island Youth Council Submission to the Priddle Pannel (sic) Review of the Federal Moratorium on Offshore Oil and Gas Activities,
May 2004, p. 3.
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There is no such thing as a communit-based oil and gas industry as there is evolving a
community-based forest industry. Oil and gas is probably the most powerful trans-national
industry in the world. It uses either a highly trained and specialized mobile workforce or the
cheapest labour it can find to build such things as platforms. In coastal BC, we have neither.

–Joan Sawicki., Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

In addition to jobs, local people have ideas and want better information about the range of opportunities that might be
available to local businesses in an offshore play. Leaders in some communities are keen to understand and prepare for
these kinds of possibilities. People from even the smaller and more remote locations seem to feel there could be some
niche in a very broad spectrum of offshore services which their locale could uniquely provide. These small
communities sometimes nurtured hopes that repair facilities, warehousing for supplies and services such as helicopter
bases and catering might be attracted by their proximity. The questions in this regard were twofold: is this expectation
at all reasonable? And, if so, how do our would-be entrepreneurs get ready?

There was a contrary and quite general sense that any expectations that local firms would be utilized were unrealistic.
Just as with the jobs challenge, discussed above, the view was that most opportunities will be fulfilled by large
petroleum companies’ turning to the suppliers they use elsewhere and with whom tested relationships already exist.
Local frustrations abound with another now well-established “industry” – the higher end sports fishing businesses
which abound throughout the Queen Charlotte Basin region. These are seen to be highly self-contained operations
buying as little as possible locally while extracting and, arguably, depleting the natural resources of the area. “If we
can’t get (name of well-known sports fishing lodge owner) to leave a bit more behind for local business,” said one
local commentator,, “why do we think we can force Shell or Chevron to?!”

4.2.4 Will it be just another “boom and bust” industry?
The primary reason Queen Charlotte Islanders do not respond enthusiastically to the promise of
jobs, et cetera, made by oil proponents is that we do not look forward to the boom and bust
visited upon outlying communities which come with a current style of resource capitalism. Those
negative effects are not felt in the larger centres, which have many different resources feeding into
them, with this variety levelling out the periodic economic valleys each resource suffers.

–Jack Miller (Port Clements), Masset, April 7, 2004

Coming as it does directly amidst the dramatic turn-downs in the region’s key resource industries, it is not surprising
that offshore development brings up a major question for communities is about the perils of “boom and bust”. Even
if one believes that substantial employment and other benefits could accrue to coastal communities, the question is
frequently asked, “for how long?” In Port Hardy, for example, several respondents told interviewers versions of the
story of Island Copper Mine an open pit facility which was closed in 1995. It was pointed out that, while very
substantial benefits came to the North Island and its residents, including income and revenues for infrastructure and
services, the closure was still devastating to those who could not or would not “pack up” and leave. When that
occurred a significant compensation package was negotiated to alleviate the downturn.

This experience of the inevitable end to another non-renewable resource was described by various people for quite
different reasons. As mentioned before, the impetus to reconsider longstanding moratoria appears to have arisen from
within communities adjacent to the potential offshore oil and gas fields. Critics often said that expectations of a coming
bonanza were misplaced and even dangerous. Part of this view was linked to what has already been said in terms of the
likelihood of jobs and local business usage. But there was another concern which did not deny the possibility of a
“boom” but, in fact, worried about it. What would happen when the peak demand for local inputs subsided? Fear of
“boom-and-bust” arises both from the understandings people have about the long term non-renewable nature of the
resource, but also the sensitivity of wealth from offshore oil and gas to the volatile world petroleum market.

How do you ensure longevity of a community when you are at the whim of a global market? How
do you create economic development when you are dependent on a single industry? We must
break the boom and bust mentality that has guided our development.

–Marjorie Greensides, Port Hardy May 10, 2004
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Stories about small communities in Scotland and eastern Canada who enjoyed a very few years of high employment
(and, less enjoyably, property inflation and speculation) followed by a crash are common although the true facts of
these circumstances are at most debatable. Most frequently this feared pattern was contrasted with the potential
(though not currently realized) of renewable resources to provide a steady and perpetual stream of benefits.

The counter-argument, raised by others of the region, is that it lies within the reach of good community and senior
government planning to convert a “time-limited” non-renewable resource opportunity into a more diversified economy
less susceptible to the cycles and vagaries of a single industry. Those with this perspective pointed to the vulnerability
that many Queen Charlotte Basin communities already have, given their over-dependency on basic resources which,
while renewable, are susceptible to significant downturns.

Any natural resources tend to have a boom and a bust, particularly mining, petroleum exploration.
Even some of the sustainable natural resource business has a boom and bust air to it. The
communities that have been in offshore oil and gas are in places that are fairly remote from us
here, but we are not that far from Northeastern British Columbia, and certainly the economy
associated with oil and gas there has been a 60-year process and shows no sign of abating.
Certainly we all know that those resources will be depleted at some time. But it is like any other
business. It has a beginning, it has a production phase, and perhaps it will be replaced by other
energy resources down the road. We cannot anticipate that far ahead and say, "What about a
boom and bust economy?" We had the mine in Port Hardy. It came, it created a lot of prosperity,
and it left, and it left a community that is here to respond to other challenges. Oil and gas could
be one of those challenges.

–Bill Shephard (Port McNeill), Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

4.2.5 How will the benefits and risks be distributed geographically?
One of the biggest concerns I have is that I see the distribution of costs and benefits being
unevenly distributed amongst communities and within communities. All of the communities within
this area bear risk with some of the associated activities with your industry, and yet only some of
your communities will potentially benefit, those being potentially Port Hardy and Prince Rupert.

–Andrew Marchand, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

And as for the small fishing communities back East, they remain poor and mere bystanders as
wealth flows to the company stockholder, high-tech engineering firms and the like, none of which
would dream of locating to Bella Coola, Kitkatla or Masset, or anywhere along the Coast
here…We, the Nuxalk and other small communities, are being asked to shoulder a huge and
unmeasurable risk in return for next to nothing. Only a fool says "yes" to that.

–Chief Anfinn Siwallace (Nuxalk Nation),
Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

People who live within the Queen Charlotte Basin region are acutely aware of the differences between their
communities and that these imply possible disparities in the nature and extent of any offshore impacts. For some local
observers, the prospect of any significant onshore development is seen as illusory, but most residents appear to
recognize a twofold distinction in the “geography of opportunity” within the area. The three largest communities –
Prince Rupert, Kitimat and Port Hardy – are seen to have at least some chance of being chosen as a regional service
centre. While there are ongoing arguments as to the probability of any of these towns benefiting, it seems generally
understood that that will depend largely on the location of oil and gas discoveries. There is also lack of information
about just how a petroleum company makes decisions about the location of its onshore support facilities. People have
been told that that is a “complex matter.” Most people are not willing to accept that such complex matters are wholly
beyond their ability to grasp, and they demand a decision-making process that is participatory so that they can learn
what they need to in order to compete..
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As for the rest of the communities, ones that are smaller and less well serviced with port and airport and even road
systems, the scepticism about potential gains runs deeper. They seriously question whether there are any conceivable
ways in which these places could be direct economic participants.

When we look at the scenario that we see here based on our resource extraction past, we see a
risk with either no benefit or very little benefit. The reason I say that is, it is 20 cents a pound to
bring freight to this island. Nobody in their right mind is going to set up derricks in the middle of
the strait, transport everything over to Haida Gwaii at that freight cost and then go back to the
middle of the strait.

–Mayor Dale Lore (Port Clements),
Queen Charlotte City, April 6, 2004

In several communities there was virtual unanimity that no benefits could conceivably reach their shores – Haida
Gwaii and Alert Bay stand out in this regard. On the other hand, the high dependency of these locations on marine
environmental quality led to the frequent observation that risking known benefits for very dubious if any gains was a
fool’s errand. The upshot was that to make the “equation” at all palatable for small communities outside the three
larger centres, would require very significant revenue sharing and legacy planning. We come back to this theme below.

4.2.6 What are the effects on other marine-dependent activities?
For discussion purposes this broad question is divided first into a consideration of offshore impacts related to the
traditional mainstay marine activities of commercial and food fishing and then to two emerging sectors, tourism and
aquaculture.

4.2.6.1 When the tide is out, the table is set: fish versus oil in economic terms

What you see in the surrounding area, one of my brothers that is sitting on a table there had
stated at one time this is our fridge. That is where we got our fresh food that supplied our table
and our family. So therefore, we are really concerned about the surrounding area, how we can
protect it, our grandchildren looking forward for what we have gone through, the reason why we
are here on this little island. We are proud of ourselves. We are proud of the place that our
ancestors have picked for us to live for thousands of years.

–Richard Spencer, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

The title of this section is a ubiquitous adage heard in our work and throughout several recent public inquiries, a
powerful metaphor for just how fundamental the marine environment is to lifestyles and livelihoods of the region.

For Haida and islanders alike, the ocean is our culture. It is our food source, our way of life and
our identity. The wild and the wicked waters of the Hecate Strait are no place for an oil rig.
Severe winds and storms are all too frequent. An accidental spill is thereby exacerbated, inevitable
and unavoidable. Such a spill would affect our ecosystems for decades to come. Our food
resources and the rich biodiversity are too precious for us to jeopardize.

–Carol Terborg, Masset, April 7, 2004

My name is Qwiyuts'mlayc. I am a Nuxalk Native. And to see this moratorium lifted, it will not
affect only me, it will affect the valley here. The fish, the salmon, we are called the "Salmon
People". That is why I have much respect for the salmon. And to have an outsider come in and
destroy the resources of my territory, I cannot see that happening…Man, I am so mad right now,
it ain't funny.

–Cecil Moody (Qwiyuts'mlayc), Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

Clearly, there is a strong belief – and it is widely encountered in coastal villages – that offshore oil and gas will very
negatively and inexorably affect marine life and fisheries. As discussed further in Chapter 5, this report is not about,
nor based on expertise in the increasingly well-discussed topic of the nature and probability of environmental harm.
Economic and social impacts through the effects on fisheries depend very largely on biological factors, knowledge of
which is outside our scope. Suffice it to say that events such as the Exxon Valdez – whose relevance to BC offshore
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development is itself a subject of argument – have deeply affected perceptions and fears along this coast. Reference is
often made to what are deemed to be inadequate or unfulfilled promises of compensation (see below) to fishermen
and their communities. Most often, along with the moral obligation to be good stewards of the marine environment,
the repeated theme was that the sea was a provider, able to get local people through hard times in ways that urban
folk cannot comprehend:

I know we need a certain amount of money to live, to heat our homes, to put food on our table.
But the way it is right now, if you're unemployed on Haida Gwaii, you can still eat. The coastal
communities seem to think a little differently than the people who live in the urban areas. If you
know someone is hungry and you're coming home from a day of fishing, you stop by and you
drop some fish off for those people.

–Melinda Pick, Queen Charlotte City, April 6, 2004

I just wanted to mention …that during the Depression, I think it was the 1930s… our people did
not even know there was a Depression, because we have all our food here. That is the extent that
we depend on our sea.

Maisie Adams, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

In addition to its traditional subsistence role in the economy, fishing through commercial endeavours has been of vital
importance to most every BC coastal community. Commentators regularly juxtapose the long history and potentially
everlasting economic role of fishing with the proposed offshore sector:

I would like to state that we are opposed to the lifting of the federal moratorium. The basis of
that opposition is that we do not believe that the economy that will be derived from oil and gas
will provide for us the economy that the oil industry would like us to believe. We believe that the
economy that already exists on this coast, based on salmon and the ocean environment, is far
more important and is sustainable in the long run. Oil and gas industry is not, it is short-term.

Des Nobles, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

While the overwhelming direction of commentary on “fish/oil interactions” asserted or assumed this to be negative,
one does hear within the region several counter-arguments from fishermen suggesting that offshore oil and gas could
be compatible:

We have a wild harvest fishery here to protect for today and tomorrow, we have the potential to
develop a huge fish/shell-fish culture industry here and none of these industries can tolerate an
industry that will jeopardize this potential. Having said that, it would be my opinion that with the
enormity of the over-all marine potential here, a responsible, clean and technologically safe and
effective Oil & Gas industry development would only enhance our viability, socially and
economically.

–Fred Hawkshaw (Prince Rupert-based
commercial fisherman)99

Indeed, one perspective is that there could be unintended spin-off benefits for fishermen, including enhanced harbour
facilities and better safety and navigational “infrastructure” developed because of offshore operations. One presenter to
the Priddle Panel brought along a Nova Scotian fishing representative who serves as a fisheries advisor with the
Canada: Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board, to address the many positive as well as problematic interactions
between “fish and oil”:

So I have come to the opinion that the industries can live together. They have got to have
dialogue. They have got to have an understanding of what each other does and cannot do… I
think the thing that really sort of turned the corner in our world was sort of the mutual respect

                                                  
99 Written brief to Scott Gedak, on behalf of Priddle Panel, dated April 16, 2004 (all briefs available on website –
www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca).
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where the oil and gas companies finally reached the point where they understood (the fishing
perspective) that, "Look, we are concerned about our income. We are a major employer in the
rural areas of Nova Scotia.”…there have been some benefits. …. Most of the crews on the
offshore supply vessels are ex-fishermen. Many people on the rigs are fishermen and ex-
fishermen…The back-ended benefits I mean are things like search and rescue. It is nice to have a
platform out at a great distance that you can stop a helicopter and refuel it. There have actually
been a couple of very spectacular rescues.

–Brian Giroux (on behalf of Stan McLennan),
Port Hardy, May 9, 2004

Similarly, several informants argued that the extensive reviews and research that will be required if offshore oil and gas
proceeds could spin off much increased knowledge of the dynamics of marine species and ecosystems. Others say that
this is something that should be happening anyway and that Canada should not depend on offshore oil and gas
development to further that research.

In conclusion, it must be emphasized that, in this project’s experience, and from the review of Priddle Panel testimony,
there were a great many more concerns and fears than there were hopes expressed about the impacts of an offshore
oil and gas industry on the fishing sector.

4.2.6.2 Coastal tourism and aquaculture

Tourists do not travel halfway around the world to see beaches contaminated by oil slicks, to see
or read about ever-increasing sightings of dead or dying highly-toxic marine mammals…. Tourists
are passionate about wildlife. They will be outraged when the truth is revealed, that the Canadian
government had closed their eyes and ears to proven scientific research, to the voices of First
Nations people, and to a large and growing marine tourist industry that reveres the BC coast and
its offshore waters, that a healthy ecology was traded for oil at a price that was not negotiable.

–Maureen Towers, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

We have as much concern for the environment as our fishermen and environmentalists and
people who want to come and enjoy the natural, pristine wonders of the Pacific North Coast. But
if we do not have a healthy industry here, if we do not have healthy communities, there will not
be hotels for them to stay in, there will not be restaurants to eat in and there will not be ferries
going back and forth to the Charlottes on a daily basis. We see oil and gas as being one of the
major arteries to help us grow the tourism business in Northern British Columbia, because as oil
and gas flourishes, so will the infrastructure that it will require.

–Stephen Smith, Prince Rupert April 17, 2004

Understandably, the weakened condition of the local economies of many Queen Charlotte Basin area communities was
much on the minds of their residents. A common concern was how offshore oil and gas might impact emerging
prospects for marine dependent resource activities. The two most commonly mentioned examples were tourism and
aquaculture. In regard to the latter, it should be noted that net-pen salmonid rearing has itself been a subject of
massive controversy for twenty years along BC’s coasts. As with the development of offshore oil and gas, there have
been salmon farming moratoria, public inquiries and highly polarized factions, each striving to persuade the broader
public of the virtues its position. It is no surprise, then, that the communities of the Basin have no single, consistent
position about the importance of possible environmental harm to fish farms from offshore development. By contrast,
there is general agreement on the positive role that shellfish aquaculture could play for coastal communities and so the
possibility of chronic contamination or catastrophic spills is a matter of concern.

Masset has a shellfish industry. We used to have a big shellfish industry, at least it was big for the
people who were involved in it. In Kitkatla… we had a large shellfish industry…. An immediate
result of the Amoco-Cadiz spill, for example, was that 50 percent of the commercial oysters and
mussels in the area died immediately. The oil effects, contamination of tissues, last up to one year.

–Joy Thorkelson, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004
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A ship went by and it had a gash on the side of the ship and it started leaking heavy oil. It ended
up on our beaches… The shellfish around the main channels were destroyed, but I don't think the
oil spill got as far as the mainland inlets. But if a major oil spill happened, I think it would get
into all the inlets. It would just be a disaster.

–Chief Bill Cranmer (‘Namgis Nation),
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Coastal tourism within the Queen Charlotte Basin has certainly become highly promising, and, as is the case in many
other remote and beautiful parts of the world, creates hope for economic survival and perhaps renewal. In the midst
of very well-publicized conflicts over forestry in the last two decades, “eco-tourism” has been steadily advanced as a
preferred alternative to resource extraction. This argument is not universally-accepted, both because of alleged
overstatements of the local economic benefits from tourism, and a sense, on the parts of some resource-based
communities, that conflicts can be managed through careful planning. The same positions are in evidence throughout
discussions about offshore oil and gas. Many believe that approval to proceed with offshore exploration would in and
of itself damage the marketability of the region as a tourism destination. A disastrous spill would do even more
damage, it was said, with evidence being cited from quite a few other coastal regions where major spills had
happened.100

Some commentators from the region went further and suggested to us and to the Priddle Panel that coastal tourism
might be knowingly sacrificed because of the political influence of petroleum companies:

This province, if not this country, has spent countless millions of dollars trying to market this
place as a tourism destination as in “supernatural British Columbia”…. I think those countless
millions of dollars will potentially be going somewhat to waste … when offshore oil and gas is
developed in British Columbia…. People don’t want to come and see that. They like to get away
from that…. I’ll be blunt – I see this as a transfer of wealth from small business/tourism, from
the species at risk of, first, commercial fishermen… as well as the public purse, into the hands of
multinational corporations. I think that’s what it comes down to completely.

–Andrew Marchand, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

On the same issue of the distribution of benefits, others have argued that tourism generally does not confer the
widespread positive community impacts that resource extraction does. In one of our interviewee’s words “a job on an
oil rig would be a lot better pay than making beds at a motel.”

4.2.6.3 If the worst happens – the issue of compensation

So (we want) a guarantee of 100 percent protection, such that compensation after the fact is not
necessary because compensation will not make up for the loss of the environment. There is not
enough money.

–Lorrie Joron, Masset, April 27, 2004

And in terms of spills and what it means for the fishing industry, I hear people talking about
compensation and cleanup. The fishermen up in Cordova, Alaska, have still not been compensated
for the economic impacts the spill had to their livelihood. The issue is still before the courts. And
this is important on our coast because commercial fishing, while it has definitely had some
cutbacks and is going through challenging times, still creates employment for at least 16,000
people on the coast and contributes almost a billion dollars to the economy of British Columbia.

–Oonagh O’Connor, Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

                                                  
100 Most cited was the Exxon Valdez and most other examples of tourism losses related to oil spills were also in regard to tanker accidents rather
than offshore platform operations. As noted elsewhere in the report, these experiences do get commingled by the majority of those sceptical of
or opposed to offshore oil and gas. On the other hand, proponents, whether locally-based or from elsewhere, constantly attempt to distinguish
tanker from offshore industry incidents. This is an excellent example where a sustained dialogue among those of differing viewpoints might offer
hope for greater understanding, if not consensus.
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For many of the inhabitants of the smaller fishing-dependent communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin, there is a
belief in “zero tolerance” and that no risk whatsoever is acceptable. Others did raise and address the question of
compensation in the context of recognizing that some degree of damage to the environment may occur. It was our
sense that, for the most part, this was not tantamount to accepting either the risk or offshore oil and gas. Instead, it
usually seemed that compensation was raised more as a warning for the very high standards local people would expect
of offshore oil and gas if and when it came:

What is going to happen when the noise of the big rig is going to be in the middle of our ocean?
What damage is this going to do? There is going to be noise there. The pollution is going to be
there. If one drop of gas and oil spills in our territory, one drop, we want compensation.

–Chester Bolton, Kitkatla , April 17, 2004

Although there is fair understanding within the Basin region that compensation arrangements will be put in place
under any regulatory approach, this did not necessarily lead to great confidence. Again, the Exxon Valdez incident is a
touchstone, a case where the largest financial settlements ever paid for a marine spill were seen as still falling short of
resolving matters for local people:

The reason why I am bringing this to your attention is just the whole issue of corporate
responsibility. If there is an accident, how are these corporate bodies and the governments
involved going to compensate people for what might be a complete destruction of their
environment which, for the Haida Nation and most of the residents here, is the lifeblood of the
way we live and the way we want to live, and the society we envision for ourselves? Exxon was
fined $5 billion for spilling the oil, $5 billion. It is a lot of money, but not really,

–Mike Bird, Masset April 27, 2004

There was also, of course, a different perspective, which acknowledged the high long-term value of the fishery, but
pointed out that no aspect of human activity is without risks and that, therefore, the question that needs to be handled
through regulatory design is how compensation can and, indeed, does work, as seen in other jurisdictions.

There’s one thing that you have to understand. If there’s zero risk, there’s normally zero benefit.
And there’s some risk with any resource industry.

–Russ Hellberg, Port Hardy, May 10, 2004

4.2.7 What are the fiscal implications for communities?
When any major new development comes to an area, especially where local governments are already under some fiscal
strain, it is natural that residents, and especially political leaders, ask what the implications will be in terms of direct
income and outlays.

I think it is important to emphasize from the city’s point of view that one of the challenges in the
oil and gas industry is that it presents a terrific demand in growth of services with usually very
little accompanying taxable improvements or infrastructure. Most of the well heads, or whatever,
happen outside of municipal boundaries, and yet, of course, all of the services that need to be
provided in the municipality are stretched to the max.

–Mayor Herb Pond (Prince Rupert)
Prince Rupert, April 16, 2004

A number of respondents drew attention to the existing plight of various key community facilities, especially education
and health, but also other kinds of service and facilities under the BC government’s mandate. Some indicated
enthusiasm for even getting a proportional share of the enhancement of these now troubled service sectors if BC was
to reap high levels of revenue from offshore hydrocarbons. Interviewees were generally very interested in ways to
maximize the benefit to local communities – employment, tax revenue, infrastructure development. Some respondents
took a region-wide view rather than focusing just on their locality.
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Local government officials usually were quick to point out that they may have no mechanism to gain revenue from
offshore oil and gas other than property tax, which has limited potential due to the offshore nature of many of the
facilities.

Basically, everything that we learn about the industry teaches us that this is something that would
probably be good for the provincial coffers, it would probably be good for the federal coffers. It
just does not help communities, small communities on the coast. It just won't help in any way.

–Mayor Dale Lore (Port Clements),
Queen Charlotte City, April 6, 2004

Some people felt that the principal means by which royalties could be of local value would be through the province
and the enhancement of its fiscal position and, thereby, ability to provide more services. But there was also a
commonly-heard feeling that, at the very least, some preferential share of the “trickle-down” of provincial service
expenditures from oil and gas should reach the basin communities.

I know there is considerable frustration with the lack of medical services on the Queen Charlotte
Islands. Personally, I think it is disgusting that women must leave to have children, I mean, the
social consequences, the economic consequences to families. I think that strategically, any
developments should be looking at government strategies and business strategies so that the
benefits of capitalism flow to the people who bear those risks.

–Carl Whicher, Kitimat, April 27, 2004

There was strong interest in some type of direct local royalty mechanism as the best, perhaps the only means by which
direct revenues could flow to coastal local governments. Frequent reference was made to the type of model that some
people had observed at Cook Inlet, Alaska.101

4.2.8 Is it really worth it overall economically?
I have been looking at the reports and I have been wondering where is the socioeconomic report,
and where are the numbers and the impacts and the questions that are relating to how an industry
like this may or may not benefit a community and the individual.

–Julie Jensen, Queen Charlotte City, April 5, 2004

The concerns, questions and assertions that Queen Charlotte Basin residents expressed about socioeconomic effects
were, by and large, quite specific, and yet there was also an abiding sense that “the big picture” of overall impacts had
not been systematically studied. A number of people echoed the conclusion of the 2002 BC Science Panel in the call
for a “thorough cost-benefit analysis…to assess alternative strategies for uses of the marine ecosystem.”102 This came
from both supporters and opponents of lifting the current moratoria. The former saw detailed analysis as essential to
for local planning that would allow communities to take advantage of any opportunities.

If we want to really maximize opportunities in remote areas of our country, we have to predict
what is going to happen and what can happen, and be prepared to invest in the training and
education of local people ahead of time.

–Jim Rushton, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

Those who are against offshore oil and gas argued more from the assumption that a fuller accounting of the costs and
the benefits would bring out the negative aspects of development.

I understand very well why the provincial government is drooling over the potential revenues that
oil and gas may bring. I also recognize that our traditional economic models do not accurately
reflect the true cost of resource extraction, such that public resources, such as clean water, clean

                                                  
101 In August 2003, the BC Ministry of Energy and Mines organized a field visit to Cook Inlet that included a number of local government
leaders.

102 British Columbia Offshore Hydrocarbon Development: Report of the Scientific Review Panel, Vol. I, p.46.



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     51

air, wildlife and other aspects of the environment are damaged or impacted by resource extractors
and the industry tat uses the “free” resource does not pay for using or damaging it.

–Garry Ullstrom, Brief to Priddle Panel,
May 2, 2004, p.1.

4.2.9 Who gets to use “our” hydrocarbons, and for what?
Against a history of raw product exports widely seen as having done little for local economies, questions naturally arise
about the potentially greater value any extracted resource might have by being used or even processed regionally. Here
we break this question into three parts: one concerning access to fuels that now lie beneath the basin waters; a second
about “value-added” options; and a third and far broader question about using and managing the resources for the
sake of future generations.

4.2.9.1 Local access to the oil and gas

We are talking about energy in the strait. It is there. But do I need it here? What do I need it for?
Who needs it? You? Me? No.

–Chester Bolton, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

Do we need this gas and oil? No, we don’t. We want it, we like it. I have a truck, I have a boat.
They both use gas. I use them a fair bit, but I don't need them. Our ancestors paddled around
and sailed around.

–Don Svanik, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Until such time as a safe, reliable, cost-effective alternative becomes readily available, fossil fuels
will remain the mainstay of transportation. One wonders how many people in this room got here
tonight without using fossil fuels.

–Reg Stowell, Kitimat, April 20, 2004

The above quotes suggest that even what seems obvious – the continuing short term reliance of coastal communities
on fossil fuels – is not a matter of full consensus around the basin. But for those who view it as a necessity, a
common sense assumption would be that in the event of a major petroleum discovery in the Queen Charlotte Basin,
local communities would have access to the resource for fuel.

If oil and gas is discovered off the West Coast of British Columbia, particularly gas, the locals
would, in fact, with a high degree of certainty, be using that product right here in their
communities. It would heat their homes, it would run their facilities. There are potential
fractionation facilities that contribute millions of dollars of taxes every year to the local
communities. That is important to remember.

–Shane Deinstadt Prince Rupert, April 17, 2004

During the east coast study tour, our delegation was very interested in the limited extent to which communities in
Guysborough County, Nova Scotia, were able to obtain such access. At present, many of the remote and small BC
coastal communities rely on foreign-derived fuels for power generation and there may be some expectation of more
favourable costs and security of supply from local production.

We have a situation in BC where we can ship raw gas across the border three miles. The company
there buys a big GE turbine, turns it into electricity and sells it to Powerex and we import it back
into British Columbia. Do I think that is a good strategy? I think that is pathetic.

–Carl Whicher, Kitimat, April 21, 2004

In discussions during this project, as well as other recent public forums and hearings, local residents acknowledged the
need for more assured supply, but also were aware that further refining would be required to render oil into forms
useable by consumers. On the other hand, natural gas can be processed at or near the wellhead and therefore is
potentially more readily utilized near the wellhead and so there was some interest in tapping this resource to augment
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current supplies. The interruption of domestic gas services in the winter of 2003-4 to Prince Rupert due to damage in
the pipeline that now comes in from the direction of Terrace underscored this interest and need.

4.2.9.2 Value-added from offshore hydrocarbons

The way we use oil in our society today, myself included, is akin to burning the family heirlooms
to keep the summer cottage warm. We do not know the value of what we are squandering.

–Thomas Cheney, Masset, April 7, 2004

I would certainly hope that we might expand a petrochemical industry. I mean, the only
petrochemical industry we have in this province is Methanex. If there is gas out there - and I do
not know if there is, but if there is - I would hope we would be looking to use it locally, and I
would be hoping it would be encouraging the best industries that could get the most out of it…

–Carl Whicher, Kitimat, April 21, 2004

A steady theme within BC coastal communities has been that local economies have suffered because of the failure to
go beyond mere extraction of natural resources and into processing. This argument and concern is heard most often in
connection with forest industries where “value-added” has become something of a rallying cry for hard-hit
communities seeking economic stabilization. It is not surprising, then, that as the region looks critically at offshore oil
and gas, the same questions would arise: is it feasible that opportunities for further processing could arise from a major
oil or gas discovery in the Queen Charlotte Basin? There is some scepticism, understandable in light of resource
development patterns of the past, that petroleum related industry is not a probable generator of local secondary
processing and resulting benefits.

As with the differences on the general question of the geographical distribution of benefits, considered above, varying
views about the likelihood of value-added processing have much to do with the location and nature of different basin
communities. While it may well be realistic to doubt the development of such facilities in a place like Bella Coola, a
community like Kitimat that already has significant industrial infrastructure is bound to see the matter otherwise:

British Columbia is in a unique position if offshore natural gas reserves are commercially viable.
We have the opportunity through value-added chemical processing to manufacture non-renewable
resources into recyclable products, recyclable products that would be high-in-value exports for our
nation.

–Mayor Richard Wasney (District of Kitimat),
Kitimat, April 20, 2004

Yet glimmers of hope also arise even in the less urban parts of the basin for some economic renewal by further
processing of hydrocarbons:

Would it be reasonable, then, to suggest that a discrete gas find be dedicated solely to a long-term
on-island manufacturing base?

–Jack Millar, Masset, April 7, 2004

4.2.9.3 Providing for Posterity – long term sustainability and future generations

We do not think, from our perspective, that it is a sin to leave something for the next generation.
The stuff gets more valuable in the ground, the technology gets better. This is something we can
leave, because we haven't left them much forest and we haven't left them much fish.

–Mayor Dale Lore (Port Clements),
Queen Charlotte City, April 6, 2004

The Village of Port Alice is a proud and able blue collar community whose people are possibility-
people who, for the most part I believe, wish to be involved in wealth-creating industry. Even
more importantly, we wish our children and theirs to have the opportunity to work in their own
region, rather than have to join the hordes in the less healthy urban regions of our province…. As
our young people grow up to see the potential industrial and associated opportunities available in
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this industry, which can and does strive alongside any other economic activities, they will begin to
set their sights on becoming employees of this neglected avenue of wealth creation.

–Bruce Lloyd (Port Alice), Port Hardy, May 10, 2004

Any human community worthy of the term thinks of itself and its subsequent generations as surviving into a long and,
hopefully, flourishing future. A non-renewable resource, no matter how large, by definition runs out. Thus for those
not opposed on principle to fossil fuels (see below), a fundamental issue with potential offshore oil and gas is what
can be called the issue of legacy: what are the implications of current resource governance for future generations?

A frequently-encountered viewpoint in our interviews, as well as the Federal Public Review proceedings, was that any
hydrocarbons under the sea should be left there, something like a long term savings account. This view is based on a
set of assumptions about long term scarcity and price trends, ones that presume that the dwindling of oil and gas
supplies globally will make reserves far more valuable in decades to come.

The oil and gas have been in the ground for about 100 million years. The oil will not spoil if we
let it sit for another 50 years…. The world’s demand for oil is growing astronomically. The oil and
gas will do nothing but appreciate in value if they are left in the ground. The demand is not going
to disappear…. Why not wait until it is worth more than it is today and can be extracted more
safely?

–Carl Puls, Queen Charlotte City, April 5, 2004

Yet there is an opposing view on the very same contention, namely that to hesitate in the development of the resource
could mean that the opportunity to capitalize on it would be lost, as global energy usage and demand shift from
hydrocarbons to renewable alternative energies.

I am saying that oil and gas will very much be used for energy purposes for the same amount of
time that everyone else is saying, 40, 50 years – who knows exactly how long it will be – which is
a very short period of time. And given the fact that this industry could take a very, very long time
to get going, my concern is that unless we start a process where we can actually start to access
these resources, we may miss the opportunity.

–Diane Hewlett, Kitimat, April 21, 2004

Another perspective on the issue of legacy asks how local communities can derive and use a sufficient and direct share
of hydrocarbon revenues so as to leave a large and sustainable endowment, whether in funds or as infrastructure,
durable businesses etc.

It would be of special importance when considering the legacy effects of offshore development to grasp the views of
the generation now children for they, more than adults will live with the consequences of today’s resource deccisions.
As is so often the case in social science research, however, it was difficult in this study to reach and interview youth. A
few young people did testify to the federal public review. Again, as with other offshore issues, while these
commentators concurred on the importance of looking far forward in considering impacts, the lessons they drew were
poles apart:

The North Island Youth Council has and will remain adamant that in order for the North Island
to grow and prosper economically, some new resource based industry has to come to the area.
Offshore oil and gas potentially provides that economic relief a lot of BC coastal communities are
looking for.

–Niilo Edwards, Port Hardy, May 9, 2004

I would like to remind you all that children are the future, and it will be our future that is affected
and destroyed if the moratorium on oil and gas is lifted.

–Shenaya Greensides, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004
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4.2.10 What changes in community culture and way of life can be expected?
For Haida and islanders alike, the ocean is our culture. It is our food source, our way of life and
our identity.

–Carol Terborg, Masset, April 7, 2004

So who are we? For the most part, those of us who have history in the region are maritime
people. One way or another, we are connected to the ocean. The ocean is our culture and our
history. Its resources are our food. The ocean is a platform for economic lives, and it satisfies the
recreational and spiritual needs of many who live in this area. The ocean's health and the ocean's
resources are central to our way of life.

–Jim Rushton, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

In many cases of major new industrial development, social impact assessments have gravitated towards readily
quantifiable measures, often ones that are clear matters of “dollars and cents”. Yet when a massive change looms,
especially in small, rural and highly traditional communities, it is just as important to consider how the way of life, the
culture may be affected. Dialogue during our project and in the course of parallel community forums showed that
these kinds of “soft” issues were very important. Discussion of offshore oil and gas brought forth perspectives on the
pivotal question of just who the coastal peoples and communities of the basin have been, are and wish to be.

We eat from the water, we travel on the water, we live by the water. It is very much a part of
who we are. Without the ability to travel and move freely on the water, we are not who we are,
and I am not who I am.

–Barbara Wilson, Queen Charlotte City, April 5, 2004

We are Gitxaala, the People of the Salt Water. Our little island is Lach Klan from the word Spax
Lanskw and that is to bind together. As we dwindle in number, our forefathers saw the need for
us to come together and this community was chosen and so the island is called Lach Klan…. We
are Gitxaala, and we speak Sm'algyax. We are the original people that speak the original
language…. We speak the original because we are the original people.

–Matthew Hill, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

During our interviews in First Nations communities we often found that, even when asked about concerns, people
responded more by telling us about their community and its interwoven relationships with the marine environment. In
almost the same breath, speakers would reaffirm their village’s kinship, perhaps tell a story about someone who went
away for a job to a larger centre but then came back because she or he was “family.” When questions about impact
lead primarily to descriptions of qualities of the community life the implication is that we are being told about what is
most valued and, implicitly, what values are being put a risk.

Much is being made these days of “social capital”. Indeed, there are projects underway within the Queen Charlotte
Basin to attempt to systematically account for the resiliency and well-being of communities by studying how members
relate to one another.103 This appears to be what our respondents are talking about in plainer language. Among First
Nations and other communities where settlers have lived for several generations, there is a concern that a major
globally-oriented new development could disrupt, adding to the perceived strains that have arisen from other imposed
and chosen technologies. Those who take this view bring up anecdotal as well as more documentary evidence of the
impacts a “life in oil” can have on family and community cohesion and the incidence of dysfunctional behaviour in
“boom towns”. In light of the recent difficult history of many Native communities and the renewed focus on
“community healing”, the potential advent of offshore development causes some disquiet. How, many ask, will such
new and largely uncontrollable factors affect the quest for social and cultural recovery?

                                                  
103 For a brief description of the UBC Resilient Communities Project, see Chapter 3. More detail is available at www2.arts.ubc.ca/rcp. “Well-
being”, while a term of common use and usage, has been adopted as a formalized concept for research by the Coast Information Team (see
Chapter 3 and www.citbc.org/anawara.html )
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The First Nations of coastal temperate rain forests here are on the cusp of a much more
impressive “self image” than any newcomer has yet imagined possible…. But while the will to
engage in “nation building” is getting stronger – so many resources have already been lost or
destroyed by outsiders.… Plainly and simply, this is no time to unleash another global race to grab
and sell off any oil and gas that may exist under the sediments along this coastline.

–David Garrick (Hanson Island),
Written Brief to Priddle Panel, May 5, 2004

There is a recognition from both sides of the offshore oil and gas question that the region is far from homogenous,
not only culturally, but in the residents’ experience with ways of living and making a living.

There are communities like Port McNeill and Port Hardy that are very much in favour. And again,
those are communities that have become very reliant on industry to provide them with jobs. If
you went to the Queen Charlottes … you would find very different things happening there. In the
Broughton Archipelago where I live, people have lived off the land. They do seasonal work.
Whether they are out prawning, log salvaging, tree planting, whatever, they have worked as very
independent people, finding ways to make sure that they have got employment. And so it is a very
different kind of approach and a very different way of looking at things.

–Kate Pinsonneault (Sointula resident),
Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

This distinction between the comparatively more “industrialised” and larger communities of the region and those for
whom fisheries-dependency is vital to an understanding of how oil and gas is perceived as either a way of saving or of
destroying the coastal way of life. Speaking in support of moving ahead with offshore development, the mayor of
Prince Rupert linked the marine-based past of coastal communities to this new use, with the proviso that communities
need to play a lead role so as to integrate their values with the new challenges:

We, on the North Coast, are a maritime people. The ocean is not simply an asset for us. It is not
simply a resource. In fact, it is our lifeblood and has been, again, here for thousands of years. We
have been nurtured by it as we have extracted from it, but we have also always done that with an
awareness of our relationship to that ocean as we have with the land…. We have the good
fortune to have inherited from our ancestors a robust resource, a robust and healthy ocean
environment, and we certainly propose to leave the same for our grandchildren. That is embedded
deeply in who we are…. I believe very strongly in the people of the North Coast and their ability
to capture both the opportunities to handle and monitor the decisions that need to be made
around this resource, in full partnership, obviously, with the provincial and federal governments
and the First Nations. In that belief in the people of the North Coast, I have no reservation at all.
If they are given the opportunity to monitor and make decisions, I have no reservation at all in
supporting the lifting of the moratorium.

–Mayor Herb Pond (Prince Rupert),
Prince Rupert, April 16, 2004

Thoughts in a similar vein were also conveyed by the former Mayor of Port Hardy, again putting his community’s past
and future squarely in the process of offshore hydrocarbon development:

Up in the back of you, you see that wooden carving? It's called “The Dream”. It shows where
Port Hardy has gone through in resource extraction. We start with the First Nations over on the
left, then the commercial fishing, then the logging, then the mining, and then we go on into the
future. We see offshore oil and gas as just another step in the future.

–Russ Hellberg, Port Hardy, May 10, 2004

While clearly some of the thought and language is similar across the basin, many other communities, notably First
Nations, describe and draw lessons from their marine heritage quite differently:
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If you ask First Nations up and down the coast, they'll give you the same kind of answer. This is
in the blood. This is the culture. This belongs to people. This is part of their being, this place.
The culture and the people are people of place. They're not mobile.

–Martin Weinstein ('Namgis Aquatic Resources),
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

As will be discussed in Chapter 5, there are both commonalities and important distinctions among Queen Charlotte
Basin communities in culture and values. Subsequent steps in grappling with the assessment and management of issues
affecting these communities ways of life need to be fashioned in light of these differences and similarities.

4.2.11 Are we ready for an oil and gas industry?
In the course of our study, interviewees and others from the basin frequently raised questions on the common theme
of how well prepared, or not, the Queen Charlotte Basin region is to play a significant role in the coming of offshore
oil and gas. This question – are we ready? – had a number of distinct dimensions: the readiness of individuals to
participate in the workforce and ancillary enterprises; the preparedness of community governments to deal with the
major changes and challenges faced at the community level; the adequacy, existing and potential, of the regulatory
system; and the abiding question of settling resource jurisdiction and ownership.

4.2.11.1 Preparing individuals

The question of whether and how local people can be prepared to work or run businesses related to offshore oil and
gas has already been discussed in part. For those who now oppose lifting the moratoria, there are serious doubts that
the training needs would or could be met.

We are not going to see any benefits. We do not have the training for people here, so unless you
can guarantee that you are going to start training people now for it, we do not have any hope in
that regard. These are just things off the top of my head. And once you get to the end of the list,
you realize there is not a hope that you could meet any of these criteria.

–Laurie Joron, Masset, April 7, 2004

Other statements were common to the effect the offshore industry is not where anyone or any community of the
Basin region should be headed. Here, the perspective merges into one about the value of the existing rural and fishing
lifestyle and how its loss would be felt. The implication was clearly that getting ready to work in offshore oil and gas
was the wrong course for anyone.

For those who look forward to offshore oil and gas, the challenge is decidedly different, turning on the need for a
commitment to finance training and education ahead of the opportunity.

I raise this because we have this mantra now that we cannot train for jobs that are not there
today, and we need to get ahead of the curve. If we want to really maximize opportunities in
remote areas of our country, we have to predict what is going to happen and what can happen,
and be prepared to invest in the training and education of local people ahead of time.

–Jim Rushton, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

Other views, however, questioned the likelihood that the current workforce, so primarily involved in a lifetime of
fishing, could or would want to adapt to the entirely different demands associated with offshore oil and gas
employment.

People in the fishing industry are extremely highly productive, both fishermen and shoreworkers,
and they are also people who are highly skilled in their own occupations, but not necessarily have
skills that are recognized or necessarily transportable…they are the type of people that will have a
difficult time finding another job if the industry goes down.

–Joy Thorkelson, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004
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Regarding business opportunities, forthose who look forward to the coming of offshore development, there is a
perceived need for extensive education and support so that existing and would-be entrepreneurs of the region have the
skills and knowledge prerequisite to finding a niche in offshore development.

4.2.11.2 Preparing communities

The North Coast communities specifically, and the region in general, need time to develop a
strategy to maximize opportunities to participate in the benefits of an oil and gas development.

–Barry Holmes (Sandspit/North Moresby Chamber of
Commerce), Victoria, May 14, 2004

While there is widespread desire for communities to play an empowered role in offshore oil and gas, there is also
widespread feeling that local governments are already “out of their depth” in terms of the capacity to deal with the
plethora of governance challenges currently faced. First Nations have come to focus heavily on “governance capacity-
building” in recent years, while other local jurisdictions struggle to do likewise. The international petroleum firms who
would be involved in a Queen Charlotte Basin “play” are known to be among the largest companies globally, highly
experienced in negotiating, for their primary benefit, agreements with any government, never mind small rural ones. A
feeling was evident in the region that attempts by local governments to bargain with “big industry” and “big
government” would be a mismatch, as the former have neither the experience nor the deep pockets needed at present.

This led to some suggestions that to delay lifting of the moratorium was justified if for no other reason than to give
communities a chance to “catch up.”

At this point…our capacity is overburdened…by treaty negotiation and treaty issues, by piles of
more routine development referrals, and by impact assessments. We are already stretched beyond
our limit. Lifting the moratorium at this point will present an enormous burden on our human
resources and on our capacity. It might be argued that we should just have more funds and hire
more staff. However, First Nation institutions are not simply cogs in a machine. The process takes
time… Time is required for the growth of new relationships around resource stewardship within
our larger community, among our members, our leadership and our technical staff internally, and
to define new relationships with federal, provincial and local government agencies.

–Martin Weinstein (‘Namgis Aquatic Resources)
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Other spokespeople for community-based governments focused less on this value of the moratorium than on the need
for immediate resources and support either from government or petroleum companies to do the preparations.

On the subject of prospective socioeconomic impact, the Regional District's, at this time, current
financial structure prohibits us from actively participating in the planning process. Therefore, we
would need to seek financial assistance from both government and industry so we could get
seriously involved.

–Terry Courbould (Central Coast Regional District),
Bella Coola, May 6, 2004

One First Nation originally closely associated with the UNBC Northern Coastal Information and Research Program
made an especially strong case that support be provided so the full community could get ready with a “Gitxaala
Offshore Oil and Gas Strategy.”

We recommend that there be dollars put to the Gitxaala Nation and to the other nations such as
the Haida, who are directly impacted by offshore oil and gas, so that we can do our own research,
Gitxaala-driven research projects, to gather information on offshore oil and gas. That way we can
do our own due diligence on information-gathering and we can make a better-informed decision
by getting that information, but first we need the resources, as you have heard the table say.

–John Lewis, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004
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Many First Nation and local leaders contacted during this study indicated that, if the moratoria were lifted, the ensuing
year or two would tell them whether senior governments and industry were sincerely willing to help local governments
prepare. The same aspiration – to have the time and the resources to plan – were spoken of by residents of non-
Native communities as well.

Leaving the moratorium in place for now will ensure possibilities for our future… it can provide
us with time required to develop community economic development plans as well as area
management plans for the Queen Charlotte Basin based on data collected.

–Kate Pinsonneault (Sointula resident),
Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

4.2.11.3 Is the regulatory regime up to the challenge?

Given that the likelihood of negative impacts (and their economic consequences) is affected by the quality of the
regulatory regime, that framework becomes pivotal in local discussions. Many community members seemed puzzled
and upset by recent formal reviews which, in their eyes, have “assumed away” the question of regulatory capacity.

After all of the statements of caution throughout those reports (British Columbia’s Scientific
Review Panel and Canada’s Royal Society “Expert Panel”), all of the statements about missing
information and concerns that were in those reports, and then to have a conclusion that says, “We
see no scientific reason not to lift the moratorium.” For me, I found that odd.

–Kelly Vodden, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Proponents of offshore oil and gas generally expressed some confidence that if moratoria were lifted, the already
complex-looking machinery of regulation would not only kick in but quickly adapt to emergent challenges. Indeed, they
argued that it would only be a conditional go-ahead that would trigger the kind of governmental attention that would
fine-tune the regulatory system to west coast needs. Some saw impressive progress in the years since the first
environmental assessment panel report in 1986:

The regulatory regime that is in place today or that is in place now is vastly different than that
that was in place before, when the moratorium was put in place. We have the Oceans Act now,
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, the Fisheries Act is much different than it was in
those days, Species at Risk Act, just to name a few. So the regulatory regime in which we are
operating is quite different than at the time that the moratoriums were put in place.

–Jim Rushton, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

For others there was confidence that an effective system, while not necessarily in place yet, could readily be developed
once the moratorium for offshore development was lifted.

Canada, BC and coastal First Nation governments, as environmentally and socioeconomic
conscious levels of government, have the ability to put into place a state-of-the-art regulatory
regime.

–Mayor Richard Wasney (District of Kitimat),
Kitimat April 20, 2004

Lifting the moratorium will not mean instant or indiscriminate activity. The existing Canadian
regulatory and environmental assessment framework will ensure that public consultation and
detailed environmental assessments occur before any action is taken.

–Teresa Ryan, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

Many others were far less assured. Analogies were commonly drawn to other sectors of government resource and
environmental administration where serious shortcomings and mistakes were seen to be rife. Among BC fishing
communities a frequent rhetorical question was, to the effect, that if the government of Canada couldn’t manage
fisheries without stocks collapsing, why should the public have confidence in its ability to manage the effects of
offshore oil and gas?
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The concept of relying on the adaptive evolution of a suitable regulatory approach met with scepticism for some:

It is very naïve thinking of the provincial Minister of Energy and Mines to be making statements
emphasizing a need for appropriate regulatory framework, and that offshore drilling would require
regulatory excellence guided by experiences gained from other jurisdictions. These are futile and
foolish words that cause alarm and not reassurance that cannot be taken seriously. This cannot be
an experiment.

–Maureen Towers, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Another theme heard about regulatory regimes was that the problems are not so much in how an approach looks “on
paper,” but in implementation and, especially, enforcement.

There are, however, two concerns that I have with this process of coming to a decision about
whether or not to lift the moratorium, and the one seems to revolve around the reliance of the
implementation of some kind of regulatory process, the assumption being that, if we have an
appropriate regulatory process in place, things can go ahead without environmental, social or
economic or whatever impacts, negative impacts, there might be. I do not think that that is
necessarily true.

–Dionys de Leeuw, Kitimat, April 20, 2004

As noted in the earlier discussion of community capacity, another dimension of the overall regulatory challenge is the
capacity strain it may place on First Nations and other communities if, indeed, they come to play the significant role
they seek in the ensuing processes:

My guess is that as soon as the moratorium is lifted, that will be my sole task, that I will be facing
seismic applications and more seismic applications and other kinds of applications, and the
important work that we, my department, can bring forward, which has to do with healing, is going
to get sidelined in damage control. I think that’s going to be true for all First Nations. We’re
going to be overwhelmed.

–Martin Weinstein (‘Namgis Aquatic Resources)
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

Concern was also expressed about the perceived growing trend for industries to be allowed to self-monitor and for
governments to accordingly make deep cuts in their budgets for surveillance and enforcement.

The provincial government is promising strong regulations before offshore oil drilling would
occur, and this is at a time when the Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection has been
downsized. I keep hearing about cutbacks and deregulations taking place throughout this province.
You see that with the fisheries, they have cut back on salmon enhancement programs. They have
cut back on people out in the forests being watchdogs.

–Holly Tracy and Dorthea Hangaard,
Port Hardy, May 10, 2004

4.2.11.4 Dealing with underlying issues of ownership and jurisdiction

We are not to inquire or report on issues of jurisdiction, First Nations jurisdiction, provincial
jurisdiction, federal jurisdiction…. It is simply not an issue for us. We are not recognizing or un-
recognizing First Nations jurisdiction. It is not a question which we are inquiring into or reporting
on.

–Chairman Roland Priddle Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

The most fundamental issue is the unresolved nature of jurisdiction and ownership over lands,
water and resources.

–Chief Anfinn Siwallace, Bella Coola, May 5, 2004
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One of the most familiar and repeated dynamics of discussions in BC about offshore development is the attempt –
never successful – for commissions of inquiry to exclude discussions of title, ownership and jurisdiction. The dilemma
is that, as Natives, non-Natives and outside authorities have pointed out, the “land question” has enormous social and
economic ramifications especially in terms of the likelihood of locals having control and benefits from major
developments. The extent to which benefits remain in the region and to which local control can be exerted over
“costs”, broadly speaking, depends very much on this. Accordingly, the role of settling jurisdictional and ownership
issues came up time and again in our work, as it has also done in federal and provincial review processes recently and
back into the 1980s.

Discussions with residents and written materials confirm that ownership of the marine areas and resources remains a
priority concern within most communities and, certainly all First Nations along the Queen Charlotte Basin. For
example, the Gitxaala (Kitkatla) Nation has bluntly stated that no matter what the governments of Canada and British
Columbia do with their moratoria, the “Gitxaala moratorium” remains in effect until the community has had the
opportunity to prepare and review the development.

Kitkatla will be the last people to say the moratorium is lifted. We have our own moratorium. No
two governments are going to tell us the moratorium is going to be lifted. We have the last say.
And that if the two levels of government are continuing to push for the lifting of this
moratorium, Kitkatla people will sit down with the two levels of government and discuss the
ground rules.

–Allen Brown, Kitkatla, April 17, 2004

The same premise has also been advanced by the Nuxalk Nation in remarks directed to the Priddle Panel:

Your panel was asked to find out what the public thinks of lifting the moratorium. Let me tell you
that this is a moratorium that is not about to be lifted, no matter what you or any other study or
commission recommends, because it is our moratorium.

–Chief Anfinn Siwallace, Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

The strong push to see Aboriginal title fairly resolved and in a way that allows First Nations and neighbouring
communities to strongly affect how offshore decision are made, is not, by any means, an objective restricted to Native
leaders. At a workshop of UNBC’s “Community Guidance Group” in July 2004, one of the assigned tasks was to
chart the significant moments in the long history of the Queen Charlotte Basin. The group had approximately equal
numbers of Native and non-Native members yet came to an account of significant developments that very much
emphasized the evolution of the “land question,” including landmark court decisions. Later at the same session, the
forging of coalitions between Native and other communities was identified as a desirable trend, so that the
complementary interests of all communities could be advanced through assertion of rights and title. Numerous
examples were cited of how the non-Native communities were collaborating with and getting behind First Nations in
different parts of the basin:

 On Haida Gwaii, a number of cross-cultural initiatives aimed at relationship-building have arisen since the
early 1990s – the Gwaii Trust (a community-managed foundation based on funding from the 1988 South
Moresby Park agreement) and the Islands Communities Sustainability Initiative are but two prime examples.

 In Bella Coola Valley, a “Two Cultures, One Community” group has grown from widely attended “Town
Hall” meetings about the economy, as have other cooperative ventures between the Nuxalk Nation and the
Central Coast Regional District.

 In the Prince Rupert area a new regional North Coast Economic Development Corporation has been
established, reporting to the City of Prince Rupert, the District of Port Edward and the Tsimshian Tribal
Council.

 On the North Island, the Inner Coast Natural Resource Centre has formed as a partnership among
educational institutions, First Nations, business groups, non-profit societies, and all levels of governments,
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“to provide a forum for North Island Communities that recognizes, enhances and sustains social, cultural,
economic, and environmental values.”104

These coalitions are expressly based on a clear acknowledgement and recognition of the pivotal role First Nation
partners have in resource management because of unresolved title. They demonstrate the significant appetite regionally
for cross-cultural collaboration based on respect for title and ownership issues. In some parts of the basin
“neighbourly” support for equitable resolution of Native claims has gone so far as to include direct intervention in key
legal cases. That this may occur in the context of offshore oil and gas has already been suggested.

We have just come back from the Supreme Court fighting against a consultation and
accommodation issue with Weyerhaeuser. If we have to, we are more than willing to do the same
thing in the oil and gas sector. I strongly suspect, with the jurisdictional dispute over the lands in
question, that it would not be hard to go back to the Supreme Court and say, "What about this
consultation and accommodation?" They are just riding over us before land claims have been done
again. There is no win in this for anyone until the local people agree and want it.

–Mayor Dale Lore (Port Clements),
Queen Charlotte City , April 6, 2004

Parallels have been drawn to the situation of the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline proposal in the mid 1970s. Only after a
quarter century of treaty-making and invention of means for significant community economic roles was it possible for
development to proceed.

When Justice Tom Berger reviewed the development in the Mackenzie Valley pipeline proposed
back in the 1970s, he recommended that development should be deferred until the Dene and
Inuvaluit were able to cope with and to benefit from social, economic and environmental changes.
He suggested that a treaty should be in place, and that all parties, the federal and territorial
government and First Nations and Inuit should have experience in the implementation of the new
regulatory and management regimes that were created under the treaty. So a treaty needed to be
signed first and implemented and everybody have experience with the changed management and
impact assessment regime before the pipeline went through. I think that Judge Berger's advice is
useful for this region as well.

–Martin Weinstein (‘Namgis Aquatic resources),
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

4.2.12 What are the effects on regional development and/or dependency?
The question of how regional development might or could occur from offshore oil and gas is on
the minds of many rural citizens along BC’s Coast.

–Mayor Richard Wasney, Kitimat, April 20, 2004

It is widely – and accurately – stated by residents of the Basin area, and from beyond its boundaries, that coastal
communities are all in a similar state of economic depression. While monetary wealth has never been widespread in the
region, the situation at present is acute, with traditional resource sectors in downturn, stocks of resources depleted and
populations dwindling. One contention that has almost universal agreement is that the communities and the region as a
whole have been weakened by an unequal relationship foisted upon them by more powerful outsiders. The July 2004
Community Guidance Group workshop, referred to earlier, came back to this theme repeatedly in diagnosing the
difficulties past, present, and future. It is recognized that at the very earliest stage of the post-contact period a
somewhat reciprocal and balanced trading partnership briefly flourished. It is a storyline that is often told by the
residents of resource “hinterlands” and, also, a theme of Canadian regional economic analysis: the regressive weakening

                                                  
104 From the Centre’s website, www.icnrc.org/about/overview.htm
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of this resource-producing region due to what is widely seen as exploitation by more powerful outside forces. 105 Local
people are increasingly asserting that their problems are not a result of their own shortcomings, low capacity and the
like, but due to their rather systematic and intentional “colonization.”

For a time, there was a healthy mutually beneficial trade between the 'Namgis and the Europeans
that came here. When Captain Vancouver came to our territory in 1792, it's recorded in his
journals that the 'Namgis sold him salmon, sold his ship salmon.

–Chief Bill Cranmer (‘Namgis Nation),
Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

But this commercial trading relationship between equals was replaced by a pattern of exploitation well-described in
Canadian regional economic literature.

The outcome of 100 years of commercial development of local renewable resource development is
a tragically depleted regional economy. Historically, this was a place of super abundant resources.
This region became world famous for the quality and quantity of its trees and its salmon. Over-
continent and inappropriately shaped resource management resulted in the demise of our
renewable resources and in our current economic situation.

–Martin Weinstein, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

A growing number of communities, First Nation and otherwise, have begun to recognize and protest the imbalance of
imports and exports to and from the region and the huge outflow of resource value with little left behind.

The Central Coast Regional Regional District Economic Development Officer estimated that
between 1963 and 1998, between 30 and 60 BILLION dollars of forest products were removed
from the Central Coast…a fair share of the tax revenue (stumpage etc.) was never returned to the
Central Coast …that is why our communities are in the dire economic straights(sic) we find
ourselves now.

–Russ Hilland (Bella Coola),
Written brief to the Priddle Panel, May 2004.

This emerging sense of being on the “short end” in a struggle between the interests of the “centre” and the
“periphery”, predisposes some residents of the region to expect further exploitation concomitant with offshore
development.

These big corporations are taking over the world. I do not want them to take over our world,
when they have a small, little world in Bella Coola. Bella Coola is a place that we could call a
bowl, with the mountains all around it, and everything is in this bowl that we need to survive
with. But if these big corporations come and empty the bowl, where will we be?

–Eleanor Schooner, Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

But just as those opposed to lifting the existing moratoria express their concerns about excessive outside influence
from distant governments and powerful petroleum firms, those who favour offshore oil and gas also see their
communities as potentially victimized by the environmentalist actions of outside, often city-based interests. This tension
became quite visible in the mid to late 1990s as many in resource-based communities took great umbrage at market
boycotts and rallying slogans against logging, campaigns that many locals saw as outsider interference. A number of
interviewees picked up on this, worrying aloud that the same could happen with offshore oil and gas, another potential
source of development for the region to be sacrificed, they worry, because of urban myths and sentiments.

If rural areas are going to grow the economy through the use and the processing, and moving our
natural resources into the highest state of innovation possible, then policies need to change and

                                                  
105 Canada has, in fact, been among the leading centres worldwide for the development of theories of regional dependency within regions that
produce – but do not control – “staples.” See Ralph Matthews (1983) The Creation of Regional Dependency. Toronto: U. of T. Press. Matthews
builds on and extends the classic analyses of these economies pioneered by Harold Innis with works such as The Fur Trade in Canada.
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understanding needs to happen. And perhaps it is an application of the precautionary principle,
but very much from an economic perspective. The economy of rural Canada is export- oriented,
which means using natural resources. The myths that exist - urban regions driving our
national/provincial economy; GDP being the be-all/end-all in terms of economic measurement -
have to be recognized for what they are.

–Diane Hewlett, Kitimat, April 21, 2004

It would be an overstatement to say that there is agreement in the Queen Charlotte Basin that everyone in the region
is in the same and seemingly sinking boat. Different communities have very different takes on what the outside threat
really is. But in the course of our work, especially in sessions of the UNBC Community Guidance Group, this theme
of disempowerment and needless dependency became more and more evident as a challenge to building a regional
sense of community that extends beyond the longer-standing local loyalties.

The North Island communities must make a concentrated effort to maintain contact with the
communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin and work as part of a broad community effort to keep
abreast of oil and gas initiatives. Offshore oil and gas development will raise expectations about
employment and business expansion. It is urgent that we work together to ensure there is equity.

–Bill Shephard (Mount Waddington Regional District),
Port Hardy, May 11, 2004

4.2.13 How does oil and gas affect our pursuit of alternative energies?
Many of the residents of the Basin area who are sharply critical of offshore oil and gas made the point to us and in
the Priddle Panel hearings that BC ought to refocus on what they see as more progressive approaches to energy
management – conservation programs as well as more vigorous exploration of alternatives based on renewable
resources.

I think the biggest thing that really angers me is the amount of money put into it and not put into
alternate energy. Oil and gas is dinosaur technology, as far as I am concerned, because that is
where it starts from, the dinosaur ages.

– Laurie Joron, Masset, April 7, 2004

 (W)e think it's totally wrong-headed to be investing so much energy, resources, dollars, public
wherewithal into a non-renewable energy source which will provide only short-term relief for our
energy addiction, and divert valuable resources from the development of sustainable energy
resources.

–Bernie Jones, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004

This picks up on themes developed in such works as Dale Marshall’s analysis of Hibernia.106 The argument is that to
launch offshore oil and gas will involve very considerable public expenditure and, quite possibly, subsidies that could
be better spent on developing sustainable energy sources.

Now, I certainly understand that we need industry and that we need energy to run industry… I
truly think that some alternative energy sources…are really the way of the future, and that for us
to push forward into the past by focusing all our attention on the oil and gas development that
people hold such great hope for, or that some people hold such great hope for in this area, is
largely a mistake, despite the fact that it is probably true that we are going to remain addicted to
this source of energy for some time to come.

–Al Lehman, Kitimat April 20, 2004

                                                  
106 Cited earlier – see text at footnote 26.
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I feel that lifting the moratorium forecloses an option for a shift to a hydrogen economy,
renewable-based economy, even energy conservation. It becomes a lot more difficult when there
are more people making money off it.

–Thomas Cheney, Masset, April 7, 2004

On this topic for once there were not diametrically opposite views from those supportive of offshore oil and gas.
Their arguments were usually that alternative energy technologies should indeed be pursued but that, in light of current
technical and financial constraints with most alternative energy sources, petroleum would still be needed for a
substantial interim period measured in decades, and that, in any event, there could and should be a switch towards
non-fuel uses of hydrocarbons.

A lot has also been said, I think, about alternatives and alternative energy and how we should
focus our efforts on that - there is nothing wrong with alternative energy - and that we should be
looking at the opportunities… One of the problems, of course, with alternative energies is that, in
the foreseeable future, none of them are really affordable or not particularly mobile. With the
exception of hydrogen fuel cells and nuclear fission, as far as I can understand, alternative energy
really comes by the acre, so there are really enormous problems with producing the kind of
modern life we have without the use of fossil fuels.

–Bob Payne, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

We are told that fossil fuels are harmful to the environment, we should be replacing these fuels
with more environmentally friendly green energy sources, and this may very well be true.
However, it is not going to happen for a considerable period of time. Certainly for the next few
decades we will rely on fossil fuels for the vast majority of our energy needs... Without oil and
gas, without fossil fuels, no airplanes would fly, no trains would run, no buses would run, no
trucks would move goods and services to the places they are needed. In fact, Kitimat would not
exist.

–Reg Stowell (Kitimat Chamber of Commerce)
Kitimat April 20, 2004

The differences among parties over the relationship of offshore hydrocarbon development to renewable and innovative
energy sources are finely nuanced. No one seems to disagree that the latter are the way of the future - but how far in
the future is debated as is the role hydrocarbons can play in making the transition.

Some people seem to oppose offshore oil and gas mainly because it is a distraction, the wrong path and not necessarily
because it interferes substantively with the shift to renewable sources. Others see a more direct negative effect,
basically an opportunity cost of devoting always limited public sector monies and effort into promoting and, then,
regulating the offshore. And, of course, still others see a complementary relationship, with fossil fuels necessary in the
next several decades in order to provide society the “breathing space” to make shifts in consumption and sourcing for
the much longer term.

4.2.14 What about the more global issues surrounding oil and gas?
The people of the Queen Charlotte Basin impressed upon us during many of the interviews and meetings that their
concerns and views about offshore oil and gas are not strictly parochial stopping at the edges of their own part of the
world. Instead of insularity we encountered strong views that connected what happened locally with provincial, national
and global concerns. Specifically these relate to the role the basin and its resources could play in energy and
environmental futures. Several themes were evident in our field work and were likewise reflected in the testimony and
briefs to the Priddle panel:

 the ethics of dependency on fossil fuels

 the contribution oil and gas from the Queen Charlotte Basin could make to the overall energy supply and
reliance on foreign reserves
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 the role of oil and gas from the Queen Charlotte Basin in global warming and Canada’s commitments to
Kyoto

Debates on these issues rage no less in the streets and gathering places of Masset or Port Hardy than in seemingly
more sophisticated urban circles. For those opposed to offshore development there is a very deep concern with
becoming a part of a global problem, especially in regard to greenhouse gas effects. Along the coast of BC there are
many individuals and groups who strongly support social and economic change in the direction of stewardship and
sustainability and away from what have been the leading industrial development paradigms mostly based on cheap
fossil fuel. It is not surprising that people from this perspective look aghast at the idea of their region being home to
non-renewable resource exploitation.

(T)he idea of drilling for oil and gas in the Hecate Strait seems to me ill-advised because of the
global effects of burning the fuel after it is extracted…my attitude is not "Not in my back yard,"
it's really "Not in anyone's back yard.

–Kevin Gibson, Queen Charlotte City, April 5, 2004

I want to briefly leap from the act-locally perspective to the think-globally perspective.Fossil fuels
have served us well. They have provided many great technological advances in products and they
have provided us, here in North America, at least, with an individual quality of life that previous
generations could not have dreamed about. But we already have more known sources of oil and
natural gas throughout the world than the planet can afford for us to burn.

–Joan Sawicki, Bella Coola, May 5, 2004

Adding to concerns about global warming and the role of fossil fuels are recent changes in the abundance of certain
fisheries. Declines of vital stocks have been speculatively linked to shorter term climatic variations, as seen in the
effects of the “El Nino” phenomenon in the late 1990s – this was believed to be a primary cause of collapses in
central coast stocks such as the eulachon and the famous Rivers Inlet sockeye. Local fishermen and others worry that
if a shorter-term event can so radically deplete key species, global warming could cause longer-term catastrophic
declines.

Yet as with most other issues described in this chapter, an opposite view is also held, one still based on the idea that
the region must shoulder some of the burden of modern energy challenges:

As a society, we can refuse to develop our own resources, we can refuse to lift the moratorium on
offshore exploration off the coast of BC, and we can continue to rely on the resources of the
Middle East. Alternatively, we can make a rational decision to develop our own resources as a step
to reducing our reliance on outside resources. I have no hesitation in urging Canada to develop
our own resources, including those in offshore BC waters, as a measure to reducing our
dependency on the oil and gas reserves of the Middle East.

–Brian Denton, Prince Rupert, April 15, 2004

The not-in-my-backyard approach will not work in a global economy. Not only does our country
require oil and gas, but developing countries around the world do as well. We must ensure that we
have this resource. That means we must prove that it is there and that we must develop it for the
people of the region and British Columbia and Canada.

–David McGuigan, Prince Rupert, April 16, 2004

On the surface at least, these questions and comments do not cry out for any socioeconomic evaluation. Rather, as
discussed in the next chapter, this is one of several issues for which more study is likely to be less fruitful than
increased education and opportunities for all parties to freely discuss the facts, the unknowns and their differing value
perspectives.
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4.3 Conclusion
In this chapter we have tried to relay and relate to the voices of people who are from the Queen Charlotte Basin as they
deliberate community and socioeconomic implications of offshore oil and gas. In general, there is a striking divergence of
views on most issues. While most people on either side of the great moratorium divide do agree on the need for better
social and economic information and analysis, and share a nascent sense of the Basin as a region in need of inter-
community cooperation, the values and versions of their history are very diverse. Amidst both uncertainties and
conflicting “certainties,” they frequently turn to the authority of credentialed experts (all the while maintaining a fairly
pervasive and healthy suspicion of academic knowledge and distantly-based researchers). In the following chapter we will
take up the questions that have been the subject of the preceding overview and explore to what extent progress is being
made and can be made on advancing understanding of key community and social aspects of offshore oil and gas.
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5 UNDERSTANDINGS AND UNCERTAINTIES:
THE STATE OF KNOWLEDGE ABOUT
COMMUNITY AND SOCIOECONOMIC
IMPLICATIONS OF OIL AND GAS

5.1 Overview
This chapter brings together insights from “expert” analyses and experiences elsewhere (Chapter 3) and the local
questions and understandings (Chapter 4) on key community and socioeconomic issues of offshore oil and gas. We
caution the reader at the outset that this is not a place to look for definitive, dispute-settling factual answers. One
reason for this caveat is that we have identified twenty-one “questions” and the analysis needed to put many of these
in full perspective would expand this report to large volumes. Moreover, most of the “knowledge” needed to respond
categorically to the key social and economic offshore oil and gas questions is simply not at hand. This is in part
because of the paucity of analysis to date specific to our region and in part because the answers are intrinsically not
knowable ahead of actual development.

A few words must be said about the latter source of uncertainty lest the wrong inference be drawn as to what we are
saying. There has been a lot of debate about how society should best confront choices where one simply cannot
predict with any degree of confidence what will actually happen. Out of such situations arise quite opposing
perspectives, ones very commonly encountered in our work and well illustrated by the range of testimony to the recent
federal review panels:

 Some will evoke the “precautionary principle” to support the argument for not proceeding unless society is
almost certain of all significant effects of any action or development.107

 Some will say that we only learn by doing and should therefore proceed cautiously and adaptively, closely
monitoring our actions’ impacts and be ready, virtually at a moment’s notice, to adjust or, if need be, cancel
plans in light of those results.

The choice between these stances is not amenable to expert analysis. They represent quite reasonable but opposing
ways of looking at the world and dealing with its inherent uncertainties and complexities. And, in the choice of
whether to proceed or not with offshore hydrocarbon development, they depend strongly on who benefits from the
status quo marine ecosystems versus those who might benefit from development.

The stance on this dichotomy in this chapter favours neither position but is rather that the inevitable and continuing
debate over the pros and cons of offshore hydrocarbon development should be “tuned up” – key questions sharpened
and participants informed to whatever extent possible by the best information available. What follows, then, could
perhaps better be titled “the state of the arguments,” our attempt to comment critically on the key community and
socioeconomic issues and debates as seen both by residents of the Queen Charlotte Basin region and “the experts.”

By way of further clarification, a comment is needed on what appears often to be a strong underlying assumption
about who knows what. All too often there is a pervasive view that the public, especially those who are against a

                                                  
107 The “precautionary principle” has been brought up repeatedly in the major recent governmental reviews of BC offshore oil and gas. It
remains part of the “stock-in-trade” for environmental challenges to lifting the moratorium. However, our reading of the original
conceptualization suggests a very much narrower intent and applicability. The principle was not created to imply that humans should do nothing
until all consequences are well understood. In its original area of application – the field of toxicology – the principle was intended somewhat
oppositely, as a caution not to feel one can proceed without regulation because consequences are unproven. The “Rio Declaration” (from the
1992 UN Conference on Environment and Development) while by no means the origin of the idea, provided what has become the guiding
definition: “Where there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason
for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation.” Thus, in its most important source point, the precautionary
principle says nothing like “proceed only if there is full knowledge of impacts.” It says, rather, do not skimp on protective measures just because
you can’t prove ill effects.
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development, are more or less ignorant and merely need educating by those who have a more learned perspective on
the issues. This assumption leads to an orientation commonly seen in publicly funded programs to get “the truth out
there” to a presumably emotional and under-informed public.

No doubt everyone, be they in Kitasoo, Victoria or Calgary, needs better information when a proposal with so many
dimensions and complexities as offshore oil and gas is at hand. But lack of knowledge or bad knowledge is not
uniquely possessed by either side of the somewhat illusory divide between “the public” and “the experts.” For every
case where dubious beliefs prevail among lay people, there are more than enough examples of experts getting things
woefully wrong. This is nowhere so evident and important as when arguments concern risk and debates over what
might happen if a complex development goes forward.

That said, let us now turn to the “state of the arguments” and explore what is known and what remain matters for
conjecture and, hopefully, further community study and deliberation. As we proceed, the intent will be to briefly
encapsulate the state of knowledge and uncertainty on each issue and to indicate what steps or inputs might be taken
to improve understanding.

5.2 The Life-Cycle of the Offshore Industry108

Many of the questions whose aspects and dimensions are reviewed in this chapter require, require first, some
appreciation of the changes that occur in the life-cycle of a typical offshore play. For example, the debate we have
referred to several times about the “boom and bust” nature of offshore oil and gas turns, to an extent, on an
understanding of the life-cycle of the industry. Likewise, arguments about the likely creation of new jobs can benefit
from recognizing how the answer is distinct in different stages of development.

Most serious analyses and reports on BC offshore development have provided various levels of details about these
“rhythms” of the industry. The following sources are strongly recommended for details on how offshore development
unfolds.

For the most commonly referenced source specific to British Columbia:

Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd.’s (JWEL) BC Offshore Oil and Gas Technology Update,
Chapter 5.0 “Engineering” (available on web at www.offshoreoilandgas.gov.bc.ca/reports/jwl-
report/5-jwl.pdf)

For a more detailed but clearly written British account of the phases:

United Kingdom Offshore Operators Association’s “Britain’s Offshore Oil and Gas” (available on
web at http://www.oilandgas.org.uk/issues/storyofoil/index.htm)

Our discussion will focus on the patterns of potential benefits associated with each of the main phases of an offshore
“play.”

5.2.1 Pre-Exploration
Many accounts of the “life-cycle” of offshore oil and gas do not make much note of what everyone agrees is likely to
be a very substantial period of effort: before any actual field exploration, including seismic work, there is sure to be a
period of several years during which regulatory requirements are finalized and baseline work on environmental impacts
proceeds. The 2003-4 federally-commissioned expert panel considered that it would take about three years for these
preparations to be completed.109 Both that panel and its provincial predecessor heavily emphasized the existence of
gaps in environmental knowledge that would need to be filled prior to commencing seismic work. Some of the
recommended work will need to be undertaken by highly specialized scientific vessels, equipment and technicians, but
there is also likely to be requirements for field work and – if the recommendations in this report are heeded – formal

                                                  
108 This description of the phases of offshore development draws in part of the draft technical report by Gardner-Pinfold Consulting Economists
and the Cornerstone Planning Group.

109 See The Royal Society of Canada Report of the Expert Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia,
p.114. The panel – somewhat optimistically– included the settling of “land claims issues” as part of this opening three- to four-year period.
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socioeconomic assessments in which local people can, indeed must, participate in a leading way. Several First Nations
have already begun building capacity to undertake baseline and monitoring studies of the kind that would be entailed in
this pre-development phase. It would make good economic, technical and political sense for nascent locally-based small
firms to be given ample opportunities to participate in this, the earliest work of any offshore oil and gas development.

5.2.2 Exploration
Exploration consists mainly of seismic surveys and exploration drilling to determine the existence of commercial
petroleum reserves in licensed areas. Exploration work is capital-intensive and requires the use of expensive and highly
mobile equipment, including seismic vessels, drilling rigs, supply/support vessels and helicopters. Typically these are
owned and operated by specialist multinational companies that undertake exploration for petroleum companies on a
contractual basis. Onshore activity to support the offshore is typically concentrated at one shore base, airport/heliport
and administrative centre, which may be at considerable distance from the concession blocks being explored.

Activity levels during the exploration phase are highly variable. Experience shows that companies can terminate their
efforts for a variety of reasons, including poor exploration results, better prospects elsewhere, a global recession in
exploration or an unwillingness to comply with exploration requirements such as for local employment, taxation
and/or environmental protection.

An exploration program for a particular license is often conducted over a short period and consists of specialized
work. For example:

 Typically, a seismic program may last only a few weeks during the summer and use a crew of 20 to 30
individuals. However, with the advent of large 3-D seismic technology, programs may last up to several
months or carry over through several field seasons.

 Drilling a single well can be completed in three or four months using a single-shift rig crew of approximately
45 (there are usually two crews, one on duty and one off duty, at any given time) and two or three support
vessels crewed by approximately 12 people each. Field office support and helicopter support could add
another 15 to 20 people.

When offshore activity first begins in an area, the short duration and the specialized nature of the work can present a
challenge to local involvement. The high degree of uncertainty in this phase may also mean it will be difficult to justify
the necessary investments of capital and time at the local level unless there are good prospects for continuing offshore
activity. As a local area gains experience with the industry, these barriers are better understood and more readily dealt
with.

There is a strong trend toward globalization in the exploration sector of the industry, with tenure-holders strongly
predisposed to work with the same service providers in different operations worldwide. This creates a very daunting
challenge for newcomers who try to win contracts in specific plays. In eastern Canada and the North Sea, success has
come only for enterprises that have been willing and able to develop capacity that allows them to be “repeat players”
outside their home regions.

5.2.3 Development110

Exploration may be carried out over a long period before a decision is made to develop a field, and there is no
guarantee that such a decision will ever occur. If a decision is made to proceed, based on the belief that a gas or oil
field is commercially recoverable, the development phase follows. Note that the first development project in Nova
Scotia took place in the early 1990s, almost 30 years after the first promising discoveries of oil and gas.

A development project consists of the design, construction and installation of production equipment, including systems
to bring the oil and/or gas onshore, if onshore processing facilities are used. It is possible to locate processing facilities
on the rigs offshore. Overall, it can be thought of as a very large construction project.

                                                  
110 One unavoidable source of confusion in this and most offshore-related reports is that “development” is used both to describe the entire life-
cycle of a play, and also specifically one phase of the life-cycle – the actual infrastructure development. Here, and only at this point in this report,
are we referring to a particular phase of the overall process.
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Off Nova Scotia, for example, production equipment consisted of steel platforms, containing drilling, extraction and
processing facilities and associated accommodations, mounted on jackets that are anchored to the seabed. This is
because small fields, or those located in relatively shallow water, tend to use smaller production rigs, such as the steel-
jacket for gas production off Nova Scotia, or tanker transport for oil production requiring very little on-board rig
storage capacity. However, for a field that is located in deep waters or a harsh marine environment, the technology
used may be large concrete structures, such as the Hibernia platform, or semi-submersible (floating) platforms.

Recent technological advances are leading to an increasing use of FPSOs (floating production, storage and off-loading
system, used for both the Terra Nova and White Rose developments in Newfoundland) and other floating production
systems. There is also a trend towards an increased use of tankers rather than pipelines to transport oil ashore, except
in those areas, which already have surplus pipeline capacity in place. Gas is still normally moved by pipeline, although
there is increasing interest in liquefied natural gas that is shipped by tankers.

In addition to the shift to the use of floating production systems, sub-sea completions, resource pooling (several
companies making use of the same resources such as a supply base) and the shift to processing sour gas offshore,
technological changes continue to rapidly impact the nature of the industry. Great advances have been made in the use
of downhole and underwater separation of oil and gas from associated condensates and liquids. Use of this technology
means that topside structures on platforms (frequently the source of considerable local employment for finishing and
installation) are not required for separation and stabilization of oil for export.

The general implication of these trends, on the one hand, is that they may reduce the potential for local employment
and local production of goods and services for the offshore industry. On the other hand, the introduction of these
technologies tends to lower the overall cost of project development in harsh and challenging environments, such as the
Scotian Shelf, the Grand Banks and, presumably, the Queen Charlotte Basin, if hydrocarbon developments go ahead
there. They therefore help to make the development of offshore petroleum resources more cost-effective and increase
the likelihood, from an economic point of view, that they will proceed.

While short-run barriers to local participation do exist, the longer the period over which offshore oil and gas activities
take place, the greater the experience and capabilities that local industry can accumulate. Other things equal, this should
help to place them in a better position to undertake offshore-related work.

5.2.4 Production
The production phase for a large field can last for several decades, although for projects involving small fields it could
be much shorter (less than ten years), as was the case for the Cohasset-Panuke project in Nova Scotia. Typically,
projects tend to produce in the 15 to 25 year range. Production could be extended if additional commercial reserves
are found near the original discovery.

Production over a long time is potentially the most financially beneficial phase of activity, both because of the
opportunities for employment and consumption of locally produced goods and services and the royalties earned from
the oil and gas production. The long-term commitment to ongoing activity in the local area, with its significant fixed
investment, can be important from a local impact point of view. It increases the likelihood of hiring locally111, and that
the industry will wish to use local sources for supplies and services. The prospect for long-term, stable business activity
also means that it becomes more attractive for both workers and businesses in the local economy to invest time and
money to take up these economic opportunities.

5.2.5 Decommissioning
Decommissioning refers to the process of dismantling and removing structures and equipment rendered obsolete when
the producing gas or oil field has exhausted its commercially recoverable reserves. Typically, new offshore structures
are designed to minimize the scale of wind-down activity and any associated positive or negative effects.

                                                  
111 Note that anyone who has resided in the area for six months, long enough to be on the voters list, qualifies as local for employment
classifications purposes under the rules used in Eastern Canada.
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The Cohasset oil field off Nova Scotia was decommissioned in 2000 after operating for about seven years, and thus far
is the only development decommissioned on the East Coast. This work was done under budget and in less time than
planned, and generated a relatively small economic impact.

5.3 Key Questions, Issues and Contentions Considered
Having reviewed the life cycle of offshore oil and gas and some of the broad socioeconomic aspects of its phases, we
can turn to the twenty-one challenging questions that arose from our consideration of the “views from the
communities.” Note that each of the following sub-sections will correspond to the similarly numbered questions in
Section 4.2 above.

5.3.1 What are the broad types of potential economic impact?
As noted in Chapter 4, there is some potential for confusion over the terminology commonly used both by economic
experts and residents to describe the full cascade of impacts that can arise from a development project. When
discussion and debate takes place within and outside the region regarding the value of offshore oil and gas, many, if
not most, people will agree that any significant gains are likely to come as “spin-offs.” Few expect to see the Queen
Charlotte Basin or parts of it grow into the west coast equivalent of Norway’s Stavanger or Scotland’s Aberdeen,112 and
so they look instead to the ripple effects working their way through local economies. It is important, then, that the
language and analytics of estimating such effects be clearly understood. At the broadest level, economists look at two
kinds of economic impacts:

 Expenditure impacts: these occur as a result of the hiring of labour and the purchase of goods and services
during the above-described phases.

 Tax revenue/royalty impacts: royalties are collected by the provincial government, based on the value of the
oil and/or gas produced and the royalty regime established, during the production phase. Other taxes
(income tax, GST, PST are collected by both the federal and provincial governments. Municipal
governments will be able to collect property tax revenue on offshore-related facilities located in their
jurisdiction.

We will discuss the revenue impacts later in this chapter. For now, let us consider some important distinctions when
tallying up the full expenditure impacts.

Expenditure impacts can be categorized three ways: as direct, indirect or induced. Sometimes indirect and induced
impacts are grouped into a single category and called spin-off impacts or multiplier effects. The total impact a region
experiences is the summation of the three types of impacts. To illustrate, first, increased demand for goods and
services by companies engaged directly in an offshore project would produce the direct impacts. Second, there is a
ripple effect when the firms producing the offshore goods and services purchase additional inputs from other firms –
indirect impacts. In this case, indirect impacts are created from the purchase, for example, of construction services,
fuel and transportation from other businesses, which in turn increase use of their respective industry inputs. Finally, as
firms expand production they hire more staff and pay additional wages, thereby increasing the incomes of households.
Households spend some of this additional income, which in turn increases demand for a wide range of other
commodities – induced impacts. Concluding the example, employees in the offshore companies and in the companies
that supply goods and services (i.e., the indirect impact industries) purchase groceries, consumer goods, vehicles and
housing, which creates additional (induced) economic impacts.

Once the terminology is understood – and it may well be useful for a primer on this subject to be put together
including an “offshore economics glossary – there is still much to be done in terms of applying these concepts to the
question of how the regional economy could respond to offshore oil and gas. In this regard note should be made of
the model-building now underway in the University of Victoria section of “Coasts Under Stress”. Project leader Dr.

                                                  
112 These communities are often the focus of attention when analysts or promoters of offshore oil and gas refer to the North Sea play. Stavanger
is certainly the hub of Norway’s offshore petroleum industry and has a population of over 100,000. Aberdeen is similarly a leading centre for
Great Britain’s North Sea activity and has approximately 225,000 people. The scale of both, therefore is currently and has for many decades
preceding any offshore development been quite different from any of the Queen Charlotte Basin communities.
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John Schofield outlined the approach to the Royal Society of Canada Expert Panel in October 2003,113 delineating the
incomplete status of the model and, also, the most important gaps in understanding of how the regionally economy
works and might be impacted by offshore development. The continuation and completion of this project should offer
some help on a number of the questions considered in subsequent sections. As this occurs it will be important for this
fairly sophisticated methodology and its results to be translated into lay-friendly formats.

5.3.2 Will there be jobs? Here? Near? Or “there”?
The answer to this question is dependent on several factors that add to the uncertainty and allow for reasonable
differences of perspective. No one can argue that significant employment is required, especially in the certain phases of
offshore activity. More germane – and controversial – is whether these jobs can be taken up by the labour force of
small coastal communities of the kind that surround the Queen Charlotte Basin. Although an offshore play would be
structurally different in many ways from onshore hydrocarbon development, the limited local and provincial labour
force participation in BC’s existing oil patch in the northeast114 has added to the doubts and questioning of how much
employment the offshore could generate.

As with most other questions under consideration here, the experts turn to the experience in other locations with an
offshore oil and gas industry for some guidance on what could happen here in BC. Research undertaken by Dr. Mark
Shrimpton and his colleagues in Newfoundland has been most influential on this question. Analyses were done
specifically on the Hibernia project undertaken in the mid 1990s for the extraction of oil some 315 km offshore south
east of St. John’s. This project entailed the construction of the operations platform at Bull Arm and subsequent towing
to the field, with production commencing in late 1997. Shortly thereafter, Dr. Shrimpton prepared the first
socioeconomic assessment of the project, concluding that the construction and early development phases had indeed
created employment for Newfoundlanders.115 Results suggested that, while most onshore employees resided in St.
John’s, offshore jobs affected over 100 Newfoundland communities.

Hibernia was also the focus of Dale Marshall’s essay, which raised questions and doubts about the real economic
effects of job creation in light of the inputs of public funding.

Somebody living in a depressed area of the country might be impressed with these employment
totals. On the basis of total investment, however, employment in the Hibernia project has been
dismal…. If the BC government wants to ensure that offshore oil jobs will go to British
Columbians or that offshore platforms will be built in BC, it better be ready to pay.116

Recently, Shrimpton has written a short rebuttal to the Marshall analysis,117 arguing that the capital-intensive nature of
offshore oil and gas is intrinsically neither good nor bad and that, had Hibernia not occurred, much of the investment
in the province would have simply gone elsewhere rather than been invested in alternative Newfoundland sectors.
There have also been broader assessments prepared of job creation and other socioeconomic effects for the whole
Newfoundland offshore as well as for Nova Scotia. A 2003 essay on the Newfoundland industry118 concluded that
approximately 8,800 person years of work were generated directly by offshore activities and, further, that this was but
of a fraction of the net employment impact:

                                                  
113 Schofield, John. 2003. “Modelling the Economic Impacts of Off-Shore Energy Development On The Northern BC Coast.” Submission to
Royal Society of Canada Expert Panel on Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore BC.

114 See “Alberta big winner in BC’s booming oil and gas industry,” Scott Simpson, Vancouver Sun, 18 October 2003.

115 Community Resource Services Ltd. 1999. Socio-Economic Benefits from Hibernia Operations in 1998. Report prepared for the Hibernia
Management and Development Company (http://www.hibernia.ca/html/economic_benefits/).

116 Dale Marshall. 2001. Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil Moratorium? A Policy Brief on the Economic Lessons from Hibernia., Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives, p.9. (www.policyalternatives.ca/bc/offshore_oil.pdf).

117 Mark Shrimpton. 2004. “Critique Of The Dale Marshall Report: ‘Should BC Lift The Offshore Oil Moratorium: A Policy Brief on The
Economic Lessons From Hibernia’” (www.energybc.ca/Marshall_Critique.pdf).

118 Community Resource Services Ltd. 2003. Socio-Economic Benefits from Petroleum Industry Activity in Newfoundland and Labrador. Report
to Petroleum Research Atlantic Canada. St. John’s. [www.pr-ac.ca/files/Socio-Economic_Benefits_-_Report.pdf]
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[I]t is not only highly skilled technicians and specialists, and the companies they work for that are
benefiting; industry expenditures are also creating employment and income for people working in
construction, retailing, hospitality, education, tourism, the arts and numerous other industries.119

In Nova Scotia, similar analyses have been carried out that point to estimated aggregate employment of approximately
11,000 person-years over the first decade of development.120 The SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group presents
a very different set of predictions and expectations on the potential employment effects of offshore development in
BC. They cite the provisions of the North American Free Trade Agreement (which came into effect after the
conclusion of benefit agreements for Hibernia) as significantly limiting governments in their ability to insist on “hire
local” provisions. Relying partially on estimates made in studies conducted for Royal Roads University, 121 the SFU
research team concluded that, during development, only 173 direct jobs would be created and “few of these would be
taken by people currently living in the region.”122 This unencouraging level of job creation, the SFU report suggests, is
consistent with employment predicted in other offshore development areas such as in Cook Inlet, Alaska:

The small economic impact of OOGD [offshore oil and gas development] is also illustrated in an
economic impact assessment of a potential significant expansion of OOGD in Cook Inlet that
forecasts the creation of only 83 direct and 37 indirect jobs (annual average person years) during
the operation phase.123

Interestingly, and by contrast, a submission to the Priddle Panel by the Canadian Taxpayers Federation draws on the
very same source – environmental impact statements from the United States Minerals Management Service – to infer
positive and diametrically opposite conclusions from Alaska:

The recent Environmental Impact Statement produced by the US Minerals Management Service,
to inform a decision that is now allowing two million hectares of Cook Inlet for lease, forecasts
significant extension of existing jobs and addition of new jobs to an already mature offshore oil
producing region. There are almost 2,000 directly employed in the existing 45 year-old Cook Inlet
oil and gas industry – already close to 10 percent of local jobs and now a 15 percent increase in
direct employment is expected.124

There is also a significant discrepancy between the SFU group’s very conservative predictions on jobs and the numbers
which the Royal Roads study came up with from its two development scenarios. That report concluded “…that two
relatively small ‘illustrative’ offshore projects …could generate an estimated …12,500 person-years of new
employment….”125 The Royal Roads research did not attempt to assign a local component to its employment
predictions, stating instead that “benefits that may accrue to businesses and people in the Queen Charlotte Basin
impact area cannot be predicted, since that will be dependent on the entrepreneurship of local businesses, the
qualification and experience at the time they are required.”126

                                                  
119 Ibid., p.2

120 Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. 2002. Economic Impact of Offshore Oil and Gas Development on Nova Scotia, 1990 – 2000.
Report for the N.S. Dept. of Finance. [www.gov.ns.ca/finance/NSOFFSHOREREPORT_doc.pdf.]

121 G.E. Bridges & Associates. 2004. Socio-economic Expenditure Impacts Report. Royal Roads University, British Columbia Offshore Oil and
Gas Socioeconomic Issue Papers. [Links through http://www.royalroads.ca/Channels/research/research+news/default.htm]

122 SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group, (School of Resource and Environmental Management, Simon Fraser University) 2004. A Review
of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in British Columbia. A Study Prepared for the Coastal First Nations (sic)., p. xvii .
[www.rem.sfu.ca/sustainableplanning/CoastalFirstNationsOOGReport.pdf]

123 Ibid. p. xviii.

124 Chris M. Campbell. 2004. Lifting The Moratorium: The First Step To Exploring British Columbia's Offshore Oil & Gas Potential. A
submission to the public review panel on the BC offshore oil and gas moratorium from the Canadian Taxpayers Federation, (May 2004), p.5.

125 G.E. Bridges & Associates. 2004. p 19.

126 Ibid., p.23.
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When predictions are being made about jobs from offshore development (or any economic activity entirely new to the
region within which it occurs) there will always be room for considerable disagreement; that is the nature of economic
forecasting generally. We have seen, within our own east coast study tour delegation, that different participants came
back still holding very opposite views on whether Newfoundlanders or Nova Scotians really got much work from the
advent of offshore oil and gas. It is more troubling when different credentialed experts look at the same past
experience and still come up with almost entirely conflicting accounts. The discrepancy may be partly due to the
significance attributed to the information rather than the information itself. One observer may look at employment
created in the context of overall investment and conclude that there is a very low ratio of jobs to capital. The
inference, explicit or implicit, may be that the development is “not worth it,” that there are better ways the capital
could be invested especially in a region of high unemployment. Others may interpret the same data as indicating that a
capital-intensive new development is far better than the status quo and that an admittedly finite period of employment
“boom” is better than simply accepting a continuing decline in jobs and population.

It would definitely be worthwhile for “single stories” to be compiled about employment prospects and the pertinent
lessons from other jurisdictions. But there is also a need for the people most affected, the residents of the Queen
Charlotte Basin communities, to deliberate on the significance – not just the data and predictions – of job prospects.
They, not others, can best consider whether any given scenario makes offshore oil and gas “worth it” in terms of the
possibilities for work. Similar kinds of observation can and will be made as we explore other community and
socioeconomic issues in this chapter.

Finally, and by way of looking forward to a subsequent part of this discussion, we would underline the remarks quoted
from the Royal Roads study about the uncertainty in predicting local jobs because of the role, basically, of local
initiative. The extent to which employment and other sorts of benefit are regionally captured is undoubtedly partly a
matter of the nature of the industry and the skills it demands over time. But employment outcomes are also influenced
by the actions taken to prepare a workforce for economic transition. In this, willing communities127 could have a
central role to play as partners with industry and government in linking their citizens to appropriate training. Our
discussion will return to this topic later in considering the readiness of individuals for offshore oil and gas.

5.3.3 Will there be demand for local goods and services?
Although job prospects are the first benefits mentioned and debated in a region with significant and rising
unemployment, the more important long-term question – again subject to debate – may well be the extent to which
the demand for supplies and services from the offshore can foster business diversification. Given that offshore
hydrocarbons are non-renewable, and therefore represent a finite period of production, the capacity of the industry to
stimulate other economic activity over a long period of time will largely determine whether there is boom followed by
bust or a major change in the very nature of the regional economy, enabling longer term capacity for growth. As with
the question of local jobs, there is considerable difference of opinion on how likely it is that Queen Charlotte Basin
discoveries would be large enough to stimulate new and durable business activity.

Those who think optimistically of local business growth refer often to the provisions established under the two
Atlantic Accords for planning for regional benefits. For example, the Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum
Resources Accord Implementation Act includes a requirement that developments plans address and include specific
means for giving first consideration to Nova Scotian companies and individuals in the supply of goods and services.
Some of the other provisions required in such benefits planning and aimed at maximizing provincial benefits include:

 Requiring proponents of any offshore activity to establish an office in the province

 Devising preferential arrangements for hiring local

 Setting targets for research and development within the province

                                                  
127 It is understandable that a considerable dilemma faces communities that are internally divided, or , perhaps, predominantly skeptical about
offshore development: they must ponder whether it is appropriate to be planning at all for a scenario wherein the moratoria are lifted, the fear
being that to do so actually may facilitate the onset of an industry about which they still harbour grave doubts. The phrase “willing communities”
is therefore used to indicate our respect for this dilemma and recognition that some communities do not want to get involved in any way in
preparations that may appear to accept offshore oil and gas.
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One comment about these plans voiced by speakers during our east coast tour in October 2003, was that agreements
often lacked enforcement or monitoring. Thus, for example, after Exxon’s takeover of Mobil (one of the original
operating partners in the Nova Scotian offshore) in 1998, some of the original provisions for ensuring employment
and residency in Guysborough County, where Sable gas is landed, appeared to have been neglected.128 It should be
clarified that neither the Nova Scotia nor Newfoundland framework agreements specifically address the local level, but
rather are provincial in scope. The need for a proactive stance in this regard is apparent. Schofield and his associates in
the Coasts Under Stress project at the University of Victoria have remarked:

[I]n contrast to a major center such as Vancouver, smaller regions may lack the support services
and expertise required by the industry. This means that smaller regions will be heavily dependent
on imported goods and services and even imported labour that sends remittances home or
otherwise spends a proportion of its income outside the region. Thus, smaller regions benefit less
than larger regions. In other words, multiplier effects will be smaller for smaller areas, so that the
coastal sub-region may not gain as much as the province.129

This raises something of a Catch-22: lacking the present ability to supply much that an offshore sector would need,
without significant public sector intervention, the region and its small entrepreneurs could largely be bypassed. This
would mean that the opportunity to steadily build the economy could be lost. Indications seem to point to an
increasing reliance by oil companies on cross-national service providers who have proven their competencies.130 Dale
Marshall has also argued that provisions favouring local suppliers, as in the Atlantic Accord benefits clauses, may not
even be allowable because such arrangements could be construed as discriminatory and contrary to the North
American Free Trade Agreement. 131 This possibility was reiterated by a number of residents who addressed the Priddle
Panel. It may be prudent for senior governments, working with communities of the basin, to obtain a solid legal
opinion – and convey it clearly to the region’s public – about the extent to which NAFTA and other rapidly emerging
international trade liberalization agreements may limit local benefit planning as well as preferential hiring policies.

That said, the experience in other jurisdictions with longstanding offshore activity suggests that at least some relatively
small communities can undergo economic diversification and transformation stimulated by the needs of offshore
operations. Writing after less than a decade of offshore experience for a town in Scotland, Robert Moore noted:

Peterhead has changed…there are new economic activities in the town, the servicing of offshore
activity is the easiest to see, but there are also more jobs, more construction work, more buying
and selling in the shops and bars and more business administration taking place in offices and
banks…servicing, supply and fabrication in support of oil and gas production offshore have
provided continuing opportunities for local firms.132

It is this diversification that has led some civic and business leaders to promote the lifting of moratoria in BC and, in
support of that, to undertake extensive inventories of the existing business capacity to service an offshore sector.133

Recent studies go further and stress the very important learning that can flow into seemingly disadvantaged regions
from the experience with offshore industry. This appears to have been the case, for example, for Aberdeen, Scotland

                                                  
128 From recorded comments made during discussions between the UNBC Atlantic Coast tour participants and Guysborough County staff,
October 28, 2003.

129 Jennifer Davison and John Schofield. In preparation. “Offshore Energy Development in British Columbia: Lessons from Elsewhere and
Implications for Research , p.7 Manuscript and permission to quote kindly provided to us by the authors.

130 Jim McNiven, Presentation to the Maritime Awards Society Symposium, “Oil and Gas Development in the Canadian Offshore: Tri-Coastal
Experiences”, March 12, 2004, Halifax, N.S.

131 Dale Marshall. 2001. Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil Moratorium? A Policy Brief on the Economic Lessons from Hibernia. Canadian Centre
for Policy Alternatives (available on line at www.policyalternatives.ca/bc/offshore_oil.pdf)

132 Robert Moore. 1982. The Social Impact of Oil: The Case of Peterhead. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, p. 166.

133 Campbell, Chris & Community Resource Services Ltd. 2002. Analysis of Potential Services to the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Industry. Report
to the Pacific Offshore Energy Group, Nanaimo, BC.
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which has moved from an early dependency on servicing North Sea operations to exporting its goods and expertise to
far-flung locales.

The evidence presented here suggests that Aberdeen has transcended its earlier role as a glorified
supply base and branch plant economy to become an important centre of expertise and knowledge
… within the international oil industry. It has in particular been a centre for ‘learning-by-doing’
and ‘learning-by-using’ in the sense that products, services, and processes first developed and
tested in the North Sea have found new markets overseas. A positive aspect of this is the high
number of indigenous firms that have become successful exporters. 134

It will surely be debated, however, whether lessons from the experience in a community the size of Aberdeen
(approximately 230,000) can be applied at all to the scale of communities around the Queen Charlotte Basin. In
another region where the offshore has been in operation even longer than in the North Sea, the lessons of
diversification are neither so unambiguous nor encouraging. Studies of the ability of Louisiana coastal communities to
capture benefits and create “linkages” illustrate the complexity and the need for a very long-term perspective.
Researchers drew the following sobering conclusion:

The region was able to capitalize on the advantage of having been the focus for much of the
earliest development of the offshore industry, capturing a much higher proportion of the linked or
spin-off activities than is typically the case for a later-developing region…Given the extensive
influence of the major oil companies on worldwide petroleum prices, the region was even able to
experience one of the 20th century's longest lasting periods of extraction-related prosperity…
What Louisiana did not experience, it appears, is ‘development.’…[T]he ‘development’ ultimately
proved to be more apparent than real, contributing not so much to diversification as to a
redoubling of the dependence on resource extraction. Once conditions no longer remained so
favorable for the single extractive commodity of oil, the nature of the difference became too clear
to ignore; instead, the region found most of its economic eggs to have been linked together in a
single, falling economic basket.135

It should be noted that these observations were made well before the latest sharp rise in world petroleum prices and
that, in the past several years, delegations of British Columbians travelling to the Gulf area have once again been
regaled with accounts of overwhelming prosperity. It is important to understand that a key aspect of the offshore
energy sector is uncertainty.136 On the demand side, there is uncertainty about the number, timing and size of future
offshore developments. The offshore tends not to provide a stable basis for industrial development. On the supply
side, there is little incentive to build or expand capacity in this climate and it can be difficult to attract joint venture
partners (particularly ones who will invest).

This is in some ways a bleak analysis, but there are steps local industries and institutions can take to position
themselves in preparation for offshore activity. Indeed, a case can be made for making strategic investments in
anticipation of offshore requirements. Experience shows that if prospective suppliers wait until there is complete
certainty, they will have missed the opportunity. The challenge is to find the right balance between risk and reward –
to identify and make strategic investments.

The ease with which suppliers can be left behind is one of the lessons emerging from the experience with the Sable
Offshore Energy Initiative (SOEI), the natural gas project in Nova Scotia. SOEI proponents conducted many supplier
development seminars and site visits in the lead-up to the Sable project. These initiatives were intended to inform
prospective suppliers about their own capacity to do work for the project, about project requirements, and about the

                                                  
134 Cumbers, Andrew. 2000. “Globalization, Local Economic Development and the Branch Plant Region: The Case of the Aberdeen Oil
Complex.” Regional Studies 34(4): 371-382 (quote from p. 380).

135 Freudenburg, William R. and Robert Gramling. 1998. "Linked to What? Economic Linkages and an Extractive Economy." Society and Natural
Resources 11:569-586.

136 The following several paragraphs are adapted from Gardner Pinfold Consulting, Strait of Canso & Sydney Harbour Offshore Positioning
Strategy, March 2002.
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bidding process. In the end, local involvement was judged to be disappointing. A combination of factors would
account for this: a first major project, uncertainty about bidding procedures and required certifications, cautiousness
about establishing or expanding capacity, and the fast-tracking of the project. By its own admission, SOEI recognized
that it had “…overestimated the ability of Nova Scotia suppliers and sub-contractors to respond to opportunities.”

In this regard, the experience in Newfoundland is somewhat more positive, largely because there have been three oil
projects developed in succession over the 1990s and the early 2000s. This has meant a build up of the more stable
production phase activities, and the opportunity to learn and benefit from development phase activities for the three
projects.

Nevertheless, the inability of local industry to capture a significant share of the opportunities generated by offshore
development creates considerable scepticism among the supply community about the commitment to procure goods
and services in the province. Low provincial content also puts considerable pressure on governments to do something
about it. Calling the offshore sector to account may make for good press, but it does little to change two of the
important underlying constraints – inadequate local capacity and uncertain demand. To assist local industry to get
involved, what is needed is a longer-term capacity development policy backed up by clear incentives where these can
be used within the framework governing international trade (i.e. NAFTA).

An example of the kind of preparation that willing communities may need to undertake with government support in
order to allow their business sector a fair shot at offshore participation is seen in the “positioning strategy” prepared
for Cape Breton.137 This was undertaken for local development interests in recognition of the relatively meagre capture
to date of any benefits from offshore development in this chronically depressed region of Nova Scotia. The
assessment, which identified good and lesser prospects for Cape Breton activity, was completed in 2002, many years
after the plays off Nova Scotia were well underway: it may be prudent for Queen Charlotte Basin communities to do
similar work well ahead of the curve and cycle of offshore hydrocarbon development. Undertaken in a critical manner,
open to the views of local sceptics as well as promoters, such a planning exercise could help residents sort through
some of the issues and uncertainties that currently divide them about what offshore oil can and cannot do for
economic diversification.

5.3.4 Will it be just another “boom and bust” industry?
By definition, a non-renewable resource is finite, and thus, for any community built to extract the resource, longer
term survival is an issue. The communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin have been facing hard times in spite of the
fact that their wealth and livelihoods stemmed historically from renewable biological resources. As a result of recent
economic stagnation there is all the more wariness of becoming dependent on exhaustible hydrocarbons.

There are at least two ways in which an oil and gas-based local economy is unstable. One, as already noted, is that the
industry has a broadly predictable “life-cycle” and at different phases will support very differing levels of associated
socioeconomic activity – jobs, related enterprises etc. In the end, fields will no longer be economical to exploit and a
period of decommissioning will close out the operations and the jobs and directly dependent businesses associated with
the industry. Quite a few of the Basin area residents contacted in our study feared this pattern. The following excerpt
from an earlier publication about Scotland articulates the same apprehension:

As the oil companies move out, they take their best people, foreign and Scottish, with them;
service and supply companies, including local firms. either fold up, follow the oil companies, or
find new kinds of business; average incomes decline; depopulation recurs: the bottom falls out of
the real estate market: local authorities are left with unused and decaying houses, dock facilities,
and warehouse and office space. The situation may be worse than in pre-oil days, as the business
elite has given up control over local businesses: and the local labour force has lost its traditional
skills.138

                                                  
137 Gardner-Pinfold. 2002. Strait of Canso & Sydney Harbour Offshore Position Strategy. Prepared for Cape Breton Growth Fund (Task Force
for the Development of the Oil and Gas Sector), Sydney, N.S.

138 J.D. House, 1980, quoted in Roger Voyer. 1983. Offshore Oil: Opportunities for Industrial Development and Job Creation. Toronto: James
Lorimer & Associates, p. 50.
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An alternative view comes in the perspective that since this kind of change can be readily forecasted, communities,
individuals and firms should be able to plan right from the outset of exploration for eventual closure and transition.
Indeed, some residents of the Queen Charlotte Basin area assert that planning and adapting to change has always been
inherent in BC coastal community life and that relatively successful precedents exist for coping with industrial shut-
downs. But whether governments are willing and able to see non-renewable resource bonanzas for what they are and
seriously plan for harder times is questionable. A recent monograph alleges a chronic failure of Alaskan State
Government to diversify and confront the transitory nature of its wealth.139 Dubbed “the Prudhoe Bay effect,”140 it
serves as a caution for policymakers at any government level who contemplate the economic effects of future oil
wealth.

The other aspect of “boom and bust” – shorter term volatility – may be more problematic to deal with. It relates to
the instability of world petroleum and energy markets and prices. The SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Study Team, in its
report for the Turning Point Initiative Coastal First Nations, pointed out that the two different kinds of instability
interact:

Oil and gas, like all natural resource sectors, is a highly cyclical industry driven by volatile
international commodity prices and unpredictable political events … This commodity cycle is
intensified by the development cycle, which results in wide variations in employment and
investment during the different phases of development… The cyclical nature of the oil and gas
sector can have negative consequences for local economies. During boom periods, the population
grows rapidly in local regions driven by an influx of migrants seeking work in the oil and gas
sector. This rapid growth can create inflation and social disruption. Expectations of future growth
can also be excessive during the boom phase. Unrealistic expectations can cause excess investment
in the oil and gas sector, as well as in other sectors, such as housing. The surplus capacity then
closes during the downturn in the cycle, causing bankruptcies and layoffs in the local economy.141

When there are sharp downturns in oil prices, communities dependent on work in and business related to the offshore
may suddenly face social problems beyond their capacity to service. And when the price leaps upward, sudden
demands for housing and effects on alternative sectors relying on labour can cause disruption. Probably the most
detailed account of this dynamic is found in studies done in rural Louisiana in the 1980s and 1990s. A substantial
number of academic accounts prepared by sociologists Robert Gramling, William Freudenberg and their colleagues,
documented aspects of the “boom and bust” experience in that region through the heady years after the OPEC
embargo and the dire years when oil prices collapsed in the mid-1980s.142 Then in the late 1990s, a different team of
social scientists, training and working with local research assistants, and funded by the US Minerals Management
Service investigated how two Louisiana communities, Morgan City and New Iberia, attempted to cope with the very
significant volatility of petroleum prices and demand for local resources through successive periods of deflation and
stagnation. Both sets of studies included looking broadly at how the workforce, families and communities dealt with
the ups and downs throughout the period beginning with the OPEC embargo of the early 1970s. One of the more
disconcerting findings was the deterioration in the relationship between companies and workers as the former strove to
protect profits during times of downturn. Old loyalties in both directions suffered, perhaps irreparably. But this highly

                                                  
139Terence M. Cole. 2004. Blinded By Riches: The Permanent Funding Problem and the Prudhoe Bay Effect. Institute for Social and Economic
Research, University of Alaska, Fairbanks.

140 Ibid. By this Cole meant that the sheer enormity of the Prudhoe Bay discovery and resulating wealth lulled decision-makers into a sense of
not having to plan for more austere times.

141 SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group, (School of Resource and Environmental Management, Simon Fraser University) 2004. A Review
of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in British Columbia. A Study Prepared for the Coastal First Nations (sic), p.59.
(www.rem.sfu.ca/sustainableplanning/CoastalFirstNationsOOGReport.pdf).

142 Key sources are Gramling’s 1996 book, Oil on the Edge, Offshore Development. Conflict and Gridlock (Albany: SUNY Press); Freudenburg
and Gramlimg’s 1994 Oil in Troubled Waters: Perceptions, Politics and the Battle over Offshore Drilling (Albany: SUNY Press); and in particular
the rigourous analysis, by Gramling and Sarah Brabant, 1986 “Boom Towns and Offshore Energy Impact Assessment: The Development of a
Comprehensive Model. Sociological Perspectives 29:17-201. Oil on the Edge, especially at Chapter 6 “Boom and Bust in the Gulf”, includes a
summary and bibliography of the many papers these associates published in journals.
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detailed analysis does not lend itself to simple one-line lessons; rather, it fleshes out the very complex interactions in
ways that invite readers to ponder rather than proselytize for or against an offshore industry that is unquestionably
volatile:

The offshore oil and gas industry has always been one of innovation and change, and, in an era of
rapid communication and high specialization, the speed of change is tremendous. Problems occur
when new needs and expectations outpace the ability of individuals, companies, families, and
communities to adapt. It is impossible to predict what lies ahead. The problems identified in this
report serve as the challenges for the next generation of workers, families, communities, and
companies.143

Given the value of this lengthy document, it would be quite useful for a shorter version, perhaps combined with
emerging oral histories of the experiences of community leaders, workers and families, to be prepared here in British
Columbia. Likewise, there is a need for audio-visual resources that would allow local communities to hear and see the
accounts of people a lot like them in other rural locales where the roller coasters of offshore development have been
ridden.

As with so many of the other questions discussed in this report, views from the Basin area are likely to be quite
divided on whether it is good or not to become engaged in an industry – one might say another industry – that is
both finite and volatile. What is most important is that conscious and well-informed choices are made when the Queen
Charlotte Basin region considers this possible future.

5.3.5 How will the benefits and risks be distributed geographically?
When this issue was described in Chapter 3, we cited several strongly-worded contentions to the effect that the whole
area shares the risks associated with offshore development, but that few if any of the communities would see much
benefit. This remains a source of considerable tension among local governments and individuals, one that cries out for
better understanding of what is known and not about the “geography” of impacts. On the risk side, we can say little in
this report; much of the concern relates to degradation of the living resources of the basin. The spatial pattern of such
impacts as oil spills is not a socioeconomic issue but one that awaits a better and more shared understanding of the
location of any discoveries and the meteorology and physical oceanography that would determine the trajectory and
fate of a spill or other effluents from operations. We do have some understanding of the geography of at least
commercial fishing dependency – the work of Gordon Gislason in determining the most “salmon-dependent”
communities of the BC coast will be taken up in our subsequent discussion of economic impacts of marine resource
issues.

There is acute awareness within the Queen Charlotte Basin that the positive implications of offshore oil and gas will
also be variable among communities. As noted earlier, compilations of provincial and broader level socioeconomic
impacts in other jurisdictions where offshore development has come, usually point to seemingly impressive and
positive change.144 Many critics expect that nothing much at all will happen to any coastal communities of the region
and that if anyone benefits in BC it will be southern urban centres. Others have suggested that a few of the larger
communities would be the only ones where a discernible gain would be achieved. Brimar Consultants generalized that
the extent of any benefits would depend on “government policy responses and community initiatives” and then
continued with a very – perhaps overly145 – specific conclusion about this:

                                                  
143 Austin, D., K. Coehlo, R. Higgins, A. Gardner, and T. McGuire. 2002. Social and Economic Impacts of Outer Continental Shelf Activities on
Individuals and Families Volume I: Final Report. US Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region, New
Orleans, LA. OCS Study MMS 2002-022, p. 241.

144 For Newfoundland, see Community Resource Services Ltd. 2003. Socio-Economic Benefits from Petroleum Industry Activity in
Newfoundland and Labrador. Report to Petroleum Research Atlantic Canada. St. John’s (www.pr-ac.ca/files/Socio-Economic_Benefits-
Report.pdf). For Nova Scotia, see Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. 2002. Economic Impact of Offshore Oil and Gas Development
on Nova Scotia, 1990 – 2000. Report for the N.S. Dept. of Finance (www.gov.ns.ca/finance/NSOFFSHOREREPORT_doc.pdf).

145 There is no indication given in the source as to why Prince Rupert and not the other two seemingly obvious larger communities – Kitimat
and Port Hardy – are not as qualified as Prince Rupert for consideration as prime regional service centers.
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In proportional terms, Prince Rupert is likely to experience the most significant income-generating
and employment-creating impacts from potential offshore oil and gas activity in the Queen
Charlotte/Hecate Basin. Indeed, Prince Rupert would, almost inevitably become the regional
service centre for offshore oil and gas activity.146

The question here then is about the regional and sub-regional distribution effects. Of course, the extent of benefit
depends on the several preceding topics: the ability of offshore oil and gas to generate jobs, induce local
entrepreneurship and contribute (or detract from) the development of infrastructure useful for other economic sectors.
But certain analyses completed in other offshore development areas, and in progress for British Columbia, can help
illuminate the question of the geography of benefits and risks. In this regard, the point made by Schofield (see above)
about the disadvantage of the whole region compared to Vancouver – i.e. that “the coastal sub-region may not gain as
much as the province” – applies also to the smaller scale question of the comparative prospects of various
communities within the Basin. As usual, one looks to other places where offshore development has occurred for some
sense of the spatial pattern of opportunity.

On the Canadian east coast, it does not seem at first glance that there have been large, positive impacts outside the
largest urban areas of Newfoundland and Nova Scotia. Professor Doug House of Memorial University addressed a
west coast conference in 2000 and described the distribution of benefits as “uneven and unequal.”147 In fact, Kelly
Vodden, a researcher who has co-authored a recent survey paper with House,148 highlighted the informal nature of
knowledge about the geography of benefit when addressing the Priddle Panel:

My research is on community economic development more generally in the northeast shore area
of Newfoundland, in a rural area of Newfoundland. I see some impacts of offshore oil and gas in
that I've heard people say, "We're not going to Alberta this year," or, "We're not going to the
Northwest Territories because we've got a job on Hibernia." A couple; not a lot, but a few. But
the problem is that information just isn't there. And, to me, as a social scientist, I just see that as
a huge… gap in the information, that we don't understand the distributional impacts.149

There has been growth in ocean engineering, and research and development capacity in Atlantic Canada, both in
business and in the universities of the region, although that kind of development has been seen almost exclusively
within the two capital city regions. Our east coast study tour tended to confirm that the big winners in all aspects of
offshore-related business development were Halifax and St. John’s. A possible exception in Nova Scotia of a small
community where benefit has accrued is Guysborough County, where the pipeline from the Sable Island gas operations
makes landfall. In a discussion presented by the Warden of the County government, there was indication that the
community had begun to capture some participation benefits, not least of which was up-to-date information and an
opportunity to collaborate through a “Sable Community Advisory Committee.”150 The recently-announced development
of a major petrochemical and liquefied natural gas plant151 should greatly solidify any such gains.

                                                  
146 Brimar Consultants. 2003. “Queen Charlotte/Hecate Basin Oil and Gas Potential.” Paper for the Coast Information Team, p.10. Available on-
line at www.citbc.org/w-EGSA-MOGs-fin-05Apr04.pdf

147 Doug House. 2000. “Myths and Realities About Oil-Related Development: Lessons from Atlantic Canada and the North Sea.” Paper
presented to SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. Proceedings on
line at www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/

148 K. Vodden, J. Pierce and D. House. 2004 “Offshore Oil and Gas and the Quest for Sustainable Development: A Rural Development
Perspective”. In D. Ramsey, and C. Bryant (eds.) The Structure and Dynamics of Rural Territories: Geographical Perspectives. Brandon,
Manitoba: Rural Development Institute, Brandon University.

149 Kelly Vodden, at Priddle Panel Hearing, Alert Bay, May 7. (See Transcripts, p. 63)

150 Warden Lloyd Hines. Oral presentation to the UNBC East Coast Study Tour., October 28, 2003. (recorded on videotapes now in the
possession of the UNBC Northern Land Use Institute).

151 See section 5.3.9.2 later in this chapter.



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     81

In Newfoundland, the benefit in far-flung coastal communities outside St. John’s is, at best, uncertain. Lists have been
made of the over 100 outports from which labour has been drawn in work at Bull Arm and on the Hibernia
platform.152 Similar claims and rationale have been offered in Nova Scotian assessments:

The economic value from offshore development has had widespread impact in Nova Scotia, even
though this is not always readily apparent. For example, the general economy is better off with
increased employment and business opportunities regardless of where the specific jobs or
businesses are located. But it should also be recognized that the very nature of lengthy offshore
job rotations allows offshore workers commuting between the offshore and the Halifax Airport to
have their homes in the Annapolis Valley or Cape Breton or wherever they choose. In fact, many
Rowan Company workers live in Pictou County and work on rigs offshore Nova Scotia and
around the world. There are many visible signs that offshore development is having a positive
impact on Nova Scotia communities. Tangible signs are obvious in Halifax where the energy
companies are headquartered; at the Strait of Canso where the SOEI gas fractionation plant is
located and where Maritimes and Northeast Pipeline supplies natural gas to major local industries;
in Guysborough County where the pipeline comes ashore and the natural gas separation plant is
located; on the eastern shore where a pipe-coating facility operated during SOEI construction; and
throughout northern Nova Scotia where the Maritimes and Northeast Pipeline runs.153

Despite these reasonable-sounding assertions, as Vodden suggested154, there is scant rigourous analysis to trace and
document the income and other effects of offshore at the local rural community level. The question of economic
impact is far more thoroughly developed at the provincial level, the implication being that most small communities
benefit primarily by the improved provincial economy, the trickling down of better services by a provincial government
more able to afford them. Again there is a notable exception for Newfoundland communities in the vicinity of the
onshore construction of platforms, i.e. the Bull Arm sub-region. There are some expectations of greater local
participation in the future as new oil and gas development areas open up in Atlantic Canada. During our study tour,
reference was made to the possible emergence of the long depressed industrial Cape Breton area for serving offshore
industry as, possibly, activity moves into the marine areas north and west of Cape Breton Island. In Newfoundland,
similarly, communities like Port-Au-Basques and Marystown, largely unaffected by Hibernia, White Rose and Terra
Nova, are seen as potentially involved in new production fields off the south coast and off Labrador.155

In a relatively early assessment of distributional effects within Scotland, Ian McNicholl an economist from the
University of Strathclyde, examined the geographical pattern of oil impacts. He noted that, generally, the rural north of
Scotland did experience markedly greater change than Scotland and the United Kingdom as a whole.156 Nonetheless,
and consistent with Schofield’s expectations in BC, the initial experience was that “the purchasing and selling links
between the incoming oil activity and the indigenous economy are strictly limited….”157 Most rural communities simply
do not have much to offer that the offshore industry needs. This means that, aside from the odd labourer who has or
acquires the skills needed for offshore work, the smaller communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin, for the most part,
cannot expect to see spin-offs and multipliers to any significant degree. In Scotland, however, there is also evidence
that a few communities happened to have some special resources or attributes industry required that did bring
economic benefits. These features can range from having deep and easily navigable water courses, to level developable
onshore sites (an amenity in quite short supply along the rugged coastline of BC, as is the case in Norway and

                                                  
152 See Community Resource Services Ltd. 1999. Socio-economic Benefits from Hibernia Operations in 1998. Report prepared for the Hibernia
Management and Development Company, St. John's, Nfld.

153 Province of Nova Scotia. 2001. Seizing the Opportunity. Volume 2, Part II Oil and Gas. 3. Benefits from Offshore Resources, p. 19
(www.gov.ns.ca/energy/documents/Vol2II3.pdf).

154 Op. cit. above.

155 Ed Foran, address to UNBC East Coast Study Tour, October 31, 2003 (videotape at Northern Land Use Institute, UNBC).

156 Ian McNicholl. 1986. “The Pattern of Oil Impact on Scottish Rural Areas” in J.D. House (ed.) Fish versus Oil. Social and Economic Papers
No.16, Institute of Social and Economic Research, Memorial University, St. John’s.

157 Ibid., p.17
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northern Scotland) to aggregate needed for construction. McNicholl concluded that “local interaction has been
adversely affected by a mutual lack of understanding between oil and industrial sectors.”158 In this, he was not speaking
of broad and general understanding of the kind that can usefully be conveyed through the sorts of information
programs that have recently been supported, for example, by the BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team. Instead, he pointed
out the need for an in-depth inventory by communities of what they have that might match up with the needs of
offshore development. Over the past ten years, extensive compilations have been made of the natural attributes of the
Queen Charlotte Basin region through the related exercises of the Land Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and
Coast Information Team processes.159 It may be worthwhile to carefully revisit this documentation with an eye
especially focused on identifying the distribution of attributes most relevant to the needs of an offshore sector. In
short, predicting the geography of benefits first requires a fine-scale analysis of what the region and communities
within it can offer.

5.3.6 What are the effects on other marine-dependent activities?
When concern is expressed on the impacts of offshore development on existing livelihoods and lifestyles, it largely
centres on the long-established dependency on marine fisheries for sustenance and income. Then, there are the
emerging sectors that seem to offer the best hope in a time of decline in both commercial fishing and coastal forestry
– tourism and aquaculture. Here we will discuss first the established mainstay, and then the newer, emerging
possibilities as they relate to offshore oil and gas.

5.3.6.1 When the tide is out, the table is set: fish versus oil in economic terms

For a region so long and deeply dependent on marine fisheries, environmental concerns regarding offshore oil and gas
are very much entwined with socioeconomic issues. Any threat to the ecosystem is also one to livelihood. We saw this,
for example, on the study trip to Canada’s east coast participants from the Queen Charlotte Basin communities spent
as much time interrogating speakers about ecological as any other category of effect.

This study was not structured to enable comment in any detail on the state of knowledge regarding questions that turn
on an understanding of impacts on the biology or chemistry of the Basin’s waters. But there are conceptual challenges
in economics and, more broadly, social sciences, which need to be addressed as a basis for community/public
deliberations of these concerns. Before discussing these, however, it must be clearly stated that any economic, social or
cultural impact assessment related to marine living resources awaits solid understanding of or consensus about the facts
of ecological impacts. For example, one can only specify potential economic consequences of environmental harm
from oil spills if there is some agreement on the likelihood and extent of environmental harm. As long as one party
says that the risks of a catastrophic spill from offshore operations are minimal, while another foresees an inevitable
disaster, talking about likely ecologically-based economic costs of offshore oil and gas is infeasible. And at present, as
was so clear in the clashing testimonies to the Priddle Panel about risks and the relevance of the Exxon Valdez case,
underlying assumptions and predictions are far apart. The recent work and reports of two separately commissioned
scientific review panels does not appear to have led to any visible convergence on the ecological impact issues of
greatest import. It is certainly useful and educational for British Columbians to acquaint themselves with the now very
well-studied ecological, and then social and economic, story of the notorious tanker spill in Alaskan waters. The studies
that were produced through the considerable funding made available as part of Exxon’s settlement are helpful in
providing a rigorous analytical basis for understanding the connections between marine environmental disruption and
coastal community well-being. The caveat that needs repeating is that the probabilities of major spills from offshore
development (i.e. platforms) and maritime transport (i.e. tankers) of hydrocarbons are different. It would be wrong to
try to make predictions about the likelihood of problems with one activity based on a study of the other.

Well-informed community dialogue about the significance of Exxon Valdez to discussions of BC offshore development
would seem to be very worthwhile. Currently, that example gets brought up by one side and rejected as irrelevant by
the other with little real understanding of how it does and does not pertain to the issues here. Going beyond this

                                                  
158 Ibid., p.21.

159 See Chapter 4 for references and brief descriptions of these information sources.
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rhetorical and positional “use” of the Exxon Valdez story would be the first step in advancing public understanding
and consideration of offshore issues.

The socioeconomic impacts that might result from any negative effects of offshore oil and gas on Queen Charlotte
Basin biota will depend on several factors:

 How dependent are the communities on ostensibly vulnerable biological species?

 What is the value currently and also potentially, if the system was somehow restored to its full productive
potential?

 To what degree do the interests of offshore development and fisheries really conflict?

Tracing the connection between community wealth or well-being and renewable biological resources has been a fertile
area of inquiry for many years. In Canada, this has been especially the case in so-called land use and occupancy studies
where sensitive, often community-based analysis has been frequently undertaken to document just how dependent
Native communities have been and still are on their natural environment.160 In the Queen Charlotte Basin and
elsewhere among the non-urban coastal communities of BC, declines in stocks and changes in the regulatory regime in
the 1990s led to some systematic investigations of resource dependency. A useful sequence of studies was undertaken
by economist Gordon Gislason amidst the turmoil of 1995 and 1996 when several key salmon species had bad years
and Canada implemented a radically new licensing scheme. Gislason documented the extent to which such
communities are dependent on salmon and other fish harvesting and processing. This enabled him to identify
seventeen especially hard-hit communities, ones quite vulnerable to the vagaries of both nature and policy. Of these,
ten were located on the Queen Charlotte Basin.

UBC’s “Back to the Future” project may be especially germane to developing an understanding of community-fisheries
relations and also investigating the potential value of the ecosystems if restored to the full productive potential that was
assumed to have existed in the distant past. The latter point is crucial, especially from the perspective of Queen
Charlotte Basin fishermen and aquatic biologists who have stressed “healing” (i.e. restoration of the health) of stocks
and ecosystems as a prerequisite to undertaking any new activities putting resources at risk.

We feel that the governments, again, are stepping in the wrong direction, and if they want to see
technology and new movements around our resources and stuff, they should very seriously look at
healing their past mistakes first. They've jeopardized a lot of things into extinction now in our
territories, and they're not looking at healing them. Before they do anything, we would like to see
some kind of healing process.161

Developing a better appreciation for the economic value of healthy marine ecosystems is a major challenge, one that
has been taken by an increasing number of resource economists worldwide.162 The UBC work on marine valuation is
very important in that it goes beyond the already challenging question of what the “services” from the Queen
Charlotte Basin currently are, to this issue of their potential if appropriate restoration measures were successfully
undertaken. This puts the choices for marine resource use in the appropriate context by fully indicating what is “in
play”163 – putting them fully into context.

                                                  
160 For a brief but useful historical overview of land use and occupancy studies in Canada, see Mike Robinson. 1999. “Strengthening the Role of

Indigenous People and their Communities in the Context of Sustainable Development.” Sustainable Forest Management Working Paper 1999-
17. [http://sfm-1.biology.ualberta.ca/english/pubs/PDF/WP_1999-17.pdf

161 Greg Wadhams (‘Namgis fisherman and band councillor) Testimony to Priddle Panel, Alert Bay, May 7, 2004.
162 See Jin, Di, Porter Hoagland and Tracey Morin Dalton. 2003. “Linking Economic and Ecological Models for a Marine Ecosystem.”

Ecological Economics 46 (3): 367-385. See also Kopp, R. and V.K. Smith (eds.). 1993. Environmental Assets: The Economics of Natural
Resource Damage Assessment. Washington, DC: Resources for the Future. Markowska, Agnieszka & Tomasz Zylicz. 1999. “Costing an
International Public Good: The Case of the Baltic Sea”. Ecological Economics 30 (2): 301–316

163 UBC Fisheries Centre proposed a significant project to UNBC’s Northern Coastal Information Research Program on this very subject in late
2003. It was among the suggested priorities to have been undertaken if funding had allowed for further projects under NCIRP. The phrase
“what’s in play?” was taken from that proposal.
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In regard to other ways in which fisheries and offshore oil interact, there are clearly both positive and negative aspects.
Offshore activities can result in exclusions of fishermen from customary fishing grounds for short and longer term
periods. There are potential gear conflicts and the subtle but potentially important sublethal effects of various wastes
on harvestable species. Perhaps of most immediate concern, and greatest current controversy, are the impacts of
seismic testing during the exploration phase. To repeat, it is not within the scope of this report to wade into this hot
topic164 although it is to be noted that this was a main concern expressed during the field portion of this project.

What is of some interest in terms of mitigation and management of these issues has been the emergence in a number
of places where offshore development has occurred of relationships between petroleum operators and fishing interests.
An interesting presentation and follow-up discussion on Canadian east coast approaches to this was presented by Nova
Scotia fisherman Brian Giroux to the Priddle Panel.165 In fact, immediately before Queen Charlotte Basin residents
were visiting Nova Scotia and Newfoundland in October 2003 for our project, a delegation of Atlantic area fishermen
travelled to the North Sea to look into fish/oil interactions and concluded that “On both sides of the North Sea the
two industries had developed a good working relationship over a lengthy period of time.”166

If one must generalize on the crucial interactions of the mainstay fishing sector with potential offshore industry, it
would be that real conflicts are to be expected, but that a substantial number of fishermen from existing development
areas see these activities as compatible provided that strong working relationships are fostered. This would suggest that
among the important steps to be taken if the moratoria are lifted in British Columbia would be detailed planning by
petroleum operators and BC’s rather diverse fishing sector on how to build a relationship before any operational
conflicts or crises demand it.

5.3.6.2 Coastal tourism and aquaculture

 Coastal tourism

As Basin communities strive for a way to compensate for a decline in traditional sectors of fishing and forestry, the
hope has been that the beauty, the marine life and the cultural attractiveness of the region will lead to significant gains
from tourism. As seen in the discussion of this question in Chapter 4, there has been dismay expressed about how
offshore oil and gas could impact coastal tourism. On the surface it seems obvious that these two sectors are not
highly compatible. The worst case scenario of interaction would be a significant oil spill. Elsewhere large spills –
mostly associated with tanker transport rather than offshore development – have undoubtedly caused immediate and
demonstrable financial losses for firms involved in tourism and for tourism-dependent regions as a whole. Because of
the large sums of money available for its follow-up impact research, the Exxon Valdez is the most studied of such
disasters. Unquestionably, the tourism in Prince William Sound and even other areas of Alaska was depressed for a
period after the 1989 spill. A study undertaken over the first two years revealed the following kinds of negative impact:

 Decreased visits from non-residents and Alaskan residents in the most spill-affected areas

 Cancellations of bookings and a 16 percent decrease in overall business

 A net loss of $19 million in visitor spending

                                                  
164 With very little effort, one can find a burgeoning literature of studies on the question of seismic effects on fish and fishing. The Canadian
Offshore has just completed significant field work on the topic. LGL Limited has previously prepared an extensive review in relation to seismic
work in Nova Scotian waters – Rolph A. Davis, Denis H. Thomson and Charles I. Malme. 1998. Environmental Assessment of Seismic
Exploration on the Scotian Shelf. Submitted to Canada/Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board, 5 August 1998. Available on-line at
http://www.cnsopb.ns.ca/Environment/shelf.pdf. Further afield one finds a useful recent compilation on these issues from the North Sea – e.g.
Ingebret Gausland. 2003. Seismic Surveys Impact on Fish and Fisheries. Report for the Norwegian Oil Industry Association. A good overview of
the issue was prepared by the BC Seafood Alliance as background for a workshop in February 2004 in regard to seismic interactions with fishing.
See David L. Peterson. 2004. “Seismic Survey Operations: Impacts on Fish, Fisheries, Fishers and Aquaculture” available on-line at
http://www.bcseafoodalliance.com/Peterson_000.htm or from the Alliance at 1100-1200 West 73rd Avenue, Vancouver, BC  Canada  V6P 6G5
(Phone 604-377-9213).

165 See transcripts for Priddle Panel, May 9, 2004 (Port Hardy) on line at www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca.

166 Nova Scotia North Sea Delegation. 2004. North Sea Oil & Gas and Fisheries Report. Available on-line at
www.gov.ns.ca/energy/documents/north_sea_oilgas_and_fisheries_report.pdf.
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The same study does make note of increases in revenue for some operators who accommodated clean-up crews and
the panoply of experts who flocked to the region to study the impacts – cold comfort, one would think, for tourist
operators and Alaskans in general. There were also analyses undertaken specifically on sport fishing revenue impacts in
Prince William Sound; the difficulties of methodology and particularly of establishing valid trends and baselines led to a
rather wide range of estimates from around $3 million to over $50 million in losses during the prime season in 1990
(the first full fishing season following the spill year during which a clearer pattern of loss was discernible). 167

The most important aspects of tourism reaction to a major coastal oil spill may be the impact on the image of the
affected region as a destination. The avoidance of booking one’s vacation near beaches that have been “in the news”
due to a major spill has been well documented for Exxon Valdez and for other infamous events such as the 1993
Braer spill in the Shetlands and the more recent Prestige incident off Spain’s shores. Whether one travels to sports fish
or swim or walk the beaches, the wide geographic array of choices open to today’s tourist means that localities where
slicks have washed up will almost certainly be avoided by a significant number of people who might otherwise have
visited.

It is also quite clear that the area affected by the oil spill caused by the Prestige is of outstanding
interest as a tourist area. Its landscape, natural environment and ethnographic features make the
Costa da Morte, with its beaches and estuaries, one of Galicia’s main tourist assets, generating an
additional source of income for the local population. The symbolic value of Fisterra (‘Land’s End’)
as one of Europe’s westernmost outcrops marking the end of the Pilgrim’s Way to Santiago also
adds to its value as an area of tourist interest. To a large extent, visits to these areas for various
periods of time will fall off owing to the negative impact suffered by the sea and the environment.
The overall effects will, therefore, not be limited to the areas directly hit, spreading instead to the
Galician tourist trade as a whole and negatively affecting Galician products.168

The more difficult question to answer related to the Exxon Valdez and other spills, is the extent to which tourism
recovers in the years after, and how long it takes. On the current website of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee
Council, the following conclusion about this is drawn:

In the years since the spill, there has been a marked increase in the number of visitors to
Alaska.… Preliminary data for the summer of 2001 indicate over 1.2 million visitors, compared to
approximately 600,000 visitors in the summer of 1989. Visitation to the spill area has experienced
a similar increase.… From 1989 to 1997, the number of sport fishers increased by 65 percent in
Prince William Sound, by 25 percent in the Kodiak Region, and by 15 percent in the Kenai
Peninsula region.… Even though visitation has increased since the oil spill, however, the Trustee
Council’s recovery objective requires that the injured resources important to recreation be
recovered and recreational use of oiled beaches not be impaired, and this objective has not been
met.    Therefore, the Council finds recreation to be recovering from the effects of the spill, but not
yet recovered. (emphasis original)169

It bears repeating that drawing on experiences with impacts on coastal tourism and other marine-related activities from
the comparatively well-documented cases of big tanker spills, is itself a controversial matter. Many observers are quick
to point out that these events arose from marine transportation of hydrocarbons and therefore bear little relevance to
the pros and cons of offshore oil and gas. Others respond that, while less frequent, accidents arising from offshore

                                                  
167 Richard T. Carson and W. Michael Haneman. 1992. A Preliminary Economic Analysis of Recreational Fishing Losses Related to the Exxon
Valdez Oil Spill. Report to the Attorney General of the State of Alaska. Available on-line at www.evostc.state.ak.us/pdf/econ1.pdf

168 Maria do Carme Garcia Negro and Xoán Ramón Doldán Garcia. Undated. “Economic Consequences of the Oil Spill Caused by the Prestige.”
Report released by the Department of Applied Economics, University of Santiago de Compostela. Available on-line at
www.usc.es/ecopesca/Galego/documentos. A much more extensive report has been prepared on the Prestidge economic impact on Galicia but is
not currently available in English – Fernando Gonxzales Laxe. 2003. El Impacto del Prestige. Análisis y Evaluación de los Daños Causados por el
Accidente del Prestige y Dispositivos para lLa Regeneración Medioambiental y Recuperación Económica de Galicia. Published by Fundacion
Pedro Barrie de la Maza, Coruna, Spain.

169 From website www.evostc.state.ak.us/facts/status_human_recreation.html
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installations do happen and that, indeed, the largest inadvertent marine oil spill in history was from the blow-out of the
Ixtoc exploratory well in the Bahia de Campeche off Mexico.170 Effects on coastal tourism from the Campeche incident
– which in terms of spilled volume was more than ten times as large as the Exxon Valdez spill – were measurable in
parts of Texas hundreds of kilometres away.171 Note is also made of the 1969 Santa Barbara blow-out, which many
observers see as a major landmark in the birth of modern environmentalism and environmental regulation and which
left a legacy of highly polarized views about offshore development across the United States and beyond.172 Distant as
these events may be in time and space, and accepting that technology, including environmental control, constantly
evolves, Campeche and Santa Barbara continue to confute claims that a major offshore development related spill “can’t
happen here”. As a result, fears for tourism and other marine-dependent uses persist.

Interaction between coastal tourism and offshore development is not only a matter of one’s views about the
probability of a major oil spill. Throughout our discussions with people of the area, there were repeated suggestions
that the appeal of the Basin region as a world-class tourism destination could suffer if drill rigs were to appear. But
this – the ostensible lessening of “Beautiful BCs” cachet for the international traveller – is a very hard subject to
examine analytically. In a paper to the 2001 Conference, “Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development
in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic,” SFU geography professor and tourism expert, Allison Gill, raised both this question
and also the possibility that lucrative short-term work offshore could stifle the nascent interest of workers and small
entrepreneurs in tourism:

The image of supernatural and wilderness is the one that has been established in the marketplace
for some time and is the drawing feature for many people who come to Canada, particularly from
the US…these images are hard to control. Events, for example, oil spills or other environmental
damage, have a negative effect on images, especially if they conflict with the induced image that is
being used by the tourism industry…It has been a hard-fought battle to get coastal communities
to embrace tourism. It is not something that people who are used to the resource economy take
to and convert to easily…We have heard about how the expectations of oil and gas development
tends to detract people from other things, believing that there are high paying jobs coming in. I
am a bit concerned that people will abandon tourism in the expectations of faster money.173

Claims are certainly made, however, that the two sectors can co-exist – or better – so long as the worst case of a
major oil spill does not transpire. Noting how “it is commonly thought that petroleum and tourism activities are
incompatible,”174 Mark Shrimpton suggests a range of potential positive effects on the Newfoundland hospitality
industry, including even the possibility that offshore industry could attract tourists. He suggests that in several more
well-established locales – Aberdeen and the Shetland Islands in Scotland, Stavanger in Norway, and the Gulf Coast of
Louisiana – studies show “…the (offshore) industry making a major contribution to the local tourism and recreation
industry thorough (sic) meetings, conferences, trade shows, corporate hospitality and the personal expenditures of oil
industry personnel.”175 Other interactions that Shrimpton and others have noted between tourism and offshore oil and
gas have included some competition for accommodations and for the labour force, as workers prefer the higher wage,
even if the employment possibilities are short term, of oil and gas to the hospitality industry.

Shrimpton comments upon an issue of image and reputation as a tourist destination suggesting that
“…notwithstanding these concerns, places like Norway, the Shetland Islands, the Falkland Islands, Nova Scotia and

                                                  
170 The incident occurred in June 1979. The estimated about of oil spilled was 140 million gallons, more than ten times the volume lost in the
Exxon Valdez incident.

171 R.L Freeman, S.M. Holland, and R.B. Ditton. 1986. “Measuring the Impact of the Ixtoc I Oil Spill on Visitation at three Texas Public Coastal
Parks.” Coastal Zone Management Journal 13(2):177- 201.

172 See Joan Goldstein (ed.) 1982. The Politics of Offshore Oil. New York: Praeger.

173 Allison Gill. 2000. Coastal and Marine Tourism in British Columbia: Implications of Oil and Gas development for Tourism.” From
proceedings of Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic, Simon Fraser University, May 17-
18, 200. Available on line by links through www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/

174 Shrimpton. 2002. p. 4.

175 Ibid., pp. 4-5.
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Newfoundland continue to experience rapid growth in tourism, including ecotourism and adventure tourism.”176 But as
is the case even with analysis of tourism recovery from oil spills, there is a serious analytical challenge in asserting that
things are as good as they would have been without hydrocarbons: those opposed to offshore oil and gas will believe
that more solid growth and development of tourism would have been achieved in the absence of offshore
development, while those in favour of the industry will echo Shrimpton’s assertions implying that all is booming. In
sum, it is very hard to predict with any confidence, even if research is done on places that have undergone offshore
development, what the overall effect would be on BC’s coastal tourism of moving ahead with offshore development.
What’s more, as SFU Professor Allison Gill acknowledged, in an overview of possible implications of offshore
development for BC tourism, “there is virtually no research on tourism activity.”

One source that British Columbians may find useful for sorting out issues on the interaction between coastal tourism
and offshore development is the recently released “Final Environmental Impact Statement” (FEIS) for a new sale of
leases in Cook Inlet, Alaska. Preparing an FEIS requires the documentation of existing resources at risk from a
proposed action and the compilation and discussion of all conceivable direct and indirect effects. Accordingly, new
lease sales in what is already a longstanding active offshore development area have led to detailed discussion of the
potential impacts on the recreation and tourism sector. That analysis devotes most attention to “space-use conflicts” –
the possible need to exclude recreational and touring users from active exploration and, later, production areas. Other
topics considered in the Alaska FEIS process, and which would certainly arise as issues in coastal BC, include: visual
impacts – the arguably unwelcome sight of offshore operations; onshore infrastructure effects on neighbouring
recreational facilities and resources; competition for accommodations between tourists and transient work forces; and,
of course, potential degradation from small and large spills.

One of the prerequisites to more fruitful discussion and debate of the question of the relationship between coastal
tourism and offshore oil is to have a much better understanding of what is at stake. There have been a number of
studies over the years of marine-related tourism opportunities and of the overall tourism prospects for the Queen
Charlotte Basin area as part of the various Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) and related processes.177

With some updating, these should form reasonable factual bases for the more specific consideration of offshore
development/tourism interactions that would be required if current moratoria are lifted.

 Aquaculture

Since offshore oil and gas was last seriously considered in BC in the mid 1980s there has been a major emergence of
marine aquaculture as a coastal activity. The possible effects of offshore oil and gas on that burgeoning sector received
some commentary during the recent federal Priddle Panel review but, as noted, in Chapter 4, salmon pen-rearing has
itself been subject to moratoria and public inquiries here. This somewhat constrains arguments about the relationship
between these economic activities.

As with coastal tourism, there can be little doubt that the worst-case scenario of interaction would be a major blow-
out and spill. The fouling of shellfish beds and the rearing facilities for finfish or shellfish would not only have clean-
up and replacement costs, but would raise the likelihood of closures on products for a considerable time period due to
the aesthetic problems and potential toxicity of seafood products tainted by oil. Tainting is also a potential issue with
routine offshore oil and gas operations, not just in the context of major accidental spill. Here, analogous to the
“image” concerns in coastal tourism, there is the potential problem that seafood from farms along the Queen Charlotte
Basin might suffer from the perception of coming from a less than pristine environment if a significant offshore oil
discovery occurred.

In our literature search we were not able to find any substantive analysis of the interactions between coastal
aquaculture and offshore oil and gas other than in instances of major oil spill pollution. It is noteworthy that, during

                                                  
176 Ibid., p. 5.

177 On the Central Coast where the LRMP process is now complete, there were several pertinent analyses of the tourism sector, both as it exists
and of its future prospects. See, for example, Patricia McKim. 2000. Northern Plan Area Economic Opportunity and Barriers Study available
through links at http://srmwww.gov.bc.ca/cr/resource_mgmt/lrmp/cencoast/docs. Also, Economic Planning Group. 2004. Coastal British
Columbia Economic Gain Spatial Analysis Tourism Sector Report. For Coast Information Team. Available on-line at www.citbc.org/c-egsa-
tourism-17May04.pdf
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the past three decades when both Norway and Scotland have been epicentres for offshore oil and gas development,
there has been concurrent rapid growth of net-pen salmon aquaculture. Norway has emerged as a world-leading
exporter of both oil and farmed salmon. The Shetland Islands have both Britain’s largest oil exporting terminal (Sullen
Voe) and a vibrant salmon farming sector that has grown dramatically since the early 1980s. Mussels and oysters are
also cultivated in the Shetlands, affirming, it would seem, the argument that routine and extensive offshore industry is
quite compatible with marine aquaculture. It should also be further that the impressive growth of marine farming in
the Shetlands has continued in spite of some lengthy closures of some affected shore areas associated with the Braer
tanker spill in 1993.

For both of these emerging sectors – tourism and aquaculture – some rather obvious generalities arise from our
overview: the catastrophic event of an oil spill would lead to a very significant economic loss for both sectors; how
long it would be before full recovery to the pre-spill profitability of each sector is less certain. This raises the important
issue of fairness and potential mechanisms for compensation – a topic that comes up in the immediately following
section of this chapter.

Another as yet unsettled debate is whether the mere presence of an offshore industry could detract from the “image”
and therefore marketability of both tourism and seafood products. It may seem reasonable to assume some negative
effect. However, regions where offshore development has occurred still rate high as destinations for tourism and
world-leading sources for farmed seafood.

5.3.6.3 If the worst happens – the issue of compensation

As reported in Chapter 4 there were very strong statements to us and to the Priddle Panel regarding the kinds and
level of compensation to be expected if environmental harm befell the valued marine resources on which communities
rely. The obvious central concern is fisheries, although, as other sectors such as marine wildlife viewing develop, those
who depend on such activities for a living will also need to be assured that offshore oil and gas operations will not
cost them money. Like several other questions addressed in this chapter this is not a matter of socioeconomic
prediction but rather of public and corporate planning. One of the best sources that lays out the challenge of
compensation in the context of offshore oil is the pertinent chapter from the 1986 West Coast Offshore Exploration
Environmental Assessment Panel. This report dedicated an entire chapter to delineating what the expectations were
from people of the coast – expectations which have not radically changed in nearly 20 years – and, from those, the
kinds of “compensable losses and damages” needing attention. The report went on to review mechanisms in existence
at that time for sound and reassuring compensation programs and, based on all of this, proffered a number of quite
detailed recommendations still useful as a checklist on this matter. These included:

 Formulating a full government compensation policy covering loss of, or damage to, property, equipment,
income, common property resources; “attributable and nonattributable”178 damages; and with the burden of
proof upon oil companies rather than claimants.

 Posting of a $40 million bond by companies before beginning operations (a figure that would obviously need
adjustment for both inflation and today’s better understanding of the costs of a spill).

 Use of resource rehabilitation programs where environmental and habitat damage occurs.

 Appointment of a multi-party “West Coast Offshore Compensation Board” in the event of a significant oil
well blowout.

Once one has looked carefully at the full discussion of compensation in the 1986 report, it is worthwhile to read the
several evaluations of how compensation stands ten and almost twenty years after the earlier environmental assessment.
In 1996, the Canadian Ocean Frontiers Research Foundation (COFRF) did a systematic review of progress and
residual issues arising from all topics within the 1986 report and recommendations179 (see Chapter 3, section 3.3.2) . It

                                                  
178 This would remove a strict burden of proof for a connection between the diminution of some valued environmental resource and stresses
arising from offshore operations.

179 See above, Chapter 3, section 3.3.2 for reference to this report.
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pointed to progress in the structuring of policy on the east coast of Canada, but also observed that the approach had
not yet been tested by an actual major spill.

Not incidentally, COFRF noted in passing how the attitudes towards the challenge of compensation continue to be
affected by perceptions about the Exxon Valdez case. In regard to the latter we again face the ever-present if implicit
question of how relevant experiences with oil tanker disasters are to offshore development issues. It may or may not
be understood that the terms of compensation for marine transportation of oil are distinct from the regulatory regime
applicable to offshore oil and gas. What can be confusing is that some of the same petroleum companies whose oil has
been spilled from tankers are also offshore operators; this inevitably raises commentary about the social and
environmental responsibility of such firms. Thus, if there is a perception of inadequate post-spill compensation – and
such perceptions are widespread – that will affect the levels of trust that fair compensation would follow from an
incident arising from offshore hydrocarbon activity.

The report in 2001by Jacques Whitford Environmental Ltd. (which incorporates an offshore technology update
conducted several years earlier by AGRA Environmental) also touched on progress in dealing with compensation since
1986. Their view was that the suggestions of the West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment had
either become standard practice or had been superseded by better approaches. They concluded that petroleum
companies currently insist on strong and well-defined approaches and that “offshore fisheries compensation programs
are normal practice in the western world.”180

The SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Team report for the Turning Point Nations takes a somewhat less sanguine view of
the sufficiency and completeness of existing approaches to compensation. Focusing on the east coast of Canada, the
authors suggest three main issues “yet to be adequately addressed”:

 The potential issue of stock impairment: in particular, who should be compensated if petroleum operations
result in actual economic loss.

 The matter of long-term cumulative effects: specifically, how any such impacts are, or can be, measured, and
whether any related economic effects warrant direct compensation to fishers.

 The emerging problem of the potential operational, economic, and biophysical impacts of seismic survey
activities.181

These concerns are based on the complications associated with the high degree of uncertainty in proving the
connection between a particular stress to the marine environment and a loss in some valued resource and, therefore, in
establishing a fair compensation mechanism. The more complex or subtle the environmental change one is concerned
about, the harder it will be to confirm causality and collect recompense.

Most commentary in BC on the question of compensation ends up looking eastward in Canada to see how it works
there. It is not within the scope of this report to attempt a detailed evaluation of that approach, especially since there
do not appear to have been major incidents to put those compensation provisions to the test. The rationale, definitions
and mechanisms for compensation for Atlantic Canada are laid out in an 18-page document jointly issued by the two
boards in Newfoundland and Nova Scotia.182 These “Compensation Guidelines” were designed in accordance with a
formal mandate to ensure that other marine users can recover economic losses associated with offshore hydrocarbon
development. The document includes a description of what is considered to be damage (including the aforementioned
distinction between “attributable” and “non-attributable” losses), the routes by which compensation can be claimed,
eligibility issues, procedures for applying for compensation, and pertinent forms.

It is expected that such guidelines will be a strong starting point, at least from governments’ perspectives, for the
development of the compensation approach on the west coast. But it may be misleading to presume that the template

                                                  
180 Jacques Whitford Environment Ltd. 2001. British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Technology Update. Report to Province of British
Columbia, Ministry of Energy, Mines and Resources, p. 155.

181 Ibid., p.64

182 Canada-Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board and Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board, “Compensation Guidelines Respecting
Damages Relating to Offshore Petroleum Activity”, Issued March 2002. Available on line at cnsopb.ns.ca/regulatory/pdf/CompGuidelines.pdf
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can and will be automatically transferred and accepted. The controversy over offshore oil and gas here in British
Columbia far exceeds anything seen on the Atlantic Coast at the time when the boards’ rules were put in place. The
addition of unresolved Aboriginal title to the challenge will impose formal requirements and special expectations when
it comes to the issue of compensation. As mentioned above, inferences from cases of oil tanker spills and the opinion,
well-founded or not, that fishermen and coastal communities have not been adequately compensated for their losses in
those cases, adds passion to the question. The experience of how compensation has worked where offshore
development has led to environmental problems, and also what has happened with tanker spills and the bearing that
may or may not have on offshore situations, endure as objects of debate and confusion. Our view is that a solid and
judicious approach to compensation cannot await final decisions about current moratoria but instead should begin to
be a subject for collaborative dialogue and study as soon as possible. The final chapter of this report returns to a
discussion of the role of such deliberations in confronting challenges such as compensation. It would seem sensible
that those who wish to proceed with offshore development should not wait for the decision about the moratoria to be
made before putting ideas forth and even making concrete suggestions as to how compensation would be handled.
This would go some way to having local people more open to the ongoing discussion than now appears to be the case
in the region.

5.3.7 What are the fiscal implications for coastal communities?
The advent of a major development or new industry in a region of small communities should always opens shrewd
questioning about the net impact on local government revenues and costs. Most of the communities along the edge of
the Queen Charlotte Basin have been facing fiscal challenges for a number of years. Many First Nations have found
the demands of their growing populations and of their increasing role in governance leading to tenuous budget
situations and, in some cases, the Department of Indian and Northern Affairs has placed certain bands under various
states of financial oversight. Non-Native local governments have faced corporate and public sector disinvestment, job
and population loss and, as a result, a shrinking tax bases. Concurrently, of course, these hard times resulted in the
need for investments in social problem-solving, and sometimes desperate attempts to attract new or save old sources
of employment. Thus the possibility of a major new industry offers promise that is hard to ignore. On the other hand,
there are bound to be suspicions that this new industry could actually create higher levels of demand for costly
infrastructure. Two interrelated questions therefore arise: in what ways could direct revenues for local governments be
gained from offshore development? And, what physical and social infrastructure costs might arise?

 Direct revenues for coastal governments

To address the question of whether and how local governments could obtain a share of revenues, one needs to first
comprehend the overall revenue picture and how dollars can accrue to the public sector from the private development
of hydrocarbon resources. In turn, some understanding is useful of the overall economics of decision-making for the
use of a non-renewable resource, a subject whose bibliography would run to many pages.183 All that needs saying here
is that it is worthwhile for anyone involved in debates about revenues from offshore oil and gas to become acquainted
with the logic (and lingo) of decisions faced by the private company developing the resource. Such firms must
undertake very careful assessments of whether to undertake development and, in doing so, they will always consider
the expectations of governments and the public to share in revenue.

There is likewise extensive literature on how governments can optimally collect and best use a public share of the
“rent” from oil and gas.184 Bridges and Associates provides a brief and useful overview of how several jurisdictions
collect such rents, while noting that the applicable rates in BC have not been established. Arguably, a general sense of

                                                  
183 Unfortunately, the leading analyses in this field tend to be found in formal and rigorous texts and papers that are not very approachable. One
reasonably readable source for those interested in the theories, practices and nuances of “depletable” natural resource management is Stephen W.
Salant. 1995. “The Economics of Natural Resource Extraction: A Primer for Development Economists” World Bank Research Observer
10(1):93-111, (available on line at www.fundp.ac.be/~lhotte/Cours/Eco_devel/salant.pdf] A pleasantly conversational older paper that touches on
the key issues is Robert M. Solow. 1974. “The Economics of Resources or the Resources of Economics.” American Economic Review 64(2):1-
14.

184 For a broad survey of approaches to collecting rent from publicly owned petroleum worldwide, see Alexander Kemp. 1987. Petroleum Rent
Collection Around the World. Halifax: The Institute for Research on Public Policy.
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what can be expected can be gained by looking at the royalty regime on the east coast of Canada and also at the
approach BC currently uses in its onshore northeast oil region. In addition to royalties, which are based on a
percentage of revenue, additional money goes to the public resource owner through lease fees (usually based on a area-
based charge) and taxes. Local governments may benefit from municipal tax if an onshore facility of some kind is
situated within their boundaries.

In Canada, offshore oil and gas has been the subject of lengthy legal disputes that remain formally unsettled, although
accommodations through federal-provincial accords have allowed development to proceed. Before even getting down
to the question of fair shares to local governments, there are issues of whether any public government in Canada is
getting net gain from royalties and of how the have-not Atlantic provinces have fared in dealing with the federal
government. On the first point Dale Marshall185 has argued that, when all the public expenditures are factored in,
Hibernia has been subsidized, even with royalties accounted for. G. Campbell Watkins, on the other hand, concludes
that, while there could be more effective approaches, the public sector in Canada has done well by the east coast
royalty regime.186 There is a widespread feeling, however, that individual provinces have not fared that well in obtaining
royalty shares under the Atlantic Accords. Economist Kenneth J. Boessenkool speaks of the existing arrangements as
“shackles”187, a virtual confiscation of the prosperity Atlantic Canada expected to enjoy as a result of offshore
petroleum. A corollary is the expectation, encountered in our discussions and on our east coast tour, that First Nations
and local governments will be hard pressed to do better than provincial administrations. In late 2004 – as our report is
being finalized – the question of revenue sharing has become very heated. New proposals for adjusting federal-
provincial equalization payments in light of oil royalties have been the subject of well-publicized political interactions,
especially between Ottawa and Newfoundland. A thorough review of the issue of how the long established regional
equalization programs relate to arrangements for provincial offshore revenues has recently been published and should
be consulted in the original for those wishing to better understand these matters.188 The Government of Canada has
posted a fairly straightforward brief outline of how the accords relate revenue sharing to equalization.189

There are a few solid examples of local jurisdictions elsewhere obtaining significant direct revenues from offshore
operations. In Scotland, the Shetland Islands Council was permitted by the United Kingdom government to negotiate
directly with petroleum operators and, as a result, has developed a partnership in the development and management of
the Sullom Voe oil terminal, a leading trans-shipment facility for the North Sea. The oil terminal now handles about
650,000 barrels per day and generates revenues for the government in several ways.190

 Annual rent is paid to Shetland by the oil industry for the land on which the oil terminal and ancillary
facilities are situated.

 Royalties are paid to the Shetland government per barrel landed onshore at Sullom Voe.

 Shetland Towage, a company owned by the Shetland Islands Council, provides all tug services in the port.

These revenues have been used to set up four special funds, whose current value totals about $860 million (in
Canadian currency equivalent).

 Harbour Fund: used for the development of Shetland ports and harbours.

 Capital Fund: used for investment in capital infrastructure such as schools, roads, ferries etc.

                                                  
185 In Should BC Lift the Offshore Oil Moratorium? A Policy Brief on the Economic Lessons from Hibernia. (cited above).

186 See G.C. Watkins. 2001. Atlantic Petroleum Royalties: Fair Deal or Raw Deal? AIMS Oil and Gas Paper #2. Halifax: Atlantic Institute for
Market Studies.

187 Kenneth J. Boessenkool. 2001. Taking off the Shackles: Equalization and the Development of Non-Renewable Resources in Atlantic Canada.:
AIMS Oil and Gas Paper #3. Halifax: Atlantic Institute for Market Studies.

188 Wade Locke and Paul Hobson. 2004. An Examination of the Interaction Between Natural Resource Revenues and Equalization Payments:
Lessons for Atlantic Canada. IRPP Working Paper Series no.2004-10. Montreal: Institute for Research on Public Policy.

189 See http://www.fin.gc.ca/fedprov/nae.html

190 See http://www.shetland.gov.uk/stats/oil/css/p30.htm.
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 Reserve Fund: used for general purposes including colleges, research and development, marketing and
general economic development.

 Charitable Trust: used for benefits to Shetland and its inhabitants for mainly leisure and welfare purposes –
both capital and revenue.

All of these funds are set up to be self-sustaining over time. The Shetland government can only spend the investment
surpluses (i.e. spending takes place from income earned and the capital must be preserved.)

By contrast, in Norway, as in Atlantic Canada and most other offshore development areas, no explicit provision has
been made enabling local governments to negotiate fiscal arrangements with petroleum operators. Royalties are
collected by senior levels of governments and such benefits as are to be achieved locally must “trickle down” through
the largesse of centralized policy.

There are, of course, possibilities for direct revenue from taxation. In Guysborough County, Nova Scotia, for example,
local government has collected taxes from onshore facilities related to the Sable Gas project. In the years since the gas
plant was developed at Goldboro within Guysborough County, the overall annual tax revenue has more than
quadrupled due to assessments on Exxon/Mobil.191 This has enabled the local government to pass on significant
property tax reductions to homeowners and businesses, meaning that the County has among the lowest property tax
assessments in Canada. In turn, this can create some incentive for new enterprise that the region desperately needs as
rural depopulation continues. Industrial taxes have also enabled Guysborough County to develop new public
infrastructure, including a recreation and arts complex.192 With plans now underway for a much more substantial
petrochemical development,193 the possibilities for further tax revenue appear strong. In Newfoundland, communities in
the vicinity of the Bull Arm construction site for Hibernia also reported significant additions to the tax base from
petroleum and service companies.194

It is not only how revenues are channelled to them, then, but the leeway local authorities have in using new funding
that determines the level of tangible benefit. There is a great deal of interest in the concept of establishing trust funds
of the kind seen in the Shetland Islands and elsewhere. In the northern and coastal sections of BC (as well as
elsewhere in the province) community-based trusts have been established to deal with local needs. One pertinent
example is the Gwaii Trust, an endowment fund established in the early 1990s on the Queen Charlottes/Haida Gwaii
that uses the one-time funding provided under the agreement on the National Park Reserve.195 The concept (and
practicalities) of creating a permanent trust from funds that were available only temporarily bears obvious relevance to
the challenge of obtaining sustainable value from a non-renewable resource. In the years since its establishment,
conservative investment and use in a wide range of community projects have made the Gwaii Trust an exemplar
worthy of consideration as Queen Charlotte Basin communities ponder what value they can obtain from offshore
development.

As with the compensation issue, dialogue needs to happen and concrete options for direct revenue flows to
communities need to go on the table now so that local people have a clearer sense of the possible mechanisms for
doing something they see as a prerequisite to offshore development. Consideration of these potential mechanisms

                                                  
191 Information on tax implications in Guysborough County came from presentations made to this project’s east coast study tour, October 28,
2003 from Warden Lloyd Hines, Chief Administrative Officer Dan McDougall and Regional Development Director Gordon MacDonald.

192 The tax revenue story from Guysborough is not entirely sanguine, however. Exxon/Mobil appealed its property assessment in 1999
necessitating local government to basically freeze the use of much of the funds as a precaution in case a substantial refund was to be ordered. At
the same time Guysborough County has had to continue making annual contributions to various shared services costs administered by the
province, creating several years of fiscal uncertainty and squeezing.

193 As discussed in more detail later in this chapter, plans are being made by Keltic Petrochemicals to locate a liquefied natural gas facility
adjacent to the current Exxon/Mobil site at Goldboro in Guysborough County, N.S.

194 From discussion between our east coast study tour participants and mayors from the towns of Arnold’s Cove and Come-by-Chance in
Newfoundland (Tom Osborne and Joan Cleary), October 31, 2003.

195 Information about the history and operations of the gwaii trust can be found on the entity’s website, www.gwaiitrust.com.
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would turn what are now rather inchoate expectations about local benefits from offshore hydroccarbons into
something more worth talking about.

 Infrastructure effects

The troubled condition of public finance in small coastal communities has worsened as the traditional sectors and
sources of personal and business income declined. We have already noted how so many of the region’s local
governments and First Nations have had chronic financial problems for most of the last decade. This means that any
new development that puts further demands on public infrastructure is going to be a source of concern and
controversy. The first step in grappling with the question of how communities can cope with this is: what are the
added demands that could be expected if offshore oil and gas came? The natural first effect of a major new resource
development activity is that it results in a sudden influx of workers, perhaps with their families, thus creating a need
for municipal services at a level previously unseen. This is, in fact, part of the “boom and bust” concern already taken
up earlier in this chapter.

Evidence of this phenomenon was seen in the early years of Scottish North Sea development. This was most apparent
during the active construction phase of facilities when the highest labour inputs are necessary. A detailed study of
Peterhead, where a major transhipment facility was constructed, showed that some of the feared changes in the
demand for housing, servicing infrastructure, policing and social services were indeed realized. Small businesses and
local government did their best to put necessary services in place, but caught up only in time for the inevitable
downturn in demand. This dynamic has also been seen also in Louisiana and has been called “overadaptation.”196

University of Louisiana researchers have documented how a number of coastal communities in that state used bond
issues to finance harbour and other infrastructure to attract and service offshore industry but, when oil prices dropped,
found themselves severely strained in raising capital for other needs, including the diversification expected but not
realized through affiliation with oil and gas.

 The most common approach to coping with the sudden and potentially disruptive social impacts of any major
development is to attempt to isolate the workforce in camps, or “instant towns,” far away from established
communities. Of course, this also insulates the permanent communities from the potential economic gains of at least
the “boom phase” of development. This kind of approach was used in Newfoundland in the vicinity of the Bull Arm
site where the Hibernia platform was constructed. The influx of labour was very significant, indeed higher than initial
expectations.

The construction site at Bull Arm, where the Hibernia platform was constructed, was carefully
designed to provide a self-contained level of comfort and amenities for the workforce such that
there was very little contact with, and thereby very little negative impact on, the surrounding
communities. Ironically, the main complaint from the communities was that there was too little
impact. Oil did not produce either the level of employment for local people, the stimulus to local
businesses, or the general level of excitement that people had hoped for.197

Through time the neighbouring communities do appear to have reached a balanced level of satisfaction regarding the
benefits of Hibernia while reporting very little in the way of negative impacts or opposition. In part, this may reflect
the fact that this rural area had already become familiar with major petroleum-related developments in the nearby
Come-by-Chance refinery, as well as the success of measures taken to manage socioeconomic impact.198

                                                  
196 R.Gramling and W.R. Freudenburg. 1990. “A Closer Look at ‘Local Control’: Communities, Commodities, and the Collapse of the Coast.”
Rural Sociology: 55:541-558.

197 Doug House. 2000. “Myths and Realities About Oil-Related Development: Lessons from Atlantic Canada and the North Sea” Paper presented
to SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. Proceedings on line at
www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/

198 See Keith Storey and Lawrence C. Hamilton. 2004. “Planning for the Impacts of Megaprojects: Two North American Examples.” In R. O.
Rasmussen and N. E. Koroleva (eds.), Social and Environmental Impacts in the North. Dordrecht, Netherlands: Kluwer Academic Publishers:
281–302.
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One of the more recent impact assessment reports for Newfoundland’s offshore went into considerable detail in
describing the challenges and expected impacts for community infrastructure, both social and physical. The “Socio-
economic Effects Assessment” for the Husky White Rose project199 included an examination of issues of provision of
education, health, policing and fire protection, social assistance and recreation. Under “physical infrastructure” came
considerations of impacts on housing, transport and commercial space. For each, reasoned arguments are advanced
that no significant adverse impacts would occur, and that, in fact, there would be benefits. Inherent in these quite
positive determinations is that much of the onshore service area and communities have already gone through the
Hibernia experience and are prepared for an additional field development.

Progress in deliberating the question of demands for local public infrastructure and services would require a much
finer predictive understanding of the pattern of hydrocarbon discovery in space and time than can possibly be obtained
before exploration. What is important now is that a broad familiarity with what has happened elsewhere and, therefore,
what the planning issues are, should begin to be nurtured within the region. Beyond that, this issue would become less
urgently felt if local revenue possibilities were made clearer so that community governments had greater confidence of
having enough funding to cope with future infrastructural demands.

5.3.8 Is it really worth it overall economically?
Until now, we have provided some overview of numerous specific questions, mostly unanswerable at this time, about
the many ways in which BC offshore oil and gas could be a benefit and a cost, broadly speaking, to local people and
communities. A broader question, often heard in interviews and public sessions was about the overall comprehensive,
“big picture” of costs and benefits. Many people have heard the term “cost-benefit analysis”200(CBA). While fewer are
familiar with the forms and limits of that technique, there still remains a widespread sense that a CBA is what is
needed to significantly clarify public choices about offshore development.

Let us be clear, then, on what the phrase means before commenting on its applicability to the advent of offshore
hydrocarbon development.201 The technique was first applied by the US Army Corps of Engineers in the 1930s as that
agency sought to evaluate various navigation and hydro-electric projects within its authority. The precept was that
detailed economic analysis should be done on all benefits and all costs “to whomsoever they accrue.”202 In the
followingdecades, cost-benefit approaches to project evaluation spread to applications for public projects and policies
of all conceivable kinds and in nations around the world.203 CBA techniques have been used to look at some specific
aspects of offshore decision-making, alone and in concert with other more holistic assessment methodologies.204

An example of the generalized call for such comprehensive assessment came from the 2002 Science Panel appointed
by the BC government, which called for “a thorough cost-benefit analysis … of alternative strategies for uses of the
marine environment.” Although it sounds reasonable enough to call for broad cost-benefit analyses as part of
evaluating a new development and its alternatives, it is not all that clear how this would really work for a context as
complex and fraught with uncertainties as the Queen Charlotte Basin. There seems to be a notion common among
average citizens and even academic analysts205 that public decisions about major issues are widely based on such

                                                  
199 Husky Oil Operations Ltd. 2001. White Rose Oilfield Comprehensive Study Report. Submitted to Canada Minister of Environment.
Socioeconomic section can be accessed on line at www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/010/0003/0010/0001/5_e.htm

200 The phrase is common in both forms: “cost-benefit analysis” and “benefit-cost analysis.”

201 For a good, brief account of how cost-benefit analysis developed including earlier theoretical underpinnings, see Chapter 1 in Stephen A.
Marglin. 1967. Public Investment Criteria: Benefit-Cost Analysis for Planned Economic Growth. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. An excellent
introduction to the methods, and quite readable for non-economists, is: Robert Dorfman, 1993 “An Introduction to Benefit-Cost Analysis,” in R.
Dorfman & N. Dorfman,(eds.) Economics of the Environment, Third Edition, Ch. 18, Newyor: Norton. p 297-322.

202 A phrase written into the US Flood Control Act of 1936.

203 For examples of international applications, United Nations Industrial Development Organization. 1972. Guidelines for Project Evaluation.
New York: United Nations. A helpful, critical and widely used survey of issues regarding the use of cost-benefit analysis is E.J. Mishan’s (1988)
Cost-Benefit Analysis: An Informal Introduction. New York: Routledge (4th ed.)

204 Edward Salter and John Ford. 2001. “Holistic Environmental Assessment and Offshore Oil Field Exploration and Production,” Marine
Pollution Bulletin 42(1): 45-58

205 Ibid. Salter and Ford state in passing, “the use of CBA (Cost-Benefit Analysis) is universal.” (p.49)
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analyses and that not to do so is both unusual and unwise. One illustration of this can be found in a longstanding
position of the Sierra Club(USA) vis-à-vis offshore petroleum exploration. Back in 1974, that society’s board of
directors adopted a policy position stating, “the responsible federal agencies should perform a benefit/cost analysis of
the petroleum prospect to determine if leasing is in the public interest.”

This seems a tall order as even the most ardent proponents of formal cost-benefit analysis recognize that an analytical
technique alone will not spew out a compelling version of “the public interest.” In our search through literature and
case materials from established offshore development areas, we actually could find no good example of a highly
comprehensive cost-benefit study aimed at systematically tallying up the balance of economic gains and losses. Weick,206

reviewing the use of cost-benefit analysis in Canadian environmental assessment review processes, found that only in
the case of two airport studies had there been any formal application of the technique. The reasons why full cost-
benefit analyses are so commonly advocated yet so rarely used have been the subject of a great deal of soul-searching
by economists and critiques also by economists and others troubled by the ease with which the technique can be
misused and misunderstood.207

Other systematic approaches have been more commonly used to ensure that as many as possible of the positive and
negative effects are documented in advance of a major resource development. Environmental impact assessment is one
of these, and one can look to examples of the use of such predictive work to see how it can contribute to reasoned
deliberations about the offshore. In surveying the approaches in several jurisdictions, one finds that community and
socioeconomic impact analyses frequently are less well developed than natural environmental studies. The most
troubling example, in our view, in recent years is here in British Columbia where the 2002 Scientific Review Panel and
2004 Royal Society of Canada Expert Panel (appointed by the provincial and federal governments respectively) failed
to rigourously address much at all in the realm of social impacts. We reiterate here a concern that the very substantial
knowledge, lay and expert, that exists regarding social systems and communities of the west coast failed to be
summarized and assessed in a manner anything like what was done for ecosystems.

This kind of “socioeconomic science deficit” is not as pronounced in other jurisdictions, but still is conspicuous. In
the United States a major multi-year assessment was undertaken on the socioeconomic dimensions of outer continental
shelf petroleum development. The resulting report provides an excellent overview of the state of social scientific
knowledge brought to bear in the US on offshore decision-making. It also provides a usefully explicit reasoning for
why such decision-making needs socioeconomic information.208 Canadian policymakers would be well-advised to study
this rationale before any further commissions and priorities are established to look into the impacts of offshore
development. The conclusion reached in the final report was that, of the four areas where offshore development was
being assessed, only in Alaska was their anything resembling a systematic and comprehensive socioeconomic approach.
In all other areas – the Atlantic (including Georges Bank), the Gulf of Mexico and offshore California, statements
about social and economic implications tended to be based on a hodge-podge of secondary data and anecdotal
information.

A number of environmental assessment reports have been prepared for the offshore development areas in eastern
Canada, including two special inquiries for proposed exploration in quite controversial sections of the offshore –

                                                  
206 Ed Weick. “Cost-Benefit Analysis and its Possible Application to the EARP Process.” Summary of report prepared for the Canada Federal
Environmental Assessment Review Office circa 1993 as presented at website:
http://members.eisa.com/~ec086636/cost_benefit_analysis.htm#N_15_

207 See for example these two papers: A Randall. 2002. “Benefit-Cost Considerations Should Be Decisive When There Is Nothing More
Important at Stake.” In: D. J. Bromley, and J. Paavola (eds.) Economics, Ethics and Environmental Policy: Contested Choices. Oxford, UK:
Blackwell. p. 53-68; Kenneth Arrow, Maureen Cropper, George Eads, Robert Hahn, Lester Lave, Roger Noll, Paul Portney, Milton Russell,
Richard Schmalensee, Kerry Smith, and Robert Stavins. 1996. "Is there a Role for Benefit Cost Analysis in Environmental, Health and Safety
Regulation?" Science 272 (Apr. 12): 221-22

208 Included in the arguments were: the need to identify “socioeconomically sensitive” areas – an intriguing and unusual analogy to the more
commonly seen necessity of identifying ecologically unique and sensitive zones; setting appropriate conditions on development so as to protect
and enhance local communities and economies; and better understanding the fears and desires of the adjacent publics. See Socioeconomics Panel
(Committee to Review the Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Studies Program, Commission on Geosciences, Environment and Resources)
1992. Assessment of the US Outer Continental Shelf Environmental Studies Program: III. Social and Economic Studies.. Washington: National
Academy Press. Note: This document is on-line in an extremely helpful and searchable format - http://www.nap.edu/books/0309048354/html/.



96     UNBC Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas

Georges Bank and the eastern Gulf of St. Lawrence. All but one209 of those include sections, albeit of varying lengths
and foci, on socioeconomic implications, and thereby yield some indication of the topics and comprehensiveness of
studies to date. The overall impression is that a standard and fairly complete range of issues was included to help
inform the public and decision-makers of the main categories of impact. But the analyses fall short of attempting to
aggregate the information in the manner that could be called cost-benefit analysis. That is, although they contain
important generalizations and conclusions about the nature of socioeconomic effects, there are no unified compilations
of the net costs compared to benefits. In the following paragraphs we briefly touch on the sequence of east coast
assessments and inquiries and how socioeconomic issues were addressed in each.

 Terra Nova (August 1997) – An environmental assessment panel reported in 1997 on this major proposal for
development of the Terra Nova field on the northeast portion of the Grand Banks. A separate chapter was prepared
on socioeconomic impacts. While documenting the usual categories of job creation and direct and indirect
expenditures, this Panel was especially focused on the issue of whether and how Newfoundland could benefit using
provisions for such benefits under the Atlantic Accord. Most of the recommendations are directed to achieving a fair
balance of local benefits while recognizing the need for “global competitiveness.” The report broke out “social
impacts” and commented on factors possibly affecting “the social fabric of the community.” Note was made of the
acceptance within and promotion by local leaders in the location of onshore support facilities, both in established
landfall areas like Bull Arm and prospective new ones.

 Sable Gas Projects (October 1997) – A Joint Review Panel issued an assessment in 1997 of two integrated project
proposals: the actual drilling for and production of gas at the Sable Offshore Energy Project, and at the distribution
end, the Maritimes and Northeast Pipeline Project. The socioeconomic portion of this report is divided into separate
sections on each of the projects and consists primarily of (a) an overview of the predictions made by the proponents
on jobs and material expenditures and (b) comments on the remarks about socioeconomic analysis and planning as
made by “intervenors” who addressed the Joint Review Panel through hearings and briefs. In fact, the comments of
one critic are singled out regarding the absence of a cost-benefit analysis with the implication that the socioeconomic
work was incomplete and requiring of more study.210 The panel indicated its overall belief in the net socioeconomic
gain in spite of this suggested analytical shortcoming, concluding that “the benefits will be real and welcome but they
will not be an economic panacea.” 211

 Georges Bank Review (June 1999) A special panel review was initiated in 1996 as required under the terms of
earlier legislation that established a moratorium in this huge and productive shallow bank between western Nova
Scotia and the US New England States. The final report included a relatively brief overview wherein the panel
referred to the work of a “consulting economist for the petroleum industry” who provided the inquiry with sets of
figures about projected expenditures for exploratory work, including estimates of Nova Scotia purchases and jobs.
The panel also commissioned a study by Gardner-Pinfold that assembled estimates of the current value of living
resource use in the area.212 In its summation, the panel alludes to, but doesn’t perform, a balancing of costs and
benefits by saying, “ The arguments that point to the great value of Georges Bank, ecologically and as a fishery,
weighed against a lack of public need for and limited benefits from petroleum exploration are persuasive.”213

 White Rose Project (April 2001) – The White Rose Project was a proposal for production from a field 350 km east
of St. John’s Newfoundland. A “Comprehensive Study Report” was prepared by proponent Husky Oil in 2001 and
includes a full section titled “Socioeconomic Effects Assessment.” The chapter outlined the expected effects on

                                                  
209 Orphan Basin Strategic Environmental Assessment only deals with fisheries when covering the possible impacts that have direct
socioeconomic significance. The word “socioeconomic” does not appear in the document (for reference see text below).

210 Joint Review Panel. 1997. The Joint Public Review Panel Report: Sable Gas Projects. For Canada Environmental Assessment Agency et al.
p.55.

211 Ibid., p. 8.

212 Gardner-Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. 1998. Georges Bank Resources: An Economic Profile. Report commissioned for the Georges
Bank Review, Halifax, N.S.

213 Georges Bank Review Panel. 1999. Georges Bank Review Panel Report, for Natural Resources Canada and the Nova Scotia Petroleum
Directorate. p.58.
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employment and expenditures and considers in some detail the question of community, social and physical
infrastructure. A separate review of fisheries was included.

 Offshore Cape Breton Exploration (March 2002) - In 2002 Dr. Teresa McNeill completed a special inquiry
stemming from Hunt Oil’s controversial exploration permit and plans for the Gulf of St. Lawrence, off Cape
Breton.214 “Socioeconomic effects” were an explicit part of the mandate. It is of additional interest that the
commissioner is a well-known social scientist and adult educator from St. Francis Xavier University in Antigonish
and former chair of the Cape Breton Development Corporation. Because the final report was based primarily on
sifting through input from a wide range of public groups, there is, understandably, not a great deal of data or
analysis on the socioeconomics. Commentary was offered on the polarized perspectives about costs and benefits and
on “regional development” more broadly, but there was no supporting technical work.

 Deep Panuke Project (October 2002) – This project entails development of a gas field by EnCana to the west of
the existing Sable production area and includes bringing the product on shore at Goldboro in Guysborough County
(the landfall for the existing Sable pipeline). An environmental assessment215 was prepared in 2002 and included a
separate chapter on “socioeconomic assessment.”216There, an economic profile is presented at several levels –
provincial, Halifax municipality and the “service communities” of the Guysborough area. The same framework was
used to review in brief the economic impacts, including cumulative effects.

 Laurentian and Orphan Basins Strategic Environmental Assessments217 (November 2003) – In considering
major new areas for exploration and development, there have been requirements in the past few years for broad
strategic environmental assessments (SEA) to be undertaken. Two recent examples on the east coast are the Orphan
Basin218 area due east of St. John’s (and northeast of the existing Hibernia production) and the SEA for the
Laurentian Sub-basin.219 Neither of these comprises much in the way of socioeconomic assessment, focusing almost
exclusively on fisheries impacts, presumably as the primary route by which any significant social and economic
impact would come.

[A]fter mitigation measures have been implemented, the overall predicted socioeconomic effects of
the project are, depending on the specific component, assessed to be either positive, or adverse
but not significant. The only exception is the potential effects of a major offshore oil spill on
fishing activity.220

Taken together, these works from the east coast show not only how socioeconomic dimensions of offshore
development have been handled, but also a considerable evolution in the approaches. None included what some parties
have called for in the Queen Charlotte Basin situation: a fully integrated cost-benefit analysis from which a unified
conclusion, “thumbs up or down”, may be drawn. Instead, at least in the more detailed east coast reports, the
approaches have been individualized “journeys” through a more or less selective range of issues, emphasizing
predictions of jobs and direct expenditures. From these, one can only infer after the fact that impact assessment
professionals and, thereafter, decision-makers reached an overall positive conclusion regarding the balance of pros and

                                                  
214 Teresa MacNeil. 2002. Commissioner’s Report: Results of the Public Review on the Effects of Potential Oil and Gas Exploration Offshore
Cape Breton. Report to Natural Resources Canada et al.

215 EnCana Energy Corporation. 2002. Deep Panuke Offshore Gas Development Project. Prepared for Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum
Board.

216 The socioeconomic chapter of DeepPanuke is at www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/010/0003/0057/07_e.pdf

217 Strategic Environmental Assessments involve broad regional level assessments undertaken early in a project or activity planning process.

218 LGL Ltd. 2003. Orphan Basin Strategic Environmental Assessment. Report to the Canada-Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board.

219 Jacques Whitford Environmental Ltd. 2003. Strategic Environmental Assessment Laurentian Sub-basin. Report to the Canada-Newfoundland
Offshore Petroleum Board and the Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board.

220 Husky Oil Operations Ltd. 2001. White Rose Oilfield Comprehensive Study Report. Submitted to Canada Minister of Environment. Socio-
economic section can be accessed on line at www.ceaa-acee.gc.ca/010/0003/0010/0001/5_e.htm
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cons.221 Subtler and cumulative social issues have been broached intermittently and are rarely backed by original analysis
or data gathering.

In terms of the status of the “question” or challenge of doing comprehensive analysis in BC, based on experiences
elsewhere, systematic cost-benefit compilations are very much the exception. This may reflect not only the
methodological difficulties, but also a sober awareness of the limits of prediction. Part of the argument is how difficult
it is to place quantifiable figures on the values and services that matter most. The need to gain a better picture of what
the Queen Charlotte Basin “does for” its human communities at present has already been noted, as has the proposal
made by the UBC Fisheries Centre in this regard. But the challenge is considerable, and many critics of cost-benefit
analysis would say that it is not necessarily feasible or even ethical to attempt to translate all that is valued into dollars.
If means can be found to do this in a collaborative way with those who have local knowledge, so much the better.

It appears this need and philosophy is not all that unique, and that there are various models that could be used.
Indeed, especially in the context of development projects in the third (and fourth) world, there are many instances and
workable approaches constantly evolving to open community and socioeconomic analysis to inclusive public
participation. Surveying these possibilities and their application in other parts of the world222 would be well worth
doing in advance of commissioning and funding any further sophisticated socioeconomic studies. Such modelling will
be needed, but it should occur in lockstep with the engagement of Queen Charlotte Basin communities in the research.

Many major resource developments today are subject to analysis that is different and broader in scope than what is
usually involved in cost-benefit analyses. Generally, these are called “social impact assessments,” using the term
“social” to comprise all changes in the well-being of communities, including economic. In fact, a recent broad survey
from the field of minerals development concluded that “social impact assessment is currently the most widely applied
tool used to address the impact and mitigation of social issues associated with mine development.”223 The same does
not seem to apply to offshore hydrocarbon impact studies, at least as they have been conducted in Canada to date.
Social impact assessments, if done at all, emerge more as narratives recounting and summarizing diverse public and
stakeholder viewpoints than as anything resembling a systematic analysis. That this deficit needs to be reconsidered is a
theme taken up in the final chapter.

5.3.9 Who uses “our” hydrocarbons, and for what?
5.3.9.1 Local access to the oil and gas

During our discussions and the Priddle Panel hearings, a number of comments were made revealing expectations that
local communities would be able to meet their ongoing fuel needs in part through hydrocarbons from the Queen
Charlotte Basin. If at all feasible, this would apply only to natural gas, because crude oil requires refining to become
useable for the kinds of fuel needs seen in rural communities – oil for power generation, fuel for machinery and
vehicles etc. Our east coast field trip led to some considerable discussions of local natural gas utilization. A number of
Atlantic Canadians have pushed for local utilization, even suggesting that to do otherwise – to export natural gas to
other regions and especially to the northeast US – is “exploitation,” or “chasing the damn Yankee dollar” as one Nova

                                                  
221 Mark Shrimpton, now of Jacques-Whitford Environmental Ltd., and who was intimately involved in east coast socioeconomic studies, made
an interesting statement that “The assessment of the merits of having offshore oil industry activity sought to balance the benefits that would
accrue, given the available optimization measures, with other risks and concerns. It was concluded that the benefits would greatly exceed the
costs.” (Mark Shrimpton. 2002. “Benefiting Communities: Lessons from Around the Atlantic.” Paper SPE 74057 presented at the 2002 Health,
Safety & Environment Conference, Kuala Lumpur, p.6) . In personal communications with the author (Norman Dale), Dr. Shrimpton confirmed
that he was inferring this result from the positive recommendations made by a succession of panels regarding major development proposals.

222 Two separate and significant techniques worth mentioning are “Participatory Rural Appraisal”, a family of approaches that has been widely
used in World Bank funded projects to afford rural people a role in applied research (see www.worldbank.org/wbi/sourcebook/sba104.htm); and
the collaborative and participatory research movement seen, as one example, in the Clayoquot Alliance for Research Education and Training
(www.clayoquotalliance.uvic.ca).

223 International Institute for Environment and Development and World Business Council for Sustainable Development, 2002. Breaking New
Ground: Mining, Minerals and Sustainable Development. The Report of the MMSD Project. London: Earthscan, p.224 Online at
www.iied.org/mmsd/finalreport.
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Scotian characterized the perception.224 Indeed, the Joint Panel Report225 on the Sable Offshore Energy Project
reported, somewhat approvingly, a number of public statements made during its hearings to the effect that gas ought
to be used first within Nova Scotia and only surpluses sold “raw.” However, domestic use of natural gas is not well-
established in the Maritime provinces. Distribution within the region requires infrastructure and enterprises that have
not developed yet. As a result, while there has been some political demand for local and regional utilization, it has not
translated into consumer demand.

The take-up of natural gas in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia has been disappointingly slow.
Other than large industrial users such as the Irving refinery in Saint John or the Tufts Cove power
plant in Dartmouth, the only take-up of natural gas has been by users of propane in New
Brunswick (e.g. restaurants in Moncton and Fredericton). Because the spread between propane and
natural gas prices is high and the cost of conversion is minimal, propane consumers are choosing
to switch. However, other potential customers using other competing fuels are not choosing to
switch in large numbers.226

When meeting with members of our east coast study tour, Guysborough County’s economic development staff further
elaborated on the obstacles to higher domestic use of Sable gas, notably the sparse and dispersed customer
populations, the rough terrain for the construction of lateral lines from the main pipeline and, recently, the inflated
cost of natural gas that means consumers have no incentive to incur costs of conversion of existing home heating to
natural gas.227 By contrast, natural gas is already a fairly important fuel source for certain industries and domestic
consumption in parts of the Queen Charlotte Basin region. In developing their scenario for economic analysis of
offshore oil and gas for Royal Roads University, G.E. Bridges and Associates made note only of industrial customers
from the region and predicted that, if the discovery were substantial, export to Prince George and beyond would
involve expansion of pipelines originating in Prince Rupert.228 Currently Pacific Northern Gas Ltd. has a 587-kilometre
connector pipeline from central BC that supplies the area along Highway 16 from Vanderhoof to Prince Rupert.
Between about 10 and 20 percent of the total domestic fuel needs of communities are serviced along this corridor,
while about 75 percent of the full utilization from pipelined gas is taken up by four key industrial customers including
Methanex and Alcan in Kitimat.229 The remaining Queen Charlotte Basin communitiesdo not currently have
distribution systems as needed for domestic gas use. Yet, it is possible that natural gas from a discovery within the
Basin region could actually play a complementary role in some of the area’s aspirations for progressive energy
development. One of the limitations, for example, on wind energy, a source under quite active consideration in both
northern Vancouver Island and Haida Gwaii/Queen Charlottes, is its intermittent nature. Less dramatically uneven in
supply but still affected by “ups and downs” in availability is co-generation of power from wood wastes. In both cases,
a stable supply of local natural gas could have a role to play in firming up an otherwise “un-firm” energy source and
therefore enabling alternative energy developments to go forward.

In the short term, however, it is not so clear that the contribution of Queen Charlotte Basin gas to local energy
demand should be a focus for attention when the challenge of providing a local benefit is at issue. An interesting and
critical analysis of the same question in the Nova Scotian context led its author to this conclusion:

Benefits from natural gas are not synonymous with use or consumption. Even if Atlantic
Canadians never choose to hook up to their own natural gas, the royalties, economic growth,

                                                  
224 Warden Lloyd Hines, address to the UNBC East Coast Study Tour, October 28, 2003 (on videotapes with UNBC Northern Land Use
Institute).

225 Joint Review Panel. 1997. The Joint Public Review Panel Report: Sable Gas Projects. For Canada Environmental Assessment Agency et al

226 Thomas L. Tucker. 2002. Having Our Gas and Selling It Too: Natural Gas Distribution in Atlantic Canada. AIMS Oil and Gas Paper #3.
Halifax: Atlantic Institute for Market Studies, p. 24.

227 Gordon MacDonald, address to the UNBC East Coast Study Tour, October 28, 2003 (on videotapes with UNBC Northern Land Use
Institute).

228 G.E. Bridges & Associates. 2004. Illustrative Development Scenarios.. Royal Roads University, British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Socio-
economic Issue Papers. (Links through http://www.royalroads.ca/Channels/research/research+news/default.htm).

229 Information on current use and distribution along corridor is from. www.pacificnortherngas.com.
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economic diversification, and a new addition to the energy mix will generate benefits far greater
than those that could come from local consumption alone. The creation of an industry that
discovers, produces, and delivers natural gas to market should be viewed as the most significant
benefit, with the availability of gas for local consumption as a valued by-product.230

Discussions involving UNBC’s Community Guidance Group led to many suggestions that the pros and cons of
offshore oil and gas generally, and the question of local utilization of Queen Charlotte Basin fuels specifically, need to
be situated within a broader discussion of meeting the region’s energy needs, rather than as a significant part of the
debate over developing offshore hydrocarbons at all.

5.3.9.2 Value-added from offshore hydrocarbons

Unlike the question of local use of basin-derived hydrocarbons for fuels, the prospect for value-added or
“downstream” usage is strategically very significant for several reasons: first, for meeting the challenge of augmenting
community economic diversification in the near-term; and second, for embracing the possible use of hydrocarbons for
industries that will have long-term and sustainable significance for the region.

As noted, the phrase used in the oil and gas industry for what, in the more familiar context of forestry, is called
“value-added” is the “downstream petroleum sector.” Given the incredible array of products that are currently derived
from petroleum, the diversity of opportunities exceeds what can even be tabulated, let alone discussed here. The
simplest definition of “downstream” in this context is every activity beyond production and transportation of primary
products. Technically, this would include use of hydrocarbons as fuels for industrial processes. But here we focus on
opportunities to use Queen Charlotte Basin hydrocarbons as “feedstocks” for making new products within the basin
region (i.e. their role in existing and possible future petrochemical industries).

The most often-mentioned regional possibility in this regard is in regard to Methanex Canada located at Kitimat and
described as BC’s only significant existing petrochemical facility. This company produces some 500,000 tons annually
of methanol using large quantities of natural gas. Cost and security of supply issues have led to considerable interest by
the company and economic development interests in Kitimat in the development of the Queen Charlotte Basin in
hopes of a significant gas find. It has been pointed out, especially during the Priddle Panel inquiry, that methanol has a
key role to play in a number of state-of-the-art and emerging technologies, including the increasing use of fuel cells,
recyclable plastics and, in the further future, hydrogen-powered vehicles. The implication is that offshore oil and gas
from the Queen Charlotte Basin can ultimately feed into progressive and sustainable economic activities.

Other than with Methanex, the feasibility of downstream petroleum opportunities within the Queen Charlotte Basin
region is more questionable. It is the case that, for some petrochemical complexes elsewhere, proximity to the resource
has been a significant factor in industrial development. Again, the examples of Aberdeen and Stavanger from the
North Sea can be raised, places that have boomed with downstream industries.. Some of the requisite attributes that
made these locations thrive may also be present within certain Queen Charlotte Basin communities. Kitimat proclaims
to have the largest availability of currently unused or underutilized level land area of any North American deep water
port city. Rail and road access there and in Prince Rupert add to the locational advantages in regard to prospects for a
petrochemical complex. But attracting such facilities is a very competitive process. Investigations now underway231 for a
related kind of processing facility – a Liquefied Natural Gas (LNG) terminal – have led to a somewhat discouraging
interim conclusion: prospects are slim for this sort of facility in northwestern BC, despite several previous and serious
investigations of locating such a plant on this coast.

Again, we can look to Canadian Atlantic coast experiences for some broad indication of whether and how local
downstream opportunities materialize. In Newfoundland, there is no further processing of crude oil from the Hibernia
and other emerging fields. A major petroleum refinery has operated at Come-by-Chance for most of the past thirty
years, but it is equipped to handle crude of a different type than is being produced in the Newfoundland offshore.232

                                                  
230 Tucker, Having Our Gas and Selling It Too (full citation above) p. 28.

231 Financial Post, “Patience a virtue for LNG in BC,” November 25, 2004.

232 The refinery at Come-by-Chance went through an extended period of difficulty and closure after its much publicized opening in the mid
1970s. It was re-opened in 1987 and is now operated as North Atlantic Refinery handling a capacity of 105,000 barrels per day of heavy “sour”
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At present, production from the Hibernia platform is stored in Newfoundland for trans-shipment to refineries
elsewhere, including the northwestern United States.

In Nova Scotia, there had also been pre-existing processing capacity when offshore hydrocarbon opportunities arose.
In particular the Strait of Canso had long been established in the petroleum and trans-shipment sectors. Oil from the
relatively small and short-lived Cohasset-Panuke project was simply held on storage tankers and then transported to
markets overseas for further processing. Handling and processing of gas from the field near Sable Island has involved
more local participation:

Gas is currently collected from offshore production platforms and sent to the facilities onshore by
a sub-sea pipeline to the gas plant at Goldboro in Guysborough County. The natural gas liquids
are separated from the gas and then transported by an onshore pipeline from Goldboro for
further processing and shipping at the liquids processing facility in Point Tupper (Cape Breton).
Passing through Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, the Maritimes & Northeast Pipeline transports
the natural gas to US and Canadian markets. This pipeline enters Maine and ties into the North
American Gas Grid. Laterals also deliver gas to the Halifax and Port Hawkesbury areas, currently
only for industrial clients until a residential distribution system is developed.233

In October 2003, when the project study tour visited Guysborough County in Nova Scotia, local economic
development staff admitted that the number of jobs actually created by the gas plant at Goldboro was not high, nor
had it been expected to be so, but that the more significant aspiration was “downstream” processing. Since that time
this hope has come much closer to being fulfilled. In August 2004, Keltic Petrochemicals of Halifax filed an
application for a $4 billion petrochemical and LNG facility adjacent to the existing Sable Offshore Energy plant. The
following is a description given of the industrial plan:

[T]he facility will consist of ethylene, polyethylene, propylene and polypropylene plants as well as a
supporting cogeneration plant and receiving terminal for liquefied natural gas (LNG)…Keltic's
integrated project consists of a world-class petrochemical plant, an LNG regasification receiving
terminal and gas storage facility, demethanizing units, power and steam co-generation up to 200
MW, and related utility and offsite infrastructure and systems. The LNG facility will provide
feedstock to the petrochemical plant and natural gas to the Maritimes and Northeast pipeline
system. 234

The proponent has estimated that over 500 permanent jobs will be created in addition to 3,000 during construction.
Given that, mere months before this, the general tenor of comments about prospects for value-added processing in
Guysborough had been that scant additional onshore activity was expected, a lesson may be that it is very hard to
predict how an offshore development anywhere may spinoff new activity. Ironically, as of December 2004, the Keltic
mega-project is not planning to utilize Sable gas,235 but it’s advent and location are a result of preceding offshore
development. Nevertheless, it may be worthwhile to follow up on an assessment of possible downstream processing
for the larger centres of the Queen Charlotte Basin. A cooperative assessment of what conditions would need to be
met, shared among the main “candidate areas” (Kitimat, Prince Rupert and Port Hardy) could help to sort myths from
real possibilities within the region. Now that the two leading and, formerly, regionally-identified advocacy organizations

                                                                                                                                                                                      
crude from the North Sea, West Africa and the Middle East [www.na-refining.nf.ca] Oil from Hibernia is classified as “sweet” crude and does
not require the same technology that North Atlantic Refinery is geared to process [personal communication, Gloria Slade, Communications
Director , North Atlantic Refining]

233 Gardner Pinfold Consulting Economists Ltd. 2002. Economic Impact of Offshore Oil and Gas Development on Nova Scotia, 1990 – 2000.
Report for the N.S. Dept. of Finance, p.35

234 Canada Newswire, “Keltic announces petrochemical and LNG facility development project,” August 26, 2004.
www.newswire.ca/en/releases/archive/August2004/26/c4361.html

235 Oil Works Online. “Petrochemical facility will create 3,500 jobs.” October, 2004. www.oilworks.com/newmag/petrochemicalsoct04.html
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for BC offshore oil and gas have merged236 there is a real opportunity to broaden the geiographic scope of previous
opportunity assessments.

5.3.9.3 Providing for posterity – long-term sustainability and future generations

Perhaps the one area of agreement among all parties from all perspectives around the Queen Charlotte Basin is the
desire to leave a legacy for future generations. But, as seen in Chapter 4, opinions vary widely on what role offshore
oil and gas might play in this future vision. The critique most often levelled at offshore development is that it relies on
a non-renewable resource, a strategy that is, by definition, unsustainable. This intrinsic property of petroleum as an
impermanent economic contributor was among the most often-mentioned objections to offshore development in our
interviews and during the recent Priddle Panel hearings. The counter-argument is that any one-time endowment,
whether from a resource in the ground or a lottery winning, can be of lasting value, but if and only if the time-limited
opportunity is shrewdly utilized. According to this perspective, if several billion dollars worth of revenue is derivable,
as estimates indicate, and if an opportunity is created to diversify community economies of the region, then a non-
renewable resource can help create a sustainable economy. We have considered both of these perspectives in other
sections of this chapter. It has been noted that several jurisdictions have used hydrocarbon revenues from offshore or
onshore to create legacy funds. Several of the best known include those in Norway, Alaska and Alberta.

Before briefly reviewing the strategies for developing oil and also preserving wealth for future generations, it must be
noted that a large number of Queen Charlotte Basin residents express a view that posterity’s energy and financial needs
can be just as well achieved by “banking” the resource – that is, leaving it where it lies underneath the seabed. This
option – storing wealth in the ground rather than in a bank – always exists in decision-making on the timing of non-
renewable resource extraction and needs to be among options respectfully considered when communities and decision-
makers deliberate about “intergenerational equity.”

As of September 2004, Norway’s Petroleumsfondet or “Petroleum Fund,” established in 1990, held assets valued at
988.1 billion kroner (about $190 billion in Canadian dollars). The rationale with regard to posterity (as well as a
stabilizing and diversifying force against the swings of petroleum prices and earnings) is quite explicit:

The Petroleum Fund provides a buffer against fluctuating revenues from the petroleum sector…
The Petroleum Fund is the government's instrument for transferring wealth from oil and gas
reserves to a broad-based portfolio of international securities…The Petroleum Fund helps to
maintain a balance by distributing the petroleum wealth across generations.   Although Norway's
petroleum wealth is being depleted, the return on the invested capital will benefit many future
generations. (emphasis added)237

In Alaska, the commencement of production in 1976 from the massive Prudhoe Bay oilfield – and a sense, at least by
some critics, that the proceeds of the initial $900 million lease sale had been squandered238 – led to a voters’ initiative
that successfully amended the state constitution to create an “Alaska Permanent Fund.” This was explicitly described in
the implementing legislation, to “provide a means of conserving a portion of the state's revenue from mineral
resources to benefit all generations of Alaskans” (emphasis added). The law requires that no less than 25% of all
revenues – royalties, leases, taxes etc. – be placed in the endowment. For more than 20 years, an annual dividend has
been paid to every citizen of the state. In addition to using annual earnings for these disbursements and “inflation
proofing,” the state can use surplus income in any other of its programs. As of June 2004, the Alaska Permanent Fund
was valued at $27.4 billion US (about $36.8 billion Canadian at that date).

The same year that Alaska established its Permanent Fund, Alberta similarly created the “Alberta Heritage Savings
Trust Fund” (AHSTF). These contemporary approaches differ and, not surprisingly, several analytical comparisons of

                                                  
236 Prior to mid-2004, there had been the Pacific Offshore Energy Association based on Vancouver Island and the British Columbia Offshore oil
and gas Association in the Prince Rupert area. These have now joined to create Ocean Industries BC.

237 From www.norges-bank.no/english/petroleum_fund/about/background.html.

238 See Scott Goldsmith. 2002. “The Alaska Permanent Fund Dividend: An Experiment in Wealth Distribution.” Paper to BIEN (Basic European
Income Network), Geneva, Sept.12-14. .
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them have been made.239 These can be quite useful in reflecting on how to provide for posterity from BC’s offshore
assets. The stimulus for the creation of the AHSTF in 1976 was large windfall revenues following the rapid rise of oil
prices due to the OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries) cartel action. In calling the fund a “heritage
trust” the implied priority was to look after the well-being of future generations. By its enabling statute the Fund’s
formal mission was: “To provide prudent stewardship of the savings from Alberta's non-renewable resources by
providing the greatest financial returns on those savings for current and future generations of Albertans.”240 But from
the start there were other objectives, including strengthening and diversifying the economy and generally improving the
quality of life of Albertans. This gives much leeway that does not exist under the constitutionally-created Alaska
Permanent Fund.

Thus, the government of Alberta created and maintained the flexibility of using the Fund’s earnings for general
revenues, including expenditures on other public projects. 241 In theory, these too could be seen as planning for
posterity, investing in the ingredients of diversification for a future when the oil runs dry. In practice, debate has raged
about this discretionary authority with some critics seeing the Fund as too vulnerable to the transient needs of
politicians’ short- rather than long-term perspectives.

For the first few booming years, the AHSTF received in the range 30 percent of total annual hydrocarbon-based
revenues, but as oil prices faltered, the percentage dropped until, by the late 1980s, the Fund was stagnant and, indeed,
losing value because of inflation in the economy. Changes were made in the mid 1990s to put the Fund on a footing
more like Alaska’s with inflation-proofing. As of September 2004 total value is $11.9 billion.

The significant difference seen when comparing Alaska to Alberta is this balancing between “income stabilization” and
truly restricting funds to “savings” for future generations. Around the world, legacy endowment funds from non-
renewable resources generally grapple with this dilemma: of their multiple purposes, planning for posterity is central
but not the only function. If First Nations and other coastal communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin succeed in
their demands for part of the direct revenues from any offshore play, they too will need to deliberate on true posterity
versus committing expenditures to the clamouring day-to-day pressures and demands on community governments in a
troubled and unstable economy.

As noted elsewhere in this chapter, there are already precedents for establishing and maintaining community trusts in
BC and within the region. For example, the Gwaii Trust serves the Queen Charlotte Islands and has, under community
governance, grown from an initial endowment in 1994 of $38 million to over $60 million by 2004. During this period
a diverse program of support for infrastructure, economic development and educational projects has been supported
on the islands.242

A mechanism that communities of the basin may want to look closely at and possibly utilize for any future legacy
funding is the Coast Sustainability Trust. Established in 2002 with the intent of supporting diversification as the forest
based economy changes243, this Trust has evolved into one that appears to be very responsive to input and creativity
from the many scattered and diverse coastal governments, First Nation and not. It is scheduled to finish its work by
March 2007. Serious consideration could be given to using this framework for handling up-front funding for
community planning needs specifically about offshore oil and gas.

                                                  
239 Warrack, Allan A. (with Russell R. Keddie). 2002 “Natural Resource Trust Funds: A Comparison of Alberta and Alaska Resource Funds.”
Western Centre for Economic Research Bulletin #72, University of Alberta.

240 Quoted from the Alberta Fund’s website, www.revenue.gov.ab.ca/business/ahstf/

241 A useful exposition of Alberta’s complex motivations in the early years of the Trust can be found in a paper by a former Deputy Provincial
Treasurer: A.F. Collins. 1980. “The Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund: An Overview of the Issues” Canadian Public Policy 6(1): 158-165.

242 www.gwaiitrust.com

243 Blair Dwyer & Company. Deed of Trust Establishing the Coast Sustainability Trust. Released March 28, 2002.
(http://srmwww.gov.bc.ca/rmd/coaststrategy/susttrust.htm).



104     UNBC Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas

5.3.10 What changes in community culture and way of life can be expected?
Residents of and visitors to the coastal communities near the Queen Charlotte Basin mostly remark on the valued rural
lifestyle, the sense of closeness with kin and neighbours that abides in villages and small towns of the region. For First
Nations, cultural integrity and renewal is an enduring challenge in the aftermath of a century and a half of external,
often threatening forces – disease, religious conversion, suppression of cultural traditions such as the potlatch, and land
alienation. As noted in Chapter 4, there is understandable questioning as to whether the advent of a significant new
industry could cause further loss of what is most valued. Uncertainty, even dread, about unwanted social change and
strains, while understandable, may be overblown, given the experiences elsewhere:

In each of the oil-affected areas of the North Sea and eastern Canada, local people initially
expressed many fears about the impacts the new industry might have on the local culture and life-
style, and the social problems that it might bring to their region. Much of this fear stems from the
oil industry’s being, from the local perspective, so powerful and monolithic. It seems like an alien
force that is about to impinge on and, possibly, change forever a (somewhat romanticized)
traditional culture and way of life. In the end, most of these fears have proved to be groundless.244

The most direct and often-repeated concern regarding the effects on culture in the communities involved potential
impacts on the fishing “way of life.” This aspect has already been considered within the present chapter and it can
only be repeated that if – and it is a vigourously debated “if” – significant detrimental effects on fisheries arose from
offshore activities, the impact on coastal community life would be major.

But when offshore developments (or other so-called mega-projects) are considered, there are other ways in which
important potential changes in the fabric of community life. This dimension of change has received significantly less
attention in the kinds of predictive studies on offshore development that have been used in forecasting environmental
and more quantifiable economic impacts. That is, there do not appear to have been any analyses which attempt to
draw lessons about the cultural change associated with offshore oil and gas and then apply these to the BC coast.
Even the SFU study that was commissioned by the Turning Point First Nations is relatively light on what they refer to
as the “social impacts of development.” The authors very briefly touch on writings about the Shetlands, Alaska,
Atlantic Canada and Louisiana, concluding that, “[i]n sum, the evidence shows that OOGD (Offshore Oil and Gas
Development) can have both social costs and benefits…(that will) vary depending on the magnitude of development,
the characteristics of the development region, and the quality of planning.” The SFU report cites a 1994 study that
even credits offshore oil and gas in Louisiana as “holding the culture together rather than pulling it apart.”

The stories of cultural change and the pervasive social effects of offshore oil and gas development are, of course, more
complex than this would imply. Earlier we referred to the “boom and bust” question and noted that research from
New Iberia and Morgan City, two “Cajun” communities along Louisiana’s gulf coast outlines in considerable detail the
ongoing cultural change and adaptation of these communities’ offshore workforce and their families. Apparent from
this account is a very significant changeover from a way of life that broadly resembles some current descriptions of life
along the remote BC coast to a “multigenerational offshore oil and gas” culture. In recent years this has included an
erosion in the quality of relations between the employers and employees, especially in response to the ongoing
instability and the cost-cutting measures that corporations aggressively applied when oil prices fell.

There are also reports available from Scotland about the social side of changes related to offshore oil and gas. As
mentioned in Chapter 3, most of the studies we were able to locate were undertaken quite early in the onset of
offshore oil and gas and it would be most helpful if more recent analyses could be found or, if needed, carried out. As
in rural Louisiana there are some broad similarities between the descriptions of traditional culture in places like the
Shetlands or Northern Norway and the communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin – high and longstanding
dependency on fishing, a sense of remoteness and the close-knit nature of social interaction.

Unquestionably, one cannot simply extrapolate such changes to predictions about the BC coast, but these accounts
leave little doubt that a very large discovery and long term offshore development here could bring about significant

                                                  
244 Patricia Marchak. 1986. “The Staples Trap” in in J.D. House (ed.) Fish versus Oil. Social and Economic Papers No.16, Institute of Social and
Economic Research, Memorial University, St. John’s, p.179.
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alteration of the way of life within our communities. Influxes of new people unquestionably can disrupt communities,
as in the most negative situations when “booms” increase crime, alcohol and drug abuse, family dysfunction etc. But
newcomers may also choose to admire and support unique coastal cultures and this too has been reported from the
“Highlands and Islands” district of Scotland. In places where special local cultural attributes are in decline, renewal
strategies can undoubtedly be enhanced with funds derived from offshore development. The creation of “A Strategy
for Gaelic” has been largely enabled by the greater availability of public funds to the Scottish Authority. Interestingly,
this strategy for creating “a new Gaelic-speaking generation” also includes a statement supporting further economic
development “to create the wealth to sustain” Gaelic recovery. 245

In Guysborough County, local governments whose tax base has more than quadrupled have used funds for much
needed recreational services. In discussions during our east coast study tour, local leaders asserted that not only does
this solidify cultural achievements through direct grants but also that newly-financed fitness and recreation facilities give
youth healthy alternatives to “hanging out”. This was cited as having reduced petty vandalism and the need for
policing,246 the opposite of expectations generally associated with “mega-project” impacts on small communities. This
outcome may be worth considering in the smaller communities along the Queen Charlotte Basin where very limited
“good clean fun” options presently exist for young people.

Our point is not to suggest that the social changes made possible and perhaps inevitable by offshore development are,
on balance, favourable or not. Each community, indeed parts of each community, respond in different ways, some
seeing changes as a threat to a valued way of life, others, as an opportunity to adapt and strengthen what is best about
the place in which they live. In this regard, it is useful to quote UBC Sociologist Patricia Marchak, who made the
following thought-provoking comments about the threat of social change in fishing communities faced with offshore
development:

If one takes a simple “small is beautiful” position, one might argue that capitalism has penetrated
these small communities wholly to their long-term detriment. They are pulled into the money
economy, their members are transformed from independent commodity producers to wage labour,
their self-sufficiency is eroded, their heritage of skills and knowledge foregone, and when the
whole era ends (as it will in the lifetime of those now alive) they will not have the capacity to re-
establish their former lifestyles. This may all be true, but it assumes that the village would
otherwise have survived intact while the rest of the world changed around it (a tenuous
assumption) and it ignores the benefits of the developments.

There is no question that penetration releases people, provides some with new choices and new
opportunities to use talents which had no value in the simpler society. It releases men and women
from pre-determined lifestyles, work, marital patterns, and family obligations. The process is
neither wholly good nor bad.247

We do encourage communities to engage in the kind of reflection on what matters most about their way of life in the
face of so significant a prospect as offshore development. This will better prepare them to identify their needs and
concerns collectively and to outside interests. There are a variety of techniques to be considered in such self-
assessment248 and it may be advisable for government and industry to support communities as they undertake these
kinds of important exercises. One important project now in progress that will undoubtedly shed light on and add to
residents’ own assessments of the social world they have and its relationship to future development is the University of

                                                  
245 From Highlands and Island Enterprise website, http://hie.co.uk/hiestrpriculgaestr.htm

246 Warden Lloyd Hines. Oral presentation to the UNBC East Coast Study Tour., October 28, 2003. Recorded on videotapes now in the
possession of the UNBC Northern Land Use Institute.

247 Patricia Marchak. 1986. “The Staples Trap” in in J.D. House (ed.) Fish versus Oil. Social and Economic Papers No.16, Institute of Social and
Economic Research, Memorial University, St. John’s, p.182.

248 A good workbook is John P. Kretzmann and John L. McKnight. 1993. Building Communities from the Inside Out: A Path Towards Finding
and Mobilizing a Community’s Assets. Chicago: ACTA Publications.
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British Columbia Resilient Communities Project.249 Centered on the concept of social capital – an idea that every long-
term inhabitant and devotee of small coastal communities understands almost intuitively – the research is looking at
how relationships among citizens affect the ability to cope with economic change. Work on this multi-year three-phase
project has been conducted in twenty-four BC coastal communities and should provide valuable insights into
community values and culture in action as these are mobilized to confront the impacts of change on an unstable
economy.

5.3.11 Are we ready for an oil and gas industry?
In thinking about getting ready for what could be years of work and deliberations, there are two levels we consider:
individuals as potential workers or entrepreneurs, and community governments.250 After considering both the discussion
will turn to two other aspects of the question of “readiness”: the regulatory system, and the perennial need for timely
settlement of the BC “land question.”

5.3.11.1 Preparing individuals

The need for readying individuals for the opportunities and challenges of the offshore has already been considered
earlier in the current chapter in regard to the question of whether jobs could be expected. The extent to which
benefits of any kind, including jobs, happen in the Queen Charlotte Basin region is at least to some degree dependent
on local actions and initiatives. Critics of the optimistic job scenario are right when they point to the strong tendency
for offshore hydrocarbon jobs to go to non-residents who already have specialized skills for this sector. But
proponents also can make a good case that in regions where substantial public and private investment has occurred in
specific training and in seizing opportunities entrepreneurially, the odds have been somewhat altered. Although not
perhaps as much as first hoped, Atlantic Canadians have been able to become significant participants in the offshore
oil and gas labour force. Vocational training was central to the preparations in eastern Canada. On the east coast study
tour and through subsequent documentation, there was considerable emphasis by speakers on a wide range of training,
from short “get-acquainted” type courses to multi-year curricula and graduate programs. These have been created in
Atlantic Canada largely through collaboration among governments, industry and educational institutions.

One of the first steps needed is to inventory industrial demands for specific skills and abilities . In doing so, the
changes in labour demand over the life cycle of offshore development need to be taken into account. At least three
significant initiatives have been undertaken to describe and prescribe for the challenge of meeting offshore human
resource needs specifically in BC:

 GE Bridges and Associates, in one of their socioeconomic papers prepared for Royal Roads University,
completed a “Human Resources Report”.251 This includes a concise and clear assessment of the kinds of
work associated with each phase of offshore activity. One of the important conclusions the authors made
was that, due to the capital-intensive nature of the offshore industry, the most important labour demand
would be from service and supply contractors rather than petroleum operators per se.

 Innovations BC commissioned a preliminary assessment of future human resource needs which should
provide an excellent basis for detailed strategizing on provincial and regional human resources planning for
the offshore. The analysis252 included drawing lessons from strategies used in other jurisdictions with

                                                  
249 Information has been provided by Professor Ralph Matthews, the principal investigator, and from the website www2.arts.ubc.ca/rcp. The
clearest description of the project is Matthews’ “Using a Social Capital Perspective to Understand Social and Economic Development” on the
website of the federal government’s “Policy Research Initiative” at http://policyresearch.gc.ca/page.asp?pagenm=v6n3_art_06

250 This phrase which was used by the 1986 West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental Assessment Panel is a helpful one in referring to
both First Nation governments and the local and regional governments recognized under BC’s Local Government Act. Referring to all in this
way calls attention to the easily overlooked commonalities, notwithstanding the very distinct basis of their governance.

251 G.E. Bridges & Associates. 2004. Human Resources Report. Royal Roads University, British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Socio-economic
Issue Papers. (Links through http://www.royalroads.ca/Channels/research/research+news/default.htm.)

252 Kerry Jothen. 2004. Future Human Resources Development in British Columbia’s Offshore Oil & Gas Industry: Preliminary Analysis. Report
for the BC Innovation Council (June 28, 2004) [http://www www.asi.bc.ca/database/img_418158aa56ecc.pdf]
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established offshore activity. There is also a detailed listing of the nature of trades and professions, provided
as a lengthy appendix to the report.

 UNBC and Northwest Community College have published an assessment of the labour and training needs
with a particular view to assessing how the college could play a role in training.253 Despite this targeted focus,
the report included a very broad survey of labour trends globally in offshore development as well as a survey
of BC and other training programs of particular relevance.

It would appear, then, that important first steps are being taken regionally to better understand training needs in
relation to the offshore and, further, that we can continue to benefit from other detailed studies and assessments
undertaken quite recently on the east coast of Canada and which give some idea of how the challenge of training looks
once offshore development commences. We refer to:

 A “Nova Scotia Offshore Labour Demand Model” study254 prepared for the private Petroleum Research
Atlantic Canada provides a more detailed analysis of a number of different offshore scenarios. It is also
organized initially around a survey of the phases of offshore development and moves on to develop a model
for predicting human resource requirements in light of several distinct scenarios.

 In Newfoundland, a public/private sector joint committee, formed in 1998 (Petroleum Industry Human
Resources Committee), undertook a set of studies on the demand for offshore-related skills, and the supply
both of able workers and training programs. This work was then collated and, on that basis, the committee
issued a report in February 2001 on the “gaps and issues” for having a competent regionally-based
workforce.255

A gap that does exist is in the level of awareness of career possibilities by those who might train for or switch to
offshore-related vocations. This challenge exists more generally for both youth and unemployed workers who need
retraining and we need not delve into the many and various means for outreach already performed generally by many
public and private agencies. One possibility that may be worth considering is to provide support for those truly
interested in an offshore career to attend existing orientation sessions in places where development is well established.
The International Petroleum Training Institute in Morgan City, Louisiana offers an 8-day orientation program designed
for new entrants to the offshore industry.256 The Institute could be approached, if interest from BC was sufficient, to
adapt this experience for those who have not yet joined the workforce but want to understand (and bring home an
understanding) of what this career path might entail.

It should be re-emphasized, however, that if offshore oil and gas were to go forward in the Queen Charlotte Basin,
consensus is that jobs would arise more in service industries. This means that broad spectrum vocational training, as
described above, should be the focus of public support. One often-neglected point about capacity requirements is that
“white collar” jobs are also important and that there is an immediate demand for competencies regarding local
government planning and environmental impact assessment, that would grow quickly if and as soon as the moratoria
ended. The need for locally-based skilled executives is part of what will be considered in the following section when
we consider community government preparedness. The point was made to our east coast study tour that small
communities need professionals who can grasp the complexities of offshore issues and guide local leadership through
the regulatory and development maze.

                                                  
253 Ecos Environmental Consulting Ltd. 2004. An Education and Training Needs Assessment for the Oil and Gas Sector. UNBC Community
Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas #3. Prince George, BC: Northern Coastal Information and Research Program,
UNBC (www.unbc.ca/nlui/ncirp/nwcc_report.pdf)

254 Brown, T., M. Foster and M. Whiteside. Undated. Nova Scotia Offshore Labour Demand Model Final Report. Report to Petroleum Research
Atlantic Canada. (http://www.pr-ac.ca/files/Labour_Demand_Model_-_Final_Report.pdf)

255 Petroleum Industry Human Resources Committee. 2001. “Analysis of Gaps and Issues Related to Labour Supply and Demand in Offshore
Exploration and Production in Newfoundland.” St. John’s. http://www.noianet.com/publications/pdf/LabourSupplyDemand.pdf

256 The course is given on board “Mr. Charlie”, one of the original drilling rigs that worked in the early days of the Gulf offshore play. A
description can be found on-line at www.rigmuseum.com/trainingd.html
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Emphasis should also be placed on the very immediate prospect of local people having paid involvement in the wide
array of environmental work that would ensue if offshore oil and gas moratoria were lifted. All parties agree that this
would precipitate extensive impact assessments with many cumulative person-years of remunerated activity, ranging
from boat charters to data analysis. People of the Queen Charlotte Basin region, notably First Nations, have a keen
memory for the huge volume of research undertaken on them, their communities and their natural environs, and the
dearth of resulting benefit to or involvement of their citizens. This is a source of resentment – some residents even
liken this impending “exploitation” to the failure of historic forestry and mineral resource extraction to leave much of
a legacy.

Given the length of time that would be required for gearing up for and conducting assessment, senior governments
and resource development firms have good reason to develop strategies for preferential training and contracting with
Queen Charlotte Basin area individuals and institutions. Some First Nations have already established environmental
consulting firms.257 Young people from the region are already training in relevant environmental studies such as
Northwest Community College’s Coastal Integrated Resource Management Program. These promising regional
resources should be nurtured by dedicated efforts to ensure remunerated local involvement in what will be a lengthy
and multi-faceted review process if the moratoria are lifted.

5.3.11.2 Preparing communities

I would like to conclude by paraphrasing from an inspirational speech given by Mr Ian Clarke,
who had served as the chief executive of the Shetland Islands Council when it was negotiating
with the oil industry … Mr Clarke insisted that local people should not become overawed by
either the size or the global reach of the multinational oil companies. Remember, he said, that you
and you alone are the experts in your own community and you alone must determine what it is
you want out of this development. I think it is really important that you do not assume that you
can’t have influence. If you assume you can’t have influence, then you won’t have any. You have
to start out on the assumption that you can influence the way that this new industry is going to
develop in your region.258

In order to envision their communities as equal players, able to handle whatever challenges offshore oil and gas brings,
community governments of the basin are questioning their own capacity. Martin Weinstein, an Alert Bay resident with
many years of experience dealing with impact assessment and traditional use studies, has argued that lifting the
moratoria and the onset of all that follows is quite premature given the already strained governance capacity and huge
demands added by the offshore challenge.259 In saying this, he suggested that the precedent of the Arctic pipelines be
examined, noting that, while the Berger Commission report was released in 1976, it is only now that all parties are
ready to proceed. This cautionary tale, taken together with the above remarks paraphrased by Doug House, indicate
how critical timing and preparedness are if small communities are to deal successfully with big projects. Few if any
communities of the Queen Charlotte Basin presently feel fully capable of coping with the advent of offshore oil and
gas in all its complexities, or with the large companies and government agencies with their well-paid and full-time
professional staffs.

The first part of meeting the challenge of this capacity gap is to identify the competencies required for effective
community governance in the context of offshore development. In other words, what do communities and need to be
able to do and know when confronting the opportunities, threats and challenges of offshore oil and gas? As with most
of the issues considered in this report, the natural place to look for a road map of community government capacity-
building is in places where offshore oil and gas is well established. What has been the experience, good and bad, in

                                                  
257 An example is Haida Environmental Ltd., based in Old Massett, which had involvement as partnering consultants in other work undertaken
by UNBC in its Northern Coastal Information and Research Program.

258 Doug House. 2000. “Myths and Realities About Oil-Related Development: Lessons from Atlantic Canada and the North Sea” Paper presented
to SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. Proceedings on line at
www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/

259 Martin Weinstein. Written version of presentation to the Public Review of the Federal Moratorium on Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British
Columbia, May 7, 2004. Available through links on line at www.moratoriumpublicreview.ca
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this regard along the edge of the plays such as the Gulf of Mexico, Alaska, the North Sea or eastern Canada, as well as
in other contexts where large scale resource development brought massive change to a hitherto remote and rural
society?

One useful start to considering these developmental needs is provided by an analysis undertaken in the early 1980s on
the Shetlands and Alaska’s North Slope Borough. The researchers came to a very important conclusion about the
feasibility of a competent, empowered local role in offshore oil and gas:

One fundamental principle that emerges from this report is that local people can manage large-
scale oil and gas development reasonably well given appropriate attitudes, strategies, institutional
arrangements, funding, and time.260

This conclusion, drawn in 1981 is strikingly similar to more recent comments from Canada’s east coast as well as the
North Sea: “…it is in principle at least feasible to manage offshore developments in a socially and environmentally
responsible way, and in such a way that local people and communities, including First Nations, can be beneficiaries.”261

The earlier study by Nelson and Jessen also listed key ingredients for local benefit and effectiveness, a prrescription
that is well worth bearing in mind a quarter century later on BC’s west coast:

The keys to the Shetlands – and to a lesser extent to the Alaskan – success in coping with oil
development have been: (1) a high level of self-confidence; (2) a strong bargaining attitude; (3)
good information; (4) an appropriate set of strategies and institutional arrangements, with new
needs being supported by senior government; and, (5) sources of funding to do the necessary
planning and management in a short but not too constrained period of time.262

As discussed earlier in this chapter, the Louisiana experience with capacity-building – how local communities can
prepare to cope with offshore development – is dominated by less than optimistic accounts of local adaptations to the
“boom” followed by “bust”. Building from its earliest beginnings through the heady windfall era of the OPEC
embargo and then coming to a sudden freefall when crude oil prices collapsed in late 1985, communities like Morgan
City and Lafayette had to adapt first to the high service demands of good times and then the social costs of the bust.
This meant, in the period up to 1985, needing to plan and provide infrastructure – largely physical – at an
unprecedented rate. After the fall, the shift was to handling severe underemployment and the social and family
problems of a depressed region.

Community impacts of the industry are affected also by specific industry patterns and societal
expectations of the public and private sectors. These include both ongoing needs and episodic
concerns. Examples of ongoing, though continually changing, needs are for specialized training
and for services to workers and families without health insurance. Episodic concerns accompany
upturns, such as when large influxes of workers arrive and can find nowhere to live, and
downturns, such as when large numbers of laid-off workers require social services. Local efforts to
manage and mitigate both types of impacts are many; they involve health, educational, and social
service institutions in the public and private sectors. Though minor successes in filling gaps have
been achieved, the prevailing attitude of service providers is one of ongoing failure to meet the
needs that accrue from the dominant presence of the industry in their community.263

The lessons drawn by Gramling and Freudenburg, two scholars who have studied many dimensions of sub-state level
involvement in the Gulf area in coping with the effects of offshore oil and gas, about the boundaries of “control” are

                                                  
260 J. G. Nelson and Sabine Jessen 1981. The Scottish and Alaskan offshore Oil and Gas Experience and the Canadian Beaufort Sea. Ottawa:
Canadian Arctic Resources Committee, p. 105.

261 J.D. House. 2002. “Myths and Realities about Petroleum Related Development: lessons for British Columbia from Atlantic Canada and the
North Sea. Journal of Canadian Studies 37(4): 9-32. (quote from p.9)

262 Nelson and Jessen. 1981. p.105

263 Austin, D.E., K. Coelho, A. Gardner, R. Higgins, and T.R. McGuire. 2002. Social and Economic Impacts of OCS Activities on Individuals
and Families: Volume 1. Final Report. Prepared for the US Dept. of the Interior, Minerals Management Service, Gulf of Mexico OCS Region,
New Orleans, LA. OCS Study MMS 2002-022., p.4
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sobering. Having looked at the struggles in two regions of coastal Lousiana through the boom and bust years, they
observe:

[E]xhortations about the importance of traditional forms of community preparedness or local
planning, rather than being helpful to local residents, may instead by (sic) counterproductive –
perhaps even in the extreme. Such exhortations can lead to, create, or reinforce the impression
that traditional matters of planning and zoning are the primary issues of concern, and that in other
respects local residents have a degree control over their fates that may not in fact exist.264

In his study of Peterhead in the first decade of North Sea hydrocarbon activity, sociologist Robert Moore placed
special emphasis on the gap between local planning capabilities and the complex needs and choices that had to be
grappled with by that community to address the challenges and opportunities of the offshore.265 He pointed out how
the very technical dimensions of the petroleum industry had to be grasped by local planners as they reflected on and
planned for the uncertain future of their community. Understaffed and unknowledgeable about the technology,
Peterhead was hard-pressed to cope with a plethora of often contradictory reports and projections.

A very different take on the role played by local government, illustrating both its capacities and alleged shortcomings,
is found in Jonathan Wills’ A Place in The Sun,266 which looks at the Shetlands Islands Council’s involvement in the
planning and development of the Sullom Voe Terminal. The author wrestles with the fairly sanguine accounts of local
government potency made by other, largely outside observers. Although something of a murkier underside to the
Shetland Council’s actions is exposed, Wills acknowledges the shrewdness of key local leaders and their exemplary
programs to support local business spin-offs from offshore oil.

On Canada’s east coast, the sudden demand for new and higher competencies was also evident. On our study tour, in
Guysborough County the significance of recruiting a Chief Administrative Officer with the ability to go “toe-to-toe”
with international petroleum company staff and regulatory officials from Halifax was strongly emphasized. Anecdotes
were related of how the controversy about the relatively high-pay of new staff was soon forgotten when success was
achieved in negotiating better million-dollar deals with both the proponent and the provincial treasury.

It appears from these experiences that some of the most important skills needed, at least in the earliest phases of
offshore development when impact assessments and basic roles for local government are under development, are:
general planning for far more complex changes than communities have previously dealt with; strong negotiations skills,
preferably as these apply to major resource firms and environmental officials (including scientists and consultants); and,
preferably a good general grounding in the logic and language of offshore hydrocarbons. While it may be valuable to
ensure that elected councils and senior local government administrators have some familiarity with these areas, the
most important and realistic program for capacity-building specific to the offshore may be recruiting a special projects
planner from a setting where these knowledge areas and skills were well-honed. In this regard, note should be made of
the proposal that one Queen Charlotte Basin community, the Gitxaala Nation, wrote and submitted to both UNBC
and governments, and which comprised the idea of an “offshore mentor.”267 The concept was to have a person with
considerable planning and offshore knowledge and experience brought in to live at Lach Klan and spend significant
time working alongside existing staff and interacting with the band council and the community at large. This
professional would essentially support Gitxaala leaders and staff in the many and complex interactions with industry
and government regarding offshore.

Another mechanism for growing the specific competencies needed to cope with offshore planning and development
that was included in the Gitxaala proposal was something akin to the “sister cities” approach widely used to promote

                                                  
264 Robert Gramling and William R. Freudenburg. 1990. “A Closer Look at ‘Local Control’: Communities, Commodities and the Collapse of the
Coast.” Rural Sociology 55(4): 541-558 (quote from p.555)

265 Robert Moore. 1982. The Social Impact of Oil: The Case of Peterhead. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul. See particularly Chapter 2,
“Planner’s Dilemma”.

266 Jonathan Wills. 1991. A Place in the Sun: Shetland and Oil – Myths and Realities. St. John’s Nfld.: Institute of Social and Economic Research,
Memorial University of Newfoundland.

267 Personal communication, John Lewis, Chief Treaty Negotiator, Gitxaala Nation.
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international understanding and respect. An “offshore oil and gas sister community” program reaching out to “elder
siblings” like Sullom Voe (Shetlands), Morgan City (Louisiana) , the North Slope Borough of Alaska or even
Guysborough County, Nova Scotia could be an intriguing and effective way for Queen Charlotte Basin communities to
nurture the abilities required if the moratoria ended. In considering the pursuit of any strategy for enhancing local
preparedness it will be important for communities to be neither overly optimistic about what they can control nor
defeatist. This brief survey of the challenges has shown that one can see this particular glass as half full or empty
depending on where and at what one looks. Our hope is that both the limits and possibilities of local readiness will
come to be understood through thoughtful study and dialogue.

5.3.11.3 The regulatory regime

The choice to support or oppose offshore oil and gas in the Queen Charlotte Basin hinges on many key questions,
including whether parties believe the regulatory system is or can be made strong enough to meet the challenge. In an
era where both the federal and provincial governments have been criticized for regulatory reform that leans towards
deregulation and self-policing, suspicions run very high. In particular, the trend in BC and internationally towards
“performance-based” standards and voluntary compliance as guiding principles has already raised concern specifically in
regard to the regulatory framework for the BC offshore:

We are seeing an increasing emphasis on results-based, or performance-based regulation, and in
many respects, we feel that this approach to regulation is not appropriate for fragile and complex
environments such as found in Canada’s marine offshore… performance-based approaches to
regulation are not precautionary. Problems with a performance-based regime will not come to light
until there has been some failure in the system. 268

This pivotal question has become all the more critical since the release of the Royal Society “Expert Panel” report in
2004. That panel qualified its conclusion about the sufficiency of scientific knowledge on the premise that there would
be an adequate “regulatory regime put in place.”269 This precipitated enormous debate during the ensuing Priddle Panel
process. Two critical assessments of the existing regulatory approach were released in May 2004. The SFU Offshore
Oil and Gas Research Group270 developed a multi-criterion evaluation on which basis they gave the existing regulatory
framework an “effective rating” of 21 percent. The joint Living Oceans Society/David Suzuki Foundation response271

to the Royal Society Report also noted many serious concerns, including alleged use of inferior science as a basis for
existing regulatory decisions and chronic failure in Canada to ensure “arms-length” relationships between proponent
and regulator. Other commentators, including several presenters to the Priddle Panel, gave far more positive
evaluations of the capacity of the regulatory system, even concluding that Canada’s was the best such system
worldwide and one that improves almost every year. Some even believe that the current regulatory framework is too
restrictive, that the existing Atlantic Canadian offshore regulatory regime is too complicated and excessive, and that it
actually inhibits reaping the full benefits from the industry.272All of these positions are worth considering, especially
insofar as they clearly articulate the regulatory design issues. But, given the inevitability that a new system would need
to be devised for the BC offshore, giving failing (or passing) grades to the system as it is today strikes us as of limited
value.

                                                  
268 Chris Rolfe and Karen Campbell. 2004. “West Coast Environmental Law’s Comments on Smart Regulation for Canada.” Submission to
External Advisory Committee on Smart Regulation by West Coast Environmental Law (August 2004), p.13
(www.smartregulation.gc.ca/en/06/01/su-22.pdf )

269 The Royal Society of Canada Report of the Expert Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia,
p.121

270 SFU Offshore Oil and Gas Research Group, (School of Resource and Environmental Management, Simon Fraser University) 2004. A Review
of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in British Columbia. A Study Prepared for the Coastal First Nations (sic).

271 Susan Rutherford. 2004. Putting Assumptions to the Test: An Examination of the Science Panel’s Assumptions that Regulations Would
Protect Our Ocean from the Negative Impacts of Coastal Oil and Gas Development. Living Oceans Society and David Suzuki Foundation.
http://www.livingoceans.org/oilgas/oilandgasreports/Regulations_10.pdf

272 Brian Lee Crowley. “What Real Offshore Benefits Would Look Like and How to Get Them.” Address to the Canadian Institute Atlantic Gas
Symposium, July 20, 2004.
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It is, however, useful to become acquainted with the regulatory approaches used by the two senior governments in
other oil and gas contexts. For Ottawa, the most important precedent is sure to be the regulatory system that evolved
from the Atlantic Accords. There are many sources describing the east coast approach and other written reports
evaluating aspects of the performance of the overall framework. Most comprehensive are the long and highly detailed
guides273 prepared through the “Regulatory Roadmaps Project”. It must be remembered that the simple phrase
“regulatory regime” represents a very complex array of issues and rules, ranging from environmental assessment,
monitoring, mitigation and the like, to questions of worker safety, “rent collection” and local benefits.

For British Columbia, the rapidly evolving approach to oil and gas regulation can best be understood in respect to the
administration of resources on land in the northeast of the province. The principal regulatory body is the Oil and Gas
Commission, although other agencies of the government are involved in promotional and revenue-collecting aspects. A
detailed website on the legislative and regulatory framework used by the commission is available.274 Recent changes
have been made to the regulatory and legal regime275 concurrent with a very vigourous drilling and development
program in BC’s oil patch. Generally, the thrust of current provincial policy with respect to oil and gas is to enable
rapid growth through regulatory streamlining276 and the promotion of new activity in offshore oil and gas as well as
hitherto unexploited interior basins for conventional gas and coalbed methane. The premier has been quoted as aiming
to make BC “the most competitive jurisdiction in North America for oil and gas development and investment.”277 As
noted, this position, and notably the enthusiastic drive for regulatory reform, is likely to further raise apprehension
among those concerned with the adequacy of regulation for offshore oil.

What is left to come in envisioning future regulation is the community perspective, including but not limited to First
Nations. The latter groups especially have made it very clear in recent discussions that they insist on being part of the
process of devising an appropriately stringent regulatory system. While to our knowledge no specifics have been
advanced, a number of precedents exist elsewhere whereby First Nations have entered into environmental regulatory
agreements. These usually afford the participating First Nation a strong role in framing regulations as well as
monitoring performance of industrial activities. Many of these kinds of arrangements are embedded within treaty
settlements: for example, within the Queen Charlotte Basin, the Nisga’a Treaty lays out quite detailed regulatory
provisions. The Nisga’a have addressed their expectations specifically in regard to the design of the offshore regulatory
regime in a detailed statement278 released in November 2004 concurrent with the completion of the Priddle Panel and
Brooks reports. There they have argued that a well designed system ought to be created in advance of lifting the
moratoria and that it would have to follow the provisions laid out in the treaty. Further they call for the creation of a
Canada-British Columbia Offshore Petroleum Board with Nisga’a representation thereon.

This is at least a start on a task that lies largely in the future – the negotiated design of an adequate regulatory regime
acceptable to all parties through a comprehensive collaborative process. Such a process has been considered in

                                                  
273 Erlandson Consulting Inc. & Petroleum Research Atlantic Canada. 2004. Offshore Oil and Gas Approvals in Atlantic Canada. Note that two
versions have been prepared, one each for Nova Scotia and Newfoundland. Copies of both can be downloaded at www.oilandgasguides.com

274 http://www.ogc.gov.bc.ca/legislation.asp

275 A detailed description and evaluation of the changing framework in BC (circa 2001) as well as in several other western and northern Canadian
jurisdictions is available in Carpenter, Sandy, Cecilia A. Low and John Olynyk. 2001. “Oil and Gas Development in Western Canada in the New
Millennium: the Changing Legal Framework in the Northwest Territories, the Yukon, and Offshore British Columbia”. Alberta Law Review 39:
1-34.

276 Two related initiatives are currently underway dedicated to the goal of reforming regulation in order to foster more oil and gas activity: the Oil
and Gas Regulatory Improvement Initiative and a “Regulatory Best Practices Working Group.”

277 In Ron Burleson “Nurturing the Golden Goose: Developing Oil & Gas Resources in British Columbia” Presentation to Alaska Resources
2005, Nov. 18, 2004. (Burleson is Senior Manager, Fiscal and Economic Policy, BC Offshore Oil and Gas Team. Presentation online at
www.akrdc.org/membership/events/conference/2004/presentations/burleson.pdf

278 Nisga’a Lisims Government. 2004. Review of the Federal Moratorium on Oil and Gas Activities. Submission to the Minister of Natural
Resources, September 13, 2004. (Released by the federal Minister on website www2.nrcan.gc.ca/es/erb/CMFiles/NISGA_A_NATION205JIU-
19112004-9850.pdf.
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Canada279 but actually implemented in the United States.280 There would be a need for not only First Nations to be
engaged in this regulatory negotiation process, but a broadly inclusive group of other local governments and non-
government organizations. In this way – and probably only in this way – can consensus be achieved on the strengths
and useable elements of regulatory experience from elsewhere and, on that basis, the shape of a “best practices”
approach in BC.

5.3.11.4 Dealing with underlying issues of ownership and jurisdiction

Questions of title and jurisdiction are among the most frequently raised within the Queen Charlotte Basin region and
beyond in respect to the advent of offshore oil and gas. According to a count made by the Pacific Offshore Energy
Association, some 79 briefs submitted to the Priddle Panel spoke of the resource ownership issue.281

The uncertainty over ownership and jurisdiction has at least two main parts. One that has been to the Supreme Court
of Canada and yet continues to be a source of difficulty is the constitutional division between Ottawa and BC. This
outstanding question has been copiously reviewed both in scholarly legal journals282 and in briefer accessible treatments
that are readily available, including one of the appendices to the 2002 BC Scientific Panel Review of Offshore
Hydrocarbon Development.283 While intriguing in its complexity, precedents from eastern Canada suggest that the
federal and provincial governments, if motivated, could probably reach an accommodation without decisive and final
settlement.

In British Columbia, in contrast to the Atlantic Coast, the uncertainty over jurisdiction arising from claims of
Aboriginal title is at least as great and potentially influential as the federal-provincial conflict. Indeed, large scale
resource development elsewhere in Canada has been enmeshed with unsettled land claims, and has also been a prime
motivating force in the history of federal claims policy. The James Bay hydroelectric dam proposal and the Mackenzie
valley pipeline are rightly seen as having powerfully affected governmental resolve to negotiate modern treaties with
First Nations. During the 1984-86 hearings and deliberations of the West Coast Offshore Exploration Environmental
Assessment Panel, the issue came to the fore. The Offshore Alliance of Aboriginal Nations formed as a result and the
arguments it and individual First Nations made against proceeding with offshore development until land claims were
settled had a powerful effect on public and provincial government awareness of these issues more generally.

Today, the forces are far stronger. A sequence of legal decisions have made it clear that, at the very least, consultation
is required if any progress is to be made in major new industrial activities like offshore development. Recognition of
this reality by governments and those who report-back to them is widespread. For example, the 2004 Royal Society

                                                  
279 Lee Axon & Bob Hann. 1994. Regulatory Negotiation: Issues and Implications. Department of Justice (Canada), Working Document
WD1994-4e, Ottawa (Available on line at http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/wd94-4a-e.pdf)
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281 Pacific Offshore Energy Association, “Comment On Information Presented In Written Submissions To The Public Review Of The Federal
Moratorium On Offshore Oil And Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia” submitted to the Federal Moratorium Review Panel, August, 2004,
p.17

282 A readable and recent example is Hudec, Al and Van Penick. 2003. “British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Law.” Alberta Law Review 41:
101-158. The authors not only deal with the longstanding federal-provincial debate and the relevance of east coast strategies, but also survey the
situation from a perspective of rapidly developing Aboriginal law. See also a paper available online: Rankin, T. Murray. 2004. “Offshore Oil and
Gas and Coastal British Columbia: The Legal Framework.” Arvay Finlay Barristers. www.arvayfinlay.com/publications/offshore-oil-and-gas.htm

283 See Scientific Review Panel. 2002. British Columbia Offshore Hydrocarbon Development: Report of the Scientific Review Panel. Report to
BC Minister of Energy and Mines, Appendix 3 “Lifting the moratoria”, based on a submission by Rod Dobell and Claire Abbott. See also
Johnston, Douglas M. and Erin N. Hildebrand (eds.). 2001. BC Offshore Hydrocarbon Development: Issues and Prospects. Victoria: Maritime
Awards Society of Canada.
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Report of the Expert Panel on Science Issues Related to Oil and Gas Activities, Offshore British Columbia, considered
land claims settlement as a firm prerequisite to development and optimistically estimated that such matters can be
resolved by 2007.284 On the provincial side, awareness of the importance of the Aboriginal jurisdictional issue may be
seen in the composition of the Offshore Oil and Gas Team, BC’s lead agency for catalysing offshore development. Its
most senior members were drawn from the province’s negotiating team on the Nisga’a treaty. Its initial work has
included substantial efforts to build relationships with coastal First Nations, including supporting several to obtain and
circulate better information about what is involved in offshore hydrocarbon development.

On the federal side, the most focused recent effort has been through the three-pronged review of offshore oil and gas
announced in March 2003. One of the three parts of that review process was devoted solely to First Nations. Referred
to as the First Nations Engagement Process, and chaired by Cheryl Brooks, it involved extensive discussions with
some 70 First Nations with the intent of more clearly delineating all outstanding issues with First Nations. Thefinal
report285 should be reviewed by anyone interested in the positions and nuanced rationales for what was reported to be
a unanimous First Nations rejection of lifting the current federal moratorium. The need to deal honourably with
unresolved title, rights and jurisdiction was foremost on the list of concerns but there is also a wealth of informationin
Brooks’ report about other concerns, especially in her summary notes on individual nations’ viewpoints. The report
reiterates many of the same themes encountered and discussed in contacst during our work:

 The need for revenue sharing strategies and agreements

 Resources and training to enable participation by First Nations members in a future offshore industry

 Consideration of legacy funds

 Mechanisms for ongoing provision of up-to-date information

The report also speaks of the need for “consultation protocols.” Another recent experience in this regard is worth
note. Referred to as the “Turning Point Initiative”, a number of the coastal First Nations along the edge of the Queen
Charlotte Basin initiated a process to try to re-start what continues to be seen as the badly stalled BC treaty
process.Turning Point quickly focused on designing interim arrangements to ensure strong Aboriginal roles and
benefits in resource decision-making. Forest resources were the beginning focus, but fisheries soon was added to the
group’s negotiations with governments. As noted in Chapter 3, the Turning Point Nations commissioned an analysis
by a team of researchers from Simon Fraser University on the offshore development question. While this study
delineates the legal issues and requirements regarding First Nations title and the obligations on the Crown, it does not
map out in any detail how consultation and accommodation processes required to advance intergovernmental
deliberations should work. This absence of a “road-map” remains problematic, for although almost everyone around
the Basin and beyond agrees that, at the very least, “interim measures” need be put in place before exploration could
proceed, the specific way to initiate these is less than clear.

It may be useful as a way of preparing all parties for the options that lie ahead to compile and publicize information
on the kinds of cooperative management and revenue-sharing arrangements that have worked elsewhere in the context
of major resource developments. The Canadian Arctic offers some precedents, ones which were not used on the
Atlantic Coast, where there does not appear to have been very extensive involvement by the Mi’kmaq peoples of the
region in offshore oil and gas deliberations. The panel report for the Sable Offshore Energy Project, for example,
noted a lack of proponent consultation with First Nations:

                                                  
284 Only one modern treaty has been concluded in BC – with the Nisga’a of the Nass Valley - and that took a quarter of century to finalize.
More recent negotiations commenced in the early 1990s under the BC Treaty Commission Process and, more than a decade later, have yet to
result in one fully finalized agreement.

285 Cheryl Brooks. 2004. Rights, Risk and Respect: A First Nations Perspective on the Lifting of the Federal Moratorium on Offshore Oil & Gas
Exploration in the Queen Charlotte Basin of British Columbia. Report issued by Natural Resources Canada.
(www2.nrcan.gc.ca/es/erb/prb/english/View.asp?x=655)
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Direct face-to-face contact with Aboriginal communities at the project outset would likely have
gone a long way towards alleviating Aboriginal peoples’ concerns and avoided mistrust and
misunderstanding. The proponents have belatedly recognized this. 286

In Canada’s far north offshore drilling and transport of petroleum have long been leading issues as Inuit and other
Aboriginal groups pursued claims. As early as the 1970s high interest in exploration in offshore areas such as Barents
Sea and Lancaster Sound led to extensive negotiations and study. More recent precedents of interest have arisen in the
context of mining agreements. Although the governing legislation differs from petroleum exploration, these experiences
illustrate some of the options and challenges of First Nations’ roles in major resource development. Two especially
worth further study pertain to diamond mining:

 The Diavik Diamond Mine,287 one of three diamond mining projects in the Northwest Territories, is located 300
kilometres northeast of Yellowknife. Diavik is owned by a British company, Rio Tinto. The project has proceeded
following Diavik reaching a set of local agreements with adjacent First Nation organizations – Dogrib Treaty 11
Council, Yellowknife’s Dene First Nation, the North Slave Metis Alliance, the Kitikmeot Inuit Association, and the
Lutsel K’e Dene Band. Agreements with each First Nation grouping are threefold:

 Partnership agreements providing employment and business opportunities as well as more broadly
confirming principles of mutual respect and active partnership.

 Environmental agreements that create environmental protection through joint Environmental Advisory
Review Boards.

 Socioeconomic monitoring agreements setting out plans for enforcing and assessing economic benefits for
these northern communities.

Some of the results reported to date by the company include:

 Of the almost $1.3 billion in construction contracts and contract commitments, approximately $900 million
were with northern businesses. Of this, over $600 million were with northern Aboriginal joint ventures and
northern Aboriginal firms.

 By the end of 2003, over 70 per cent of Diavik’s mine workforce was northern. Aboriginal employment was
approximately 220 (or just under 40 per cent), exceeding project estimates of 180 due to an increase in
workforce size.

 Diavik has committed to northern apprenticeships. As of late 2003, there were 17 northerners (11 Aboriginal
and six non-Aboriginal) advancing skills through placements at the Diavik Diamond Mine.

 The Victor Project288 is located in the James Bay Lowlands of northern Ontario, approximately 90-km west of the
coastal community of Attawapiskat. The project is currently at the environmental review and permitting stage. In
October 2002, the diamond mining proponent, De Beers, and the Attawapiskat First Nation signed a Feasibility
Partnering Agreement that provides the framework for addressing environmental monitoring, health and safety issues
on site, permitting and business opportunities for the community. The company and First Nation are currently
negotiating an Impact Benefit Agreement. In the meantime, De Beers has agreed to provide assistance on a number
of initiatives including contributions of $600,000 towards the cost of constructing a training centre in the community,
and $50,000 of the cost to run an education upgrading or bridging program aimed at upgrading students to grade 12

                                                  
286 Joint Review Panel. 1997. The Joint Public Review Panel Report: Sable Gas Projects. For Canada Environmental Assessment Agency et al. p.
90. Subsequent environmental assessments and special inquiries about offshore activities off Nova Scotia appear to have enlarged the contact and
coverage related to First Nations. Interestingly, the public review of exploration offshore of Cape Breton held most of its sessions at the
Wagmatcook Mi’kmaq reserve. See Teresa MacNeil. 2002. Commissioner’s Report: Results of the Public Review on the Effects of Potential Oil
and Gas Exploration Offshore Cape Breton. Report to Natural Resources Canada et al., p. 10.

287 Information on this project comes from the company website (www.diavik.ca) and a report available at that site The Unique Facets of Diavik.
Details about agreements with First Nations were also obtained from www.atns.net.au/browse.htm.

288 Information from several online sources posted by DeBeers Canada starting from:
www.debeerscanada.com/files_2/victor_project/factsheet.html



116     UNBC Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas

in math, science and literacy so that they are equipped for apprenticeship programs or further education. In addition,
De Beers has agreed to provide $150,000 to the Attawapiskat First Nation to promote economic and social
development amongst their members. It has also been agreed that the First Nation will build the winter access road
from the community to the project site. This contract is worth approximately $250,000.

A more complete look at the phenomenon of resource and revenue sharing agreements would run to many pages. In
fact, it would be helpful and economical in terms of the diversity of nations interested in this subject if a collaborative
project cataloguing and assessing the pros and cons of various precedent agreements were to be prepared specifically
for Queen Charlotte Basin applications. 289 This could serve as the basis for negotiations and consultations with all
parties on the kinds of agreement that can get beyond, at least in the interim, the uncertainties and blockages of
jurisdictional conflict.

It would be an oversight not to make note of the evolution of Native/non-Native agreements and arrangements at the
level of local governments in British Columbia. While the parties to these agreements obviously do not have the
authority to resolve larger issues of jurisdiction, these cooperative mechanisms could be important in creating the
setting within which resolution, including in regard to offshore development, may be enabled. Some important
examples of this local level collaboration within the Queen Charlotte Basin area include:

 Numerous cooperative interactions between the Haida and other communities of the Queen Charlottes
through efforts such as the establishment of the Gwaii Trust290 endowment and the Islands Community
Stability Initiative, a joint project to secure forestry tenure on behalf of all communities.291

 Support by some municipal leaders for the Haida in recent legal cases.292

 The establishment of a unified economic development body, the North Pacific Regional Development
Commission, by the Tsimshian Tribal Council, District of Port Edward and City of Prince Rupert.

 Several joint initiatives between the Central Coast Regional District and the Nuxalk Nation, including joint
action with respect to major forest companies operating in the area.

In sum, regarding the question of jurisdiction, the issues are complex and rapidly evolving with each new court
decision Less visible but no less significant are a plethora of interim arrangements between First Nations and others
including governments at all levels. While a better understanding of the question of jurisdiction and ownership can and
should be achieved within the communities, there is also a pressing need to collaboratively explore that build on the
willingness of Native and non-Native people of the Basin area to work together pending more permanent resolution of
the “land question.”

5.3.12 What are the effects on regional development and/or dependency?
Our interactions with people and communities of the basin highlighted a consistent theme, one that could be described
as a local “theory of underdevelopment”(or over-dependency). From this widely held perspective, ever since non-
Natives began to settle on the land and use the resources, this region has been little more than a hinterland to be
exploited with scarce reinvestment of the resulting riches within the communities. It was noted in Chapter 4 how a
“future search” among the UNBC Community Guidance Group stressed this standpoint as it diagnosed the historic
and current vulnerabilities of the region. It also became clear that there is a need for an analysis and discussion of a
kind that, to our knowledge, has not been done in the context of west coast oil and gas. It falls within a family of

                                                  
289 An excellent source for learning more about models for resource development agreements, including Canadian ones, has been created by the
Indigenous Studies Program at the University of Melbourne, Australia. Their searchable database on agreements is at
www.atns.net.au/browse.htm.

290 Information about the Gwaii Trust, including how it formed, can be obtained at www.gwaiitrust.com

291 See “Islands Community Stability Initiative (ICSI) Community Forest Pilot Agreement Proposal: Executive Summary,”
www.for.gov.bc.ca/hth/community/documents/ICSI.pdf

292 Information about this support and the Haida ceremony of thanks to local leaders can be found in “Feast a night to remember – Haida thank
Port, Masset for support in court – Protocol agreement signed by all three”,Queen Charlotte Islands Observer, March 25, 2004, p. 1, 9-11.
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approaches variously referred to as “political economy,” “dependency theory,” “staples theory,” “uneven exchange,”
etcetera.

The basic problem these approaches confront isthe fact that many, if not most, resource-dependent regions or third-
world nations seem to get trapped into chronic instability and vulnerability to decisions made in larger urban centres
where the money and political power resides. Critical descriptions and analyses of how this happens have been
advanced in studies of inequality among nations.293 Here in Canada there has also been a very strong tradition of
research and commentary attentive to the dynamics of “backward” hinterlands.294 People and communities in both the
international and the Canadian contexts face the same dilemma: those who live next to the raw sources of ultimate
wealth – the natural resources – fail to benefit anywhere nearly as much as corporate shareholders and populous urban
voters in far away centres. Poor countries and poor regions remain stuck in economies that are notoriously unstable,
while the bulk of the “resource rent” enriches others. In British Columbia, recent analyses suggesting that the
“hinterland” continues to pay much of the province’s bills, underscore the seeming inequity. 295

One need also distinguish these perspectives and analytical projects from the related but distinct regional economic
studies that have begun to be applied to the general problem of predicting economic effects of offshore oil and gas in
British Columbia. The approach under development at the “Coasts Under Stress” project at the University of Victoria
is building a robust model to allow for estimation of the overall inputs and outputs for the regional economy as it is
and as it may change if offshore oil and gas goes forward. As this work advances it will contribute important results to
understanding the actual ability of the region to capture a share of the benefits. But the study is not intended to result
in a political or economic diagnosis of how the region has or may continue to be weakened or exploited as a periphery
to the urban centres of southern BC and beyond.

There are a few examples of the “dependency theory” model being used to frame the challenges of offshore oil and
gas in areas with small and remote communities. A now-retired UBC scholar well-known for her political economic
perspectives on other BC resource sectors, Dr. Patricia Marchak, added a commentary, titled “The Staples Trap,” to a
collection of papers about fisheries implications of oil on both sides of the Atlantic. Her analysis was not based on
original data about or field work in the geographic areas discussed – primarily Scotland, Norway and Newfoundland –
but rather on the accounts within that volume. The principal themes and conclusions are pessimistic regarding the
likelihood that oil can be the basis for a shift away from longstanding patterns of exclusion from benefits,
disempowerment, instability and exploitation by powerful urbanized centres. Along the way, Marchak offers some
comments cautioning against either romanticising the status quo or presuming that, in the absence of a potentially
disruptive new economic force, all would be well and stable in the fishing communities.

Of subsistence economies she bluntly states, “They are sparse, uncomfortable, insecure and insular. For women, they
are frequently oppressive.…”296 And on the subject of what would happen without the intrusion of oil, she describes
the belief that somehow the community would get along in isolation from larger economic trends and forces as,
“tenuous”. Coastal communities of British Columbia are already suffering and, according to this perspective, oil would
not change that much: “…staples economies tend to recreate themselves.”297

                                                  
293 The literature from this critical perspective is too vast and heterogeneous to refer the new reader to one source. A fairly current and readable
study that surveys competing viewpoints within this perspective is Ankie M.M. Hoogvelt. 2001. Globalization and the Postcolonial World: The
New Political Economy of Development. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press.

294 The “founding father” of the regional perspective on resource-based economies in Canada was Harold Innis in his studies of the fur trade,
cod fishery and Canadian Pacific Railroad. A good overview and bibliography of Innis’ work can be found as a full chapter in Carl Berger. 1976.
The Writing of Canadian History: Aspects of English-Canadian Historical Writing, 1900-1970. Toronto: Oxford Univ. Press.

295 A recent study from the Vancouver-based Urban Futures Institute, concluded that fully 71 percent of the total value of international exports
from British Columbia originated in “non-metropolitan areas.” See David Baxter and Andrew Ramlo. 2002. Resource Dependency: The Spatial
Origins of British Columbia’s Economic Base. Vancouver: Urban Futures Institute. Available at FTP site online,
www.urbanfutures.com/Research/

296 Patricia Marchak. 1986. “The Staples Trap” in in J.D. House (ed.) Fish versus Oil. Social and Economic Papers No.16, Institute of Social and
Economic Research, Memorial University, St. John’s, p.179

297 Ibid., p.182.
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Another sociologist, Robert Moore, came to rely on theories of underdevelopment as a lens for understanding his
findings about the social impacts of North Sea activity on Peterhead in Scotland. Moore explains that his original
research plan for a narrower study of the migrant labour force shifted as he attempted to comprehend and explain
more pervasive and long term consequences in the community. Drawing on a framework from well-known critical
international development studies, Moore, concluded:

Autonomous industrialisation in the dependent region is usually precluded because dependent
development is geared to the production and export of relatively raw materials, so that the
maximum value may be added to them in existing industrial areas near large markets. This was a
fact of life in many colonies and is still a fact of life in many ex-colonies. Opportunities for local
entrepreneurs are found mainly in servicing this kind of production. This is Peterhead’s
experience.298

It should be clarified that Moore relied on other concepts than just international development theory to understand
what happened at Peterhead in the wake of offshore oil. But it should be of particular interest to Queen Charlotte
Basin residents, who increasingly consider themselves to be marginalized by distant decision-makers, private and public,
that this middling Scottish town can be usefully characterized as akin to an internal colony.

Moore also makes a point similar to Marchak’s about the less-than-perfect quality of life under the status quo without
the North Sea development, noting that the experience has served to reinforce local consciousness of the forces small
communities face, with or without petroleum majors at their doorstep.

Peterhead has always been dependent, it is not and never has been a self-sufficient island in the
UK economy…The facts of dependence have been suddenly and quite dramatically demonstrated
through oil-related developments. If nothing else, the myth of independence should have been
destroyed in Peterhead, the population should all now know the extent to which they are a small
part of national and international economic and political relations.299

As seen earlier in this chapter, the theme of the limited potency of local communities in the face of global factors
came out of the research by Gramling and Freudenburg in coastal Louisiana parishes. They too characterized “local
control” as illusive at best:

From copper to coal, molybdenum to mullet – indeed from agriculture to zirconium the resources
and commodities extracted by small communities around the globe have become increasingly
entangled in international technologies that may be outside the control of even the most powerful
corporations and insightful of small communities.300

A criticism that can be levelled at dependency theory accounts of the challenge of offshore development is that they
lead to despair, a sense of limited or zero choices in the face of factors beyond local control. Based on case studies in
coal-based regions, SFU resource economist Tom Gunton cautions that“being preoccupied with the negative,
dependency analysis has led to the incorrect conclusion that a staple trap is an inevitable, rather than a possible,
outcome of staple-led growth.”301 (emphasis added). Indeed, acquiescence would be an unfortunate and unhelpful
response to what can be learned from critical studies of how the Queen Charlotte Basin “works” as a “periphery”
impinged on by more powerful central interests and global forces. Victimhood is only one way – and not a very useful
way – to respond. Another is to use such critical analyses –which have also been used for understanding the problems
in other resource sectors of the BC coastal hinterland302 – to broaden the awareness and the realism with which

                                                  
298 Robert Moore. 1982. The Social Impact of Oil: The Case of Peterhead. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, p. 170.

299 Ibid., p.177-8

300 R.Gramling and W.R. Freudenburg. 1990. “A Closer Look at ‘Local Control’: Communities, Commodities, and the Collapse of the Coast.”
Rural Sociology: 55:541-558 (quote from p. 555).

301 Thomas Gunton. 2003. “Natural Resources and Regional Development:An Assessment of Dependency and Comparative Advantage
Paradigms.” Economic Geography 79(1):67-94 (quote from p.91).

302 For application to forestry, see Patricia Marchak. 1983. Green Gold: the Forest Industry in British Columbia. Vancouver: UBC Press.
(especially Chapter 1, “A Staples Economy”); for fisheries see Keith warriner. 1987. “Regionalism, Dependence and the BC Fisheries: Historical
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choices are made by or with the involvement of communities. As Moore implied in writing about Peterhead, the
emergence of offshore oil can be something of a wake-up call, underscoring the common and serious situation (and its
underpinnings) that the whole region is in. In fact, during the course of its work, the UNBC Community Guidance
Group served as a forum for discussions on these themes, ones that led to some motivation to keep talking about the
commonalities of dependency with or without oil and gas. Through this and through other processes303 such as the
Coast Sustainability Trust, the UBC Resilient Communities Project, Turning Point and even the government-driven
LRMP processes, the formation of a regional identity may well be in progress. Given the challenges of any future
development scenario, this could be a very major spin-off of offshore development, whether or not it ever actually
comes about.

5.3.13 How does oil and gas affect our pursuit of alternative energies?
As demonstrated in Chapter 4, there are few substantive disagreements that the era of using hydrocarbons simply as
fuels to burn is in its final few decades. The debate on when the switch from fossil fuels will happen continues to rage
internationally. Some believe it is a matter of as little as 20 or 30 years, while others say it will be towards the end of
the 21st century before the end comes.

Whatever the lifespan, the opinion frequently heard is that opening the Queen Charlotte Basin to offshore
development is out of sync with the need to shift to renewable alternatives. This has been most forcefully advanced by
non-government organizations such as the Vancouver-based David Suzuki Foundation. According to a content analysis
done by the Pacific Offshore Energy Association304, the alleged interference of offshore development with alternative
energy sources was the single most mentioned concern within submissions made to the Priddle Panel and opposed to
lifting the moratorium.305

There are at least two main threads to the argument that further investment in fossil fuels could impede the inevitable
changeover. One is the idea that by continuing to be part of massive investment in the entire chain of facilities needed
to make fuels available to a rapidly growing world population, we are locking ourselves into policy and investment
commitments that preclude serious attention to alternative energy sources. Thus, for example, the Worldwatch Institute
made the following observations about the clash of renewable and non-renewable visions at the latest World Summit
on Sustainable Development:

The forces for and against change were on full display at the World Summit on Sustainable
Development, held in Johannesburg, South Africa, in summer 2002. The European Union and
Brazil proposed the adoption of specific numerical targets for the use of new renewable energy
worldwide. Strong opposition arose from the fossil fuel industry and from the governments of
most oil-producing nations and major fossil fuel users such as China and the United States. The
battle in Johannesburg ended in a watered-down, non-numerical goal to increase renewable energy
use. 306

The Worldwatch assessment also makes note of the longstanding propensity of governments in the developed world to
create policy and financial incentives for the prolongation of a petroleum-based economy. Arguing that the current
regulatory framework in western nations as well as direct public subsidies of “$150-300 billion a year” sustain fossil
fuel and nuclear usage, Worldwatch asserts “Every dollar spent subsidizing conventional energy is a dollar not invested

                                                                                                                                                                                      
Development and Recent Trends.” In Patricia Marchak, Neil Guppy & John McMullan (eds.) Uncommon Property: The Fishing and Fish-
Processing Industries in British Columbia. Toronto: Methuen, p. 326-349

303 Most of these are briefly discussed in Chapter 3 of this report.

304 This association has now amalgamated with the British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas Association to form Ocean Industries BC. Website as
this report is under completion is still www.poea.ca

305 Pacific Offshore Energy Association, “Comment On Information Presented In Written Submissions To The Public Review Of The Federal
Moratorium On Offshore Oil And Gas Activities Offshore British Columbia” submitted to the Federal Moratorium Review Panel, August, 2004.

306 Janet Sawin. 2003. “Charting a New Energy Future”, Chapter 5 in Worldwatch Institute. State of the World 2003. Washington D.C.:
Worldwatch Institute, p.86.
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in clean, secure renewable energy.”307 This same implication of a financial “opportunity cost” whereby offshore
development siphons away dollars that would be otherwise available for alternative energy work is explicit in a report
from the David Suzuki Foundation.308

While there is a surface logic to such arguments, it would require closer examination of the patterns of private and
public investment to confirm that such interference is occurring. Indeed, the same Worldwatch document also points
out how some of the globally largest petroleum companies are investing substantially in renewable energy sources. In
its 1999 Annual Report, Royal Dutch Shell affirmed this direction as follows:

Ignoring alternative energy is no alternative. Keeping pace with the world’s accelerating demand
for energy and supplying power to remote areas require Shell to pursue renewable resources like
solar, biomass and wind energy. We established Shell International Renewables with US$500
million commitment to develop these new opportunities commercially. One of our goals is to
make solar energy cheaper, more efficient and more accessible both for businesses and homes. It’s
part of our commitment to sustainable development, balancing economic progress with
environmental care and social responsibility. So, with real goals and investment, energy from the
sun can be more than just a daydream.

Shell now lists an impressive-looking array of involvements and achievements in the renewable energy sector. These
accomplishments can be regarded as significant evidence of its shift into becoming an energy, rather than just a
petroleum company; or they can and have been derided as not much more than a “shell game.”309 Given that Shell is
one of the two major current tenure-holders for leases in the Queen Charlotte Basin, and given the importance local
people place on trust, it would be worthwhile for Shell to provide an opportunity for far better understanding of and
debate about the company’s aspirations and corporate good citizenship, and to do so sooner rather than later.310

One can also look at the local level to explore the connection between investment in non-renewable and renewable
energy sources. Do regions active in offshore hydrocarbon development tend to lag, or in some ways be impeded, in
what is a broad international movement toward environmentally safe and renewable energy technologies?

Consider the “Highlands and Islands” region of Scotland. It has ample alternative energy possibilities and is also at the
centre of North Sea oil development. A general observation is that the regional governance body – Highlands and
Islands Enterprise – has had enhanced capacity to explore many kinds of diversification strategies using some of the
fiscal surplus derived from its offshore association. Early in 2004, responding to the Scottish Parliament’s inquiry into
renewable energy, HIE asserted that, in addition to its “outstanding renewable energy potential,” the Highlands and
Islands region had built capacity from its non-renewable experience:

[T]he area’s long association with the offshore oil and gas industry has ensured an enviable legacy
of transferable knowledge, skills and experience in manufacturing and engineering. Recent research
by HIE has demonstrated that many businesses in the area have the capacity to diversify into the
renewables sector, with many already having done so.311

This appears to support the point made earlier about the possible role of offshore oil and gas in providing a finite-
term opportunity to “grow” capacities in longer-term, more renewable initiatives. That this has happened in cities such

                                                  
307 Ibid., p.105.

308 In Stuart Herzog’s 2003. Oil and Water Don’t Mix (Vancouver: David Suzuki Foundation). The author states: “The David Suzuki Foundation
has proposed that instead of pouring money and resources into additional fossil fuel exploration, the government adopt broad-based policies for
energy efficiency, cleaner air, and climate protection.”, p.75 (emphasis added).

309 A pun used by Mark Lowenthal at a website titled “Don’t Be Fooled 2001”, in which Shell is singled out for its alleged “greenwashing” of
energy issues (www.thegreenlife.org/reports/dontbefooled2001.pdf).

310 To date, tenure-holders, at least to Queen Charlotte Basin area residents, seem to have held back on direct interaction with communities.
While avoidance of formal consultations may be understandable in light of the continuing moratoria, a less formal seizing of opportunities to
understand and be understood by residents of the area may be worth considering.

311 Highlands and Islands Enterprise. Submission to the Enterprise and Culture Committee Inquiry into Renewable Energy. February 2004.
(www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/enterprise/inquiries-04/rei/ec04-reis-highlandsandisl.htm)
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as Aberdeen and Stavanger seems clear. The likelihood and prerequisites to a similar dynamic unfolding in
communities the size of Prince Rupert, Port Hardy Kitimat or even smaller Queen Charlotte Basin villages is presently
a matter of conjecture.

Regarding the availability of funds for alternative energy development, it is also difficult to make a compelling case that
exploring for and producing offshore oil and gas is an inhibitor on investment. In Port Hardy some of the most
forceful advocates of lifting the moratorium have also been active in a consortium for a wind energy development near
Cape Scott. Local planners, contacted during our project, have argued that a secure regional supply of natural gas may
actually be complementary to the wind proposal and to wood waste cogeneration by buffering the episodic nature of
supply inherent in those alternatives.

During the course of its deliberations, UNBC’s Community Guidance Group frequently discussed the need to
contextualize the decision about offshore petroleum exploration within region-wide energy planning. A proposal for a
sequence of energy policy workshops or open houses was actively considered. Such a process may well, in fact, have
merit for allowing local people to continue to debate and discuss the interaction between a commitment to offshore
development and the alternative energy future most feel is coming.

5.3.14 What about the more global issues of oil and gas?
There is a wide range of thoughtful perspectives within Queen Charlotte Basin communities regarding the larger issues
that provide the backdrop for discussions about offshore oil and gas (see Chapter 4). People of this region strike us,
by and large, as unusually concerned with the global and moral dimensions of the kinds of development occurring
within their “backyards”. This is reflected in a strong and growing commitment to sustainability in its widest sense and,
particularly, in regard to how offshore development relates to the problem of climate change.

In several earlier parts of the present chapter we have outlined issues and knowledge related to questions that are
pivotal to sustainability. Locally, the question of sustainability, associated with offshore oil and gas turns on whether
economic diversification or tools such as legacy funds can be used to transform a non-renewable resource into a
source of perpetual community well-being. Social researchers Kelly Vodden, John Pierce and Doug House have
provided a very focused look at the connection between sustainability and offshore development, but it is largely
confined to impacts on rural community viability rather than on how this development could affect wider geographic
areas of concern.312 The Basin region’s contribution to broader sustainability, at least in relation to the oil and gas issue,
largely comes down to two relationships, both of which are subject to more ethical than economic debate:

 How one looks at and takes responsibility for the total supply chain and life cycle impacts of offshore
hydrocarbon development, most notably (but not only) the question of climate change due to greenhouse
gas emissions.

 The stewardship responsibilities of the communities of the Basin for their the regional environment as part
of the global “common heritage of humankind.”

In regard to the first of these, a review has recently been published that aims to compile comprehensive data and
information on the impacts of oil (not gas) throughout the life cycle of extraction, transport, downstream processing,
and consumption.313 Its subject is the distributional impacts – who benefits and who gets hurt – all the way along this
chain. To come to terms with their diverse and complex findings, the authors use a framework of “environmental
justice” and this leads to a number of alleged inequities, ones that will command the attention of community members
of the Queen Charlotte Basin no less than do concerns for their own well-being in the context of offshore
development:

 Highly uneven consumption levels of oil among world nations and regions

                                                  
312 K.Vodden, J. Pierce and D. House. 2004 "Offshore Oil and Gas and the Quest for Sustainable Development: A Rural Development
Perspective". In D. Ramsey, and C. Bryant (eds.) The Structure and Dynamics of Rural Territories: Geographical Perspectives. Brandon,
Manitoba: Rural Development Institute, Brandon University.

313 Dara O'Rourke and Sarah Connolly. 2003. “Just Oil? The Distribution of Environmental and Social Impacts of Oil Production and
Consumption.” Annual Review of Environment and Resources 28: 587-617.
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 Degree of concentration of processing industries

 Social conflict and violence involving local communities and indigenous groups within producing regions

 Safety issues related to extraction, transport and processing

 Health impacts of oil processing on neighbouring communities

 Special vulnerability of the poor and landless to climate changes linked to fossil fuel consumption

 Alleged political interference of large petroleum interests in preventing regulation of distributions and
impacts.

Overall this review does not appear well-balanced in terms of presenting all sides of what are inevitably quite arguable
and serious allegations. It may be worth considering preparation of more balanced, simpler discussion papers on these
matters to catalyze, within the Queen Charlotte Basin, an exchange of ideas that local people clearly seem to need if
they are to accept (or not) oil production within their homeland. In a place where trust and character still matter, local
populations really do want to know the kind of people they may be dealing with, as evidenced by actions elsewhere.

The most salient and talked-about aspect of wider and more distant implications of BC offshore development relates
to global warming. It seems obvious at first consideration that any new hydrocarbon resources that become fuels will
add to a problem whose validity and seriousness appears beyond question (despite rearguard claims to the contrary).
The debate among those who have looked in any detail at the issue unfortunately suffers from different perspectives
addressing wholly different questions.

One set of commentaries addresses the total amounts of greenhouse gases that could arise from full use of the Queen
Charlotte Basin hydrocarbons and the significance of this increase against national or international emissions. Dr.
Michael Whiticar of the University of Victoria used best available estimates of reserves in the Basin (as of 2000) to
calculate greenhouse gas contributions “if all the fossil fuel from Queen Charlotte B were combusted.”314 Without even
moving to the international level and global emission totals, the comparisons within Canada place the Basin’s
incremental contribution to climate change as negligible. This is consistent with a presentation made by DFO research
scientist Dr. Robie MacDonald:

Would the decision to produce or not produce oil from the Queen Charlotte Sound and Hecate
Strait regions have any effect on climate? Not really. The important control of human impact on
climate is set by the global demand from an increasing population hungry for increasing energy,
and in this equation our coastal reserves are minuscule. If we are to effect change, it has to be
done in the way we use energy as opposed to how we extract it.315

A different take on the question is seen in the David Suzuki Foundation’s report, Oil and Water Don’t Mix, wherein
author Stuart Herzog zeroes in on the emissions produced in the actual production activities of potential BC offshore
development rather than on incremental addition to a global problem.

[T]he contribution to global warming is proportionally greater for offshore energy. Finding and
bringing out any oil or gas from under the seabed takes much more energy than doing the same
from an onshore field. Offshore rigs and platforms are large and complex. They consume more
energy and materials to build and transport to an offshore site. Leaving aside economics, this
means that the global environmental price we must eventually pay for each new barrel of oil or
cubic metre of natural gas is steadily rising. 316

                                                  
314 Michael Whiticar 2000. “Climate Change and Potential Impact of Hydrocarbon Exploitation in Queen Charlotte Basin, BC”. Presentation to
SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic.
(www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/Whiticar.pdf)

315 Robie MacDonald. 2000. “A Brief Overview of Global Change and Energy”, in paper presented to SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of
Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic. (Proceedings on line at www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas)

316 Stuart Herzog. 2003. Oil and Water Don’t Mix. Vancouver: David Suzuki Foundation, p.74.
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Others more favourably disposed to offshore oil and gas have argued that certain aspects of the location and likely
operations in the Basin may lead to comparatively less greenhouse gas emissions than hydrocarbon exploitation
elsewhere. A quite detailed argument was presented by the Pacific Offshore Energy Association in response to the
many comments to the Priddle Panel which linked basin activities to climate change:

There are several reasons to suggest that the world and BC environmental situation (re: climate
change and environmental quality) may improve due to shifting crude production to BC, i.e.:

• Long haul tanker traffic to the USA will be reduced due to fewer offshore imports, with
the potential for reduced tanker spills into the oceans. Tanker fuel consumption will be
reduced.

• Fifteen percent of emissions from crude oil (CAPP) come from production operations,
such as fuel consumption, venting, flaring, etc. BC’s production practices are almost
certain to be cleaner than those of many foreign producers whose crude BC will displace.

• BC offshore crude will tend to displace Alberta oil sands and heavy crude production over
time. Conventional crude such as BC offshore requires far less energy to recover and
refine, with a consequent reduction in environmental impact compared to utilizing oil
sands product in the USA or BC.

• BC would probably divert some royalties to mass transportation, environmental projects
such as sewage treatment, alternative energies, and the like.317

This debate about the net greenhouse gas impacts from Queen Charlotte Basin hydrocarbons is only part of the
argument, however. This topic rates such high concern for people of the region more as an issue of ethics than of
scientifically verifiable impacts. In raising this matter, local people almost always mentioned in the same breath the
Kyoto Protocol and the ostensible derogation of Canada’s duties if we continue to explore for and use new sources of
fossil fuels.

This takes us beyond a question that technical analysis can ever hope to settle and more into a realm which, in fact,
much of the discussion in this chapter falls into: fundamental disagreements about the kind of communities and values
that are to prevail along BC’s rural and remote coastline. This brings us briefly to the second part of the question of
looking “beyond the Basin” and at the global ramifications of offshore oil and gas development. Time and again,
community members on both sides of the moratorium issue vividly testified to their sense that what is done here is
internationally significant because of the exquisite natural and cultural assets. Opponents of offshore oil and gas
asserted a moral duty to act as good stewards of ecosystems and ancient cultural values. Proponents spoke of the
resiliency of coastal peoples and their ability to work with nature to create an exemplary model of how a major non-
renewable development can be managed in accordance with best practices of sustainable development. It is challenging
that such different visions exist, but heartening that all people of deep roots in the Queen Charlotte Basin region see
the choices and challenges they face in such global terms. In that may lie the roots of as-yet undiscovered
commonalities.

Offshore oil and gas has brought to light a number of core issues within communities who have an unusually strong
moral fibre and who have been going through unusually difficult times. Under such circumstances better facts can
certainly help advance discussion: the key, however, is that this opportunity for community and regional dialogue be
seized so that whatever occurs in the offshore reflects the considerable, if multi-faceted, wisdom and genius of the
place.

                                                  
317 Pacific Offshore Energy Association, “Comment On Information Presented In Written Submissions To The Public Review Of The Federal
Moratorium On Offshore Oil And Gas Activities Offshore British Columbia” submitted to the Federal Moratorium Review Panel, August, 2004,
p.7-8.
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6 CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS
6.1 Summary
As this study came to completion, the long-awaited final report of the Priddle Panel was released.318 The panel weighed
and described public input in 114 carefully-worded pages, laying out four alternative ways of proceeding. Predictably,
the media accounts of the document zeroed in on the panel’s aggregated numbers for and against lifting the
moratorium, so that the main if not only message was that three-quarters of those who testified or submitted written
briefs favoured leaving the situation as is. Also predictably, in the wake of this focal and most publicized result, a
handful of the outspoken advocates and opponents of offshore oil and gas development continue to exchange familiar
slogans and slights. And as usual, most of the voices of the coast that the panel did record are once

Our purpose never included commenting on the moratoria but, instead, was first to take stock of what is known and,
in light of that, to suggest what can best be done to advance the state of knowledge. A framework positing twenty-one
questions was adopted (while making no claim that this is the uniquely “correct” way of understanding and organizing
the many voices and views from coastal communities). In Chapter 5 we wrestled briefly with each of these questions,
endeavouring to highlight the “state of the argument” – what knowledge existed and what uncertainty and
disagreement surrounded each as seen in published literature and from experiences in places where offshore oil and gas
has already come.

As we proceeded through these 21 questions, quite a number of thoughts were offered about what should happen next
– what actions would best advance understanding and deliberation about each question. Table 6.1 collates the various
steps we would see as useful in connection with each of the questions.

Table 6.1 Key questions, issues and contentions, and possible actions (based on Chapters 4 and 5)

Key Questions Possible Actions

What are the broad types of

potential economic impact?

1. Prepare glossary of economic impact terminology.

2. Ensure completion of UVic “Coasts Under Stress” regional economic modeling and translate

into “lay-friendly” versions as basis for improving community understanding of structure and

dynamics of the existing and modified economy.

Will there be jobs? Here?

Near? Or “there”?

3. Put together “single-stories” from actual workforce experiences in other jurisdictions, and

also ensure local participation in any training strategies.

Will there be demand for

local goods and services?

4. Clarify issue of NAFTA’s and other trade liberalization effects on potential preferential

programs for local businesses and workers (get professional legal opinion and then

disseminate clear information).

5. Consider commissioning a balanced “positioning study” (as was done for Cape Breton – see

Chapter 5) for willing communities and for the region as a whole.

Will it be just another “boom

and bust” industry?

6. Prepare clear discussion document on the “boom and bust” issue and the differing

experiences of other jurisdictions.

7. Connect with oral history projects in Scotland and US Gulf States to get a better

understanding of what it is really like to experience these ups and downs.

How will the benefits and

risks be distributed

geographically?

8. Compile existing information on the assets of Basin communities, what their natural and

social environments now have to “offer” regarding the needs associated with offshore

development.

                                                  
318 Report of the Public Review Panel on the Government of Canada Moratorium on Offshore Oil and Gas Activities in the Queen Charlotte
Region British Columbia, Prepared for the Minister of Natural Resources Canada, October 29, 2004.
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Key Questions Possible Actions

What are the effects on other marine-dependent activities?

When the tide is out, the

table is set: fish versus oil in

economic terms.

9. Support UBC Fisheries Centre proposal to evaluate the “services” of the basin ecosystems

as they currently are as well as in a more restored state.

10. Initiate preliminary discussions between fishing and oil and gas sectors about inter-sectoral

relationships, based on critical evaluation of experiences elsewhere.

Coastal tourism and

aquaculture

11. Support community-based preparation of discussion documents, with subsequent

community forums, on the relevance and differences of infamous tanker accidents to

concerns about offshore operations.

If the worst happens – the

issue of compensation

12. Based on community dialogue, have proponent/government put forth concrete ideas on how

compensation could work.

What are the fiscal

implications for coastal

communities?

13. Organize community dialogue and preliminary planning sessions about tangible options for

direct revenue.

14. Build closer relationships with communities elsewhere who have gone through the

experience and obtain clarity on options for direct local revenue shares.

Is it really worth it overall

economically?

15. Ensure broad social impact assessments are significant part of the preparatory stages if

offshore oil and gas moratoria are lifted, including building commitments to do so into the

design of the regulatory system.

Who uses “our” hydrocarbons and for what?

Local access to the oil and

gas

16. Consider any question of local fuel use as part of a broader energy planning process for

communities of the basin.

Value-added from offshore

hydrocarbons

17. Possible value to having some of the larger Queen Charlotte Basin communities collaborate

in a study of “myths” and realistic possibilities concerning downstream industries. This

should include especially careful assessment of potential value of Queen Charlotte

hydrocarbons for existing facilities such as Methanex Canada in Kitimat.

Providing for posterity –

long term sustainability and

future generations

18. Decision-makers should consider active discussion about trust fund possibilities as soon as

possible, including consideration of extending Coast Sustainability Trust as an “account” for

future deposits.

(Note that broad visioning is also a key contribution to “providing for posterity”.)

What changes in

community culture and way

of life can be expected?

19. Create dialogue opportunities for coastal communities to reflect on the values “in play” and

things that matter most with regard to changes that could occur as a result of offshore

development.

20. Continue to track progress of UBC Resilient Communities so as to build on understanding

current “social capital” and how it would affect and be affected by challenges from offshore

development.

Are we ready for an oil and gas industry?

Preparing individuals 21. Build on existing assessments (e.g. Innovations BC and UNBC/ Northwest Community

College reports) to create full-blown training strategies with sufficient emphasis on broadly

applicable skills (ones useful beyond oil and gas), “white collar” opportunities and,

especially, environmental assessment and planning skills learnable in local communities.

22. Approach existing providers of short orientation courses on “working offshore” and arrange

special group sessions for prospective workers from Queen Charlotte Basin.
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Key Questions Possible Actions

Preparing communities 23. Given the complex, and to an extent contradictory, evidence about abilities of communities

to cope with offshore development, Queen Charlotte Basin communities could develop sister

city-like relations with places that have the experience as a basis for better understanding

experiences and lessons.

24. Communities need professional staff and “mentors” capable of bridging and negotiating with

corporate and governmental personnel. Working knowledge of offshore energy sector a key

attribute.

The regulatory regime 25. Explore and plan for use of regulatory negotiation approach with strong local involvement in

designing the regulatory system.

Dealing with underlying

issues of ownership and

jurisdiction

26. Prepare a clear background document on the kinds of measures used to reach

accommodation with First Nations in land claim settlements and in other resource

development community/company agreements.

What are the effects on

regional development

and/or dependency?

27. Consider undertaking analysis of the Queen Charlotte Basin using framework of dependency

theory as a stimulant for local dialogue on the challenges of extractive economies.

28. Complete and popularize results of UVic “Coasts Under Stress” regional modeling as

described in (2) above.

How does oil and gas affect

our pursuit of alternative

energies?

29. Create community dialogue on the relationship between alternative energy and offshore oil

and gas (relates also to broader local and regional energy planning in instances such as (16)

above).

What about the more global

issues of oil and gas?

30. Organize local issues forums, including preparation of clear background documents and

information materials on life cycle impacts of offshore development and on the question of

the relationship of Queen Charlotte Basin offshore development to global warming (a factual

and moral debate).

6.2 Next steps
This summary still leaves a rather daunting “to-do” list. Looking at the actions discussed in Table 6.1, one can group
the suggestions that arose in Chapter 5 into five categories:

1. Actions that can be taken, quite possibly right away, and principally by government and industry, to reduce
community and socioeconomic uncertainties.

2. Specific research projects and clarifications that could appreciably reduce uncertainty and confusion and, quite
possibly, bring about some convergence of perspective.

3. More extensive and in-depth community and socioeconomic studies, ones for which considerable time and
funding would be needed to do well.

4. Community public deliberation, involving preparation of informative study guides and subsequent use as basis
for intra- and inter-community dialogues.

5. Community capacity-building

6.2.1 Actions that can be taken, principally by government and industry, to
reduce uncertainties

Several of the uncertainties and the concerns on the minds of Queen Charlotte Basin community leaders and residents
can be addressed by governments and, in some cases, industry by agreeing to undertakings that would provide
reassurance amidst current doubt. In this category are:
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 Developing and implementing a provincial skills and training strategy for the offshore in cooperation with learning
institutions and industry building on studies such as the NWCC/UNBC report (#3).319 Proponent: government.

 Beginning discussions on how to build cooperative mechanism between oil and gas industry and fishermen (#10).
Proponent: industry, communities, fishing organizations.

 Initiating discussions and collaborative study of specifics for compensation (#12). Proponent: government and
industry.

 Actively exploring options for revenue-sharing; jointly (with local governments, economic development bodies etc.)
examine protocols used elsewhere (#13). Proponent: government.

 Making firm commitments to concept of community trusts and explore extension to and use of Coast Sustainability
Trust as mechanism (#18). Proponent: government.

 Beginning preliminary discussions to establish a process for negotiated regulatory design involving community
governments (First Nations and other) as well as stakeholders (#26). Proponent: government.

 Committing funding support for other selected strategies and actions as proposed here (relates to most other action
items, especially those led by communities). Proponent: government and industry.

6.2.2 Specific projects that can be undertaken to reduce uncertainties and
clear up confusions

There are a limited number of issues that are amenable to clarification through research with relatively small expense
and time requirements. These are small studies at most and, in some cases, simply a matter of commissioning an
expert opinion.

 Obtaining a legal opinion as to whether NAFTA and other trade liberalization developments could inhibit or prevent
the use of special provisions to maximize community benefits, labour and business (#4).

 Undertaking a “positioning strategy” study for the Queen Charlotte Basin to develop a clear set of ideas and a plan
related to the capture of business opportunities for the Queen Charlotte basin. This would build on existing
assessments but with much more focus on the small community-based opportunities specific to the basin region This
would be a community-led effort, and would involve compiling a “catalogue” of the assets of communities of the
region pertaining to offshore industry needs (#8).

 Conducting a specific analysis on the downstream utilization of natural gas produced in the basin for existing and
prospective industrial customers (#18)

 Continuing to track, connect to and, as needed, assist with procuring funding for key ongoing studies – Coasts
Under Stress regional modeling (#2) and UBC Resilient Communities Project (#20).

6.2.3 Long-term and in-depth community and socioeconomic analysis
There are a handful of longer-term studies that offer the prospect of reducing uncertainty around key questions. These
will be more costly than the quick and decisive projects just noted and they will take more time to do. Moreover, the
broad issues involved are unlikely to be completely settled through study alone. Those most affected need to be
engaged in concurrent deliberation as well as research done in collaboration with communities. The rationale and some
guidelines and exemplars for how such community-collaborative research can proceed has been presented in a
companion study to ours,320 undertaken within the Northern Coastal Information and Research Program, so we will
not belabour the same points. Suffice it to say that community-collaborative research alone offers the possibility that,
through direct participation in social research, polarized communities and interests will begin to converge on a “single
story” on which to base decisions and negotiations.

                                                  
319 Numbers in parentheses correspond to those in the right hand column of Table 6.1.

320 Jacqueline Booth, Nora Layard and Norman Dale. 2004. A Strategy for a Community Information, Knowledge and Learning System. UNBC
Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas #4. Prince George: Northern Coastal Information and Research
Program, UNBC. (www.unbc.ca/nlui/ncirp/jacqueline_booth_report.pdf)
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 Fund and establish community-collaborative framework for UBC’s proposed study of the basin ecosystems’ “service
level” currently, and if restored to historic capacity (#9).

 Scope and prepare for full “social impact assessment” (#15).

 Develop and undertake a critical “dependency theory” style analysis of the region’s economic history and the effect
on such historic development patterns of offshore oil and gas (#27).

6.2.4 Community-based public deliberation and dialogue
This kind of initiative was described at some length in the previously noted companion study by Jacqueline Booth et al
as part of a proposed “community information, knowledge and learning system.” That report advances a strong
argument that people need to talk about serious and controversial issues in a thorough and sustained dialogue.321

Within the set of our questions a number would be amenable to this approach, loosely modelled on the “National
Issues Forum” model used for the discussion of important and stubborn controversies in the United States.322 This
would entail expert preparation of concise study guides andfollowed by, facilitated dialogue within and between
communities with technical resource people (“issue experts”) available as needed. The community/socioeconomic
matters that lend themselves to such treatment would be:

 Issue Guide and Forum: Myths and realities about “boom and bust” – what really has been the experience in
communities who’ve had offshore development? (#6)

 Issue Guide and Forum: Exxon Valdez and other tanker disasters – what were the effects on other marine activities
and how relevant are the incidents to offshore production systems? (#11)

 Issue Guide and Forum: Local fiscal and infrastructural demands associated with all phases of offshore activity
(#13).

 Issue Guide and Forum: Models of community-company resource development agreements – what are “best
practices” and lessons from other settings? (#26)

 Issue Guide and Forum: Relationship between developing offshore oil and gas and developing alternative energy
sources (#29).

 Issue Guide and Forum: Life Cycle Impacts of Offshore Oil and Gas – how would our hydrocarbons “change the
world”? – including, or perhaps done separately, the deliberating facts and ethical issues about climate change in
relation to Queen Charlotte Basin offshore development (#30).

6.2.5 Community capacity-building
In this category are actions that require community leadership to begin to develop the skills, knowledge and other
forms of capacity to put coastal communities in a stronger position to deal with the diverse challenges of offshore
development. Most importantly, this must begin by creating the capacity for the extensive planning, negotiation and
assessment period that would necessarily precede physical activity offshore. The major thrusts of suggestions derived in
our work are training, staff building and contact with communities and individuals who have “been through” offshore
development.

 Connect with and, if possible, form ongoing relations with “sister communities” where there has already been
extensive offshore activity (#23).

 Learn from ongoing “oral history” projects which have been completed or are continuing in the US Gulf area and
North Sea (#3 and #7).

 Create and engage in community-wide and inter-community forums to reflect on the things that are valued and the
kind of future citizens want (#19).

                                                  
321 Ibid. see especially 48-53.

322 For more on the approach, see David Mathews and Noelle McAfee. 2003. Making Choices Togetehr: The Power of Public Deliberation.
Dayton, OH: Kettering Foundation.
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 Participate in formulation of training programs (#21) including arranging of short orientation courses for residents
interested in working in offshore sector (#22).

 Find and contract for an in-house mentor with expertise in offshore industry and community planning for that
context (#24)

6.3 The need for timely decision-making
In proffering this extensive list, the author is well aware that it is a custom of reports of this kind to conclude with a
suite of recommendations that are often seen, especially by those who have to pay, as wishful thinking at best. Yet it
has been the intention from the outset of this project to make concrete suggestions for next steps, and this has been
done with an awareness that communities and would-be funders will want tolook critically at this wide array, and then
be realistic and selective.

In this regard, a second and more specific point concerns timing in relation to the decisions, still pending as of early
2005, about lifting the existing moratoria. Previous reports and inquiries have also grappled with the question of
defining the point at which it becomes necessary, desirable and financially feasible to take steps preparatory to offshore
development. Advocates of offshore oil and gas and those who would foot the bill for required activities have
repeatedly argued the green light must be turned on before significant investment can or should occur in diverse
preparations.

This reasonable-sounding presumption is misguided in one critical way: it underestimates the importance of the doubts
and uncertainties of the majority of the people closest to the issue, and the role these misgivings play in maintaining
the current impasse. The “state of knowledge” about social as well as ecological questions allows for deep and
undeniable gaps and disputes. Accordingly, a significant proportion of residents of the region and beyond simply will
not accept the risks of going forward on offshore development until that changes. The fact that local communities may
quite understandably dread and very often strongly oppose unprecedented major new changes such as offshore oil and
gas should not be surprising. As Table 6.2, adapted from a book on the “not-in-my-back-yard” phenomenon,
demonstrates, this is a natural and predictable reaction.

Dimensions of Change Will be MORE acceptable if… Will be LESS acceptable if…

Ability of affected parties to choose

whether to be “exposed” to impacts

Voluntary (those affected decide whether

to be exposed to the risk)

Involuntary

Severity of perceived worst case Commonplace Catastrophic

Origin Natural Human-caused

Timing of effects Delayed Immediate

Pattern of exposure Occasional exposure Continuous exposure

Perceived ability to control exposure to

impacts

Controllable Uncontrollable

Familiarity of the technology Old, familiar New, unfamiliar

Benefits to those affected? Clear benefit Unclear benefit

Necessity of what is produced Essential Non-essential

Table 6.2 Dimensions of change and their level of acceptance by the resident “neighbourhood” (Adapted from Kent E.
Portney. 1991. Siting Hazardous Waste Treatment Facilities: The NIMBY Syndrome. New York: Auburn House.)

This framework highlights the features of a new and significant activity that affect its acceptability. Casual reflection
suggests that offshore oil and gas on the coast of BC would be on the right-most column for all but “necessity” to
many of those most concerned with this development.
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Seen this way, one cannot be surprised by the reaction that has occurred regionally and provincially, to offshore
development. In fact, when discussing the moratoria in their 2002 report, the provincially-appointed Scientific Review
Panel underscored the perceptual as opposed to legal basis for the long and continuing suspension of offshore activity
in British Columbia.323

What seems to have been less appreciated in most other reviews is that, given the significance of variable and strongly-
held perceptions, public processes and studies need to be designed accordingly: abocve all there needs to be early and
involving maximum community and public engagement. To expect those most sceptical about offshore development to
be more open to other views on the basis of occasional advocacy-driven public lectures or adversarial hearings is naïve,
at best.

Mark Shrimpton adroitly has called for “collaborative processes” as a means of addressing rather than reinforcing
negative community expectations. His recommendation implies that the almost complete absence of the principal lease-
holders in the BC offshore debate, while understandable, may be making a difficult situation even worse: doing
nothing in the way of relationship-building will not leave the situation static, but rather may add to existing fears and
misgivings. Proponents from both the public and private sector should look at undertaking activities such as those
suggested here as an investment in what for them is also a risky situation where the eventual outcome may well be a
long or permanent continuation of the moratoria. What should now be clear is that without such an investment, there
will either be a politically-motivated continuation of the moratoria or, if they are lifted, protracted social conflict
(including legal and direct action of a kind seen before in the long and costly BC coastal war of the woods).

It may be worthwhile to revisit in the broadest terms what communities are facing. Yes, their economies have been
battered, but there is now a very widespread and growing perception that this hardship is the result of a history of
decisions made by others about their natural resources. To date, the arrival of yet another new and momentous
potential resource sector – offshore oil and gas – has seemed, at least to many local people, to follow the pattern of
the region’s history of exploitation. Communities feel caught in an eddy of rhetoric and research by powerful interests
from afar. Focusing on media representations of the offshore controversy, UBC researcher Nathan Young concluded:

Much of the media discourse… revolves around different arguments regarding the harmonization
of economic and environmental risk issues in the “best interests” of those most affected –
members of the coastal communities – but using expert knowledge…The lay, experiential, or tacit
knowledge of the “ordinary coastal citizen” is not necessarily denied; it is simply never voiced.324

To counteract this sense of exclusion from the decisions about projects that will affect local communities more than
anyone else, governments and lease-holders would be well-advised to provide ample resources needed to open up
community learning and engagement on this difficult set of issues. Undertaking steps of the kind suggested here will be
no guarantee that the people of the Queen Charlotte Basin will ultimately accept and embrace this offshore
development. But in these actions lies perhaps the only hope for more reasoned and respectful deliberations
culminating in what’s best locally, regionally and even provincially.

6.4 Concluding remarks
As this report goes to publication (early 2005), and despite some substantial recent efforts (including ours) to shed light
on key issues, both ecological as well as socioeconomic, uncertainty prevails regarding the future of offshore oil and
gas in British Columbia. Among the “key sectors” in future decision-making, only the BC provincial government has
an unambiguous and unified commitment to a known course of action. On the federal side, uncertainty continues: the
fact of a minority government in Ottawa may add to any pre-existing hesitation to change the 30-year status quo of a
moratorium. First Nations, according to Cheryl Brooks’ report to Natural Resources Canada, maintain a near
unanimous opposition to lifting the moratoria, including the moratoria the nations themselves assert parallel to those
of the two senior governments. Other coastal community governments are certainly mixed in their response. The

                                                  
323 In the Executive Summary of its final report the panel called the concerns with moratorium “all procedural and perceptual, not scientific or
technical.” In British Columbia Offshore Hydrocarbon Development: Report of the Scientific Review Panel, Vol. I, p.ii

324 Nathan J. Young. 2004. “Environmental Risk and Populations at Risk: The Constitution of British Columbia’s Offshore Oil and Gas
Controversy. BC Studies 141: 59-79.
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Union of BC Municipalities passed a resolution in September 2004 supporting an end to the federal moratorium, but
within the Queen Charlotte Basin region the municipal position with respect to offshore oil and gas varies significantly.
The major lease-holders have shown no more than a lukewarm interest in proceeding. In fact, a geologist formerly
associated with Petro Canada had the following to say about the issue:

[Y]ou may just find that there is no great rush of people wanting to develop oil and gas there.
And wouldn’t it be ironic if we had gone through all of this effort to give a party, and nobody
comes? 325

As for the people of the Queen Charlotte Basin, residents from the area were divided, albeit with an apparently strong
majority opposed to lifting the moratorium, at least according to numbers generated during the Priddle Panel inquiry.
Meanwhile strong advocacy for and against continues within numerous regionally-based non-government organizations.

The persistence of this divided condition and its relationship to the community and socioeconomic issues that have
been our focus bears some reflection and commentary. We have already spoken of the role played by unresolved and
perhaps irresolvable questions in maintaining fears. And we have suggested that a strategy of surging forward and
merely hoping for public acceptance to follow is the wrong way to go about things.

It is interesting to consider how comparatively little analytical attention has been paid to the human side of impacts in
the intense recent scrutiny of offshore oil and gas. Of course the fate of ecosystems and their “valued components” is
of vital importance, but the social, cultural and economic changes that might result from offshore development should
be of no less concern. And yet the two major scientific inquiries conducted separately by public governments in the
last three years were almost devoid of any rigorous social-scientific input.326 As pointed out earlier this was not the case
in the mid-1980s, when a much more extensive overall review of offshore exploration took place and included
substantial socioeconomic inputs – even though at that time there were no claims being made that the economic
health of small communities was a primary motivation for developing oil and gas. Ironically, in more recent reviews,
community well-being has been among the goals most often espoused; yet the argument for and against significant
community benefit has been left largely to anecdote and rhetoric. Social science is treated as the proverbial “tail of the
dog” in investigations of offshore issues, despite so many claims of how important that tail is.

Crucial to any serious further consideration of offshore development is that community-collaborative research –
essentially a community-driven social impact assessment – be initiated. And the “community partners” in this must
have the “balanced bias” that appears to have emerged in the Community Guidance Group. It will be of little use if
any such investigations are perceived as favouring or being guided by just one side or the other in the offshore debate.

In closing, it is also essential to underline the very substantial need for a strategic approach to providing information.
This theme came out many times in our work with communities and was repeated by the Priddle Panel and in other
forums. We have not included discussion of how this can best happen because UNBC has already completed a
companion volume in this series on the need for and shape of a “community information, knowledge and learning
system.” This is perhaps the most critical and, so far, unmet requirement for sound public deliberation of community
and socioeconomic impacts of offshore oil and gas.

                                                  
325 Steve Milan. Comments at SFU Conference, Exploring the Future of Offshore Oil and Gas Development in BC: Lessons from the Atlantic.
(www.sfu.ca/cstudies/science/oilgas/)

326 This is strongly apparent if, for example, one considers the membership of the federally-appointed Royal Society Expert Panel, and the
makeup of its workshop participants. All four of the panelists were either natural scientists or engineers. Moreover, of the approximately 30
scheduled presentations made by credentialed experts to the panel over the course of a total of seven days of workshops, only one was by a
social science professional. That presentation, by Dr. John Schofield, was embedded in a one day workshop titled “Hearing from those in the
Region of the Queen Charlotte Basin.” Our information on this is drawn from the “Outline for Workshops” (revised October 23, 2003) as
posted on the Panel’s website, www.rsc.ca//files/publications/expert_panels/BC_offshore/Workshopagenda.pdf.
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APPENDIX 1: COMMUNITY INTERVIEWS
NOTE: While affiliations are listed, all interviews were conducted on the understanding that (a) no interviewee was
speaking on behalf of her/his organization or community and (b) that there would be no attribution of specific views or
remarks unless an interviewee agreed to such attribution in writing.

Haida Gwaii/Queen Charlotte Islands Interviews

Saturday, September 20, 2003

Port Clements Dale Lore – Mayor of Port Clements

Jack Miller – Director, Haida Gwaii Trust

Monday, September 22, 2003

Sandspit Jim Henry – Chamber of Commerce and local business owner

Queen Charlotte City Kathy Pick – Community Futures Development Centre

Skidegate Amanda Reid Stevens

Tuesday, September 23, 2003

Council of Haida Nations Amos Setso – Vice President

Arnie Bellis – Finance officer & Old Massett councillor

Masset Village Lori Jorgen – Councillor

Old Masset Ron Brown Jr. – Chief Councillor

Leo Gagnon – Deputy Chief Councillor

Marlene Liddle – Councillor

Terry Hamilton – Councillor

Reynold Russ – Hereditary Chief

Wednesday, September 24, 2003

Queen Charlotte City Rolf Bettner – Haida Gwaii Marine Resource Group

Skidegate Paula Lawson – Manager, Gwaalagaa Naay

Cindy Boyko – Archipelago Management Board

Natalie McFarlane – Director, Haida Gwaii Museum

Thursday, September 25, 2003

Skidegate Dempsey Collinson – Hereditary Chief

Willard Wilson – Chief Councillor

David Crosby – Councillor

Earl Moody (Ginger) – Councillor

Bab Stevens – Band Manager

Tuesday, October 21, 2003

By telephone Carol Kulesha – Queen Charlotte City Regional District Area Rep.
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Mid-Coast Interviews

Monday, September 15, 2003

Nuxalk Nation, Bella Coola Anfinn Siwallace – Chief Councillor

Paul Renaud – Economic Development Officer

Ruby Saunders – Forestry Officer

Peter Siwallace – Band manager

Ed Nash – Economic Development Commission, teacher

Mark Nelson – Economic Development Commission, machine operator

Tuesday, September 16, 2003

Bella Coola Neil Oborne – Computer consultant, fisherman etc.

Patricia McKim – Economic Development Officer, Bella Coola

Kathy Nylen – Tourism Board

Cheryl Waugh – B & B owner

David Flegel – Ministry of Forests Biologist

Brad Koroluk – DFO habitat technician

John Morton – local business owner

Evan – Director, local internet society

John Webster – school principal

Susan O’Neil – involved in tourism and Music Festival organizer

Wednesday, September 17, 2003

Heiltsuk First Nation, Bella Bella Pauline Waterfall – Director, Community College

Gary Housty – Hereditary Chief

Reg Moody – Councillor and key contact

Keith Hamilton – Economic Development Manager

Fred Reid – Elder

Steve Carpenter – Commercial Fisherman, community member

Earl Newman – Councillor

Jennifer Carpenter – Director, Heiltsuk Cultural Edu.Centre

Mary Vickers – community member

Shearwater Brian Clerx – Central Coast Regional District Representative

Doug Sharkie – local fisherman
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North Coast Interviews

Monday, October 6, 2003

Tsimshian Tribal Council,

Prince Rupert

Ric Miller – Policy Advisor

Teresa Ryan – Fisheries Director

Village of Port Edward David MacDonald – Councillor

Ron Bedard – Chief Administrative Officer

Christine MacKenzie

Prince Rupert Erika Rolston – Community Outreach Coordinator, WWF

Shane Deinstadt – Chair, PCOOGA

David Rolston – resident Oona River

Janet Beil – Administrator, Skeena–QC Reg. District

Tuesday, October 7, 2003

Port Edward Lonnie Belsey – Manager Chamber of Commerce (Port Edward)

Nisga’a Lisims Government Art Mercer – Economic Development Coordinator

Cheryl Stevens – Fisheries Manager

Bob Marcellin – Chief. Admin. Officer, Kitimat Stikine Reg. District

Debra Stokes –Haisla Fisheries Commission

Wednesday, October 8, 2003

Prince Rupert Tony Briglio – Councillor

Herb Pond – Mayor

Paul Kennedy – Councillor

Jim Hellman – Community Futures Development Corporation

Clarence Nelson – Northcoast Fisheries Council

Community Fisheries

Development Centre (CFDC)

Scott Allen

Tasha Sutcliffe

Wally Robinson

Ron Derry

Grant Derry



Understanding the Effects of Offshore Oil and Gas on Queen Charlotte Basin Communities     135

North Island Interviews

Tuesday, October 14, 2003

District of Port Hardy Harry Mose, Mayor

Rick Davidich – Administrator

Warren Ritchie – President, Chamber of Commerce

Sointula Oonagh O’Connor – Researcher, Living Oceans Society

Marjorie Greensides – Executive Director, Resource Centre

Wednesday, October 15, 2003

Village of Port McNeill Gerry Furney – Mayor

Grant Loyer – Administrator

Alert Bay Kelly Vodden – Researcher Inner Coast Natural Resource Centre

Pearl Hunt – Administrator Whe-La-la-U Area Council

Gilbert Popovich, Mayor of Village of Alert Bay

Namgis First Nation Marty Weinstein – Aquatic Resources Coordinator

George Speck – Assistant band administrator

Brian Wadhams – Councillor

Roy Cranmer – Councillor

Art Dick – Councillor

Chris Cook – Councillor

Greg Wadhams – Councillor

Peggy Svanik – elder

Bert Svanik – band member

Mano Taylor – band member

Robert Mountain – band member

Mona Madil – band member

Stephen Cook – band member

Thursday, October 16, 2003

Mt. Waddington Regional District Bill Shephard – Director

Greg Fletcher – Administrator

George Penfold – Planner

Anne Murray Koch – Manager, Development Services

Cathy Denham – Manager, Community Futures

Coal Harbour/Quatsino Nation Tom Nelson – Chief Councillor

Percy Nelson – Councillor
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APPENDIX 2: ATLANTIC COAST STUDY
TOUR PARTICIPANTS
NOTE: all participants attended on their own behalf and were not representing or purporting to represent organizations
they work with or communities where they live.

Name Occupation/Affiliation Home Community

Barry Pages Mayor, Village of Masset Masset

Bill Shephard Chair ,Regional District of Mount Waddington Port McNeill

Diane Hewlett Manager, Development Information Services, District of Kitimat Kitimat

Dale Lore Mayor, Village of Port Clements Port Clements

Erika Rolston Community Outreach Coordinator, World Wildlife Fund Canada Prince Rupert

Gilbert Parnell Independent Policy Analyst Skidegate

Henry Scow Chief, Kwicksutaineuk-ah-kwaw-ah-mish First Nation Gwayasdums (Gilford Island)

Jim Nyland Administrator, Ocean Falls Improvement District Ocean Falls

Kelly Brown Councillor, Heiltsuk Band Heiltsuk Nation

Leo Gagnon Deputy Chief Councillor, Old Massett Village Council Old Massett

Marjorie Greensides Executive Director, Sointula Resource Centre Society Sointula

Marlene Liddle Councillor, Old Massett Village Council Old Massett

Melinda Pick Community Research Coordinator UNBC / NLUI Skidegate Landing

Merv Child Legal Advisor to First Nations (R.Mervyn Child, Barrister & Solicitor) Victoria/Kingcome Inlet

Murray Webster Member Pacific Coast Offshore Oil & Gas Association Prince Rupert

Ric Miller Policy Advisor, Tsimshian Tribal Council Prince Rupert

Russ Hellberg Member, Pacific Offshore Energy Group Port Hardy

Samuel Moody Former Economic Development Advisor to and Bank Member of the Nuxalk

Nation (Common Ground Development Services)

Bella Coola

Teresa Ryan Director of Fisheries & Aquatic Resources Tsimshian Tribal Council
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APPENDIX 3: ATLANTIC COAST STUDY TOUR
– SUMMARY OF PRESENTATIONS
From October 25 to 31, 2003 the University of Northern British Columbia funded a tour of the east coast of Canada
as part of a study to assess socio-economic implications surrounding the offshore oil and gas industry. A group of
community members from the Queen Charlotte Basin region (see Appendix II for list) travelled to Nova Scotia and
Newfoundland on a fact-finding tour of oil and gas developments that have emerged in recent years. The tour started
in Halifax, Nova Scotia and ended in St. John’s, Newfoundland. The following provides a synopsis of the presentations
made to the group during the tour.

NOVA SCOTIA SEGMENT

 Michael Gardner, Gardner Pinfold Consulting: (902-421-1720, Ext. 14; mgardner@gardnerpinfold.ca)

Michael Gardner is a consulting economist with extensive experience related to offshore oil and gas
development. The purpose of his presentation was to provide an overview of the offshore oil and gas industry
that has developed in Atlantic Canada. This began with a discussion of specific offshore projects such as
Hibernia, Terra Nova, Sable and White Rose. General phases of development (i.e. exploration, development
and production) typical of an offshore project along with estimated timelines and approximate capital costs
associated with each phase were also touched upon. Finally, some of the key issues associated with offshore
development were raised including local content, environment/fisheries, gas exports and resource-revenue
sharing.

 Patty King, Fisherman & Scientist Research Society: (902-876-1160; pattyfsrs@auracom.com), Ross

Clayton (902-426-4721: claytorr@mar.dfo-mpo.gc.ca)

Pattie King, manager and Ross Clayton, fisheries biologist for the society, provided an overview of the
organization’s mandate and initiatives related to offshore oil and gas. The mandate of this organization is to
facilitate collaborative research between fishermen and scientists. Pattie discussed how this organization was
formed due to identified advantages of having these groups work together. For instance, it was recognized that
fishermen could play a key role in the collection of scientific data. The challenge however, was to have the
information collected and compiled in a way that could later be scientifically analyzed. The society brought
fishermen and scientists together to develop an approach that was workable for each group. Discussion was
also held on specific projects the society has been involved with in the past. Currently, the society has put
forward a research proposal to evaluate the effects of oil and gas pipeline construction and operation on
lobster populations in Jordan Bay.

 Bernie MacDonald, Nova Scotia Ministry of Energy: (902-424-2704; macdoncb@gov.ns.ca)

Bernie MacDonald is Director of Benefits and Training in the Ministry of Energy. The purpose of his
presentation was to discuss the role of the Offshore Energy Office, a five to six member board within the
Ministry of Energy, in relation to the offshore oil and gas industry. The board works closely with the
Offshore/Onshore Technologies Association of Nova Scotia to maximize local benefits and develop training
programs for industry. Bernie discussed his experience from the perspective of attracting industry growth and
developing local services for the offshore. He also discussed some key challenges such as the need for local
businesses to compete at a global level and developing skills and experience. Bernie discussed in general terms
the strategy undertaken by his department to enhance local competitiveness. This included clearly identifying
local skill sets and applying them to each phase of development and partnering with groups that have
experience in the offshore.
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 Andy Parker, Canada Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board: (902-429-2130; aparker@cnsopb.ns.ca), Jim

Payne (902-496-0759; jpayne@cnsopb.ns.ca)

Andy Parker, an environmental specialist, and Jim Payne, involved with economic benefits, spoke on behalf of
the Canada Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board. The purpose of the presentation was to provide an
overview of the functioning and overall responsibilities of the board with respect to regulating the offshore
industry. Discussion was held on specific items covered under the regulatory framework such as license
issuance, financial liability, safety and emergency procedures and specific workplans for development. Some of
the challenges that the board faces were also pointed out such as overlap between federal and provincial policy
and the lack of a streamlined process to issue licenses and regulate industry. There was also significant
discussion on environmental issues. This included the environmental review process and the role of the board
to monitor industry activity and ensure environmental guidelines compliance.

 Bob Rangeley and Cathy Merriman, World Wildlife Fund (902-482-1105; rrangely@wwfcanada.org,

cmerriman@wwfcanada.ca) & Mark Butler, Ecology Action Centre: (902-429-2202; ar427@chebucto.ns.ca)

Mark Butler from the Ecology Action Centre along with representatives from the World Wildlife Fund spoke
on issues related to the offshore industry from an environmental perspective. Mark raised a number of
concerns such as the capital-intensive nature of industry and related impacts to employment for local
communities, potential impacts to marine wildlife from seismic testing, waste material such as muds and
produced water from drilling activities and general criticism of the regulatory regime over industry.
Representatives from the World Wildlife Fund pointed out the lack of an overarching management structure
for marine development and suggested that the site by site approach to conservation is inefficient. To address
this concern they discussed the need to zone the marine environment in order to regulate development similar
to land use zoning. (look to Norway for your licensing model). There is also a great need to identify marine
areas for protection with critical habitat or endangered species.

 Paul McEachern, Offshore/Onshore Technologies Association of Nova Scotia (OTANS): (902-496-3182;

paul@otans.com)

Paul McEachern, president of OTANS, provided an overview of the association and discussed his views with
regards to promoting local business in the offshore industry. OTANS is an organization comprised of local
businesses with an interest in developing and promoting their services to the offshore oil and gas industry. An
overview was first given on the types of businesses involved in the association and what the strategy was to
respond to the needs of industry. Some general points raised by Paul in this regard were: understand how
industry works and what it needs to function; diversify goods and services to fill those needs; and understand
the role of government. Paul also discussed some of the challenges local business faced to compete effectively
in the offshore industry and touched upon the importance of effective communication with interest groups
early on in the process.

 Cal Ross & Alan Jeffers ExxonMobil: (902-496-0955; cal.ross@exxonmobil.com,

alan.t.jeffers@exxonmobil.com)

Cal Ross, an environmental specialist, and Alan Jeffers, public relations manager, spoke on behalf of
ExxonMobil. Their presentation focused on the offshore Sable project. An overview of the development was
first given in terms of operations and procedures, human resources and related onshore activities. Discussion
was then held on the early development and planning of the project and specifically how the concerns of the
fishing industry had been addressed. Some of these concerns included, safety and emergency preparedness,
impacts to fish stocks, reduced access to fishing grounds and an overall threat to livelihood and lifestyle.
ExxonMobil entered into extensive consultation and negotiation with local fisherman to address these issues.
Some of the items that arose from these discussions included formula-based compensation packages, additional
research on potential impacts and changes in structural design to enhance safety between fishing and offshore
activities.
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 Lloyd Hines, Warden, Guysborough County: (902-870-0353; lhines@municipality.guysboroough.ns.ca)

Warden Hines spoke of the experience Guysborough County has had with oil and gas development from a
regional government perspective. He discussed the relationship between the county and industry during the
development of the onshore Goldboro Gas processing plant and the offshore Sable site. He explained how
municipal governments, fishermen and communities worked together to attract the Goldboro development. He
also discussed some initiatives taken by the community to capture related benefits such as establishing the
Sable Community Advisory Committee. This committee was comprised of First Nations, Non-Government
Organizations and local citizens and served as an interface between industry and community. Some benefits
that arose from this initiative were the effective dissemination of information to communities and a way for
citizens to voice concerns. Some of the direct economic benefits were also discussed such as an increased tax
base, which has allowed for a degree of civil improvements. Challenges did exist in terms of creating new job
opportunities. First Nations issues were also raised in discussion. It was pointed out that Guysborough County
does not have any reserves but discussion with First Nations took place at the provincial level.

 Floyd Wagner and Kevin Balmer, Goldboro Gas Processing Plant: (902-387-3023;

floyd.r.wagner@exxonmobil.com)

Participants travelled to the Goldboro site where Floyd Wagner, superintendent of the Goldboro Plant,
provided an overview of the operations and how its activities are coordinated with the Sable offshore site. A
central platform near Sable Island collects raw gas from a series of offshore wells. The raw gas and associated
gas liquids are then piped under water seventy miles to the Goldboro site in Guysborough County. The gas
and gas liquids (i.e. butanes, propanes etc.) are separated and piped in two pipelines to Port Hawkesbury. Gas
liquids are transported by truck and rail to markets and gas is pipelined to markets in the northeastern United
States. Other points of discussion included human resources required to operate the plant, nature of jobs and
training and degree of local content. Another issue discussed was emergency preparedness. The Goldboro site
places all executive decisions into an advanced computer program called the Distributed Control System
(DCS). In the event of an emergency this system will strategically shut down the entire site. Another distinct
feature highlighted was the spatial planning of the site, which enhances operational safety and emergency
procedures.

 Dan McDougall (902-533-3705; dpmcdougall@municipality.guysboroough.ns.ca) and Gordon MacDonald

(902- 533- 3731; gordonlm@gcrda.ns.ca; http://www.gcrda.ns.ca/) Municipality of Guysborough County

Dan McDougall, the Chief Administrative Officer for the County, and Gordon MacDonald and fellow staff
from the economic development office spoke from the perspective of local government regarding offshore oil
and gas development in Guysborough County. They first described the role of local government and then
discussed specific changes to the community as a result of the Goldboro development. A significant impact
was the increase in tax base.327 This has allowed local government to plan into the future for initiatives such as
economic development, expanded infrastructure and social services and programs. A key point raised was that
local government never perceived oil and gas as a short-term opportunity. They rather saw it as a way to
develop downstream opportunities in the community over the long-term.

 Fred Kennedy, Bill MacDonald Nova Scotia Fishing Industry: (902- 787-3195; seaspray@nb.aibn.com)

Fred Kennedy spoke on behalf of the in-shore crab fishery in Nova Scotia about their relationship with the
offshore oil and gas industry. He discussed the economic value of the fishery, particularly the lucrative crab
and lobster industry, and pointed out the significant threat oil and gas could potentially have on the fishing
industry. He also discussed lobbying efforts by the fishing industry to place moratoria on highly sensitive and
productive areas such as Georges Bank. Many of the potential environmental impacts as perceived by the
fishing industry were discussed, such as seismic activity along with muds and produced water from drilling

                                                  
327 The ultimate impact on the tax base is still open to question, pending the resolution of ExxonMobil’s appeal of the assessed value assigned to
the gas processing plant.



140     UNBC Community-Collaborative Studies on British Columbia Offshore Oil and Gas

operations. Fred expressed the need for further research to identify the long-term implications for commercial
fish stocks and the environment from offshore activity. He also put forward the position that, although the
fishing industry does not completely oppose oil and gas, they don’t see any upside in it for them and they
want to ensure all necessary precautions are in place before further developments proceed.

 Peter Clancy, St. Francis Xavier University: (902-867-2291; pclancy@stfx.ca)

Peter Clancy is with the Aquatic Research and Policy program at St. Francis Xavier University. His
presentation focused on the federal and provincial levels of government and their roles in regulating the
offshore oil and gas industry. He provided an overview of how the Canadian Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum
Board came into being and how it currently operates. Other items discussed were the Atlantic Accord and
how the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act relates to industry and public consultation. A key issue
raised was the level of public involvement in the regulatory process.

NEWFOUNDLAND SEGMENT

 Earle McCurdy Fish, Food and Allied Workers Union of Newfoundland: (709-576-7276;

emccurdy@ffaw.nfld.net)

Earle McCurdy is president of the Fish, Food and Allied Workers Union in Newfoundland. Earl spoke of
some of the issues surrounding Offshore Oil and Gas from the union’s perspective. An overview was given of
who is represented and how many people are involved in the union. There was also general discussion on how
the east coast fishery has changed over the years. Environmental concerns were also discussed in terms of the
waste that rigs leave behind and adequate monitoring of operations. A key point raised was the need to have
safeguards in place before development proceeds because the industry gains a lot of momentum once a
development begins.

 Canada Newfoundland Offshore Petroleum Board: Dave Burley (709-778-1403, dburley@cnopb.nf.ca), Kim

Coady (709-778-1431, kcoady@cnopb.nf.ca)

Dave Burley and Kim Coady with the environmental branch of the Canadian Newfoundland Offshore
Petroleum Board (CNOPB) discussed the regulatory regime surrounding offshore development in
Newfoundland. An overview was first given of the CNOPB’s organizational structure followed by a general
description of the board’s responsibilities. This includes, administering tenures, environmental compliance,
managing petroleum resources and promoting industrial and employment benefits. Internal issues were also
discussed such as how the board negotiates responsibilities and authority between the federal and provincial
levels of governments. Other specific issues that arose included environmental monitoring and compliance,
health and safety, research initiatives and public involvement in the regulatory process.

 Ed Foran, Newfoundland Offshore Industry Association: (709-758-6610; noia@noianet.com)

Ed Foran was the former Chair of Newfoundland Offshore Industry Association. This association’s mandate is
to promote business growth in the Newfoundland offshore industry and export business services to the
national and international level. A general overview of the organization was provided in terms of growth,
membership and business representation. It was noted that small to medium sized enterprises typically
comprise the membership profile. Specific development projects such as Hibernia and White Rose were also
discussed in terms of local business involvement and employment opportunities created. Other general issues
that were raised were sustainable business growth and promoting downstream opportunities.

 Gordon Slade, One Ocean: (709-778-0519; gordon.slade@mi.mun.ca)

Gordon Slade is the executive director of One Ocean, an independent organization that is a liaison between
the fishing and petroleum industry. Under the direction of an advisory board comprised of representatives
from both the fishing and petroleum sector, One Ocean aims to promote mutual understanding between the
two industries. Some of the roles and initiatives that One Ocean are involved in were discussed. For example,
the organization advises Memorial University of the types of research and development that should be
undertaken related to offshore oil and gas. One Ocean also seeks to implement a program that will train local
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fisherman to respond to oil spills. The goal is to achieve international standards so the group can respond to
emergencies throughout the world. One Ocean also provides recommendations to the Canada Newfoundland
Offshore Petroleum Board.

 Leslie Grattan, Nfld. Department of Environment: (709-729-3782; lesliegrattan@gov.nl.ca)

Leslie Gratton, Deputy Minister with the Department of Environment, spoke of her experience with
community interactions with the offshore oil and gas industry when she worked in the industry in
Newfoundland. Much of her discussion focused on how the community should deal with industry to maximize
benefits at the local level. Based on her experience she believes that it is possible to have oil and gas
development occur while maintaining the environment and fishing industry. She also believes that if
communities negotiate effectively, significant socio-economic benefits can be captured. Recommendations
provided were the need to have skilled community representation, continuity of personnel and meaningful
involvement throughout the entire planning process.

 Dave Taylor, Consultant to Husky Oil: (709-724-3900; Taylor.StJohns@huskyenergy.ca)

Dave Taylor is environmental consultant with Husky Oil. Dave discussed the technical aspects offshore
operations in terms of drilling activities and environmental effects monitoring. He also shared his experiences
of working with local communities during large-scale construction projects. He stressed the need to adequately
prepare a small community to interact and benefit from a large-scale project.

 Jim Ranson, ExxonMobil: (709-724-4400; jim.ranson@exxonmobil.com)

Jim Ranson from ExxonMobil headed the community consultation component of the Environmental
Assessment for the development of the Whiffen Head trans-shipment facility. He provided an overview of the
consultation process and discussed the challenges faced by both industry and community. Some of the
initiatives undertaken to move the process forward were establishing committees to liaise between community
and industry. There were also site-specific assessments undertaken to address various aspects of the
development such as navigational concerns in Placentia Bay. Discussion was also held on some of the
employment opportunities and economic benefits captured by the community as a result of effective
consultation.

 Veryan Haysom, Labrador Inuit Association: (902-531-2155; veryanhaysom@eastlink.ca)

Veryan Haysom is a legal advisor for the Labrador Inuit Association. He presented the position of the
Labrador Inuit Association in their dealings with the provincial and federal governments over land claim issues.
He first provided some background and history of the Inuit people and territory and then focused on the land
claim settlement. He described some of the key challenges the Inuit faced throughout the negotiating process.
Other issues raised were adequate consultation, First Nations influence in regulatory process and impacts on
First Nations of development projects. It was pointed out that the Inuit have not yet had to deal with issues
surrounding specific offshore oil and gas developments, however their land claims agreement does provide
royalties from future development.

 Jon Lien, Memorial University of Newfoundland: (709-753-5495; Jlien@mun.ca)

Jon Lien is a Professor of Biopsychology at Memorial University and Chair of the Minister’s Advisory Council
on Oceans within Fisheries and Oceans Canada. Jon’s presentation primarily focused on marine research that
is being conducted related to offshore oil and gas development. A significant amount of research has been
conducted on the impacts to whale populations during large-scale construction projects such as Hibernia.
Discussion was also held on the impacts at the community level of large-scale construction projects such as
Terra Nova and White Rose. One of the key issues raised was the disparate flow of benefits between urban
and rural centres, and how to ensure that the communities decide what they want their “legacy” to be after oil
and gas.
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 Bob Warren, Bull Arm, SunnySide: (709-460-3341)

Bob Warren was the liaison person between local fisherman and industry during the construction of the
Hibernia offshore platform at Bull Arm in Trinity Bay, Newfoundland. Bob discussed how local fisherman
coordinated their efforts to ensure their concerns were addressed by industry. One of the concerns expressed,
for instance, was increased marine traffic from offshore activity. Local fishermen negotiated with industry to
designate shipping lanes and traffic windows for supply vessels and fishing boats. Industry and fishermen also
worked together to arrive at a cost-sharing agreement to supply fishing boats with radar technology. The
general view taken was the development was proceeding so they needed to look at what initiatives could be
taken between fishermen and industry to work together to minimize potential impacts.

 Tom Osborne, Town of Arnold’s Cove: (709-463-232; townofarnoldscove@nf.aibn.com)

Tom is the mayor of Arnold’s Cove where the Whiffen Head Newfoundland Trans-shipment Facility is
located. Tom discussed the general operations of the facility and some of the issues that arose from increased
traffic in Placentia Bay. He also described some of the social and economic impacts the facility had on the
community. Although positive benefits did occur, such as an increased tax base, Tom felt the community did
not maximize potential benefits largely due to lack of experience when dealing with large industry. He
expressed the need for communities to build working relationships with industry and learn form the
experiences of other communities to address concerns and maximize benefits.

 Joan Cleary, Town of Come by Chance: (709-542-3240)

Joan is the mayor of Come by Chance where the North Atlantic Oil Refinery is located. She expressed some
of the issues that arose surrounding the offshore Hibernia project as well as the nearby trans-shipment facility.
Many of these issues surrounded adequate communication between industry, community and government. For
instance there was a general lack of communication between local communities and the Canada Newfoundland
Offshore Petroleum Board during the licensing process for Hibernia. Mechanisms were developed, however, to
allow for community input during the development of the trans-shipment facility. For example, a community
liaison committee was established to voice community concerns to industry. Some of the challenges that the
community faces were also discussed, such as sustaining the local economy over the long term and creating
employment opportunities for the young.

 Whiffen Head Newfoundland Trans-shipment Facility: John Henley, Maurice Baker (709-724-4400;

john.henley@exxonmobil.com)

During a tour of the facility, John Henley, president of Newfoundland Trans-shipment Limited and Maurice
Baker, head of maintenance, discussed the operations of the facility. John first provided an overview of the
logistics and functions of the facility. Lengthy discussion was held on safety procedures and emergency
preparedness in the facility itself and the outlying marine area in Placentia Bay. Other points of discussion
involved industry interactions with local communities and how issues and concerns were addressed. Discussion
also touched on quality control of equipment and human resources, types of jobs on site and training required.
Primary markets for the products were also discussed. In response to many of the issues, John pointed out
that first priority was ensuring the safety of the staff and community, followed by mitigating potential impacts
on the environment and finally conducting efficient operations.
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APPENDIX 4: COMMUNITY REPORT-BACK
SESSIONS
Planning, Conduct and Format of the Sessions for the Report-Back Phase
During the month of February, 2004 the study team conducted eight report-back sessions in coastal communities (see
Table A4.1 for locations and dates). These meetings were added to the original study plan based on feedback from
individuals and groups interviewed during earlier phases of the project. Specifically, individuals stated that it was
important not only to obtain views from community members, but to return and share the results of interviews, field
work and analysis.

Location Date

Port Hardy Civic Centre February 2

Alert Bay Community Hall February 3

Kitimat Hirsch Creek Golf Club February 12

Prince Rupert Moose Hall February 14

Village of Masset Community Hall February 18

Skidegate Village Community Hall February 19

Bella Bella Community Centre February 24

Bella Coola Lobelco Hall February 25

Table A4.1 Location and Dates of Report-back Sessions

The UNBC Northern Coastal Information and Research Program’s Community Guidance Group (CGG) provided
valuable guidance regarding the specific location, the timing and the format for these report-back sessions. Meetings
were widely advertised in community newspapers and newsletters, and with posters placed in central locations. In some
communities notice flyers were taken door to door. Public announcements were also aired on local radio and
television. All individuals and organizations that participated in the interview process and study tour received personal
invitations by facsimile, telephone or e-mail. To encourage understanding of the purpose of the meeting, as well as to
solicit input, the advertisements also included a website where a working discussion document was available to view
and/or download.

The eight report-back sessions all followed similar formats. The study team and members of the CGG from the local
area acted both as presenters and facilitators. Each session included informal open house events where participants
were encouraged to read over a series of storyboards. The storyboards identified the study objectives and process,
provided an overview of the social and economic issues that community members had most commonly asked about
and a summary of the responses to these questions. Participants were encouraged to discuss issues with the study
team, CGG members and to view a video, which summarized many of the issues which surfaced during the East
Coast study tour.

Each of the report-back sessions also included a PowerPoint slide presentation, giving an overview of the East Coast
offshore oil and gas industry, identifying issues raised thus far by community members and also provided responses to
these issues. Local CGG members also presented their perceptions of the opportunities and challenges associated with
offshore oil and gas. This was followed by a question and answer period. Participants were also encouraged to provide
feedback on the project by filling out comments sheets.

On average, each of the community events attracted twenty participants, with the exception of Skidegate, where there
was a lower turnout, and Kitimat, where over fifty-five participants attended. A number of factors contributed to the
low attendance at the report-back sessions, including: the number of different meetings occurring about offshore oil
and gas in early 2004; and, direction from key influencers on participating in processes related to offshore oil and gas.
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Surfeit of Meetings

Coastal communities are currently being invited to participate in numerous information processes including, but not
limited to, offshore oil and gas. Industry groups who are proponents of offshore oil and gas, environmental
organizations who oppose exploration and development, the provincial government, which is seeking to convey
information about the potential benefits of offshore oil and gas, and the federal government, which is seeking input on
whether or not to lift the current moratorium on offshore oil and gas activities in the Queen Charlotte Basin, are all
seeking to engage people on the topic. On several occasions our presentations almost exactly coincided with other
events such as the Priddle Panel’s preliminary sessions.

Added to this list are projects initiated by community groups or interests funded by the provincial government. As a
result, we were told that community members are often unclear as to the mandate of each organization (UNBC, the
federal government, the provincial government, First Nations, environmental groups and industry associations) and that
this leads to confusion about and frustration with the processes. Without a clear understanding of the players and the
processes, individuals are reluctant to attend meetings.

Direction from Key Influencers

The study team believes that the turnout was also affected by the direction provided by key influencers in the
communities. In Kitimat, the Chamber of Commerce hosted the first part of the report-back session. The Chamber of
Commerce in the area plays a major role in inviting speakers and has developed a sound reputation for providing
services of interest to their membership. Therefore their endorsement and promotion of the event resulted in
significant number of participants.

On Haida Gwaii, some political leaders had expressed their concerns regarding First Nations participation in the
federal Priddle Commission and, according to many individuals, they had been advised to not participate in any
community meetings on the subject. Concern also was expressed that the meeting could be used to demonstrate
consultation occurred. It appears that, in some people’s minds, these concerns extended to our project.

Key Themes from the Sessions
Each of the community sessions was unique. Individuals attending had differing interests and perspectives on the
potential social and economic issues associated with offshore oil and gas.

Issues and Questions from the Floor

In general the questions and issues that emerged from the community report-back sessions mirrored the common
themes expressed in the initial community interviews. On social and economic issues, these included scepticism about
impacts, the need to learn more about education and training needs, an interest in knowing whether there would be
any benefits to communities, questions regarding the legacy of offshore oil and gas as well the impact on traditional
ways of life.

On environmental issues, questions were raised regarding: previous impacts of offshore oil and gas
development/transportation on the environment; regulations to ensure environmental management standards are
maintained; concerns regarding the impact of seismic exploration on marine life; questions regarding the ability of
offshore technology to withstand severe weather; and questions about the environmental impacts of the current
practice of disposing of drilling muds and produced water into the ocean.328

Specific questions and comments made by participants during the report-back meetings that were not fully captured in
the initial interview process included:

 The need to place more emphasis on understanding and researching the social impacts which offshore oil
and gas has had in other parts of the world.

                                                  
328 Most of the report-back sessions were held prior to the release of the Royal Society Scientific Panel Report on offshore oil and gas. That
report, which is available at http://www.rsc.ca/BC_offshore/indexEN.html, provides an up to date review most of these issues.
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 Concern that forums and meetings will be regarded as consultation and these limit the ability of First
Nations to be comfortable in participating in events.

 Concerns regarding the impact of community input since the provincial and federal governments have,
according to some participants, already decided to lift the moratorium and proceed with exploration and
development.

Issues from Comment Sheets

Participants in the community report-back sessions were given the opportunity to provide written responses on
comment sheets. These sheets asked people to select from a set of possible follow-up activities the ones they would
support. Table A4.2 provides a summary of the responses.

Next Steps/Further Information Needs Count

1. Sponsor a selected number of representatives from Atlantic Canada to visit British Columbia coastal communities to

share their experiences.

8

2. Conduct a fact-finding tour to the Shetlands and to Norway to see how they maximized local benefits of offshore oil

and gas.

6

3. Hold education workshops and seminars within British Columbia communities to increase awareness 11

4. Research royalty regimes that have been designed to channel benefits directly to local communities 12

5. Research environmental impacts associated with seismic activity, drilling muds and produced water. 14

6. Accumulate community base line data including traditional knowledge 11

7. Research regulatory models for oil and gas development around the world 9

8. Assist communities in providing information and resources to develop their own approaches to offshore oil and gas. 12

9. Assist communities to develop stronger communication avenues with government and industry. 12

Table A4.2 Possible follow-up activities and the level of support as reflected in comment sheets

In addition, respondents were invited to provide other ideas for follow up and to offer any general comments they
wished. The following section summarizes the ideas and comments.

 When (or if) development goes ahead, the establishment of a “Heritage Fund” must be a priority. The resources
belong to the people and future generations should benefit, otherwise “we’ll have another Alcan–government
agreement whereby resources are owned by a company, not the people of British Columbia.”

 Scientists will be in our community later this month. How long have they been conducting tests? Are they including
traditional and local knowledge? This is an IMPORTANT part of the process. I do NOT want offshore Oil and Gas
exploration conducted no matter how much money it can bring into our town. Marine Resources are our LIFE, we
will die out as a people without fish.

 In today’s economic uncertainty, don’t ask, just dig it up.

 What are the on-land environmental impacts?

 Do companies have to post an environmental bond against possible environmental impacts? What are the terms?
What is the size of the bond?

 Assist information spreading to high schools.

 Research timelines for alternative energy production that are commercially viable (jobs, environmental impacts).

 Begin to formulate a clear picture of our demand through community forums, since it is now clear that communities
do have an opportunity to influence any oil and gas development.
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 Would you be willing to make presentations to high schools? Students will be voters and taxpayers within five years,
they need to be in the communications loop.

 Invite East Coast First Nations people (who are not on Band Council or employees of the Band), to come and talk
with West Coast First Nations about their experience in the East with offshore oil and gas.

 Fast-track research so that necessary data are available before permits for seismic testing and exploratory drilling are
issued, with the understanding that they will not be granted if the data show there is a risk of serious damage to the
ocean ecosystem and fishery resources.

Comments from CGG

 Community representatives who went back East should have a written report of their findings to raise awareness in
communities.

 What about the earthquake tremors experience on Haida Gwaii? How would this affect the work areas where the
rigs would be working?

 Rather than oil and gas, we need a better idea about alternative energy sources to replace this dinosaur thinking.

 Recognition of sources of community information, for example, who was interviewed and what written
communication was received, what other source were tapped (gives everyone an idea of the range of input and then
they can identify the gaps in the knowledge and concerns).

 Identification of funding source for projects – duty to report to whom you are accountable; need for transparency
about who you represent.

 Great fear the final report will be buried – what measures in place to for broadly communicating the findings and
not distorted by media or provincial spin doctors.

 An overview of who all the different players are in this game, both federal, provincial and independent; it gives an
idea of how this particular project fits into the overall picture.

 Have there been any exploration programs that have not resulted in development? Is it true as claimed by the Suzuki
Foundation that investment in exploration has always resulted in development?

 Send trustworthy group to the Shetlands and Norway to find out all they can about oil and gas.

 Begin looking at access to the resources from land only, eliminating the risks to the marine environment.

 Encourage Canada and BC to address jurisdiction issues with First Nations before the moratorium is lifted.

 Settle outstanding claims and reparations with First Nations before oil and gas.

 Local establishment of technical school to train workers for the oil and gas industry would result in a pool of trained
employees familiar with the area and its needs.

 Who is responsible for the accountability on this industrial development? What is the process to follow to make
companies and government accountable for their actions?

CGG Comments on Process

Community Guidance Group members who attended the meetings provided the following comments on the general
themes expressed and the mood of the report-back sessions:

Environmental Issues

 Environmental impacts and jobs were the main issues that surfaced at our meeting, with safety coming in a close
second.

 The key concern is the environment and the impact an oil spill would have on it. We are very concerned that our
food supply will be contaminated.
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 The key discussion theme raised by participants at the Prince Rupert session was focused on fisheries issues. The
concerns raised were questions about protecting the fishing industries and the fishery resources and whether the
fisheries could be protected

Economic Issues

 Community members seemed frustrated that the economic outlook is not as beneficial as government and other
offshore oil and gas proponents have suggested.

 Many at the meeting wanted to know as much as they could about the economic benefits that could be derived from
offshore oil and gas activity.

General Observations about the Report-Back Approach

 Generally the presentation was received as information, not a lobby effort. Informative and interesting were the two
most common comments.

 The audience was hungry for information and certainly exhibited it with their questions.

 In spite of the low turnout I think it was a useful exercise to provide some knowledge to the people of the North
Island.

 I get the feeling that participants want information, and they want engagement at several levels of review to prepare
for planning; whether the planning is for decision processes or development of potential industry. Most participants
recognize the urgent need for increased economic development with protection of present economic activity.

 A common theme was that people do not trust the BC or Federal Government at all on this issue.

 The participants appeared to have an improved level of comfort through the information provided.

 First Nations issues must be resolved before moving on to negotiation of a “Pacific Accord” in which First Nations
must be involved.

 Rural communities want to be sure their concerns and priorities are captured in “Pacific Accord”.

 Many people expressed the view that face-to-face dialogue might be a better way to get local community concerns
across to both levels of government.

 Community awareness and wider involvement is necessary, perhaps a referendum is key to getting true community
response.
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Oil and gas exploration off the coast of British Columbia has not been allowed since the 1970s. 
The BC Government has now asked the Government of Canada to lift its moratorium preventing 
oil and gas activity.

The University of Northern British Columbia’s Northern Land Use Institute, through its Northern
Coastal Information and Research Program, has produced a series of publications to facilitate better
understanding and wide public discussion of the issues surrounding offshore oil and gas activities.

For more information:
250.960-5555
ncirp@unbc.ca
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