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Dear Minister: 

In accordance with the Federal Environmental Assessment and Review 
Process, the Environmental Assessment Panel on the Alaska Highway Gas 
Pipeline Project has completed a review of the pipeline routing 
alternatives in the Whitehorse/Ibex Region. 

The review has led to the conclusion that the Ibex Pass route, which 
is preferred by Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Limited, should be 
rejected in favor of the First Whitehorse Route with the West 
Whitehorse Cut-off. This route is both feasible from an engineering 
standpoint and environmental problems are minimal. The Panel 
therefore recommends that the pipeline be routed over this 
alignment. 

Sincerely yours, 

a~ e «i_. .Q ... , 
Cotteri 11 

Chairman 
Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline Project 
Environmental Assessment Panel 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline Environmental Assessment Panel has reviewed 

the proposal by Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Limited to route the 

pipeline along the Ibex River Valley and over Ibex Pass south of 

Whitehorse, Yukon. The proposal calls for the route to leave the Alaska 

Highway near the Takhini River crossing west of Whitehorse and to proceed 

east over Ibex Pass, joining the Alaska Highway again near the Carcross 

Cut-off. The total length of the section is roughly ninety (90) 

kilometers and a number of alternative pipeline routes are described. 

There are a total of 12 route combinations which have been documented for 

review. 

The Proponent submitted pipeline routing documents in March, 1981. These 

documents and additional information requested by the Panel served as the 

body of information for the review of the Project. 

The Panel sought comments on the proposed project from technical reviewers 

and from the public. In June, 1981, the Panel held technical hearings at 

Whitehorse. The Panel considered a number of issues including impacts on 

fish and wildlife, increased access, public safety, geotechnical matters, 

present and future land use, connections with the proposed Dempster Lateral 

Pipeline matters, and project cost. 

The Panel •s review of the Whitehorse/Ibex pipeline routing question has led 

to the conclusion that because of the potential for high environmental 



impacts through increased access to an area of rich and diversified 

wildlife and because of the attendant loss of future options on the 

connection with the proposed Dempster Lateral Pipelines, the Ibex Valley 

Route Alternative which is preferred by the Proponent, should be rejected. 

It is the Panel•s firm view that the First Whitehorse Route with the West 

Whitehorse Cut-off should be used because it is feasible from an 

engineering standpoint, free of significant environmental and land use 

impacts, and because this route leaves future options open for connections 

with the Dempster Lateral. 

• 

---
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ALASKA HIGHWAY GAS PIPELINE PROJECT 

IBEX/WHITEHORSE ROUTING ALTERNATIVES 

Report of the Environmental Assessment Panel 

July, 1981 

1. INTRODUCTION 

This report conveys the findings of the Environmental Assessment Panel 

following the review of a proposal from Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) 

Limited on pipeline route alternatives in the Ibex/Whitehorse area. This 

early review of the alternatives was requested by the Northern Pipeline 

Agency. Other routing alternatives and environmental aspects of the 

proposed gas pipeline project in Yukon will be reviewed at a later date. 

2. THE PROJECT PROPOSAL 

The Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline Project is a proposal by Foothills Pipe 

Lines (South Yukon) Limited. It involves the construction of a 

large-diameter, gas transmission pipeline and ancillary structures in 

southern Yukon. The pipeline is part of a larger system intended to carry 

natural gas from Alaska to the lowe~ 48 States. The Canadian portion of 

the system would pass through Yukon, British Columbia, Alberta and 

Saskatchewan. 
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The proposed route in Yukon is approximately 818 km long and parallels the 

Alaska Highway from Beaver Creek (Yukon-Alaska border) in the north, to 

Watson Lake {Yukon-British Columbia border) in the south {Figure 1). 

Major departures from the Alaska Highway occur in the Kluane Lake area, at 

the Ibex Pass near Whitehorse, the Mt. Michie-Squanga area east of 

Whitehorse, and the Rancheria Valley. From the Alaska border to 

approximately Whitehorse {375 km), the pipe will have an outside diameter 

of 1219 mm {48 inches). For the remainder of the route, the pipe will have 

an outside diameter of 1422 mm {56 inches) to eventually accommodate a 

planned tie-in with a proposed gas pipeline from the Mackenzie Delta (the 

11 Dempster Lateral 11 
). 

The proposed pipeline routing in the Whitehorse area is complicated by 

environmental concerns, land use, zoning, a 11 tie-in 11 with the proposed 

Dempster Lateral, permafrost-related geotechnical problems, potential 

impacts on wildlife, and other considerations. 

The Proponent has investigated alternative routes and combinations of 

routes in the area {Figure 2). The proposal calls for the pipe to be 

buried throughout. There is a lack of substantive information in submitted 

documents for other modes to be used. For the Ibex Pass route which is 

preferred by the Proponent, right-of-way clearing would take place in the 

summer and early autumn, and-ditching and pipe laying would take place in 

the summer and autumn of the following year. 
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3. THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND REVIEW PROCESS 

The Yukon portion of the proposed route passes through federal lands which, 

under the Territori a 1 Lands Act, are administered by the Hi ni ster of Indian 

Affairs and Northern Development. Because the project requires the 

granting of a right-of-way through federally administered lands, and 

because there is potential for significant environmental impact, the 

project was referred to the Minister of the Environment by the Minister of 

Indian Affairs ~nd Northern Development on March 21, 1977 for review under 

the Environmental Assessment and Review Process. An Environmental 

Assessment Panel was then established under the chairmanship of 

Dr. H.M. Hill. 

Because of major decisions facing government on competing pipeline 

proposals in the fall of 1977, the Panel was not able to undertake a normal 

review of the environmental implications of the project at that time. 

Instead, the Panel reviewed existing data, sought public and professional 

opinion through hearings held in Yukon, and then submitted an Interim 

Report on July 27, 1977. It was understood that, if the Alaska Highway Gas 

Pipeline Project was still a contender after decisions on competing 

proposals were made, the formal environmental assessment and review 

procedure would apply. 

Jn its Interim Report, the Panel concluded that "the proposed pipeline can 

·be constructed and operated in an environmentally acceptable manner" 

, subject to certain specified conditions related to environmental planning, 
.; 
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· routing around sensitive areas and development of mitigative measures to 

solve environmental problems associated with ice-rich permafrost. It was 

noted that an elevated mode, which was not addressed at the hearings, might 

provide an alternative to burying a pipeline in ice-rich permafrost areas. 

Furthermore, the Panel recommended that an Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS) for the proposed Yukon pipeline route be completed based upon 

guidelines to be issued by the Panel. 

In September, 1977, the Governments of Canada and the United States of 

America decided to proceed with the project. Following this decision by 

government to authorize construction of the pipeline, the Panel issued to 

the Proponent in December, 1977, Guidelines for the Preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Statement. The Guidelines specified t'hat the 

organization, content and completeness of the EIS are the responsibility of 

the Proponent. Furthermore, in preparing the EIS, the Proponent was 

' required to take into consideration th~ information ~eficiencies identified 

during the hearings and in the 1977 Interim Report to the Minister of the 

Environment. 

In late 1978, the Initiating Department role for the project was 

transferred from the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 

to the Northern Pipeline Agency as a result of the transfer of regulatory 

responsibilities. In January, 1979, the EIS was submitted by the Proponent 

to the Environmental Assessment Panel. 
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Public hearings under the chairmanship of Mr. Fern Hurtubise, were held in 

Yukon communities, including Whitehorse, in March and April of 1979. The 

Panel concluded (on April 28, 1979) that the Proponent had not provided 

sufficient information, on certain aspects of the project, to enable the 

Panel to complete its environmental review at that time. The Panel 

prepared a second report requiring that the Proponent complete its 

assessment of the project. This report was transmitted to the Minister of 

the Environment and authorized for public release in September, 1979. 

In 1980, it was necessary for the Panel to clarify the requirements in the 

1979 report and this was done in two meetings attended by the Proponent and 

the Initiating Department. Following these meetings, the Panel issued a 

letter of clarification which detailed the explanations of requirements 

made at the 1980 meetings. 

In March 1981, the Proponent submitted the first of several documents for 

review, the "Addendum to the Environmental Impact Statement for the Yukon 

Section of the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline with Respect to Alternate 

Routes: Submission 3-1. Examination of Routing Alternatives for the 

Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline in the Whitehorse/Ibex Region" and Submission 

3-2, "Mapped Information Requested by the Federal Environmental Assessment 

Review Office Related to the Whitehorse/Ibex Pass Region". The documents 

were submitted as one of a series to be submitted to the Panel for review. 

Addenda within the series are divided into seven sets of submissions 

dealing with separate subject areas: 

1. Introduction to Addenda Submissions 
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2. Project Description and Update for Addenda Submissions 

3. Alternative Routes 

4. Geotechnical, Hydrological, Design Mode and Revegetation Issues 

5. Fisheries, Wildlife and Scheduling Issues 

6. Issues Related to Pipeline Facilities 

7. Other Issues. 

The Panel is comprised of the following: 

Mr. Ewan Cotterill, Chairman, Ottawa 

Mr. Hi ram Beaubi er, Whitehorse 

Dr. Owen Hughes, Calgary 

Mr. William Klassen, Whitehorse 

Dr. Douglas Lacate, Vancouver • 

Mr. Colin Wykes, Whitehorse 
# 

4. PANEL PROCEDURES 

Review of the Documentation Submitted by Foothills 

Following the receipt of Submissions 3-1 and 3-2, Panel staff and technical 

advisors commenced a detailed review of the documentation. Concurrently, 

copies of the docum~nt were mailed to the public, government agencies, and 

organized public groups, through the following distribution program: 

Public libraries - Whitehorse and at settlements along the 

Alaska Highway in Yukon. 

- Library of Parliament, Ottawa 
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University libraries - Edmonton, Calgary 

Offices of the Proponent - Whitehorse, Calgary, Ottawa 

Offices of the Initiating - Whitehorse, Calgary, Ottawa 

Department 

Technical Intervenors 

Public Interest Groups 

and Individuals 

- Federal Government Departments, Ottawa 

- Yukon Territorial Government, Whitehorse 

-All groups and individuals which had 

expressed an interest in previous hearings or 

responded to a mail out enquiry and 

advertising by Panel staff. 

The technical complexity of the subject material addressed in the 

documentation required the Panel to retain a number of professional 

advisors from government and private consulting firms. It was the role of 

these advisors to review specific aspects of the documentation and 

supporting information, and t6 provide advice for the technical hearings. 

The Panel transmitted questions to the Proponent on the documentation in 

April, 1981. Specific information and clarification was requested. This 

letter and the response from the Proponent was distributed to the public 

and at the technical hearings. 

5. TECHNICAL HEARINGS 

Public hearings were held at Whitehorse in the period June 16, 17 and 18 to 

receive briefs and comments from technical review a~encies, individuals and 
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organizations. A total of five briefs were reviewed. In addition, there 

were eight oral statements made by individuals and groups. 

In the course of the review of the Whitehorse routing alternatives, the 

Panel considered all of the available information on the subject from the 

previous hearings on the pipeline proposal. 

6. GENERAL CONCERNS 

The documents submitted by the Proponent provided a substantial body of 

information on the route alternatives in the Whitehorse/Ibex region. In 

the technical review of the information, the Panel focused on the following 

general concerns: 

' 1. Evaluation of Alternative Routes: Methodology and Presentation of 

Information. 

The documents submitted by the Proponent constitute a routing report giving 

justification for the choice of the Ibex route past Whitehorse. The 

information is not an environmental impact statement and does not detail 

the predicted impacts and recommended mitigation measures for the preferred 

route and alternatives. Furthermore the Panel was not informed which 

negative impacts of the project would go uncorrected if the preferred route 

through Ibex Pass is to be utilized. These are called residual impacts and 

it is conventional to describe them and to propose additional measures to 

remove or minimize their detrimental effects. However, the technic«l ---
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review did yield sufficient information for the Panel to analyze the routes 

and to arrive at conclusions and recommendations. 

The Proponent compared alternative routes in the Whitehorse area for 

environmental, socio-economic and safety factors using a numerical rating 

system for both the degree of concern and the extent of project 

(Proponent's) response that would likely be required. Factors which affect 

route location were rated for Importance of Concern on a scale ranging from 

0 (factor absent) to 5 (factor present with extreme concern). The Project 

Response was also noted for each factor on each alternative on a scale from 

0 (no response required) to 5 (the response required may not be effective 

based on previous experience and involves exceptional additional cost or 

the possibility of delay if necessary innovation is not effective). A 

final rating of concern for each location factor was obtained by adding the 

numerical ratings assigned to Importance of Concern and Project Response. 

Criticism of the methodology was focused on several points. The Panel was 

advised that the rating system masked an understanding of the range and 

levels of potential impacts. Because each rating was applied to an entire 

route alternative, the location and areal extent of the potential impacts 

was obscured. The ratings of Project Response also masked specific 

information on location and costs of recommended mitigation measures that 

might be employed. Furthermore, committments were not made to carry out 

the various mitigation methods on the alternatives. 
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The Panel concluded that the methodology did not permit a rigorous 

evaluation of the route alternatives nor did it clearly illustrate the 

range of environmental impacts for each alternative. 

It is recommended that in future submissions, an improved system be used 

that will identify and describe the kinds, extent and range of potential 

impacts, the proposed mitigative measures, residual impacts, and the costs 

associated with them. 

2. Corridor Concept 

The concept of the establishment of a single energy corridor was discussed. 

A corridor would restrict oil and gas pipelines and other'linear 

transportation facilities and thereby confine environmental and social 

impacts. Specifically, the Panel learned that there is a question as to 

' the suitability of the Ibex Valley to· accommodate additional facilities 

such as an oil pipeline. This would call for an eJaluation of the effects 

of cumulative environmental impacts from both projects. 

The Proponent advised the Panel that the application for an oil pipeline to 

transport Alaska oil overland through Yukon to southern markets is 

presently in abeyance. 

The Panel noted this point. However, the panel felt it must take note of 

the fact that existing government guidelines provide for the planning of 

linear facilities in the north. 
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3. Costs 

The Panel reviewed cost estimates provided by the Proponent. It was 

learned that the total costs tabled for the different route alternatives do 

not include the costs of major river crossings, survey, x-ray, 

revegetation, compression, land communications, project management and 

contingency. However costs estimates did include special engineering and 

construction, scheduling, environmental mitigation and public safety. 

Given these factors, the Panel was advised that the relative cost of the 

alternative routing ranged from a low of 171.7 million dollars for the Ibex 

Route to a high of 210.7 million, associated with the Second Whitehorse 

Route, using the West Whitehorse Cut-off and connecting with the Dempster 

Lateral from the Klondike Highway. The range of costs associated with the 

alternative routings is therefore approximately 39.0 million dollars. 

The issue of project-related costs to be assumed by government agencies was 

not reviewed' at the technical hearings. However the Panel notes that 

potential costs to government are important and therefore bear on the 

assessment of1 route alternatives. 

7. SPECIFIC ISSUES 

1. Access 

The question of access focused on the problems associated with the creation 

of new access into the Ibex Valley and the subsequent effects on wildlife. 

It is important to note that there were no submissions from the responsible 
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government agencies on their intentions to develop plans to deal with 

access during and after pipeline construction. 

The Panel learned that the proponent proposes to cut off access roads to 

·reduce impacts from new access if required to do so by government agencies. 

The Panel was informed that cutting off access could be physically 

accomplished by the Proponent. However, there is uncertainty as to whether 

this would be required of the Proponent, and skepticism whether such action 

would be effective. The Panel was informed that physically blocking access 

on a road does not usually stop access. Experience has shown that 

innovative means are used to gain access by motorized vehicles. For this 

reason the ~nvironmental implications of increased access and the 

detrimental effects on wildlife remained as major co~cerns. 

' An assessment of the alternative routes revealed that, in the case of all 

other alternatives, access presents fewer difficulVies than on the Ibex 

Route. Due to the lack of environmentally sensitive areas and the small 

amount of access road construction required for Alternative Route #4 (First 

Whitehorse Route with the West Whitehorse Cut-Off), this route is favored 

over the Ibex Route. 

2. Public Safety 

Risk to human life and property arising out of accidental fire or explosion 

in a gas pipeline or facilities decreases as the distance from occupied 

land increases. At the technical hearings the Proponent provided ~ 

information to show that the majority of such accidents are caused by third 
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party activity and that this generally increases with population density. 

Although risk in populated areas is statistically higher than for 

unpopulated areas, the Proponent has stated that risks associated with the 

proposed route alternatives are comparatively low. The Panel learned that 

Canadian Standards Association requirements provide that, with increasing 

population density near a pipeline, the line must be either constructed to 

a greater factor of safety or operated at lower pressures. It was pointed 

out at the hearings that the costs to meet CSA standards are already 

included in the main cost estimates for the project. 

The Panel's assessment of public safety is that it is not a significant 

issue in this review. Present technology and safety standards will keep 

risks well within acceptable limits on all of the alternatives. With 

respect to Alternative #4, topographic and geotechnical conditions would 

allow placement of the pipeline up to one kilometer or more west of present 

and planned subdivisions of Whitehorse. In that approximate location, the 

pipeline would not present a threat to public safety at present or in the 

forseeable future. 

3. Existing and Planned Land-Uses 

The subject of the relationships between existing and planned land-uses and 

route selection was a topic of considerable discussion at the technical 

hearings. The fact that the Ibex route had, in the opinion of the 

Proponent, the lowest risk of impacts .on existing and planned land-uses was 

one of the three main reasons for selecting that alternative. Information 

was presented which described known and planned land-uses along the other 
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route alternatives. The Proponent noted that consideration should be given 

to yet unplanned expansion around urban and subdivision populations as the 

pipeline had a life expectancy beyond most planning studies. However, 

there were no briefs submitted from government agencies which dealt with 

land use planning issues. 

After careful consideration, the Panel concluded that land-use and land 

planning could not be considered a major factor in constraining route 

selection, for the following reasons: 

1. The constraints relating to land-use and planning were estimated by the 

Panil to be roughly equal for most of the routes. The Panel could not 

find evidence of substantial differences in land-use patterns or 

planning efforts for those routes passing north ind south of 

Whitehorse. 

2. The consideration of future and yet unplanned development was also 

considered to be important. However, the Panel is of the opinion that 

this,potenti~l for development applies generally within the City of 

Whitehorse boundaries and within the Block Land Transfer, when the 

long-term view is taken. The Panel is of the opinion that it is not 

valid to assume that all areas under current use will simply continue 

to expand. 

3. "Finally, the Panel observed that the opportunity is still available for 

selecting a well-planned route west of the Whitehorse area without 

impinging on present or planned development. The problems of dealing 

with land-use conflicts and planning are not as great as those posed by 

-~peline routing in Southern Canada. Given the large size of the City 
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of Whitehorse boundaries and the undeveloped nature of the landscape, 

the opportunity for proper planning is available, given long-term 

consideration to pipeline needs. 

This conclusion that land-use and land planning could not be considered 

a major factor applies also to Alternative #4 (First Whitehorse Route 

with the West Whitehorse Cut-Off). Few land-use conflicts are apparent 

along this route and careful planning that directs the route as far to 

the west as possible appears to avoid even the aspect of long-term 

expansion which is yet unplanned. In addition, it is noted that access 

through this area is provided by the l~hitehorse Copper Road. 

The Panel recommends that detailed planning be carried out with respect 

to routing of Alternative #4 through Commissioner's lands and the City. 

Full involvement of the City and Territorial Governments will be 

required. Routing should take maximum advantage of the less rigorous 

terrain requirements for the pipeline and the alignment should be 

located as far as possible to the west and on the upslopes. The Panel 

is of the opinion that such a planned route could easily avoid 

potential conflicts with the McPherson subdivision and meet the 

long-term requirements of both the City and the Proponent. Such 

planning should also include the proposed Dempster Lateral connection 

and routing of service lines to the City. 

4. Dempster Lateral Pipeline Connection 

In its 1979 report, the Panel requested information on a number of 

associated projects, one of which was the proposed Dempster Lateral. While 
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this matter was dealt with by the Proponent at the technical hearings in 

June, 1981, it was a subject of comment by a number of intervenors. The 

Panel must consider the imp~ications of the connection of the Dempster 

Lateral, although it does nbt have a mandate to assess the environmental 

impact of that project. This connection is of particular significance 

because at pr~sent there are two alternative routes under consideration for 

that portion of the Dempster Lateral route from Braeburn (60 kilometers 

north of Whitehorse) to the point of connection with the Alaska Highway Gas 

Pipeline project. The western route follows the Old Dawson Trail/Klushu­

Thirty-Seven Mile Creek and the eastern alternative is near the present 

Klondike Highway. The Thirty-Seven Mile Creek portion is an undeveloped 

area and is not part of a traditionally travelled route • 

• 

In the hearings the Proponent stated that the Old Dawson Trail/Klushu-

' Thirty-Seven Mile Creek is the preferred route thus leading to an 

interconnection to the west of the Takhini River. fThe Panel is of the 

opinion that selecting the Ibex routing forces a decision in favour of the 

Old Dawson Trail/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek route. 

The Panel feels th.is decision should be made only after serious 

consideration of the environmental impacts on the Old Dawson Trail/Klushu­

Thirty-Seven Mile,Creek and Klondike Highway routes at the time of the 

environmental review of the Dempster Lateral Project. To allow such 

consideration, it is necessary to select a routing in the Whitehorse area 

which leaves both lower Dempster Lateral options open to consideratJon. 
~ 

The Ibex routing would not permit this. Thus it presents the most 

difficulty in this respect. After assessing the alternatives to the Ibex 
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Route the Panel concluded that Alternative Route #4 would leave open both 

options on the connection with the Dempster Lateral. 

5. · Geotechnical Issues 

The review of geotechnical issues concentrated on the relative ease (and 

cost) of pipeline construction on the various routes as conditioned by 

geotechnical or terrain conditions. The major environmental concern 

identified was the effect of the berm mode of construction on the movement 

of large mammals where ice-rich permafrost conditions might require the 

berm mode to be used. While the relationship between geotechnical 

conditions and potential for stream siltation was accorded considerable 

attention in the 1977 and 1979 hearings, the subject wa~ not exa~ined ~t 

the 1981 hearings. 

The Proponent supplied information in the form of terrain maps (Map 2, 

Sheets 1 and 2} and descriptions of certain of the terrain types which 

indicated that the Ibex Pass route was geotechnically the most suitable of 

the routes available. The soils along the route are mainly granular, 

well-drained and free of permafrost. The Proponent is of the opinion that 

where permafrost occurs, it does not contain excess ice and hence is n'ot 

unstable when thawed. In contrast, all other combinations of routes pass 

along the Takhini Valley which is floored by fine-grained glacial 

lacustrine sediments that are locally very ice-rich and highly unstable 

when thawed. 
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At the technical hearings, the Proponent indicated that the berm mode of 

construction would be required over intervals with ice-rich sediment on 

alternative routes in the Takhini River Valley. The intervals may be up to 

one kilometre or so in length, separated by intervals where the pipe is 

buried. The bermed intervals would be similar in appearance to the 

existing Alaska Highway. A closer analogy would be the Alaska Highway with 

one lane occupied by a pipe buried beneath a 2.5 meter high mound. The 

degree to which bermed sections would inhibit large mammal movement is 

uncertain. However, the sections would be required in an area where there 

are no known seasonal migrations of animals such as sheep or caribou. 

The ice-rich lacustrine sediments of Takhini Valley lie mostly below an 

elevation of 2500 ft. and could be avoided by locatio~ on the south slope 

of the valley. In this location, there are several intervals of bare 

' bedrock which would necessitate extensive blasting. Estimates of 

construction costs as supplied did not permit a comparison of the cost of 

berming and the cost of blasting. Both are known to be significantly more 

costly than conventional ditching and burial. In this review berming is a 

new concept for the construction of the gas pipeline. However it involves 

relatively simple construction procedures. Granular material necessary for 

berming occurs in large widely separated deposits on the south side of 

Takhini Valley and· supplies are adequate. However, it may be necessary to 

haul material some distance depending on where the berm mode would be 

required. 
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In summary, the Ibex Pass route is rated as the best of the available 

routes from a geotechnical point of view. The Panel agrees with this 

assessment. It should be noted that no geotechnical assessment was 

provided for the Old Dawson Trail/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek 

alternative of the proposed Dempster Lateral. The choice of the Ibex Pass 

route would necessitate adoption of that alternative. 

After an assessment of the proposed alternatives to the Ibex Pass Route the 

Panel has concluded that although Alternative #4 presents some local 

difficulty with geotechnical conditions, engineering solutions to those 

conditions are apparently available, and no significant environmental 

problems are predicted from the application of the engineering solutions. 

6. Fisheries 

The Panel assessed the adequacy of the Proponent's mitigative measures to 

reduce impacts of pipeline activity on fish or fish habitat. Seasonal 

movements of fish, downstream water quality, and fish habitat were of 

particular interest. The Proponent's response to these concerns for the 

Ibex Pass Route primarily involved the scheduling of activities within time 

windows when there would be minimum impact on fish or fish habitat. 

The Panel was informed by intervenors that other mitigative measures in 

addition to scheduling would be required to reduce impacts. The use of 

flumes and culvert crossings in stream areas where spawning and rearing 

occur in close proximity to pipeline crossing sites was recommended as one 

such special construction technique. This has been used on pipeline 
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projects in Southern Canada and seemed to have some merits there. However 

there were some differences of opinion as to the criteria for the 

application of these special construction techniques. 

The Department of Fisheries and Oceans provided a priority list of the 

alternative routes rated according to the impact on fisheries. It was 

estimated that, if additional mitigative measures such as fluming and 

culvert crossings were used, impacts on fisheries for any of the 

alternatives would be almost negligible. 

The Panel•s assessment of the fisheries issue is that the Ibex Route 

carries with it the greatest potential for fisheries impact compared to 

" other routes. Some mitigative measures in addition to scheduling (such as 

fluming and culvert crossings) should be utilized wh~rever stream flows 

permit and spawning and rearing areas are in close proximity to the 
t 

pipeline crossings. In terms of compar1ng the varibus route alternatives 

near Whitehorse, the impacts of the pipeline on fisheries are probably 

mitigatable and are not .therefore seen to be significant. 

7. Wildlife 

Since the commencement of the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline review, the Ibex 

Valley has been singled out as a unique area because of the variety and 

abundance of the wildlife occurring there. It is one of four sens1tive 

areas along the Yukon portion of the proposed pipeline where alternative 

routes were to be considered. This uniqueness is enhanced and compl'icated 

by its proximity to Whitehorse which is the largest centre in Yukon. At 
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the technical hearings the Proponent and others presented information on 

the Dall•s sheep population in the area and the location of mineral licks, 

lambing areas and winter range adjacent to the pipeline route. There is 

evidence of a viable grizzly population in the Ibex Valley and denning 

sites and spring and summer range have been identified. Because of its 

sensitive nature, information on exact raptor nest site locations has not 

been presented to the Panel. However the evidence received indicates that 

the highest concentration of raptor eyries occurs along the Ibex route. 

Additionally, although little direct evidence was received, moose and 

furbearing mammals also occur along this route. Waterfowl habitat of 

significance does not occur in the Ibex Valley. 

Although the level of information on the wildlife resources along the 

alternate routes, which was presented at the hearings, is ncit comparable to 

that along the Ibex, the Panel concurs that the Ibex Valley deserves the 

high environmental rating assigned to it by the Proponent. 

Because of the sensitivity of the wildlife of the Ibex area to disturbance, 

the Proponent was asked to address the mitigation of impacts. The 

Proponent responded that disturbance during construction can be 

satisfactorily mitigated by scheduling construction during the least 

critical periods of the year for the wildlife in the Ibex Valley. The 

time-windows for this activity are quite constrained but there is some time 

for contingency. Furthermore, it is the Proponent•s position that 

mitigation of impacts arising from post-construction use of the pipeline 

corridor is the responsibility of the government agencies having 
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jurisdiction over the resources affected. However the Proponent is 

prepared to assist in mitigating impacts, if required to do so by 

government agencies. 

The Panel received no information on a comprehensive environmental plan for 

the area affected by the Ibex routing. Apparently the plan does not yet 

exist and no significant progress over the last two years has been made in 

the preparation of the plan. 

T~e Panel's assessment of the Ibex Pass Route is that there are too many 

disadvantages to the wildlife resource there. In view of the unique nature 

of the variety and abundance of wildlife occurring in the Ibex Valley and 
• Ibex Pass area, the proximity of this area to the City of Whitehorse, the 

conflicting evidence concerning the effect of pipeline construction 

activity on the wildlife resources, and the fact that plans do not exist 
~ 

for the careful management of this area if and when a pipeline becomes 

operational, the Panel cannot recommend the use of this route. To do so at 

this time would foreclose a wide range of options for the long term 

enjoyment of the resources of the area by the residents of the Yukon in 

general, and Whitehorse residents in particular. 

In consideration of the other route alternatives the Proponent noted that 

the berm mode of construction may be necessary along Takhini Valley 

portions of Alternative #4. On the basis of available information, it is 

the Proponent's assessment that the length, height, and slope of th~ 

intermittent .bermed sections will not be a barrier to large mammals known 
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to occur along that portion of the route. In the area, there are no known 

seasonal migrations of large animals such as sheep or caribou. 

It is the Panel's position that the potential long-term implications for 

wildlife are considerably less along Alternative #4 than those which may be 

expected from an Ibex routing. Therefore with respect to wildlife, 

Alternative #4 is preferred. 

8. Trapping and Outfitting 

In its 1979 report the Panel requested information concerning land use 

relevant to the preferred and alternate routes in the Ibex/Whitehorse1 area. 

The Proponent evaluated route alternatives but did not include trapping and 

outfitting as important land uses. However during the hearings the 

Proponent did provide fur harvest value figures for trapping areas which 

are crossed by the proposed pipeline alternatives. Information was also 

received at previous hearings and at the 1981 hearings from representatives 

of the Yukon Trappers Association and the Yukon Outfitters Association. 

These intervenors expressed concern over the potential impact on thes~ two 

forms of land use. The major concerns dealt with disturbance resulting 

from the project during construction and from trespassing along the 

right-of-way during operation, particularly in the Ibex Valley. No 

information was received on conflicts with outfitting operations along 

other alternative routes. 

The Panel was informed that trapping areas will be affected regardless of 

which route is chosen. There will be a range of impacts which cannot be 
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measured simply in terms of reduced gross returns from affected traplines. 

This was noted by the Proponent. 

The Panel •s assessment of these issues is that while these two forms of 

land use are important, they are not major factors in this review. However 

if Alternative #4 is used, impacts on trapping and outfitting will be 

reduced or removed because, according to the Proponent, trapping areas 

along Alternative #4 have the lowest average annual income, and outfitting 

is not an important activity at the present time. 

9~ :Environmental Planning 

The issue of environmental planning and impact mitigation was brought 
• before the Panel• Detailed environmental planning during the construction 

phase of the pipeline, and mitigation strategies were mainly directed by 

' the Proponent to selection of route alternatives and the scheduling of 

pipeline construction work. 

Several intervenors reported that it was difficult to evaluate route 

alternatives because specific mitigative measures were not described. The 

Proponent maintained that the proposed scheduling programs gave full 

recognition to sensitive timing during fish and animal life cycles. The 
-· 

Department of Fisheries and Oceans stressed that scheduling alone may not 

be sufficient in all cases to mitigate potential fish-related impacts. 

The requirement of the Proponent to meet the Environmental Terms anti 

Conditions established by the Northern Pipeline Agency was discussed. It 
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was understood that detailed environmental plans are to be developed to 

guide the construction of the pipeline through Yukon. Furthermore, the 

Proponent stated a willingness to undertake specific measures for 

environmental protection beyond scheduling, should this be required by the 

Northern Pipeline Agency. 

For the purposes of this review, the Panel assumes that the proposed 

scheduling plans of the Proponent and the committment to meet the 

Environmental Terms and Conditions established by the Northern Pipeline· 

Agency wi 11 pro vi de adequate environmental control during the construct ion 

of the project. The Panel regards these as adequate responses during the 

examination and selection of routing alternatives for the pipeline in the 

Ibex/Whitehorse region. 

8. CONCLUSIONS 

1. If the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline is constructed in a corridor near 

the Alaska Highway, environmental and social disturbance could be 

minimized, benefits to residents and communities could be maximized and 

resource development can be channelled effectively. 

The Panel has concluded, therefore, that in the absence of other 

significant constraints, a general bias should be displayed in favour 

of those routes which would be placed within the existing Alaska 

Highway corridor. 
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2. As a result of its review of written material and its consideration of 

evidence provided at public hearings, the Panel concluded that there 

were five principal factors relevant to an assessment of the routing 

alternatives presented. These were: 

- environmental impacts and implications 

- links to the proposed Dempster Lateral Pipeline 

- present and potential land use conflicts including constraints upon 

future townsite development 

- public safety. 

- costs of construction 

3. After a thorough consideration of these factors, as they related to the 

" routing alternatives presented, the Panel concluded that the major 

significant variables were environmental impacts and implications and 
I 

costs of construction. In this regard the matter of eventual linkages 
• 

to a Dempster Lateral was concluded to be an i~portant feature of each 

of t'hese two variables. 

4. The Panel concluded that from the standpoint of public safety and 

5. 

present and potential land use conflicts, the differences between the 

proposed routes were of minimal significance. 

The Panel concluded that in terms of the two variables identified, only 

two of the proposed routes offered reasonable alternatives. These are 

the Ibex route (#1) and the First Whitehorse Route with the We5t 

Whitehorse Cut-off {#4). Most of the other proposed routes entailed 

l 
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major cost penalties, while only marginally improving environmental 

impacts or implications, including those associated with an eventual 

link with a Dempster Lateral. 

6. The Panel concluded that the major environmental considerations 

associated with an evaluation of proposed pipeline routes may not arise 

from the actual construction of the pipeline but rather will occur 

during the operation of the project. The Panel was satisfied that, 

even in the most environmentally sensitive route, the Ibex Pass, the 

Proponent has the intention to minimize environmental impacts and to 

carry out the construction in an environmentally acceptable way. The 

principal environmental concerns, in the view of the Panel, will relate 

to the degree of new access provided to significant wildlife areas 

close to a major population centre, and the extent to which proposed 

routes will maintain or restrict options on a link to a Dempster 

Lateral. The latter concern is significant because of the general lack 

of environmental knowledge currently available on the Dempster Lateral 

routing alternatives in the Whitehorse area. 

7. The Panel considered at length the difficult problem of weighing the 

money value of potentially lost environmental values should the Ibex 

route be selected, against the higher cost of utilizing an alternate 

route. 

On balance, the Panel concluded the cost advantages associated with the 

proposed Ibex Pass route are outweighed by its potential for negative 
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long-term environmental impacts and by the current uncertainties 

associated with the Old Dawson Trail/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek 

linkage to the Dempster Lateral. The selection of the Ibex Route would 

render the choice of the linkage virtually unavoidable. Therefore the 

Panel concluded that the proposed Ibex Pass route should be rejected. 

8. The Panel concluded that, despite the projected extra cost associated 

with the First Whitehorse Route with the West Whitehorse Cut-Off, this 

routa offers significant environmental advantages, preserves acceptable 

options for the eventual link with a Dempster Lateral, and adheres to 

1 
i the existing Alaska Highway corridor. 

I I 

: I 
I ' 

9. While peripheral to its terms of reference, the Panel concluded that it 

would be remiss if it did not comment on the opportunity now presented 

' to Governments to take positive action to preserve the current 

environmental values of the Ibex Pass and to preserve future options 

for this unique area. For example, controls with respect to surface 

and sub-surface rights should be continued until governments can 

\Conclude an environmental plan for tha area. Without action of this 

nature, the Panel recognizes that it is only a matter of time before 

the Ibex Pass will face further encroachments, either as a result of 

other major dJ~velopment proposals, or through a gradually increasing 

utilization and exploration that is both unplanned and uncontrolled. 

10. Finally, the Panel appreciates the fact that the Proponent has shosen 

~e Ibex Valley Route with the conviction that the Proponent can do its 
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part to mitigate successfully those impacts which will affect fish, 

wildlife and other environmental elements. However the Panel has an 

obligation to advise the Minister of the Environment on long-term and 

broad implications of the routing choice in the Ibex/Whitehorse area. 

Because of the proximity of the Ibex Valley to Whitehorse, it would be 

very difficult for government to moderate access to that area following 

pipeline construction. To utilize this route would certainly remove 

future options to dedicate the Ibex area to other uses. Therefore, the 

Panel has concluded that, notwithstanding the planning and intentions 

of the Proponent, the Ibex Route should be rejected. 

9. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. It is recommended that the Ibex Pass Route be rejected and that the 

Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline be routed through the Whitehorse Area by 

using the First Whitehorse Route with the West Whitehorse Cut-Off. 

2. It is recommended that Government agencies take early and positive 

action to preserve the present wildlife and environmental values in the. 

Ibex Valley area and to preserve future options for this unique area. 
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10. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I - PANEL MEMBER BIOGRAPHIES 

EWAN COTTERILL - CHAIRMAN 

Mr. Cotterill has had a twenty-one year association with the Canadian 

North. 

He was appointed Assistant Commissioner of the Northwest Territories in 

1973, with executive responsibilities for the Departments of Public Works, 

Local Government, Natural and Cultural Affairs and Public Services as well 

as for the Territorial Government's offices in the four administrative 

regions of the Northwest Territories. 

Appointed in 1975 as Assistant Deputy Minister, Northern Affairs Program, 

Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, he was responsible 

for all departmental programs in Yukon and Northwest Territories which are 

concerned with the management of natural resources together with the 

protection of northern environment and support of the Territorial 

Governments in providing social and other local services. 

He was appointed Executive Chairman of the Federal Environmental Assessment 

Review Office in 1980. 
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P. HIRAM BEAUBIER 

Mr. Beaubier completbd a B.A. degree from the University of British 

Columbia in 1967 and an M.A. in Geography from McGill University in 1970. 

Mr. Beaubier is presently Assistant Director, Renewable Resources, 

Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, Yukon Region. He is 

responsible for programs relating to the Region's waters, lands and 

forests. 

Before moving to Yukon, Mr. Beaubier worked on general research programs in 

various locations of the Canadian North, including mapping of present land 

and resource use of Yukon. " 

Mr. Beaubier was a Panel member on the Shakwak Highway Project 

Environmental Assessment Panel and he has participated in other 

environmental ·reviews of major projects in both northern and southern 

Canada. 

OWEN HUGHES 

Dr. Hughes hold~,('l Bachelor of Applied Science degree from the University 

of British Columbia (1950} and a Doctor of Philosophy degree from the 

University of Kansas (1959}. 
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From 1950-52 Dr. Hughes was Technical Officer and from 1953 to the present, 

Geologist and Research Scientist with the Geological Survey of Canada. Up 

to 1960 he worked on problems of Pleistocene and engineering geology in 

Nova Scotia, northern Ontario and northern Quebec. From 1960 to the 

present has carried out similar studies in Yukon and the Northwest 

Territories. 

In 1974 Dr. Hughes was a member of the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Assessment 

Group. During the Berger Inquiry on that project he served as advisor to 

the Inquiry Counsel. 

Since 1977 Dr. Hughes has been a member of the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline 

Environmental Assessment Panel. 

WILLIAM J. KLASSEN 

A native of Manitoba, Mr. Klassen arrived in the Yukon in 1966 as a 

constable in the Royal Canadian Mounted Police. In 1970, he began 

employment as a Game Guardian with the Yukon Game Branch. He graduated 

from the University of Alaska (Fairbanks) with a B.Sc. in Wildlife 

Management in 1976. 

Since 1976 he has been employed by the Yukon Wildlife Branch and the Yukon 

Pipeline Branch, working on environmental impact assessment, particularly 

concerning effects of development on wildlife. He recently received a 
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r~aster of Forestry degree from the Yale School of Forestry and 

Environmental Studies. 

DOUGLAS S. LACATE 

Dr. Lacate received a B.Sc.F. from University of New Brunswick in 1956 and 

an M.Sc. from Cornell University in 1959. 

He was employed as research scientist with federal Forestry Branch, 

1956-1960, working on forest land classification throughout eastern Canada. 

He transferred to British Columbia in 1960 and continued forest land 

classification research until 1964 at which time he was seconded to the 

Canada Land Inventory Program (ARDA) and served as p,ovincial Co-ordinator 

of the Forestry and Agriculture Capability program. 

Dr. Lacate completed his Ph.D. in 1970 at Cornell U~iversity in the fields 

of natural resource management and environmental impact assessment of 

highway developments. He was associate professor at the University of 

British Columbia from 1970-1973, teaching airphoto interpretation and land 

classification and evaluation. 

He worked on the ~valuation of terrain in the Mackenzie Valley 1971-72 and 

in 1974 he returned to federal public service as Regional Director of the 

Lands Directorate, Environment Canada, in the Pacific and Yukon region 

where he has been stationed up to the present. 
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Dr. Lacate has been a member of the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline 

Environmental Assessment Panel since 1977. In addition he served as panel 

member on the Shakwak Highway Project Environmental Assessment Panel. 

COLIN E. WYKES 

Mr. Wykes has a B.Sc.A. (1965) from University of Guelph, majoring in 

Fisheries and Wildlife Biology, and an M.Sc. in Limnology {1967) from 

University of Guelph. 

From 1967 to 1973, Mr. Wykes was a Biologist with the Resource Development 

Branch, Federal Department of Fisheries, Halifax, N.S. These six years 

were spent in fisheries management and development work throughout the 

Maritime Provinces. 

From 1973 to the present he has been Director, Environmental Protection 

Service, Environment Canada, Yukon Branch, at Whitehorse, with 

responsibilities for directing the Environmental Protection Service in 

Yukon, serving as a member of the Yukon Territory Water Board, and as a 

member of four Environmental Assessment Panels for Yukon projects. 
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APPENDIX 2 - BRIEFS SUBMITTED TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT PANEL 

1. Panel letter to Northern Pipeline Agency, April, 1981. 

2. Department of Indian and Northern Affairs. 

Comments on the Addendum to the EIS. Alternative Routes. 

3. Department of Fisheries and Oceans. Department Brief on Addendum to 

the EIS for the Yukon section of the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline with 

Respect to Alternative Routes, Submission 3-1. 

4. Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Limited. Responses to Panel 

Questions Regarding Addendum to the EIS for the.Yukon Section of the 

Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline with Respect to Alternative Routes -

Submission 3-1. 

5. Environment Canada. Department Brief on "Addendum to the Environmental 

Impact Statement for the Yukon Section of the Alaska Highway Gas 

Pipeline with Respect to Alternative Routes. Submission 3-1." 

6. Department of Energy, Mines and Resources. Environmental Assessment of 

Routing Alternatives for the Alaska Highway Gas Pipeline in the 

Whitehorse/Ibex Region. 

7. Yukon Historical and Museums Association. The Identification and 

Protection of Historic Sites Subject to Alteration by Development. 
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Mr. J. Payne 

Mr. J. Mathers 

Mr. M. Romaine 

Mr. Derek Wolff 
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Mr. K. Heynen* 
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Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foot~ills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Department of Indian Affairs and 

Northern Development 
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Department of Fisheries and Oceans 

Department of Environment 
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Mr. H. Mackenzie (for Mr. C. Templeton)* 
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1. Centrale nucleaire a Point Lepreau, Nouveau-Brunswick. (mai 1975) 

2. Projet d'energie hydro-electrique de Wreck Cove, Ile du Cap Breton, 
Nouvelle-Ecosse. (aout 1976) 

3. Gazoduc de la route de l'Alaska, Territoire du Yukon. 
(Rapport interimaire, aout 1977) 

4. Raffinerie d'uranium de 1 'Eldorado Nucleaire Ltee, a Port Granby, 
Ontario. (mai 1978) 

5. Projet routier Shakwak, Colombie-Britannique et Territoire du Yukon. 
(juin 1978) 

6. Forage hauturier dans l'est de l'arctique, sud du detroit de Davis, 
TNO. (novembre 1978) 

7. Forage hauturier detroit de Lancaster, TNO. (fevrier 1979) 

8. Raffinerie d'exafluorure d'uranium de 1 'Eldorado Nucleaire Ltee, en 
Ontario. (fevrier 1979) 

9. Extension du port de Roberts Bank, Colombie-Britannique. (mars 1979) 

10. Pipeline de la route de l 'Alaska, Audiences au Yukon. (aout 1979) 

' 11. Projet routier a Banff, Alberta (de l'entree est au kilometre 13). 
(octobre 1979) 

12. Remise en service de l'aerodrome de Boundary Bay, Colombie-Britannique 
(novembre 1979) 

13. Raffinerie d'Uranium de 1 'Eldorado, M.R. Corman Park, Saskatchewan 
(juillet 1980) 

14. Projet Arctic Pilot (Partie nord), TNO. (octobre 1980) 

15. Projet hydro-electrique cours inferieur du fleuve Churchill. 
( dikembre 1980) 

16. Developpement du champ petrolifere de Norman Wells et pipeline. 
(janvier 1981) 
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Government Gouvernement 
of Canada du Canada 

Environmental Examen des ~valuations 
Assessment Review environnementales 
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_,.____ 

Hull, Quebec 
KlA OH3 

L'honorable John Roberts, C.P., depute 
Ministre de l'Environnement 
Chambre des Communes 
Ottawa, Ontario 

Monsieur le Ministre, 

/ 

/ 

Conformement au Processus federal d'evaluation et d'examen en matiere 
d'environnement, la Commission d'evaluation environnementale du 
gazoduc de la route de l'Alaska a termine 1 'examen du trace du 
gazoduc dans la region Whitehorse-Ibex. 

De son examen, la Commission a conclu que le trace du col Ibex, 
preconise par la Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Limited, devrait 
etre rejete en faveur du premier trace Whitehorse comprenant le 
raccourci Ouest Whitehorse, qui ne pose aucun probleme technique 
insurmontable et dont les consequences pour l'environnement sont 
negligeables. La commission recommande done l'adoption de ce dernier 
trace. 

Veuillez agreer, Monsieur le Ministre, l'expression de mes sentiments 
1 es mei 11 eurs. 

environnementale 
route de l'Alaska 
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RESUME 

La Commission d.•eva..lJ,Jation envJ~onnement-ale- du- gazo"duc 1ie la route de 

l 1Alaska a examine la proposition de la Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) 

Limited relative au trace qui lange la vallee de 11 1bex et passe par le col 

du meme nom au sud de Whitehorse, au Yukon. Selon cette proposition, le 

trace quitterait la route de 11 Alaska a l 1 endroit ou le gazoduc traverse la 

riviere Takhini, a 1•ouest de Whitehorse, et se dirigerait vers 1 •est pour 

passer par le col Ibex, avant de rejoindre de nouveau la route de 11 Alaska 

pres du raccourci de Carcross. La longueur de ce tron~on serait d•environ 

quatre-vingt-dix (90) kilometres. Plusieurs variantes du trace ont ete 

presentees et les documents soumis a la Commission couvrent 12 combinaisons 

de trace. 

Le promoteur a remis les documents sur le trace du gazoduc en mars 1981. 

Ce sont ces documents qui ont servi de base a l 1 evaluation du projet, 

parallelement aux renseignements supplementaires requis par la Commission. 

La Commission a demande 1•avis de conseillers techniques et du public sur 

le projet, et, en juin 1981, Whitehorse a ete le theatre d1 audiences 

techniques. La Commission a examine bon nombre de questions, y compris 

celles des retombees du projet sur la faune, de l 1 augmentation des 

possibilites d 1acces, de la securite publique, des problemes geotechniques, 

de 1•usage immediat et futur des terres, du point de jonction du gazoduc 

avec le pipeline lateral de Dempster et du coOt du projet. 



Au terme de son evaluation du trace Whitehorse-Ibex, la Commission estime 

que le trace qui passe par le col Ibex, preconise par le promoteur, devrait 

etre rejete en raison des graves consequences environnementales eventuelles 

des travaux et de l'augmentation des possibilites d'acces a une region ou 
vit une faune aussi abondante que diversifiee, ainsi qu'en raison de la 

limitation des options relatives au point de jonction du gazoduc et du 

pipeline lateral de Dempster. La Commission ala ferme conviction que l'on 

devrait adopter le premier trace Whitehorse comprenant le raccourci ouest 

Whitehorse, car ce trace ne presente aucune difficulte technique 

insurmontable, n'aura pas de consequences importantes sur l'environnement 

et l'utilisation des terres et ne restreindra pas le nombre de possibilites 

relatives a la jonction du gazoduc et du pipeline lateral de Dempster • 

• 



./ 
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PIPELINE DE LA ROUTE DE L'ALASKA 

VARIANTES DU TRACE IBEX-WHITEHORSE 

Rapport de la Commission d'evaluation environnementale 

J u i 11 et 1981 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Le present rapport contient les observations de la Commission d'evaluation 

environnementale sur une proposition de la societe Foothills Pipe Line 

(South Yukon) Limited relative aux variantes du trace du pipeline de la 

route de l'Alaska dans la region Ibex-Whitehorse. C'est ala demande de 

1 'Administration du pipeline du Nord que l'on procede a cet examen anticipe 

des variantes de cette partie du trace, les autres parties de celui-ci 

seront examinees plus tard en meme temps que les questions 

environnementales liees a la construction du gazoduc au Yukon. 

2. DESCRIPTION DU PROJET 

Le gazoduc de la route de l'Alaska, que la societe Foothills Pipe Line 

(South Yukon) Limited propose de construire, comprendrait un pipeline 

de grand diametre et des ouvrages auxiliaires qui seraient situes dans le 

sud du Yukon. Le gazoduc ferait partie d'un reseau destine a transporter 

le gaz naturel de l'Alaska jusqu•aux autres 48 Etats americains 

continentaux. La partie canadienne du reseau traverserait le Yukon, la 

Colombie-Britannique, l'Alberta et la Saskatchewan. 
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Le trace propose mesure environ 818 km et longe la route de 1 'Alaska depuis 

Beaver Creek (pres de la frontiere de l'Alaska) au nord, jusqu'a Watson 

Lake (pres de la frontiere de la Colombie-Britannique)_;au....-suci (figure 1). . ~- -·"'-- - -- .------ -~ 

I1 s'en ecarte le plus dans la region du lac Kluane, au col Ibex, -pres de 

Whitehorse, dans la region du mont Michie-Squanga, a 1 'est de Whitehorse, 

et dans la vallee Rancheria. De la frontiere de l'Alaska jusqu'a proximite 

de cette derniere localite (375 km), le gazoduc aura un diametre exterieur 

de 1219 mm (48 po). Ce diametre passera ensuite a 1422 mm (56 po), en vue 

de permettre la jonction avec un gazoduc provenant du delta du Mackenzie 

(pipeline lateral Dempster). 

Le trace projete dans la region de Whitehorse est rendu difficile du fait 

des preoccupations environnementales, de l'utilisation du sol, du zonage, 

de la jonction du gazoduc avec le pipeline lateral Dempster, des 

difficultes geotechniques reliees au pergelisol, des consequences possibles 

du projet sur la faune et d'autres problemes. 

Le promoteur a etudie les variantes du trace et leurs diverses combinaisons 

(figure 2) et propose que le pipeline soit enfoui sur toute sa longueur. 

Dans les documents presentes a la Commission on ne trouve pas de 

renseignements independants concernant d'autres fa~ons de construire le 

pipeline. L'adoption du trace du col Ibex, pour lequel le promoteur marque 

sa preference, impliquerait que le deboisement de la servitude de passage 

aurait lieu 1 'ete et au debut de l'automne, les excavations et la pose des 

conduites reprenant ala meme epoque l'annee suivante. 
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3. PROCESSUS D1 EVALUATION ET 0 1 EXAMEN EN MATIERE D1 ENVIRONNEMENT 

Au Yukon, 1 e trqce ~sse par d~~_!:erre~,Jederales qui, e1l vertu de 1 a Loi 

sur les terres territoriales, sont administrees par le ministre des 

Affaires indtennes et du Nord. Etant donne que le projet requiert une 

emprise a travers des terres federales, et que sa realisation risque 

d•avoir des repercussions importantes sur 1 •environnement, le 21 mars 1977, 

le ministre des Affaires indiennes et du Nord a transmis le projet au 

ministre de 11 Environnement afin de faire evaluer ces repercussions et une 

commission etait constituee peu apres sous la presidence de M. H.M. Hill. 

Cependant, a 11 automne de 1977, le gouvernement federal se trouvait dans 

11 obligation de prendre des decisions concernant plusieurs projets 

concurrents, .de sorte que la Commission n•a pu, a cette epoque, accomplir 

son travail suivant la procedure habituelle. Au lieu de cela, la 

Commission a examine les donnees disponibles, a recueilli 11 opinion du 

public et des specialistes lors d 1 audiences organisees au Yukon et a 

presente un rapport provisoire le 27 juillet 1977. Il etait entendu que, 

si le projet de gazoduc de la route de 11 Alaska etait encore en lice apres 

la prise de decision relative aux divers projets envisages, on aurait 

recours au processus normal d1 evaluation et d1 examen en matiere 

d1 environnement. 

Dans ce rapport provisoire, la Commission etablissait que le gazoduc 

pouvait ~tre construit et exploite d1 une maniere qui soit acceptable pour 

1•environnement, moyennant la prise de certaines precautions specifiques 

lors de la planification, la modification du trace en vue d•eviter les 

zones vulnerables et l 1 elaboration de mesures destinees a attenuer les 
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effets du passage du gazoduc dans le pergelisol a forte teneur en glace. 

Elle faisait remarquer qu•une construction au-dessus du sol, qui n•avait 

pas ete aborde lors des audiences, permettrait de resoudre ce probleme. En 

outre, la Commission recommandait la preparation, suivant des directives 

qu•elle publierait, d1 un enonce des incidences environnementales (EIE) pour 

le trace propose au Yukon. 

Au mois de septembre 1977, le gouvernement du Canada et les Etats-Unis 

d1Amerique decidaient d 1aller de 1•avant pour ce projet. Apres cette 

decision du gouvernement d1 autoriser la construction du pipeline, la 

Commission a publie en decembre 1977 les directives evoquees plus haut et 

les a communiquees a la Foothills Pipe Line (South Yukon) Limited. Elley 

precisait que la societe mentionnee etait responsabl~ de la preparation, de 

la teneur et des lacunes de l 1 EIE. En outre, lors de l 1elaboration de 

l 1 EIE, la societe de~ait tenir compte des lacunes dens les informations 

relevees lors des audiences et mentionnees dans le 1rapport provisoire remis 

en 1977 au ministre de l 1 Environnement. 

A la fin de 1978, suite au transfert des pouvoirs de reglementation, la 

responsabilite de ce projet fut transmise par le ministere des Affaires 

indiennes et du Nord a l 1 Administration du pipeline du Nord. En janvier 

1979, le promoteur du projet presentait son EIE a la Commission 

d•evaluation environnementale. 

Des audiences publiques, presidees par M. F. Hurtubise, ont ete tenues dans 

les-tbmmunautes du Yukon, y compris Whitehorse, en mars et en avril 1979. 
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Le 28 avril de la meme annee, la Commission indiquait que le promoteur ne 

lui avait pas fourni assez de renseignements sur certains asp~cts du projet 

pour que l'eva~uati,pn puisse ~ttr'e comp1~tee. la CommiSsion a done prepare 

un deuxieme rapport dans lequel elle demandait au promoteur de terminer 

l'etude du projet. Ce rapport a ete remis au ministre de l'Environnement 

qui en a autorise la publication en septembre 1979. 

En "1980, la Commission a ete contrainte de clarifier les exigences du 

rapport de 1979 en rencontrant a deux reprises le promoteur et le ministere 

des Affaires indiennes et du Nord. A l'issue de ces deux rencontres, la 

Commission a publie une lettre expliquant en details les demandes qu'elle 

avait faites a cette occasion. 

En mars 1981, le promoteur presentait pour examen le premier d'une serie de 

documents. Ce premier document, intitule "addendum a l'enonce des 

incidences environnementales du tron~on du gazoduc de la route de l'Alaska 

situe au Yukon et de ses differents traces", comprenait deux valets, soit 

le document 3-1, "Examen des variantes de trace du gazoduc de la route de 

l'Alaska dans la region Whitehorse-Ibex", et le document 3-2, 

"Renseignements·cartographiques sur la region de Whitehorse et du col Ibex 

requis par la Commission federale d'evaluation environnementale". Ces 

documents etaient presentes comme partie d'une serie qui devrait etre 

examinee par la Commission. Les documents complementaires const1tuant 

cette serie sont au nombre de sept chacun traitant d'un sujet particulier: 

1. Introduction au document complementaire 
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2. Description du projet et mise a jour pour les documents 

complementaires 

3. Variantes du trace 

4. Problemes geotechniques et hydrologiques et questions relatives au mode 

de construction et au retablissement de la vegetation 

5. Peche, faune et questions connexes 

6. Problemes lies aux installations du pipeline 

7. Autres questions 

La Commission se compose de: 

M. Ewan Cotteri 11, president, Ottawa 

M. Hiram Beaubier, Whitehorse 

M. Owen Hughes, Calgary " 

M. Wi 11 i am Klassen, Whitehorse 

M. Douglas Lacate, Vancouver 

M. Colin Wykes, Whitehorse 

4. ACTIVITES DE LA COMMISSION 

Examen de la documentation presentee par le promoteur 

Les membres de la Commission et leurs conseillers techniques ont entame 

l 1 examen des documents 3-1 et 3-2 des leur reception et des copies des 

documents ont aussitot ete distribuees au grand public, aux organismes 

gouvernementaux et aux groupes organises de la fa~on suivante: 
~ 

Bibliotheques publiques - Whitehorse et villages du Yukon le long 
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de la route de 11 Alaska 

- Bibliotheque du Parlement, Ottawa 

Bibliotheques .d•unJversites '"',,_-:- Edmqnton,- C-algary 

Bureaux du promoteur 

Bureaux du ministere 

responsable 

lntervenants techniques 

Groupes d1 interet public et 

particul iers 

- Whitehorse, Calgary, Ottawa 

- Whitehorse, Calgary, Ottawa 

Ministeres federaux, Ottawa 

- Autorites territoriales du Yukon, 

Whitehorse 

- Groupes et personnes ayant exprime de 

11 interet pour les audiences anterieures 

ou ayant repondu a une enquete postale 

ou a la publicite preparee par la 

Commission. 

La complexite technique du sujet traite par les documents a oblige la 

Conunission a consulter un certain nombre de specialistes du gouvernement et 

de bureaux prives d1experts-conseils. Ces specialistes se sont vu confier 

la tache d•etudier des points precis de la documentation et l 1 information 

qui accompagnait ceux-ci, ainsi que de prodiguer leurs avis lors des 

audiences publiques. 

En avril 1981, la Commission ecrivait au promoteur afin d1 obtenir des 

renseignements precis et des eclaircissements sur sa documentation. La 

lettre de la Commission et la reponse du promoteur ont egalement ete 

rendue~ publi~ues et distribuees lors des audiences techniques. 
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5. AUDIENCES TECHNIQUES 

Des audiences publiques ont eu lieu a Whitehorse les 16, 17 et 18 juin de 

fa~on a permettre aux bureaux d'etudes techniques, aux particuliers et aux 

organisations de remettre leurs memoires et leurs commentaires a la 

Commission. En tout, cinq memoires ont ete examines et huit personnes ou 

groupes ont fait une presentation orale. 

En etudiant les variantes du trace de Whitehorse, la Commission a tenu 

compte de tous les renseignements recueillis au cours des audiences 

anterieur~s sur le projet. 

6. PROBLEMES GENERAUX • 

' Les documents soumis par le promoteur constituent une forte somme de 

donnees sur les variantes du trace de la region Whitkhorse-Ibex. Dans son 

etude des points techniques, la Commission a concentre ses efforts sur les 

problemes generaux suivants: 

1. Evaluation des variantes du trace, methode et presentation 

Les documents presentes par le promoteur forment un plaidoyer en faveur du 

trace du col Ibex pour la construction du pipeline a proximite de 

Whitehorse. Ce rapport ne constitue pas un enonce des incidences 

environnementales et ne s'attarde pas aux consequences eventuelles du trace 

prefere ou des autres traces, ni sur les mesures correctrices necessaires. 
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La Commission n•a pas non plus re~u de details sur les consequences 

negatives qui ne seraient pas corrigees dans le cas ou le trace prefere par 
_ _./ ./ ' 

le col Ibex serai"tt utilise. J~es consequences, qu 1on qualifie de 

residuelles, font habituellement l 1 objet d1 une description et d1 une 

proposition de mesures supplementaires en vue de les eliminer ou de les 

attenuer. Cependant, l 1 etude technique des documents a mis a jour assez de 

renseignements pour permettre a la Commission d 1 analyser les differents 

traces, de tirer des conclusions et de faire des recommandations. 

Le promoteur a compare les differents traces de la region de Whitehorse 

pour differents facteurs environnementaux, socio-economiques et de 

securite. Il a uti 1 i se pour cela un systeme de notation numerique base sur 

l•importance du probleme et 11 attention que le promoteur devrait y accorder 

dans le cadre du projet. Les facteurs relatifs a 1 •emplacement du trace y 

sont cotes pour 11 importance du probleme de 0 (probleme inexistant) a 5 

(probleme tres important) de meme que l 1 attention requise pour y remedier 

(0 = ne necessite aucune attention, 5 = la mesure choisie peut etre 

inefficace si 1•on se rapporte a l 1 experience acquise et entrainera des 

frais supplementaires exceptionnels ou un delai, si elle est effectivement 

inefficace). Une note finale a ete calculee pour chaque probleme par 

1•addition des notes attribuees aux facteurs "importance" et "attention 

requi se". 

Cette methode a ete critiquee sur plusieurs points. On a fait remarquer a 
la Commission que 1•emploi d1 un tel systeme de notation permet de supposer 

que le promoteur connait les consequences possibles de son projet. Puisque 

les notes s•appliquent a 11 ensemble du trace, il est difficile de localiser 
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avec precision les endroits pouvant etre affectes et de determiner dans 

quelle mesure ils le seraient. La note attribuee au facteur "attention 

requise" cache aussi la connaissance de renseignements precis sur les 

mesures correctrices possibles et les zones qu'elles toucheraient. Enfin, 

le promoteur ne s'est pas engage i prendre les mesures correctrices 

necessaires si l'on choisissait un autre trace. 

La Commission en conclut que la methode utilisee pour evaluer les divers 

traces et la ~resentation des renseignements relatifs aux probl~mes 

environnementaux n'est pas adequate. 

Elle recommande l'utilisation d'un meilleur syst~me pour les presentations 

suivantes, syst~me qui identifierait et decrirait le ~enre et l'importance 

des consequences eventuelles, definirait les mesures correctrices proposees 

' ainsi que les impacts residuels et preciserait le cout de celles-ci. 

2. Corridor energetigue 

L'idee d'un corridor unique pour le transport de l'energie a ete debattue. 

L'emploi d'un tel corridor limiterait le nombre d'installations de 

transport lineaire du genre gazoduc ou oleoduc et, par consequent, en 

attenuerait l'impact environnemental et social. Pour etre plus precis, la 

Commission a appris que certaines personnes se demandent si la vallee Ibex 

pourrait abriter des installations supplementaires tel qu'un oleoduc. Dans 

un tel cas, on devrait examiner les effets des incidences environnementales 

cumulatives de chaque projet. 
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Le promoteur a signale a la Commission que la demande relative a 1 a 

construction d'un oleoduc de surface pour acheminer le petrole de l'Alaska 
-~ 

/ 

a travers 1 e V.ukon.t jusqu 'aux JJI91'.'ches. dtt- sud eta it "actae 11 ement en suspens. 

La Commission a pris note de ces remarques, mais elle considere que le 

promoteur doit tenir compte des directives existantes du gouvernement 

concernant la planification d'installations lineaires dans le nord. 

3. Couts 

La Commission a examine les estimes prepares par le promoteur. Elle a 

ainsi appri s que 1 es couts totaux etablis pour les differents traces ne 

comprennent pas ceux des principales traversees de cours d'eau, des 

enquetes, des radiographies, du retablissement de la vegetation, de la 

compression, des communications terrestres, de la gestion du projet et des 

mesures d'urgence. Ces couts incluaient toutefois ceux des travaux 

speciaux de genie et de construction, de la planification des travaux, des 

mesures visant a attenuer les incidences environnementales et de la 

securite publique. 

Pour ces raisons, comme l'a appris la Commission, le cout des traces varie 

d'un minimum de 107,7 millions de dollars pour celui du col Ibex a un 

maximum de 210,7 millions pour le second trace Whitehorse passant par le 

reccourci ouest Whitehorse et comprenant le raccordement avec le pipeline 

lateral Dempster passant par la route du Klondike. L'ecart de cout entre 

les differents traces se chiffre done autour de 39 millions. 



I 

I 

I! 

I, I 

- 14 -

La question de la portion des couts que les organismes gouvernementaux 

supporteront n•a pas ete examinee lors des audiences techniques. 

Toutefois, la Commission constate que les coOts possibles incombant au 

gouvernement sont importants et que cela peut avoir une influence pour le 

choix d1 un trace particulier. 

7. PROBLEMES PARTICULIERS 

1. Acces 

La question de 1•acces aux installations fut concentree sur la creation de 

nouvelles voies d1 acces a la vallee Ibex et des consequences que cela 

pourrait avoir sur la faune. 11 est important de noter que les organismes 

gouvernementaux concernes n•ont pas presente de memoire concernant leurs 

intentions d1 etudier des plans concernant 1•acces i la Vallee durant et 

apres la construction du pipeline. 

La Commission a appris que le promoteur envisage de barrer les voies 

d1 acces si les organismes gouvernementaux le lui imposent dans le but 

d 1 attenuer 11 impact du pr-ojet sur l 1 environnement. La Commission a ete 

avisee que le promoteur a la capacite materielle de fermer les voies 

d•acces. Cependant, elle doute qu•une demande en ce sens lui soit 

presentee et que semblable mesure soit efficace. La Commission sait 

pertinemment que le fait de bloquer une route n•emp~che pas les gens de 

l 1 utiliser et que ceux-ci montrent beaucoup d 1 ingeniosite pour surmonter 

les obstacles qui se dressent devant leur vehicule. c•est pourquoi on 
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S 1 inquiete beaucoup des repercussions sur la faune d1 Un acces plus facile a 
la vallee. 

--- ,......,----

Une evaluation des autres traces montre que ceux-ci presentent tous, moins 

de difficultes que le trace du col Ibex en ce qui concerne les voies 

d•acces. Le trace 4 (premier trace de Whitehorse avec raccourci ouest 

Whitehorse) est preferable a celui du col Ibex parce qu 1 il ne traverse pas 

de region a 11 environnement fragile et ne necessiterait que 11 amenagement 

d1 un petit nombre de voies d•acces. 

2. Securite publigue 

Le danger qu•un incendie ou une explosion accidentels du gazoduc presentent 

pour la vie humaine et la propriete privee diminue a mesure qu•on s•eloigne 

des terres habitees. Lors des audiences techniques, le promoteur a montre 

que la majorite des accidents de ce genre resultent des agissements d•une 

tierce partie et que ceux-ci augmentent avec la densite demographique. 

Quoique de tels risques soient statistiquement plus eleves dans les regions 

peuplees que dans les regions non peuplees, le promoteur a declare qu 1 ils 

demeurent relativement faibles pour tous les traces proposes. La 

Commission a par ailleurs appris que lorsque la densite de population a 
proximite d•un pipeline s•accro1t, 11 Association canadienne de 

normalisation exige que les conduites soient plus securitaires ou 

vehiculent du carburant a moins grande pression. On a fait remarquer lors 

des audiences que les couts necessaires pour satisfaire aux exigences de 

11ACNOR sont deja inclus dans les estimations des couts du projet. 
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La Commission considere que la securite publique n'est pas un point 

important dans le cadre de cet examen. En ce qui concerne le trace 4, les 

conditions topographiques et goetechniques, permettraient de poser le 

pipeline un kilometre ou plus a l'ouest des subdivisions existantes ou 

futures de Whitehorse. A cet endroit approximatif, le pipeline ne 

presenterait aucun risque pour le public ni aujourd'hui, ni dans un avenir 

rapproche. 

3. Utilisation immediate et future des terres 

Les liens gui unissent l'utilisation immediate et future des terres au 

choix,du trace ont fait l'objet de longs debats lors des audiences 

techniques. Le promoteur .estime que le trace du col.Ibex est celui qui 

risque le moins de nuire a l'utilisation immediate et future des terres, 

' l'une des trois principales raisons a l'origine de son choix. La 

Commission a ete mise au courant des plans actuels fet a venir relatifs a 

l'emploi des terres situees le long des divers traces. Le promoteur, de 

son cBte, a signale que l'on devrait prendre en consideration l'expansion 

des quartiers urbains et des banlieues qui n'a pas encore ete planifiee, 

etant donne que la duree ue vie d'un pipeline depasse la periode couverte 

par la plupart des etudes. Par ailleurs les organismes gouvernementaux 

n'ont presente aucun memoire concernant les questions de planification de 

l'utilisation du sol 

Apres avoir soigneusement examine les donnees existantes, la Commission a 

conclu que l'utilisation des terres et les plans etablis ace niveau ne 
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jouent pas un grand role sur le choix d1 un trace, pour les raisons 

suivantes: 

1. Les cont rai ntes re 1 at i ves--!--1 1 ut ilrtsat-i on. des terr~s et a 11 amenagement 

sont presque iquivalentes pour tous les traces. La Commission n•a 

trouve aucun indice de l 1 existence d1 une difference sensible entre les 

traces passant au nord et au sud de Whitehorse en ce qui concerne ces 

deux facteurs. 

2. La prise en consideration d1 un developpement futur mais non encore 

planifie a ete consideree comme importante. La Commission pense 

cependant qu•a long terme, les possibilites de developpement 

s•appliquent de fa~on generale au territoire situe dans les limites de 

la ville de Whitehorse et de la zone qui y a ete rattachee. Elle 

consid~re qu•on ne peut valablement presumer que 11 ensemble des zones 

actuellement utilisees connaitront une expansion constante. 

3. Enfin, la Commission a fait remarquer qu 1 il est encore possible de 

planifier un bon trace dans la partie ouest de la region de Whitehorse 

sans empieter sur des developpements existants ou projetes. Les 

probl~mes relatifs a l•utilisation du sol et aux plans d•amenagement y 

sont moins importants que ceux poses par le trace de pipelines dans le 

sud du pays. Etant donne la vaste superficie du territoire urbain de 

Whitehorse et la nature sauvage du terrain, les possibilites d•un 

amenagement adequat subsistent toujours, vu les exigences a long terme 

du pipeline. 

Cette conclusion, a savoir que l 1 utilisation du !sol et le plan 

d • amenagement ne saurait etre consi de res comme facteurs importants, 

s•applique au trace 4 (premier trace Whitehorse avec raccourci ouest 
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Whitehorse) ou n'apparait aucun conflit quant.a la destination des terres, 

d'autant plus que le, passage du gazoduc le plus a -l'ouest possible de la 

ville reglerait le probleme de ]'expansion urbaine non encore. planifiee. 

En .. outre, la route Whitehorse Copper offre une voie d'acces ideale a cette 

region. 

La Commission recommande de proceder a une pl anifi cation deta i 11 ee en 

tenant compte du trace de la variante 4 passant par les. terres du 

Commi ssai re et de 1 a vi 11 e. L' ent i ere coll abo ration des autori tes 

municipales et territoriales devra etre exigee. 

Le trace devrait tirer parti au maximum du terrain peu accidente que 

requiert le pipeline et devrait passer aussi a l.'ou&st de la ville que 

possible, sur les hautes terr.es. La Commission p,ense qu'.un tel trace 

permettrait d'eviter facilement les conflits eventt.els avec le lotissement 

McPherson et repondrait aux exigences a long termer de la ville et du 

gazoduc. La planification du trace devrait aussi.tenir compte de la 

jonction du gazoduc au pipeline lateral de Dempster projete et de 

l'emplacement des installations des ·services publics de la ville. 

4. Raccordement au pipeline Dempster 

Dans son rapport de 1979, Ja Commission avait dema·nde des .renseignements 

sur diversprojets paralleles, dont celui de la construction du pipeline 

lateral. Dempster.· Lorsque .le promoteur.a aborde.cette question lors des 
~ 

audiences·publiques dejuin 1981, plusieurs personnes ont donne leurs 
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commentaires a ce sujet. Meme si elle n'est pas chargee d'evaluer les 

incidences environnementales de ce projet, la Commission doit considerer 

1 es imp 1 i cat i oRs d~ raccordeme.~tt_ du la.t-era~ ·de Dempstef. Ce point revet 

une importance particuliere du fait que l'on envisage actuellement deux­

traces differents pour le tron~on du pipeline Dempster qui va de Braeburn 

(60 km au nord de Whitehorse) au point de jonction avec le gazoduc de la 

route de l'Alaska. Le trace ouest suit 1 'ancienne piste de Dawson/Klushu-

Thirty-Seven Mile Creek alors que la variante a l'est se trouve a proximite 

de la route existante du Klondike. Le tron~on Thirty-Seven Mile Creek est 

un endroit non developpe et ne fait pas partie d'un chemin habituellement 

utilise. 

Lors des audiences, le promoteur a declare que le trace de la piste de 

Dawson/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek est preferable, ce qui amenerait le 

raccordement a l'ouest de la riviere TakhinL Par ailleurs, la Commission 

estime q·ue le choix du trace qui passe par le col Ibex fait un choix oblige 

de la piste Dawson/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek 

La Commission estime qu'une decis·ion ace sujet ne devrait etre prise 

qu'au moment ou l'on procedera a l'examen des impacts environnementaux du 

pipeline lateral de Dempster apres une analyse minutieuse des ~onsequences 

sur l'environnement du trace qui suit l'ancienne piste de Dawson/Klushu-

Thirty-Seven Mile Creek et de celui qui suit la route du Klondike. C'est 

pourquoi il faut choisir un trace dans la region de Whitehorse qui 

h'eli~ine aucune des deux options pour le pipeline lateral de Dempster. Le 

choix du trace Ibex excluerait cette possibilite puisqu'il entrainerait le 

rejet automatique de la route du Klondike et c'est a ce point de vue qu'il 
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presente une difficulte majeure. Apres avoir evalue les autres traces 

comparativement au trace Ibex, la Commission recommande 1~ trace 4 qui 

laisse ouverte la possibilite des deux solutions de raccordement du 

pipeline lateral de Dempster. 

5. Problemes geotechnigues 

La discussion des problemes geotechniques a surtout porte sur la facilite 

relative (avec ce que cela implique pour les coOts) de la construction du 

pipeline selon les conditions geotechniques et les terrains que 1•on 

rencontre le long des differents traces. Le probleme environnemental le 

plus important mentionne ici concernait les effets du mode de construction 

sur bermes sur les deplacements des grands mammiferes aux endroits ou 

11 application de cette technique s•avererait necessaire (pergelisol a forte 

teneur en glace). La question des liens qui peuveht exister entre les 

conditions geotechniques et le depot de limon dan~ les cours d•eau, qui 

avait ete fort controversee aux audiences de 1977 et 1979, n•a pas ete 

soulevee cette fois-ci. 

Les renseignements fournjs par le promoteur consistaient en cartes 

pedologiques (carte 2, feuilles 1 et 2) et en descriptions de certains 

types de terrains. Ces renseignements indiquent que le trace du col Ibex 

est le plus facile d1 un point de vue geotechnique. Les sols de cette 

region sont surtout particulaires, en plus d1 etre bien draines et exempts 

de pergelisol. Le promoteur est d1 avis que lorsque le pergelisol subsiste, 

celUl-ci ne contient pas trop de glace et ne risque pas de perdre sa 

stabilite au degel. Au contraire, la vallee Takhini, qu•empruntent tous 
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les autres traces, est tapissee de sediments lacustres tres fins, riches en 

glace par endroit, ce qui rendrait le sol tres instable au degel. 

- y------- _ _,... -

Lors des audiences techniques, le promoteur a signale qu•il faudrait 

utiliser des bermes aux endroits des divers traces ou les sediments de la 

vallee Takhini sont riches en glace. Les bermes se succederont a 
intervalles d•environ un kilometre, et seront separees par des sections de 

pipeline enfoui. Ces intervalles correspondent approximativement a ceux 

que 1•on peut observer le long de la route de l 1 Alaska. Une route comme 

celle de l 1Alaska dont une voie serait occupee par un pipeline enfoui dans 

un talus de 2,5 metres serait une meilleure analogie. On ne sait pas de 

fa~on certaine comment les sections de pipeline sur bermes peuvent nuire au 

depl a,cement des grands mammiferes. Toutefoi s, ces sections se 

retro~veraient a un endroit qui ne semble pas touche par les migrations 

sais()nnieres d•animaux comme les moutons et les caribous. 

Les sediments lacustres riches en glace de la vallee Takhini se trouvent la 

plup~rt du temps a une altitude inferieure a 2,500 pieds au dessus du 

niveau de la mer et pourraient etre evites en choisissant le versant sud de 

la vallee. A cet endroit, plusieurs affleurements rocheux devraient etre 

fort~ment dynamites. Les estimes des coOts de construction fournis par le 

promoteur ne permettent pas de comparer le dynamitage avec la construction 

de bermes. Ces deux techniques sont sensiblement plus coOteuses que la 

methode classique d•excavation et d1 enfouissement. Dans cet examen 1•usage 

de bermes pour la construction de ce gazoduc est un nouveau concept. 11 

entraine neanmoins des techniques de construction relativement simple. Le 
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matfiriau granulaire nficessaire ~ 1 •firection des bermes existe en vastes 

dfipots largement distancfis sur le versant sud de la vallfie Takhini. Ces 

dfipots sont suffisants, mais il faudra peut-~tre amener le matfiriau jusqu•i 

pied d•oeuvre, en fonction de l 1 endroit ou se trouveront les bermes. 

En rfisumfi, le trace du col Ibex est considfire comme le meilleur choix 

possible du point de vue gfiotechnique. La Commission fait sienne cette 

fivaluation. On notera cependant qu•aucune fivaluation gfiotechnique n•a etfi 

soumise pour· le tracfi du pipeline latfiral de Dempster le long de 1•ancienne 

piste de Dawson/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek, Dempster. Pourtant si 1 •on 

venait i choisir le tracfi du col Ibex 6n serait oblige d1 adopter ce tracfi. 

Apres avoir examinfi les variantes du trace du col Ibex, la Commission en 

est arrivee i conclure que quoique le trace 4 prfisente des difficultes 

gofitechniques locales, les solutions techniques p~ur surmonter celles-ci 

semblent exister et ne devraient entrainer aucun effet important sur 

1 •environnement. 

·. 6. P~ches 

La· Commission a fivalufi les mesures correctrices proposfies par le promoteur 

pour attfinuer les consfiquences de la construction et de l 1 utilisation du 

pipeline sur les poissons et leur habitat. Les migrations saisonnieres, la 

qualite de l 1 eau en aval et l 1 habitat des poissons ont soulevfi un intfir~t 

particul ier. 
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Pour resoudre ces problemes, le promoteur entend surtout effectuer ses 

travaux aux moments ou ils auront le plus petit impact sur les poissons et 
__.,.-- -

1 eur habitat •. La ~Commission )\,c~eJ)end~t appris par des i ntervenants que 

d'autres mesures devront etre prises. La mise en place de canaux ou de 

canalisations aux endroits des cours d'eau, voisins du gazoduc, ou le 

poisson fraie et grandit est_l'une des techniques speciales recommandees. 

Cette technique a dej~ _servi, avec un certain succes semble-t-il, dans le 

cadre de projets similaire~ dans le sud du Canada. Cependant, les opinions 

divergent sur les criteres q~i regissent l'application de ces techniques. 

Le ministere des Peches et des Oceans a dresse une liste des differents 

traces, par priorite, selon leur impact sur les peches. Il semble que 

1' app 1 i cation de mesures correctri ces supp 1 ementai res comme 1 a pose de . 

canaux ou de canalisations rendrait l'impact des differents traces sur la 

faune aquatique presque negligeable. 

La commission considere que pour ce qui concerne les peches le trace Ibex 

entrafne un plus grand risque d'impact sur les peches si on le compare aux 

autres traces. Des mesures correctrices en plus d'un calendrier judicieux 

des travaux, (tel la mise en place de canaux et de canalisations) devraient 

etre prises aux endroits ou le courant des cours.d'eau le permet et que des 

frayeres et des alevinieres se trouvent ~ proximite d'un franchissement du 

pipeline. 
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En ce qui concerne les divers traces possibles pres de Whitehorse, les 

consequences du projet sur les peches peuvent probablement etre attenuees 

et de ce fait ne sont pas considerees comme importantes. 

7. Faune 

Des le debut de l'examen du gazoduc de la route de l'Alaska, la vallee Ibex 

s'est trouvee mise a part en raison de la diversite et de l'abondance de la 

faune qui y Yit. C'est une des quatre regions delicates le long du 

pipeline propose au Yukon dans lesquelles de variantes du trace devaient 

etre envisagees. La valeur de ce caractere unique est accentuee et 

compliquee par la proximite de Whitehorse, le plus grand centre urbain du 

Yukon. Lors des audiences techniques, le promoteur.et d'autres personnes 

ont renseigne la Commission sur la population de moutons de Dall de la 

region ainsi que sur l'emplacement des depots de s~ls mineraux 

qu'affectionnent ces animaux, des zones d'agnelage1et des alpages hivernaux 

adjacents au trace du pipeline. L'existence d'une population viable de 

grizzlys dans la vallee Ibex est prouvee des emplacements de tanieres ainsi 

que l'etendue des territoires printaniers et estivaux ont ete identifie. 

Aucun renseignement precis n•a ete apporte sur l'emplacement des aires de 

nidification des rapaces en raison de la nature farouche de ces aminaux, 

mais il semble qu'elles abondent le long du trace du col Ibex. Enfin, meme 

si les observations directes sont peu nombreuses, des orignaux et des 

mammiferes a fourrure vivent aussi dans la vallee, par ailleurs depourvue 

de vastes etendues d'eau propres a l'habitat de la sauvagine. 
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Bien que le degre d1 information concernant les reserves fauniques le long 

/ des autres traces presentes lors des audiences n•etait pas comparable a 
~ /·~, 

celui concern~nt la vallee I~~.! la CQ!!Jmission estime..-que la vallee Ibex 

merite la cote elevee que lui a attribuee le promoteur sur le plan de 

11environnement. 

Etant donne la sensibilite de la faune de la vallee aux bouleversements du 

milieu, le promoteur a ete prie d1 examiner la fa~on dont on pourrait 

attenuer les consequences du projet. Le promoteur a repondu qu•on 

parviendrait a reduire les retombees du projet de fa~on satisfaisante en 

effectuant les travaux au moment ou ils nuiront le moins a la faune dans la 

vallee Ibex. Les ouvertures ainsi determinees sont tres limitees, mats 

laissent neanmoins une certaine marge de surete. Par ailleurs, le 

promoteur estime que 1 •application des mesures correctrices qui 

s•tmposeront apres la construction du corridor par ou doit passer le 

gazoduc releve des organismes gouvernementaux sous la juridiction desquels 

tombent les ressources affectees. Le promoteur s•est toutefois dit pret a 
participer a l 1 application de ces mesures si les organismes gouvernementaux 

le lui demande. 

La Commission n•a pas entendu parler d1 un plan d 1 ensemble sur 

11environnement de la region touchee par le trace du col Ibex. 

Apparemment, un tel plan n•existe pas encore et aucun progres sensible n•a 

ete realise en vue de son elaboration au cours des deux dernieres annees. 
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La Commission estime que le trace du col Ibex presente trop de risques pour 

la faune locale. Etant donne la diversite et l'abondance uniques de la 

faune dans la vallee Ibex et la region du col Ibex, la proximite de 

Whitehorse, les temoignages contradictoires au sujet de l'impact de la 

construction du pipeline sur les reserves fauniques et le fait qu'il 

n'existe aucun plan de gestion prudente de cette region, si un gazoduc y 

etait construit, la Commission ne peut pas recommander ce trace. Adopter 

celui-ci a l'heure actuelle equivaudrait a exclure une vaste gamme de 

possi bi 1 ites et a pri ver 1 es habitants du Yukon en general .et ceux de 

Whitehorse en particulier de la jouissance des ressources de la region. 

Pour ce qui est des autres traces, le promoteur a indique que la 

construction sur bermes pourrait s•averer necessaire. le long de la riviere 

Takhini, a certains endroits de la variante #4. D'apres les renseignements 

disponibles, le promoteur pense cependant que la ldngueur, la hauteur et la 

declivite des bermes ne constituera pas une barrie~e pour les grands 

mammiferes dont on connait la presence le long de cette partie du trace. 

On n•a pas connaissance de migrations saisonnieres de grands animaux tels 

que des moufflons ou des caribous dans cette region. 

La Commission estime que les consequences a long terme du projet sur la 

faune seront considerablement moins importants le long de la variante #4 

que pour le trace de la vallee Ibex. c•est pourquoi elle prefere la 

variante #4 en ce qui concerne la faune. 
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8. Traite des fourrures et pourvoirie 

Dans son rapport (e 1979, la..cGommtssi~ avait demande/des renseignements 

sur 1 1 utilisation des terres traversees par les divers traces dans la 

region Ibex/Whitehorse. Le promoteur a evalue les variantes du trace, mais 

n•a pas accorde d1 importance aux activites de piegeage et de pourvoirie. 

Au cours des audiences, il a neanmoins presente des chiffres sur les 

revenus tires du piegeage sur les terres que traversent les divers traces 

du gazoduc. Des representants de la Yukon Trappers Association et de la 

Yukon Outfitters Association ont egalement renseigne la Commission a ce 

sujet lors des audiences de 1981 et des audiences precedentes. Ces 

intervenants ont exprime leurs craintes concernant 1 1 impact eventuel que le 

projet pourrait avoir sur ces deux formes d1 utilisation des terres. On 

s•inquietait surtout du derangement occasionne durant la construction du 

pipeline et du vagabondage le long de la servitude de passage pendant 

1 •exploitation du gazoduc et cela tout specialement dans la val lee Ib~x. 

Aucun renseignement n•a ete fourni sur l 1 impact negatif du projet sur la 

pourvoirie le long des autres traces. 

On a informe la Commission de ce que les zones de piegeage seront touchees 

par le projet, quel que soit le trace choisi. Les consequences du projet 

ne peuvent toutes etre mesurees par une simple perte de profit. c•est ce 

qu•a signale le promoteur. 

En ce qui concerne cette question, la Commission estime que bien que les 

deux formes d1 utilisation des terres precitees soient importantes, elles ne 

jouent pas un role important dans l 1 examen de ce projet. Cependant, selon 



I 

'i 
.\!I 

'! i i i 
: I j 

' I 

i I 
I 

I 

I 

- 28 -

le promoteur, les impacts sur le piegeage et la pourvoirie seront diminues 

ou supprimes si 1•on adopte le trace #4 etant donne que les zones de 

piegeage dans ces regions le long du trace #4 donnent les revenus annuels 

moyens les plus faibles et la pourvoirie n•y est pour ainsi dire pas 

pratiquee actuellement. 

9. Planification environnementale 

La question de la planification environnementale et de la prise de mesures 

correctrices a ete presentee a la Commission. La planification 

environ~mentale detaillee pendant la construction du pipeline et les 

mesures correctrices sont principalement orientees par le promoteur vers le 

choix de variantes de traces et le calendrier des travaux de construction 

du pipeline. 

Plusieurs intervenants ont dit qu 1 il est difficilefd•evaluer des variantes 

de trace etant donne que les mesures correctrices envisagees n•etaient pas 

precisees. Le promoteur a soutenu que le calendrier des travaux propose 

prouve que l •on a tenu compte des peri odes critiques du cycle vital des 

animaux terrestres et aqu~tiques. Le ministere des Peches et des Oceans a 

insiste cependant sur le fait que l 1 echelonnement des travaux pourrait ne 

pas etre suffisant dans tous les cas pour attenuer les impacts eventuels 

concernant les poissons. 

On a debattu la necessite, pour le promoteur, de respecter les conditions 
~ 

emises par l 1Administration du pipeline du Nord sur le plan 

environnemental, et l 1 on a reconnu qu 1 il faudrait elaborer un plan pour 
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guider la construction du gazoduc au Yukon. De plus, le promoteur a 

d~clar~ qu•il ~tait pr~t A prendre d1 autres mesures que 11jchelohnement des 
~ / 

travaux pour Jl)rotiger l 1 envi~oonementr;-si-T 1 administra'tion du pipeline du 

Nord le requ~rait. 

Dans le cadre de la pr~sente ~tude, la Commission estime que le calendrier 

des travaux propos~ par le promoteur et le fait que ce dernier s•engage a 
respecter les exigences environnementales de l 1 administration du pipeline 

du Nord constitueront une protection suffisante pour 11environnement durant 

la construction du projet. La Commission considere cette r~ponse 

satisfaisante pour 1•examen des trac~s de la r~gion Ibex/Whitehorse et le 

choix de 1•un d1 entre eux. 

8. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Les consequences de la construction du gazoduc sur l 1 environnement et 

la population seraient minimes si le pipeline suivait un corridor 

longeant la route de 11Alaska. En outre, les habitants de la region en 

retireraient plus d1 avantages et on parviendrait a mieux diriger le 

d~veloppement des ressources r~gionales. 

La Commission en conclut qu•en l 1 absence de contraintes definies, les 

traces qui empruntent le. corridor situe le long de la route de l 1Alaska 

devraient avoir la pr~ference sur les autres. 
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2. Apres avoir examine les documents qui lui ont ete soumis et les 

temoignages apportes lors des audiences publiques, la Commission estime 

que 1 •evaluation des traces proposes est influencee par cinq facteurs 

principaux, soit: 

- les repercussions du projet sur l 1 environnement 

. - le raccordement du gazoduc au pipeline lateral de Dempster propose 

- les conflits actuels et futurs relatifs a l 1 emploi des terres, y 

compris pour 11 expansion urbaine 

- la securite publique. 

- les couts de construction 

3. Apres avoir bien pese ces facteurs en fonction des divers traces 

projetes, la Commission en est arrivee a conclure que les seules 

4. 

veritables variables sont les impacts environnementaux et le cout de 

construction et que le point de raccordement d~ gazoduc au pipeline 

lateral de Dempster joue un role important dans chacun des deux cas. 

La Commission a conclu qu•au point de vue securite publique et conflits 

concernant 11 utilisation presente et potentielle des terres, les 

differences entre le£ divers traces proposes sont d 1 importance 

minimes. 

5. En ce qui concerne les deux variables precitees, la Commission a conclu 

que deux traces seulement, sont des variantes acceptables. Le trace 

Ibex (#1) et le premier trace Whitehorse avec le raccourci ouest 
-~ 

Whitehorse {#4). La plupart des autres traces proposes feraient 
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grimper sensiblement les couts, sans reellement ameliorer les retombees 

du projet sur 11 environnement, y compris celles liees a un eventuel 

raccordement ~ gazoduc g_~t.__pipeli,ne lateral de Dempster. 

6. La Commission considere que les principaux problemes relatifs a 
1•environnement souleves lors de 1•evaluation des traces pourraient ne 

pas decouler de la construction m~me du gazoduc, mais pourrait arriver 

durant son exploitation. La Commission a ete heureuse de constater que 

le promoteur a 11 intention de diminuer les consequences du projet sur 

11environnement et d1effectuer les travaux d•une maniere acceptable sur 

ce plan, m~me dans la region la plus fragile, soit celle du col Ibex. 

Les principales inquietudes de la Commission en ce qui concerne 

l•environnement se rapportent a l 1 augmentation des possibilites d1 acces 

a une region a la faune tres abondante, a proximite d1 un centre de 

population important ainsi que la restriction du nombre d1options 

possibles pour le raccordement du gazoduc au pipeline lateral de 

Dempster. Cette derniere preoccupation est importante a cause du 

manque de connaissances environnementales actuellement disponible 

concernant les variantes du trace du pipeline lateral de Dempster dans 

la region de Whitehorse. 

7. Apres avoir longuement examine le probleme consistant a comparer la 

valeur en especes que representent les richesses naturelles 

eventuellement perdues si 1•on adopte le trace Ibex a l 1 augmentation du 

cout de construction entrafne par le choix d1 une variante a ce trace, 

la Commission en est finalement arrivee a conclure que les avantages 
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financiers du trac~ du col Ibex ne peuvent pas compenser les retomb~es 

n~gatives ~ventuelles a long terme du projet sur l'environnement et 

l'incertitude actuelle qui regne sur la jonction du gazoduc et du 

pipeline lat~ral de Dempster passant le long de l'ancienne piste de 

Dawson/Klushu-Thirty-Seven Mile Creek. Le choix du trace Ibex ne 

laisserait aucun choix pour la selection du point de jonction. La 

Commission en conclut que le trac~ du col Ibex devrait etre rejete. 

B. La Commission considere que, malgre son coOt plus ~leve, le premier 

trace de Whitehorse comprenant le raccourci ouest Whitehorse pr~sente 

9. 

des avantages sensibles sur le plan environnemental, ne limite pas le 

choix des possibilites de raccordement au pipeline lateral de Dempster 

et se prete bien a la creation d'un corridor en~rg~tique le long de la 

route de l'Alaska. 

Bien que cela sorte du cadre de son mandat, laf Commission a conclu 

qu'elle faillirait a ses obligations si elle ne soulignait 1 'occasion 

offerte aujourd'hui aux gouvernements d'agir positivement en vue de la 

preservation du caractere unique de la region du col Ibex sur le plan 

de l'environnement. -Par exemple, des controles pour ce qui concerne 

les droits de surface et de sous-sol devraient etre maintenus jusqu'a 

ce que les gouvernements en arrivent a un plan environnemental pour la 

region. Si les autorites n'agissent pas, la Commission considere qu'il 

faudra peu de temps pour que le col Ibex ne subissent d'autres 

empietements soit a la suite de la mise en oeuvre d'autres grands 
~ 
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projets soit suite a l'exploration et l'usage incontrolables et non 

planifies de la region. 

lL_ --~- ------

10. La Commission est consciente de ce que le promoteur a choisi le trace 

par la vallee Ibex avec la conviction qu'il pourrait faire sa part de 

mesures correctrices pour diminuer avec succes les impacts susceptibles 

d'affecter le poisson, la faune et les autres elements 

environnementaux. Cependant il est du devoir de la Commission 

d'eclairer le Ministre de l'environnement sur l'ensemble des effets a 
long terme que peut avoir le choix du trace dans la region 

Ib¢x/Whitehorse. 

Du fait que la vallee Ibex est proche de Whitehorse, il serait vraiment 

difficile pour le gouvernement de restreindre l'acces a cette region 

une fois le pipeline construit. Le choix du trace passant par la 

vallee Ibex oterait toute possibilite future de consacrer cette region 

a :d'autres usages. Pour cette raison, et malgre la planification et 

les intentions du promoteur, la Commisston a conclu que le trace Ibex 

de'Vrait etre rejete. 

9. RECOMMANDATIONS 

1. La Commission recommande le rejet du trace du col Ibex et le choix du · 
i 

premier trace de Whitehorse comprenant le raccourci ouest Whitehorse. 
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2. La Commission recommande que les organismes gouvernementaux prennent 

rapidement des mesures positives pour.prot~ger la faune et 

l'environnement dans la r~gion de la.vall~e Ibex de fa~on 3 ne pas 

restreindre les possibilit~s d'utilisation ~ventuelles de cette r~gion 

unique. 

• 
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Commission d I evaluation environnementale 

pour ~a_projetrGe ~ipeline 

de la route de l 1Alaska 

~ QR:fi.~<Lo \~otterill o.s. Lacate 
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10. ANNEXES 

ANNEXE 1 - BIOGRAPHIE DES MEMBRES DE LA COMMISSION 

EWAN COTTERILL - PRESIDENT 

M. Cotterill a ete mele durant vingt et un ans a la vie du nord canadien. 

Nomme commissaire adjoint aux Territoires du Nord-Ouest en 1973, il a 

assume des responsabilites administratives pour le ministere des Travaux 

publics, les autorites locales, les affaires culturelles et naturelles, la 

fonction publique et le gouvernement territorial da~s les quatre zones 

administratives des Territoires du Nord-Ouest. 

Nomme sous-ministre adjoint au Programme des affajres du Nord en 1975, au 

ministere des Affaires indiennes et du developpement du Nord, il s'est 

occupe de tous les programmes ministeriels au Yukon et aux Territoires du 

Nord-Ouest relatifs a la gestion des ressources naturelles et a la 

protection de l'environnement du Nord, en plus d'aider les autorites 

territoriales a administrer leurs services sociaux et locaux. 

M. Cotterill a ete nomme president du Bureau federal d'examen des 

evaluations environnementales en 1980. 
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P. HIRAM BEAUBIER 

M. Beaubier a .obt(\Flu son bac~a.,l~ureatris arts a l'Universite de la 

Colombie-Britannique en 1967 et une maitrise es arts en geographie a 
l'Universite McGill en 1970. 

Pour l'instant, M. Beaubier occupe le poste de directeur adjoint des 

ressources renouvelables au ministere des Affaires indiennes et du 

Developpement du Nord au Yukon. Il est responsable de l'ensemble des 

programmes sur les eaux, les terres et les forets dans cette region. 

Avant de demenager au Yukon, M. Beaubier a participe a divers programmes de 

recherches generaux a differents endroits dans le Nord, y compris ceux sur 

la cartographie des terres actuelles et l'exploitation des ressources 

terri tori a 1 es. 

M. Beaubier a ete membre de la Commission d'evaluation environnementale du 

projet de la route Shakwak eta travaille a l'evaluation d'autres grands 

projets dans le nord et le sud du Canada. 

OWEN HUGHES 

M. Hughes detient un baccalaureat en sciences appliquees de l'Universite de 

la Colombie-Britannique {1950) ainsi qu•un doctorat en philosophie de 

l'Universite du Kansas (1959). 
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De 1950 a 1953, M. Hughes a joue le role de technicien puis, d.e 1953 a ce 

jour, celui de geologue et de chercheur a la Commission geologique du 

Canada. Jusqu'en 1960, il s'est attaque aux probl~mes sur le Pleistocine 

et la geologie technique de la Nouvelle-Ecosse, du nord de l'Ontario et du 

nord du Quebec. De 1960 a nos jour$, il a poursuivi des etudes similaires 

au Yukon et dans les .Territoires du Nord-Ouest. 

En 1974, M. Hughes a participe aux travaux de la Commission d'evaluation du 

pi.pelinede. la vallee du Mackenzie et a servi d'expert-conseil pour la 

Commtssi on d • enquete Berger sur ce projet. 

.Depuis 1977, M. Hughes est membre de la Commission d'evaluation 

en vi ronnementa 1 e du gazoduc de la route de l'.A 1 aska. 

WILLIAM J. KLASSEN 

Ne au Manitoba, M. Klassen est arrive au Yukon en 1966 comme agent de la 

· Genda.rmer,ie royale. En 1970, il s'est enrole comme garde-chasse a la 

D.i recti on. de la chasse du Yukon. En 1976,. il decrochait un baccalaureat is 

sciences en ge.s"4ion deJa faune a l'Universite de l'Alaska de Fairbanks. 

Depuis 1976, il a travaille pour la Direction de la faune du Yukon ainsi 

que la Direction du pipeline du Yukon ~our laquelle il a prepare un enonce 

des incidences environnementales et s'est en particulier attache aux 

consequences d1,1 developpement des ressources sur la faune. 11 a recemment 
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obtenu une ma1trise en foresterie a la Yale School of Forestry and 

Environmental Studies. 

',.------- _ ..... -

DOUGLAS S. LACATE 

M. Lacate d~tient un B.Sc.F. de l 1 Universit~ du Nouveau-Brunswick depuis 

1956 et une ma1trise en sciences de l 1 Universit~ Cornell depuis 1959. 

11 a travaill~ comme chercheur a la Direction f~d~rale des forets entre 

1956 et 1960 pour classer les terres bois~es de tout 1•est du Canada. 

Mut~ en Colombie-Brit~nnique en 1960, il y a poursuivi ses travaux sur la 

c 1 ass i fi cation des terres forest i eres a pres quoi i 1 a ~t~ d~tach~ au · 

Programme sur 11 inventaire des terres du Canada (LARDA) eta servi de 

coordonnateur provincial pour le programme sur les terres agricoles et 

forestieres. 

M. Lacate a termin~ wi doctorat en gestion des ressources naturelles et en 

~valuation des incidences envirdnnementales des autoroutes a l 1Universiti 

Cornell'. Del970 a 1973, il a ~t~ profess'eur associ~ a l 1 Universite de la 

Colombie-Britannique ou il a enseign~ l 1 interpr~tation des photographies 

a~riennes ainsi que la classification et 1·~valuation des sols. 

11 a travaill~ a 1 1 ~valuation des terrains de la vall~e du Mackenzie en 

1971-72 et en 1974, i1 est revenu dans la fonction publ ique fed~rale a 
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titre de directeur regional de la Direction generale des terres du 

ministere de l'Environnement pour la region du Pacifique et du Yukon ou il 

a ete base jusqu'a present. M. Lacate a ete membre de la commission 

d'evaluation environnementale pour le pipeline de la route de l'Alaska 

depuis 1977. 11 a egalement ete membre de la commission d'evaluation 

environnementale pour le projet routier Shakwak. 

COLIN E. WYKES 

M. Wykes a obtenu un B.Sc.A. (1965) de l'Universite de Guelph avec 
... 

specialisation en biologie de la faune aquatique et terrestre, ainsi qu'une 

maitrise en sciences en limnologie (1967) a la meme institution. 

" 

De 1967 a 1973, M. Wykes a travaille comme biologiste a la Direction de la 

mise en valeur du ministere federal des Peches, a'Halifax, en 

Nouvelle-Ecosse. Durant ces six annees, il s'estfoccupe de la gestion et 

de la mise en valeur des peches partout dans les provinces maritimes. 

De 1973 a ce jour, il a agi comme directeur du Service de protection de 

1 'environnement d'Environnement Canada pour la region du Yukon, a 
Whitehorse, au Yukon. Ses responsabilites comprennent la direction du 

Service de protection de l'environnement au Yukon, la participation en 

temps que membre a la Commission des eaux du Yukon et a quatre Commissions 

d'evaluation environnementale sur des projets concernant le Yukon. 
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ANNEXE 2 - MEMOIRES PRESENTES A LA COMMISSION D'EVALUATION 

ENVIRONNEMENTALE 

. y-----

1. Lettre de la Commission a l'Administration du pipeline du Nord, avril 

1981. 

2. Ministere des Affaires indiennes et du Nord. Commentaires sur 

l'addenda a l'EIE. Variantes du trace. 

3. Ministere des Peches et des Oceans. Memoire ministeriel sur l'addenda 

a l'EIE relatif aux variantes du trace du tron~on du gazoduc de 

l'Alaska situe au Yukon, presentation 3-1. 

4. Foothills Pipe Lines {South Yukon) Limited. Reponses aux questions de 

la Commission sur l'addenda a l'EIE relatif aux variantes du trace du 

tron~on du gazoduc de l'Alaska situe au Yukon, presentation 3-1. 

5. Environnement Canada. Memoire ministeriel sur l'addenda a l'enonce des 

incidences environnementales des variantes du trace du tron~on du 

gazoduc de l'Alaska situe au Yukon, presentation 3-1. 

6. Ministere de l'Energie, des Mines et des Ressources. Evaluation 

environnementale des variantes de trace du gazoduc de l'Alaska dans la 

region Whitehorse-Ibex. 
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7. Yukon Historical and Museums Association. Identification et protection 

des sites historiques susceptibles d1 etre deteriores par les travaux de 

developpement • 

• 
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M. W.J. Deye.ll 

M. G. Lipsett 

M. P. Dixon 

M. R. Owens 

M. D. Fielder 

M. J. Burrell 

M. J. Elwood 

M. V. Schilder 

M. J. Payne 

M. J. Mathers 

M. M. Romaine 

M. Derek Wolff 

M. G. Privett* 

M. K. Heynen* 

M. G. Umbrich* 
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j.___Foothi+ls Pipe Lines CSouth Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Foothills Pipe Lines (South Yukon) Ltd. 

Ministere des affaires indiennes et 

du developpement du Nord 

Ministere des peches et oceans 

Ministere des peches et oceans 

Ministere de 1•environnement 

Ministere de l 1 environnement 

Chambre de commerce de Whitehorse 

M. H. Mackenzie (for M. C. Templeton)* 

Mll e Sylvia Williams* 

Mlle N. MacPherson* 

M. Tony Hodge* 

Yukon Conservation Society 

Yukon Conservation Society 

* Les textes des memoires figurent dans le proces-verbal des audiences. 
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