


through the calling in to force of Part 4,
currently scheduled to take place at the
end of 1999.°

Environmental Impact Assessment under
the MVRMA

The Scope and Responsibility for EIA
under the MVRMA

The Mackenzie Valley Resource
Management Act has replaced the
Canadian Environmental Assessment
Act’ (CEAA) as the primary process for
environmental impact assessment (EIA)
in the Mackenzie Valley.? The process
described in Part 5 of the MVRMA
applies to a "development" which is
defined by section 111 of the Act as
follows:

"development" means any undertaking, or part of
an undertaking, that is carried out on land or
water and, except where the context otherwise
indicates, wholly within the Mackenzie Valley,
and includes measures carried out by a
department or agency of government leading to
the establishment of a national park subject to
the National Parks Act and an acquisition of
lands pursuant to the Historic Sites and
Monuments Act.

Impact on the environment" is defined in
section 111 as follows:

"Impact on the environment" means any effect
on land, water, air or any other component of
the environment, as well as on wildlife
harvesting, and includes any effect on the social
and cultural environment or on heritage
resources.

This definition of "environment" in the
MVRMA s identical to that found in
section 2 of the CEAA.

The broad definitions of "development",
"impact on the environment" and
"environment” result in considerable
scope for the application of the Part 5
process.

Sections 114 and 115 apply to all stages
of the Part 5 EIA process and outline the
purpose and guiding principles of the
MVRMA environmental impact
assessment process. These include
ensuring that the environmental impacts
of proposed developments and the
concerns of aboriginal people and the
public receive careful consideration in
the EIA process and that "the protection
of the social, cultural and economic
well-being of residents and communities
in the Mackenzie Valley" be considered.
This latter principle, in combination with
the definition of "impact on the
environment” found in section 111

makes it clear that the MVRMA’s EIA
process includes direct consideration of
socio-economic impacts.

Consideration of the sections 114 and
115 factors constitutes superadded duties
for the authorities which are responsible
for preliminary screening under Part 5.
These factors extend beyond the
narrower agency mandate which
regulatory authorities bring to the
conduct of their preliminary screenings.

The MVRMA EIA process includes three
distinct stages: preliminary screening,
environmental assessment and
environmental impact review. The rules
applicable to each stage of the process
are reviewed briefly below. It is not
necessary for a development to go
through all three stages before an
approval can be granted.

Preliminary screening is the
responsibility of regulatory authorities’
(RAs), the designated regulatory agency'®
(DRA), and governments when they are
the proponent of a development and no
licence or permit is required. The second
and final stages in the process,
environmental assessment and
environmental impact review are the
exclusive responsibility of the Mackenzie
Valley Environmental Impact Review
Board (MVEIRB)." There are no
provisions in the MVRMA for
comprehensive reviews or mediation
such as are found in the CEAA.

The MVEIRB is a permanent board
which is central to and plays a
supervisory role in the process
established under Part 5 of the Act. This
Board is subject to the rules of fairness
and to the supervision of the Courts by
way of judicial review. The Board can
make its own rules of procedure and has
the authority pursuant to section 120 of
the Act to establish guidelines respecting
the process outlined in Part 5. It has
already published Interim Guidelines'
to assist developers and government
decision-makers in understanding and
participating in the EIA process in the
Mackenzie Valley.

A _Brief Description of the EIA Process
under the MVRMA

Preliminary screenings are undertaken by
regulatory authorities responsible for
issuing the permits, licences or authori-
zations listed in the Preliminary
Screening Requirement Regulations.'® A

screener must notify the MVEIRB in
writing of the receipt of an application
and conduct the preliminary screening
unless the activity is listed on the
Exemption List Regulations." For
developments that do not require
licences, permits or authorizations and
for which the proponent is the federal or
territorial government or the Gwich’in or
Sahtu First Nation, the MVRMA also
requires preliminary screening, unless
the development is exempted by
regulation or its impact is manifestly
insignificant.

Some developments may be subject to a
requirement for multiple permits or
licences. In such circumstances,
screeners may adopt the screening report
prepared by another agency. Subsection
124(3) specifies that when one of the
screeners is a Land and Water Board, the
others need not conduct a preliminary
screening at all. The statutory framework
intends that these Boards should carry
most of the burden for screenings and
thus attempts to avoid duplication of
effort at this stage of the Part 5 process.
Subsection 118(1) also contributes to
coordination of screening activities. It
specifies that "no licence permit or
authorization required for the carrying
out of a development may be issued
under any federal or territorial law until
the requirements of this Part[5] have
been complied with..."

Section 125 outlines the test applicable
to screening decisions. If in the
screener’s opinion the development
might have significant adverse impact on
the environment or might be the cause of
public concern, then the development
must be referred to the MVEIRB for
environmental assessment. This test does
not require a high degree of certainty
before a referral can be made.

Environmental assessment is the second
stage in the MVRMA system.
Comparison of subsection 117(2) which
outlines the factors to be considered by
the Board in an assessment indicates a
close affinity with the contents of section
16 of the CEAA which describes CEAA
screening requirements. The MVEIRB
establishes the scope of the development
and once the developer submits an
environmental assessment report and
public input is completed, makes a
determination under section128 that (a)
the development is unlikely to cause

2 - RESOURCES: THE NEWSLETTER OF THE CANADIAN INSTITUTE OF RESOURCES LAW NO. 66 (SPRING 1999)



significant adverse environmental
impacts or to be a cause of significant
public concern, in which case the
project is recommended to proceed into
the regulatory process without any terms
and conditions; (b) where the
development is likely to cause significant
adverse environmental impacts,
recommend either a panel review or
approval subject to terms and
conditions; (c) where the development is
likely to cause significant public
concern, order an environmental impact
review; and (d) where the development
is likely to cause an adverse impact on
the environment so significant that it
cannot be justified, recommend that itbe
rejected without an environmental
impact review.

The federal Minister, upon receipt of the
MVEIRB’s assessment report and reasons,
may order an environmental impact
review notwithstanding a decision under
paragraph 128(1)(@); adopt recom-
mendations made under subparagraph
128(1)(b)(i) or paragraph 128(1)(d) or
refer them back to the Board for
reconsideration or after consulting the
Board adopt the revised
recommendation with modifications or
reject it and order an environmental
impact review."”

Environmental impact reviews are
conducted by panels of three or more
appointed by the MVEIRB and may
include members other than Board
members, chosen for their expertise.
Panel reviews will work much as under
the more familiar CEAA process. The
MVEIRB prepares terms of reference for
the panel in consultation with
responsible Ministers and First Nations.
The proponent prepares and submits an
environmental impact statement and,
subsequent to public scrutiny and other
analyses, hearings or meetings, the panel
makes recommendations to the federal
and responsible ministers for a decision.
After considering the panel’s
recommendations, the Minister may
adopt them, refer them back to the panel
for reconsideration and then after
consultation with the panel, adopt the
recommendations with modifications or
reject them.

Integrating the EIA and Land and Water
Management Processes

The Gwich’in and Sahtu land claims
required the establishment of an

integrated land and water regulation and
environmental impact assessment system
in the Mackenzie Valley. To accomplish
this integration, the MVRMA includes a
number of provisions to ensure the
coordination of the activities of Land and
Water Boards, regulatory authorities and
the MVEIRB. Preliminary screeners can
adopt a common screening analysis or
the land and Water Boards can
undertake this responsibility on behalf of
all screeners. If public hearings are
necessary, subsection 24(2) of the Act
requires boards to coordinate their
activities in order to avoid duplication.
Section 62 of the Act prohibits a Land
and Water Board from issuing a licence,
permit or authorization unless the
requirements of Part 5 have been
satisfied. That section also requires that
such permits, licences and authorizations
include any conditions that are required
to be included in it pursuant to a
decision under Part 5. Thus the statutory
system provides, in a variety of ways for
coordination, efficiency and the
integration demanded by the land
claims.

Land and Water Management under the
MVRMA

The MVRMA has established new
institutions which are responsible for
both land and water regulation. These
new boards established by Part 3 of the
Act are institutions of public government
subject to supervision by the Courts and
bound by the rules of fairness. In areas
where the MVRMA is in force, approvals
for land and water use are now granted
by a single institution. The legislative
and regulatory framework for land and
water has been partially integrated under
the MVRMA."®

{and and Water Management Boards

The Gwich’in and Sahtu Land and Water
Boards work within a statutory and
regulatory framework which should
fargely be familiar to the oil and gas and
mining industries. The new Mackenzie
Valley Land Use Regulations'” are
modelled very closely on the familiar
Territorial Land Use Regulations'® and
the water licensing system found in Part
3 of the Act is still largely based on the
Northwest Territories Waters Act’® and
its regulations. Section 65 of the Act
also authorizes these Boards to establish
guidelines and policies respecting
licences permits and authorizations,

including their issuance under Part 3.
Both the Gwich’in and Sahtu Land and
Water Boards have prepared guidelines
for their land use permit and water
licence issuance processes.”®

The Gwich’in and Sahtu Land and Water
Boards are required by the MVRMA to
locate their main offices in their
respective settlement areas. The office for
the GLWB is in Inuvik. The office for the
SLWSB is in Fort Good Hope.

Land Use Management

The land and water boards’ jurisdiction
with respect to land management is
limited to the surface only?’ and includes
uses of land necessary for the exercise of
subsurface rights.?> Their jurisdiction
does not extend to national parks and
historic sites or to the use of land within
the boundaries of a municipality, to the
extent that the local government
regulates land use. The general purpose
of land and water regulation is outlined
in section 58 of the MVRMA:

"A board shall regulate the use of land and
waters and the deposit of waste so as to provide
forthe conservation, development and utilization
of land and water resources in a manner that will
provide the optimum benefit to the residents of
the settlement area and Mackenzie Valley and to
all Canadians."

The Boards’ jurisdiction for "all uses of
fand in the settlement area for which a
permit is required under this Part"”,
results in the application of the
MVRMA'’s land management provisions
to settlement lands owned by First
Nations.?* In this respect, the Sahtu and
Gwich’in  land claims differ from
previously settled claims in the NWT
and Nunavut where aboriginal land
management is entirely private. In the
Mackenzie Valley, the result is a more
fully integrated land and water
management system with a common set
of rules and institutions for all areas.”

Section 59 of the MVRMA specifies that
the land and water boards have, subject
to the regulations, the authority to issue,
amend, renew, suspend and cancel
permits and authorizations for the use of
land as well as the authority to approve
the assignment of land use permits.
Thus, the land and water boards have an
enforcement role which extends their
responsibilities beyond the mere
issuance of permits. The land and water
boards do not, however, have their own
enforcement staff. Inspectors appointed
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under the Mackenzie Valley Land Use
Regulations (MVLUR) are Department of
indian  Affairs and Northern
Deveiopment (DIAND) employees.

Land and water boards are required
pursuant to sections 63 and 64 of the Act
to consult with and provide copies of
applications for licences or permits to
the owners of affected land, appropriate
federal and territorial government
departments, affected communities, First
Nations and the Renewable Resources
Boards established by the land claim
agreement for the settlement area before
making a decision.

The MVLUR establish two types of land
use permits on bases very similar to
those found in the Territorial Land Use
Regulations.?® Land and Water Boards
have very tight time frames for
conducting public consultations and
making their land wuse permitting
decisions as a result of the time lines
established in sections 22 and 23 of the
MVLUR, in most cases, 42 days for a
Type A permit and 10 days for a Type B
permit.

A land and water board may require the
posting of security as one of the
conditions for either the issuance or the
assignment of a permit. Security can be
used by a land and water board, upon
application to the Minister, where
damage to lands results from a
permittee’s  contravention of any
provision of the regulations or a permit.
A permittee’s liability for any damages
caused to land is not limited by the
amount of posted security.

Land and water boards are required by
section 72 of the MVRMA to maintain a
Public Register in their main offices into
which shall be entered for each
application received and each permit
issued the information prescribed by the
regulations.”” This register is open to
inspection by any person during the
normal business hours of the board.

Water Management under the MVRMA

The Gwich’in and Sahtu Land and Water
Boards have replaced the Northwest
Territories Water Board established by
the Northwest Territories Waters Act
(NWTWA)in the Gwich’in and Sahtu
settlement areas for purposes of water
use regulation and management. Part 3
of the MVRMA contains the provisions
outlining the land and water boards’

jurisdiction and responsibilities for water
management. Part 3 of the Act does not
replace the NWTWA. Instead, Part 3
makes the changes necessary to adapt
that Act and to make the water
management regime in the Sahtu and
Gwich’in settlement areas consistent
with the requirements of the land claims.
As a result, the NWTWA continues to
apply in the Gwich’in and Sahtu
settlement areas in a modified manner.

In order to fully understand the water
management regime in the Gwich’in and
Sahtu settlement areas, Part 3 of the
MVRMA and the NWTWA must be read
together. Outside the Gwich’in and
Sahtu settlement areas, until Part 4 of the
Act is called into force, the NWTWA
continues to apply in a manner
unaffected by the MVRMA and the NWT
Water Board is still responsible for
licensing decisions.

The water use regulation and manage-
ment provisions outlined in Part 3 of the
MVRMA is based upon and
supplemented by the NWTWA and the
Northwest Territories Waters
Regulations.?®

Section 58 of the MVRMA, specifies that
the land and water boards shall regulate
the use of waters and the deposit of
waste so as to provide for the
conservation, development and
utilization of water resources. This
staterment of objectives mirrors that
found in section 12 of the NWTWA.
Section 60 of the MVRMA outlines the
jurisdiction of land and water boards
with respect to water and waste. That
jurisdiction is established by reference to
the NWTWA and includes the power to
issue, amend, renew and cancel
licences, approve the assignment of
licences and to exercise any other power
of the NWT Water Board under the
NWTWA.

A land and water board has jurisdiction
in respect of all uses of waters and
deposits of waste into water in its
settlement area for which a licence
would be required under the NWTWA.
A land and water board may suspend a
licence for a specified period where the
licensee contravenes the provisions of
the NWTWA or of Part 3 of the MVRMA
or a term or condition of a licence. If a
use of waters or a deposit of waste in a
settlement area has an adverse effect on
a region of the NWT outside the

settlement area, subsection 60(3) of the
MVRMA extends the compensation
protections provided by subsections
14(4) and (5) of the NWTWA to the
licensees and other persons affected
outside the settlement area.

Subsection 60(4) of the MVRMA lists
those provisions of the NWTWA which
do not apply in respect of a settlement
area for which a land and water board
has been established. Review of the
NWTWA provisions listed in subsection
60(4) and (5) of the MVRMA, which do
not apply in the Gwich’in and Sahtu
settlement areas indicates that these
exemptions do not result in any gaps in
the water use regulation and
management system for these settlement
areas. In one way or another, the
MVRMA or the land claims provide for
all the exempted requirements and
functions. All of the major elements of
the NWTWA water management system
with which the oil and gas and mining
industries have long been familiar are
still in place under the new statute.
Changes to this new system cannot be
made without consultation with the
Gwich’in and Sahtu Dene and Metis. **

Some changes have nonetheless resulted
to the water management system, as
required by the land claims. They are
briefly reviewed below.

Sections 73 to 76 of the MVRMA give
effect to and protect the special
aboriginal water rights negotiated
through the Gwich’in and Sahtu land
claim agreements. In the Sahtu land
claim, these rights are outlined in Article
20. Sections 77 to 79 of the MVRMA
reflect the water compensation
arrangements negotiated by the Gwich’in
and Sahtu First Nations to further protect
their settlement lands and aboriginal
water rights. These First Nations have the
exclusive right to use water when on or
flowing through their settlement lands.
They were also granted the right to have
waters on or flowing through their
settlement lands unaltered as to quality,
quantity or rate of flow by any person.
Licences which might affect these rights
may be issued but only if there is no
other reasonable alternative and subject
to the requirement for the licensee to pay
compensation. Section 78 binds water
authorities outside the settiement areas
which are considering applications
which might affect waters on or flowing
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through settlement lands to ensure that
compensation is paid either by way of a
compensation agreement or by an order
of a water authority before any licence
can be issued.

Thus, the special rights to the use of
water granted to the Gwich’in and Sahtu
First Nations are protected by an
extension of the statutory compensation
system which already existed in ss.14(4)
of the NWTWA. Compensation claims
are likely to be among some of the more
difficult issues confronting the land and
water boards.

Conclusion

The MVRMA establishes new systems for
EIA and land and water management in
the Mackenzie Valley. New decision-
making institutions are responsible for
this system. These changes are the result
of solemn promises made by Canada at
land claim negotiating tables in the
Mackenzie Valley. Successful
implementation of this new system will
contribute to an integrated land, water
and environmental protection system for
the majority of the Northwest Territories,
a goal which is in the interests of
aboriginal and other residents of the
Mackenzie Valley and all Canadians.

Thetransition period could unfortunately
be difficult, given the current uneven
application of MVRMA provisions, the
need for training of the new boards and
their staff and the time needed for both
government and industry to become
familiar with the new rules. The need for
open communication among all affected
parties and leadership, particularly by
the Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development will be a crucial
determinant of the success or failure of
this initiative. The successful imple-
mentation of the MVRMA'’s resource
management system is essential in order
to ensure that the development
opportunities which are so important to
the future of this region are not lost.

*John Donihee is a Research Associate
at the Canadian Institute of Resources
Law.

Notes
1. S.C. 1998, c. 25.
2. Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement

Between Her Majesty the Queen in Right of
Canada and the Gwich’in as Represented by the
Gwich’in Tribal Council (Ottawa: Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada,1992); Comprehensive

Land Claim Agreement Between Her Majesty the
Queen in Right of Canada and the Dene of
Colville Lake, Fort Good Hope, and Fort
Norman and the Metis of Fort Good Hope, Fort
Norman and Norman Wells in the Sahtu Region
of the Mackenzie Valley as Represented by the
Sahtu Tribal Council (Ottawa: Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada,1993).

3. See s. 24.1 of the Gwich’in land claim
and s. 25.1 of the Sahtu Dene Metis land claim.

4. The "Mackenzie Valley" is defined in s. 2
of the Act to mean that part of the Northwest
Territories bounded on the south by the 60%
parallel of latitude, on the west by the Yukon
Territory, on the north by the Inuvialuit
Settlement Area and on the east by the Nunavut
Settlement Area. This is, in effect, all of the
Northwest Territories except the Inuvialuit
settlement area since April 1, 1999, when the
new Nunavut territory was created.

5. Consistent with the scope of this article,
any reference to the MVRMA resource
management system below should be
understood to include only Parts 3,4 and 5.

6. The Mackenzie Valley Land and Water
Working Group which is planning for the
application of Part 4 across the Mackenzie Valley
recently indicated that it would require
additional time to prepare for the transition to
Board status.

7. S.C. 1992, c.37.

8. There are some limited exceptions listed
in s. 116. They include development proposals
considered to be in the national interest and
developments partly in and partly outside the
Mackenzie Valley.

9. These are persons or agencies responsible
for issuing a licence permit or other
authorization required for a development under
any federal or territorial law.

10.  The only Designated Regulatory Agency
under the MVRMA is the National Energy Board.

11.  Some exceptions with respect to
environmental impact reviews may occur. In
cases determined to be in the national interest a
joint MVRMA-CEAA review could result. Where
transregional projects and transboundary effects
occur, cooperative reviews with other
jurisdictions are possible. A joint panel might
also result where the National Energy Board is
responsible for issuing the licence, permit or
authorization. See sections 138 to 142 of the
MVRMA.

12.  Environmental Impact Assessment in the
Mackenzie Valley, Version 1 (Mackenzie Valley
Environmental Impact Review Board)
Yellowknife, january 1999, 74pp.

13.  SOR/99-12.
14. SOR/99-13.

15.  Supra, notes 8 and 11, the Minister may
choose to order a joint review.

16. The integration of land and water
regulation effected by the MVRMA is only partial
because the Northwest Territories Waters Act
and the Territorial Lands Act continue to apply
and provide the basis for important elements of

the land and water management regimes. The
MVRMA has altered the institutional framework
but its regulatory reach is limited to surface land
and water use.

17.  SOR/98-429.
18. CRC, ¢.1524 as am.
19.  S.C. 1992, c.39.

20.  GSA Water Licence & Land Use Permit
Application Process, Gwich’in Land and Water
Board, undated, 20pp. Water Licence Process
(Draft), Sahtu Land & Water Board, Revised
November 24 1998, 9pp. Land Use Permit
Process (Draft), Sahtu Land & Water Board,
Revised October 6 1998, 14pp. Copies are
available from the Boards.

21, MVRMA, s. 51,
22, MVRMA, s. 59(2).

23, Section 2 of the Mackenzie Valley Land
Use Regulations (like s. 6 of the TLUR) provides
for some exemptions from the requirement for a
land use permit in the Gwich’in and Sahtu
Settlement Areas. Exempted activities include
harvesting, hunting trapping and fishing and
prospecting.

24.  This requirement was included in the land
claims. See, for example, 5.25.4.10f the Sahtu
claim.

25.  Because the land and water boards issue
permits for the use of private lands one of the
first things they require of an applicant
requesting a permit for the use of private land is
proof that the permission of the land owner has
been secured. The land claims guarantee the
right of a subsurface interest holder to access to
settlement lands for exploration or development
purposes, subject to either an agreement
negotiated with the owner or to an order of the
Surface Rights Board. These access agreements
can be important sources of benefits for land
owning beneficiaries of the Sahtu and Gwich’in
claims.

26.  The criteria for distinguishing between a
Type A or B permit include such things as the
number of person days in a camp, amounts of
fuel and explosives stored, size and ground
pressure of vehicles etc. See sections 4 and 5 of
the regulation.

27.  Section 40 of the MVLUR specifies the
information which must be recorded on the
Public Register. Copies of material on the register
are available subject to the fees specified in
Schedule 1 of the regulation.

28.  SOR/93-303, as amended.

29.  Section 68 of the MVRMA requires that
the federal Minister consult the land and water
boards with respect to any amendment to either
the NWTWA or to the MVRMA. Section 83 of
the MVRMA requires that the federal Minister
consult the Gwich’in and Sahtu First Nations
before any amendment is made to the NWTWA
orits regulations.
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including the mines and minerals in
1944. RL sold the land (including thes --e:e:e-
miens and minerals) to King and
subsequently the registrar purported to v«

the King title by adding a notation
reserving out the mines and minerals.
Although King’s lawyers protested this ........
correction shortly thereafter they made no <e«veves
further claim to the mineral estate until

the HCL interests sought to have a ...
registrar’s caveat removed from title. Thes ssezeeeee.
registrar had filed his caveat in 1977.

The facts are remarkably similar to thoses sessesses:
of Krautt v. Paine [1980] 6 WWR 717 77777~
(Alta. CA) a case that stands as authority”

position who purchased on the faith of ————
the register cannot be deprived of his:ssaas.
mineral title.

justice Rawlins however held that Krautt———
was distinguishable on limitations&samass
grounds. She held that the King interestSsssssssss
ought to have asserted their claim (whichy mssesasse
in her view was an action for the recovery an
of possession of land (contra Justice Rancl IEENIRY
in Turta v. CPR [1954] SCR 427)) withirs massssss:
10 years of the date of discovery of thessesem—
error. If King was put of time, 5o t0c waSssssssass
Krautt. Alternatively, the action shoulciINIRINI
have been commenced within 10 years o T
the filing of the registrar’s caveat.

There are a number of difficulties with this sssssss:
decision. First, it is very hard tco eoceesesss
distinguish Krautt since the facts in Krautt=itiit-
show that the Krautt interests were wel | BEIRIHI
aware of the fact that the registrar haclliNiliill
corrected their title; the registrar recallecl NGNS
the Krautt duplicate certificate of title foyr————
the express purpose of making thessooooens
correction. Second, the alternative grounclilEEEL
that the registrar’s caveat could somehow s

both revive the King interest and start time
to run against King is not supportable. A
caveat cannot create an interest and since
the registrar’s caveat is designed to protect
third party interests it seems odd that it
should be used in this way to prejudice
them. Third, the bulk of authority favours
the view that it takes physical acts
inconsistent with title to cause time to run
against a person who "loses" an interest as
a result of a registrar's correction.
Certainly, it needs something more than
payment of taxes or the grant of an oil and
gas lease for the interest to be an adverse
interest: Turta, supra and Re Panther
Resources (1984), 29 Alta. LR (2d) 220 at
231 - 234) Fourth, as between the King
and HCL interests, the equities actually
favour King. King was a purchaser for
value. Once he was on title the HCL
interests had no right to get the mineral
interest back. It was the HCL interests
who were the volunteers here as Justice
Kerans so perspicaciously recognized in
McWhorter v. Registrar (North Alberta
Land Registration District) (1989), 67 Alta.
LR (2d) 71. If anyone was out of time it
was the HCL interests who should have
brought an action for damages against the
assurance fund after they lost the right to
have their mineral title restored.

More detailed versions of these digests
may be found in Canadian Oil and Cas
published by Butterworths.

* Nigel Bankes is Professor of Law at the
University of Calgary and is the Canadian
Oil and Gas Law reporter for the Rocky
Mountain  Mineral law Foundation
Newsletter.
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