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backwards to approve further expansion 
of the tar sands in the face of a growing 
body of evidence of serious problems 
that will only worsen without significant 
changes. What is the big hurry? Where 
else is the oil industry going to go? 
Most other thinking governments in 
the world have nationalized their oil 
and gas industry. Where else in the 
world is the oil industry provided 
with an effective incentive to increase 
production costs where the higher their 
production costs, the longer it will take 
before full royalty rates are charged? 
Perhaps the oil industry would prefer 
to move their operations to Venezuela, 
like the Chinese National Oil Company 
has recently chosen to do. Effective 
governments must increase their ability 
to intervene in the economy when the 
environment and public good are not 
being protected. 	

— Rod Olstad
Edmonton

This letter was first published in 
the Edmonton Journal on August 2, 2007.

were brushed aside by an incomplete 
epidemiological study. Concerns about 
high levels of arsenic in moose meat 
downstream and downwind of the 
tar sands are also being conveniently 
ignored. 

Meanwhile, it is the average 
water flow of the Athabasca River that 
is being used to determine how much 
water can safely be diverted for current 
and future tar sands production. It 
currently takes three to five barrels of 
water to extract one barrel of bitumen. 
The amount of water to be used for 
current and proposed plants is in the 
trillions of barrels. What will happen 
during low water flows? Is the industry 
going to shut down during that time? 
I doubt it. The Cumulative Effects 
Management Association has not yet 
determined or set the full range of 
ecological limits of production. It is the 
height of irresponsible development that 
tar sands expansions are being approved 
in the face of these and other problems. 

The Stelmach government is 
responsible for setting the rate of 
expansion of the tar sands, whether 

Statement of Concern – Eastern Irrigation District Application

they care to acknowledge this or not. 
They fund (or don’t fund) scientific and 
baseline studies to determine what the 
environmental effects are of current 
and proposed tar sands extraction, 
they appoint the AEUB officials who 
(always) approve proposed plants, they 
set the legislation that allows companies 
to purchase tar sands leases without 
public scrutiny, they set a royalty 
regime that effectively shields tar sands 
developers from inflation caused by 
overexpansion of the economy, etc. etc. 
The “market” is by no means the sole 
determiner. 

I am concerned that the Stelmach 
Conservatives have bent over 
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Eastern Irrigation District (EID) 
proposal to amend licences 1903-09-
04-002 and 1998-07-13-002

AWA learned in September 
that the Eastern Irrigation District 
is proposing to amend two of its 
licences. The notice states: “The 
applicant has applied to amend two 
licences with priority numbers 1903-
09-04-002 and 1998-07-13-002, to 
allow the District to provide water for 
additional purposes. The additional 
purposes are municipal, agricultural, 
commercial, industrial, management 
of fish, management of wildlife, habitat 
enhancement, and recreation.” 

The amendment relates to two 
EID licences which, read together, 
would affect 762,000 acre feet 
diverted at the Bassano Dam in 
Bassano, Alberta. The purpose of 
the current licences is for “irrigation 
and agriculture (stock-watering) 

purposes.” The proposed new uses 
will be for “municipal, agricultural, 
commercial, industrial, management of 
fish, management of wildlife, habitat 
enhancement, and recreation.”  The 
amendment would allow the EID 
to allocate the unused portion of its 
licence and empowers the EID to 
decide who gets the water in a river 
system that is already over-allocated.

While AWA is not opposed to 
some of the proposed uses (fish and 
wildlife management), we are totally 
opposed to this amendment.  The 
purposes for the water and its allocation 
should be subject to the constraints of 
the Alberta Water Act and dealt with 
through basin plans and the market 
mechanisms for license transfers 
that are available in the Water Act.  
Within the Water Act, if a transfer was 
contemplated, Alberta could reclaim 
back up to 10% of the licence to use for 

instream flow needs. Allowing the EID 
to sell water is not in the best interest of 
Albertans.

We believe Alberta has already 
delegated too much control over our 
precious natural resources, including 
water, to unaccountable local 
authorities and irrigation districts. This 
would be another poor decision if it 
were to be approved, allowing water 
allocation decisions without public 
input or government direction.

AWA is requesting that the 
amendment proposal be rejected 
outright and that the EID be directed 
to deal with their needs in the basin 
planning process. 

The application for the 
amendment can be viewed at: http://
www3.gov.ab.ca/env/water/Regions/
Bow/Notices/files/5341.html


