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This review undertakes to examine the James Bay Energy Corporation's report 

"Derivation Eastmain-Opinaca-La Grande. Premier rapport d'environnement sur 

les parties aval des rivieres detournees", from the perspective of cultural, 

social and economic sciences. The review does not undertake 

an alternative interpretation of the development, nor does it introduce new 

data. The aiffi rather is to evaluate the JBEC report from within the 

perspective of its own aims, and from within the limitations of the data cited 

by or publicly available to the author(s). 

Before undertaking the examination however, it is important to note that 

I do not agree with the limited aims the author(s) of the JBEC accepted in 

writing this report. I am in whole-hearted agreement with my colleagues 

who have already indicated in their reviews of the JBEC report that the 

omission of consideration of the impacts of the construction period, and the 

omission of consideration of the effects upstream from the points of diversion, 

seriously limit the value of the report. I further agree with my colleagues 

that the major human impacts of the project are those which affect the 

livelihood and way of life of the native peoples resident in the area. 

The JBEC report begins and ends with human factors, so I will address this 

review to the first chapter and the conclusions of the report. I will leave 

the review of the main body of the report to colleagues better qualified than 

I in the relevant disciplines. My comments will be directed to two levels: 

1) the methodological and factual aspects of the state of knowledge section

on the 'aspect humain', (section 1.1 of the report); and 2) the logical 

and analytical relationship of human impact statements to environmental 

description and assessment. 
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Reasons for such discrepancies were cited by J. and K. Hyman in 

an earlier section of the Salisbury, et. al. report (1972b). 

They list: 

a) sale of pelts locally or through other sources,

b) use of pelts by trappers themselves,

c) reporting of young animals and others caught for food

where the fur is not worth preparation for sale,

d) damage to pelts in storing and preservation (Salisbury, et. al.

1972b: 18). 

While no analysis of the comparative importance of the factors is made

by the Hymans, consideration of suet factors when using fur sales 

statistics as estimates of total trapping harvests is to be 

expected. Any and all of the factors mentioned above would lead 

to fur sales statistics being under-estimates of the actual numbers 

of animals trapped and available for food. The JBEC report gives 

no consideration to these problems. 

In sunnnary, the treatment of native harvesting is not comprehensive and 

a number of serious omissions are apparent. Readily available public 

data are not used even when they are immediately relevant, nor is there a 

considered evaluation of the data that is cited. 

C. The Value of the Subsistence Produce

i) The report gives no consideration to the full range of human and

cultural values that are part of the Cree use of the living resources

of the James Bay Region. Extensive studies have documented the

cultural value of the hunting, fishing and trapping way of life

and of the products derived therefrom to the Cree at Mistassini,

Waswanipi, Rupert House and Fort George, but the JBEC report fails

to consider this aspect of the human environment.

ii) Consideration of the material value of the subsistence resources

fails to evaluate the specific nutritional qualities of the food

harvesttd. The consumption of internal organs of animals freshly

killed, provides important quantities of certain vitamins and

trace elements critical for a balanced diet and good health. In
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allocations, and social assistance payments. For 1971-72, the 

respective figures from exhibit 1-153 produced by Rita Dionne 

Marsolais during the Superior Court hearing are - $63,000.00, $8,568.00, 

$19,800.00, $36,374.40 plus $2,337.00, and $3,567.53 respectively, 

for a total of $142,254.93. This represents 66.0 percent of the 

figure quoted for 1971-72 transfer payments in the JBEC report, 

and it reduces the cash income total for 1971-72 by 23.8 percent, 

and the total revenues for 1971-72 by 22.4 percent. These cal

culations would bring the transfer payment calculations into line 

with standard research practices. 

In any case, the public criticism o: the figures cited in the 

JBEC report demands that detailed explanations and justifications 

be provided for the continued use of these figures. 

·It must also be noted that each of the composite figures cited in 

the transfer payments list in the previous paragraph is somewhat

above the values calculated by other researchers (cf. Salisbury,

1972b). The differences may be the result of basing calculations

on the population as listed on the Eastmain band list as opposed

to basing the calculations on the actual resident population.

Family _allowan_'::es �- for examE._��_,_":re paid to the_ residenq�l

schools while children are_.i:n__._res:i.._qence
.,.
_._ra_ther ___ than_.to _the parents,

and thus should not be included in Eastmain incomes. A detailed

evaluation of these differences would require precise data on how

the figures cited in the JBEC report were calculated.

ii) The figures cited in the JBEC report for salaried income, $78,319

for 1971-72 (JBEC, 1974: 14, Table 5) is also in need of careful

examination, which cannot be undertaken without a detailed account

of how this item is arrived at. The item is the same as that

listed in the exhibit I-153 presented by Rita Dionne Marsolais

in the Superior Court hearings. The $50,514.07 component of this

item attributed to non-governmental employment, is not adequately

accounted for, and does not correspond to the information generally

available (see Salisbury, et. al. 1972a, and 1972b).

The treatment of the composition of cash revenues in the JBEC report is 
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characterized by a use of highly suspect figures which were publicly 

condemned and which the report does not offer justifications for, make 

critical comments on, or provide detailed explanations of. 

E. Minor Comments

The following errors and ambiquities were noted in the text of section 1.1:

i) Given the definition of the area under consideration in the JBEC

report (JBEC, 1974: 16, Figure 6) it is not clear:

a) why trapline RE6 is included in Table 6, Table 7 and Table 8?

b) why trapline VC36 is included in Table 6 and Table 8?

c) why trapline VC35 is not included in Table 6?

In Table 8, 

ii) the sub-total and total of the Vieux-Comptoir traplines for 1971-72

has been incorrectly added and should be 165 and 273, not the figures

(185 and 293) that now appear in the table.

iii) The values of fishing and hunting as percentages of total revenues

for 1971-72 are incorrect and appear to have been reversed, in

both the text (JBEC, 1974: 27) and the piediagram (JBEC, 1974: 28).

F. Conclusions

Each error or omission cited in sections A through D above is either in the

direction of lowering the estimate, or relative importance, of the dependence

of the Cree people of Eastmain on the land and the living resources of the

area, or is neutral on this point. This gives the appearance that the author(s)

have written the report from the position of defending of some pre-conceived

evaluation of the importance of those resources, namely that there is little

dependence on subsistence resources. Although the report clearly demonstrates

that the Eastmain people do not live solely off the land, the errors and

omissions are so serious that the report does not give a satisfactory scientific

analysis of the actual extent of present day dependence.

II. The Relationship of Human Impact Statements to Environmental
Description and Assessment.

Although entitled 11 Derivation Eastmain-Opinaca-La Grande. Premier Rapport 
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d'Environnernent •.•• ", this report in fact goes beyond a purely environmental 

description and makes an assessment of environmental changes that will be 

the result of diversion of the Eastmain and Opinaca Rivers, and further 

states conclusions on the human impacts of the Eastrnain diversion. It does 

this despite a partial disclaimer with reference to 11aspects sociologiques" 

(JBEC, 1974: 138). This effort to deal with the human impacts is entirely 

appropriate as environmental descriptions and assessments are made precisely 

because one or more human interests are involved and affected. 

The discussion of the human impacts is however far rrom adequate. For 

an environmental impact assessment to be relatei to human interests and needs, 

a detailed assessment must be done incorporating cultural, social and economic 

studies. Without such an assessment it is not possible to know the significance 

of any change in a given environment for human populations dependent on 

resources of that environment. Apparently the authors feel that once 

environmental changes are predicted, the human implications will be apparent. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. 

In the JBEC report there is a confusion between statements of environmental 

changes and statements of human impacts. For example, section 4.1.2 entitled 

"Impacts du project", "Les activites traditionnelles" in fact only discusses 

the environmental resources themselves, and whether their productivity will 

be reduced or enhanced or will return to the same level after development. 

No mention is made here of human use of resources. Later on in sections 4.2

and 4.3 the native people and the resources they actually use are listed in 

part, but when the actual 11 Impacts du project par rapport aux populations de 

reference11 are discussed (section 4.4), the results are summarized in six 

points on one-half a page. Such a brief treatment is clearly inadequate. 

Resources are not used just because they are there. They must be valued and 

in 1

1short supply", there must be suitable knowledge, manpower and technology 

available, and their use must be compatible or, at least, integratable with 

other aspects of the way of life of a people, before a resource is used. The 

James Bay Energy Corporation has clearly made such assumptions and evaluations 

in its own arguments for developing the hydroelectric project based on the 

technology, knowledge, manpower, values, and way of life of southern Quebecois . 
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It is therefore all the more striking that while this report states 

conclusions on the human implications of changes in the environmental resources 

used by the native people, the author(s) offer no discussion whatever of the 

principles, values and factors critical in the resource use of the native 

people. The use of resources by any people is based on a complex of factors 

and cannot be treated as if it is a simple function of the resources themselves. 

Harvesting living resources usually means that people carefully determine 

the balance of the costs of and benefits derived from their harvesting 

activities. The harvesting activities are part of a complex structure of 

cultural values and social and economic behavior. Many interrelated factors 

must be evaluated and brought into relation in order to harvest resources. 

The costs and benefits must be carefully weighed. For example, the costs 

of manpower in transportation time, harvesting time, preparation time, and 

the cash costs, relative to the technology available for harvesting, storing 

and transportation, must be balanced against the benefits in tenns of the 

subsistence needs and demands, specific nutritional values, material required 

for local production, cash income, and the cultural and personal satisfactions 

attained. 

A pattern of resource use is a complex pattern with many components, and the 

outcomes are the result of a complex and delicate balance of factors. A 

change in any factor can significantly alter the pattern of resource use. 

How this complex of factors and decisions will apply if there are any changes 

in the conditions is not readily apparent and can only be predicted if careful 

studies and evaluations of current resource use patterns are made. The JBEC 

report includes no such evaluations. 

This point may be clarified by a couple of straightforward examples that 

illustrate the kinds of factors and analysis that need to be taken into 

consideration. The two examples attempt to make clear how apparently minor 

changes to the living resources of an environment can have many ramifications, 

and can be critical in determining if a whole seasonal pattern of resource use 

will remain viable. 

The use of a given trapline today is often significantly influenced by the 

cash cost of transportation to the trapline. Where traplines are sufficiently 

distant from settlements the transportation costs per family are relatively 
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