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TO HIS HONOUR THE LIEUTENANT-GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL

MAY IT PLEASE YOUR HONOUR,

Under Your Honour’s Order in Council no. 695, approved
and ordered on 2 May 1990, the undersigned was appointed a
Commissioner to inquire into and report on a number of issues
relating to proposals to carry out exploratory drilling for
natural gas in the Fraser Valley region of this Province.

In the course of this Inquiry matters have arisen which
require me to provide Your Honour with a special report at
this time.

This special report deals with such matters.

Respectfully submitted,

David Anderson, Commissioner.
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SUMMARY

The Commission on Fraser Valley Petroleum Exploration was established to inquire
into and report on matters concerning the exploration and development of natural gas
and underground natural ~as storage in the Fraser Valley. During the Commission’s
technical hearings, allegations were made that the consortium proposing exploratory
drilling, the Fraser Valley Gas Project, pressured potential witnesses into withholding
information of interest to this Commission, and that civil servants who testified before
the Commission did not testify honestly and truthfully. These allegations were made by
the group The Friends of the Fraser Valley.
The Commission took these allegations very seriously. The Friends of the Fraser
Valley claim to represent some 500 residents, primarily in the Aldergrove/Langley
area. It has played the lead role in opposing the proposals of the proponent
consortium. It had been treated from the outset as a responsible and important
element of the inquiry process. The Commission, at public expense, invited witnesses
suggested by the group to the technical hearings, and had involved the group in
determining the lines of questioning, as well as the wording of the questions, for the
other technical witnesses. Further, the Commission, through its library, had made
available information provided by the group to the public.
Were the allegations of the suborning of witnesses by the proponents true, criminal
charges against officers of the Fraser Valley Gas Project and its component companies
would have been possible. Under such circumstances further examination of the
consortium’s proposals by the Commission would be of doubtful utility.
Were the allegations that civil servants had not testified honestly before the
Commission true, there would be very serious questions as to the integrity of the staff of
the Ministry of Energy, Mines and Petroleum Resources and its ability to protect the
public interest. Again, under such circumstances, any further inquiry by this
Commission might be questionable.
Consequently, the Commission undertook an extensive seven week investigation in both
Canada and the United States to determine whether the allegations had any basis in
fact. The investigation of these allegations took longer than expected or necessary by
reason of The Friends of the Fraser Valley’s refusal to co-operate with the
Commission.
The Commission found no reliable evidence that information of interest to it had been
withheld, or that any civil servants who appeared at the technical hearings did not
testify in a truthful and honest manner. The Commission concludes that the allegations
of the Friends of the Fraser Valley are fabrications and without truth. No further
action on these allegations is recommended.
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SPECIAL REPORT TO THE
LIEUThNANT-GOVERNOR IN COUNCIL
David Anderson, Commissioner.
Commission of Inquiry into
Fraser Valley Petroleum Exploration

31 October 1990

Introduction.
The purpose of this document is to report on the findings of a special investigation by
the Commission into allegations made by the group “Friends of the Fraser Valley” that
the consortium proposing exploratory drilling, the Fraser Valley Gas Project, pressured
potential witnesses into withholding information of interest to this Commission, and
that civil servants who testified before the Commission at its technical hearings did not
testify honestly and truthfully. These allegations were made by a spokesperson for the
Friends of the Fraser Valley at a technical hearing of the Commission on 4 September
1990. They were contained in a press release of the same date, and were widely
repeated by directors, officers, and spokespersons of the group, and by media in the
Greater Vancouver and Fraser Valley area.
The Allegations.
The text of the press release in question will be found in the appendices. For the
purposes of this report, the following quotations are of note on page two:
we were able to make significant inquiries in Illinois, Washington,
Michigan and Wyoming, but persons within the industry in those areas
who talked to us or suggested further lines of investigation, have been
contacted by the proponents and pressured and embarrassed into
withdrawing their support.
Again, on page four:
Although our industry contacts in the United States have been silenced
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...

The allegation that civil servants did not testify honestly before the Commission is
found at the bottom of page two and continues on page three. It reads as follows:
the Ministry regards itself as the handmaiden of the petroleum
industry, whose principle objective is to advance the interests of the
inçlustry
and later on page three:
One has only to look at the schedule for the technical hearings to see a
large contingent of industry experts and an equally large number of
government bureaucrats that will between them bring a bias to the
hearing. No government employee would risk his future by suggesting
that any course of action other than that ordained by the party line be
followed.
These are very serious allegations of wrongdoing. If true, they would in all probability
lead to criminal charges of obstruction of justice, and criminal charges of perjury; if
false, there is the possibility of charges of obstruction of justice, as well as private suits
for defamation. Such criminal charges or private litigation are not, however, of direct
concern to the Commission, and will not be commented on in this report other than as
they affect the Commission’s activities.
From the Commission’s point of view these allegations cast serious doubt on whether
the group of witnesses who were invited to testify and who did testify at the technical
hearings of the Commission properly covered the issues of interest to the Commission.
If the first allegation has substance, it will be necessary to reopen the technical hearings,
to obtain the information that allegedly had been suppressed by activities of the
proponents. If the second allegation has substance, it will be necessary to reject the
testimony of one or more of the numerous civil servants from the governments of
Canada, British Columbia, Alberta, Washington and Michigan who testified at the
technical hearings of the Commission between 27 August 1990 and 6 September 1990.
It is also obvious that if the allegations have substance, I would find it very difficult to
proceed with an inquiry into the exploratory drilling proposals until the question of the
proponents’ possible criminal activity had been looked into by the appropriate
authorities. It would be bizarre indeed to continue with this inquiry into exploratory
drilling when the proponents of that drilling were under investigation for criminal
activity designed to mislead this very Commission. It would be even more bizarre to
expect to have the subsequent regulation of any possible drilling conducted by the same
civil servants who had committed perjury in an effort to improperly aid those
proponents in obtaining permission to drill.
Clearly, these allegations called for a full investigation. Accordingly, following the
termination of the technical hearings on 6 September 1990, Commission Counsel, Mr.
Douglas MacAdams, and I devoted ourselves to investigating these charges.
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Virtually all of the other work of the Commission had to be suspended during this seven
week investigation. No work could be done which involved the possibly tainted
testimony of the witnesses at the technical hearings, and thus no work could be done on
preparing the final report of the inquiry until the matter was cleared up one way or
another.
At the time of these charges the Friends of the Fraser Valley group was well known to
the Commission. It was registered under the Society Act of BC on 24 July under the
name “The Friends of the Fraser Valley Ecological Society”. I had met with members
of the group within a week of my appointment at the home of Dr. Margaret Ormston
and Mr. Charles Maclean, Q.C., two of the five founding directors of the group, to
discuss procedures that would be followed by the Commission. Members had taken
part in the first information meeting of the Commission on 12 June 1990, and had
attended most if not all of the nine public meetings during the following month.
Members had attended the preparatory sessions with the witnesses for the technical
hearings, and had suggested witnesses for those hearings, who incidentally had
subsequently been invited to attend at Commission expense. Commission staff had
been in frequent contact with representatives of the group throughout the summer.
Finally, members of the group had attended most if not all of the thirteen sessions of
the technical hearings prior to 4 September 1990. Thus the allegations were from a
group which had participated from the start of this inquiry, whose involvement had
been extensive, and which had been treated as an important element of the inquiry
process. If any person or group had evidence to support such allegations, it likely would
be the Friends of the Fraser Valley.
The Investigation.
The starting point for the investigation was to obtain evidence in support of the
allegations from those who had made them. Accordingly, letters were sent by
Commission Counsel to the person who represented the group at the 4 September 1990
technical hearing, Mrs. Gina Breaks. Later, similar requests were made of the
Chairman of the organization and a founding director, Mr. Al Vickers. The full text of
these letters are in the appendices to this document.
The first of these letters, dated 6 September 1990, asked that Mrs. Breaks provide a
sworn statement indicating whether Walter Rzepczynski of Illinois was one of those
persons that Mrs. Breaks had referred to as being pressured into silence.
The second letter, on 13 September 1990, repeated the request for information, and
asked when Mrs. Breaks intended to reply.
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The third, to Mr. Al Vickers, the chairman of the group, dated 14 September 1990,
asked for evidence substantiating the allegation of improper pressuring of potential
witnesses in each of the four states specified in the press release of ten days before,
namely Washington, Wyoming, Illinois and Michigan.
The fourth letter, dated 24 September 1990, asked Mr. Vickers for confirmation that an
unsigned press release containing further allegations, not on letterhead but attributed
to the group, was in fact a document of the group. A copy of the letter and of the press
release of the same date will be found in the appendices.
The fifth letter, dated 26 September 1990, asked Mr. Glen Breaks (another active
member of the group and the husband of Mrs. Gina Breaks) to confirm that Mr. Walter
Rzepczynski was in fact the person referred to by the group as a source who had been
silenced by pressure from the proponents. This letter was essentially a repeat of the
request in the earlier two letters to his wife.
None of these letters and requests were replied to, although a letter dated 18 October
1990 addressed to me was received from Mr. Breaks, and a letter from Mr. Al Vickers
addressed to me was left on a chair immediately prior to the inquiry hearing of 22
October 1990. Neither provided the material requested in the letters described above.
Copies of these two letters are in the appendices to this report.
The Commission undertook various telephone inquiries within the United States, none
of which came up with information supporting the allegations regarding potential
witnesses in the four named states, namely Wyoming, Illinois, Michigan and
Washington, or indeed in any other jurisdiction. In addition, a press release was sent
out to media in Greater Vancouver and the Fraser Valley on 21 September 1990,
asking those with information to contact the Commission. Later, on 5 October 1990, a
letter went out to some 550 people on the Commission’s mailing list, asking for any
information that might be available on the issue. Many people replied, but none
provided any leads in support of the allegations. Copies of the press release and the
outgoing Commission letter will be found in the appendices to this report. Also, as a
continuation of this effort to gather whatever evidence there might be, in early October
Commission Counsel accompanied me on a visit to Illinois and Missouri, and in
addition, Indiana and Kentucky. He spoke to Mr. Walter Rzepczynski and Mr. Howard
Griffith, both of whom provided him with sworn statutory declarations for the purposes
of this investigation.
Finally the Commission held a special hearing in Delta at 7 PM on 22 October 1990.
The meeting was advertised widely in Greater Vancouver and in the Fraser Valley in
the previous week. Those with information that potential witnesses were pressured,
and that false testimony by civil servants had been uttered, were requested to attend
and testify. No person with such evidence came forward.
However, those who wished to clear their good name of the suspicions that the
allegations had aroused did attend. Eight persons testified. Some eighteen sworn
statutory declarations of others were also accepted by the Commission during that
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hearing. All denied any impropriety, and denied that they had any involvement in the
activities alleged. A list of those who testified as well as those who provided sworn
statutory declarations will be found in the appendices. The sworn statutory declarations
themselves, and a transcript of the testimony of the 22 October 1990 hearing, are
available in the Commission offices.
The Rzepczynski Griffith Issue.
-

In the paragraphs above the names of Mr. Walter Rzepczynski, an employee of the
Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America, and Mr. Howard Griffith, the President of
TXG Engineering, Inc., have been mentioned. It has also been mentioned that
Commission Counsel MacAdams repeatedly requested the Friends of the Fraser Valley
to confirm by sworn statutory declaration that the former was one of the people
pressured or embarrassed into silence by the proponents.
The reason for this interest in Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr. Griffith stemmed from
communications from the group mentioned above, which seemed to suggest these two
persons. In addition, when Mrs. Breaks made her allegations of improper influence at a
technical hearing of the Commission on 4 September 1990, Mr. Griffith was present in
the room, sitting at the witness table. Mrs. Breaks gestured in his direction, indicating
that he was the person or among those persons that she had in mind.
As an attachment to his letter of 6 September 1990 to the spokesperson for the group,
Commission Counsel had included copies of correspondence between Mr. Griffith and
Mr. Rzepczynski. The communication from Mr. Griffith to Mr. Rzepczynski was by
telephone on 13 August 1990. He informed Mr. Rzepczynski of a “technical paper” by
Mr. Breaks, purporting to reflect the views of Mr. Rzepczynski, and expressed surprise
at their tone and content. Mr. Rzepczynski made clear in his reply to Mr. Griffith of 29
August 1990 that in his view the report of Mr. Breaks of the Rzepczynski Breaks
telephone conversations were inaccurate, and mischaracterized what he had said.
-

The Rzepczynski Griffith contact was the only example the Commission had of a
possible source of information being influenced by a person with connections to the
Fraser Valley Gas Project consortium. Further, the Friends of the Fraser Valley had
indicated--without sayin~ so directly--that this was an example of the alleged cases from
Illinois, Washington, Michigan and Wyoming of the proponents improperly pressuring
witnesses. With no other leads, the Commission concentrated on this.
-

I have examined the sworn statutory declarations of Walter Rzepczynski and Howard
Griffith with care, and I have examined all the other available material on this matter,
including the letter of Mr. Glen Breaks to me of 18 October 1990, his letter to the press
of the same date, and Mr. Al Vickers’ letter to me of 22 October 1990. These sworn
statutory declarations and the letters may be found in the appendices to this report.
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In his sworn statutory declaration, Mr. Rzepczynski states:
19.
I was surprised and angry about the information in Exhibit 31• It
was clear to me Mr. Breaks had misunderstood or had chosen to
mischaracterize what I had told him. I was concerned about the
inaccurate information contained in Exhibit 3. I could not understand
how Mr. Breaks could write such words based on my conversations with
him. Nor could I understand how he could write such words based on my
paper Exhibit 1, the contents of which Mr. Breaks at no time discussed
with me.
20.
I wanted to set the record straight. I considered the matter to be
so serious that I asked for the assistance of Neil Maloney, who is an
attorney with Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America. I asked for Mr.
Maloney’s help because I felt I was being badly treated by Mr. Breaks and
I wanted to do the right thing to set the record straight. Neither before
nor after I consulted with Mr. Maloney have I felt my job or my position
with Natural Gas Pipeline Company of America to be in any danger.
21.
I wrote the letter dated August 29, 1990 and addressed to ~-Ioward
Griffith, which letter is now shown to me and marked Exhibit 4 to this
my statutory declaration. I wrote that letter on my own. I wrote it with
great care. Except for some minor improvements and corrections
suggested by Mr. Maloney, the whole of the letter was prepared by me. I
have reviewed Exhibit 4 several time since writing it. Everything in the
letter is true. In the letter I wished particularly to emphasize that my
draft paper Exhibit 1 does not indicate any negative comments about
aquifer storage of natural gas, and to emphasize that to say otherwise of
my draft paper Exhibit 1 or of my views generally is to mischaracterize my
paper and my views.
22.
No communication received by me prior to my writing my letter
Exhibit 4 caused me to change my views about natural gas storage in any
way. No communication received by me prior to August 29 caused me to
feel under any pressure from those connected with the natural gas

1 Mr. Breaks’ “technical paper”.
2 Mr. Rzepczynski’s 29 August 1990 letter denying the accuracy of
the “technical paper”.
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storage industry. No communication embarrassed me into changing my
views. I have not been silenced by reason of any communication, nor
have I felt tampered with by any communication. No communication
received by me could be called heavy handed, nor could any
communication be called a suppression technique. Nor have I received
any communication since August 29, 1990 which has caused me to change
my views.
23.
I am pleased Howard Griffith called me, and I consider that he did
me a favor in calling. He was fair to me and he did the right thing. If he
had not called, I might never have learned that Mr. Breaks was
misrepresenting my views.
24.
I have been embarrassed by what Mr. Breaks has apparently
attributed to me. I have been embarrassed because he took advantage of
my generosity and honesty and naiveness with him. For his purposes and
to his advantage, Mr. Breaks has misrepresented and misconstrued what I
have said and written. I have had to ask myself what kind of person is
Mr. Breaks that he would take the stature and integrity I have tried to
develop in my 35 years in the natural gas storage industry and use it in a
wrong manner without telling me what he was doing. Mr. Breaks has not
been fair with me and he has not done the right thing by me.
Conclusions.
As mentioned above, the allegations of impropriety were taken very seriously by the
Commission. The failure of the officers of the Friends of the Fraser Valley to follow up
their allegations in a responsible manner with sworn statutory declarations outlining
why they had come to the conclusions that they had and why they had made the
allegations that they had, made the further inquiry by the Commission difficult.
However the inquiry carried out was extensive and thorough. Definite conclusions are
now possible. In my opinion no further purpose would be served by continuing to
devote time and public money to further investigation, and I am therefore reporting to
you on this matter at this time.
My conclusions are as follows:
a)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any
potential witness or source of information in Washington was
pressured or embarrassed by the proponents into remaining silent.
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b)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any
potential witness or source of information in Michigan was
pressured or embarrassed by the proponents into remaining silent.

c)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any
potential witness or source of information in Wyoming was
pressured or embarrassed by the proponents into remaining silent.

d)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any
potential witness or source of information in Illinois was pressured
or embarrassed by the proponents into remaining silent.

e)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any
potential witness or source of information in any jurisdiction not
mentioned in the four paragraphs above was pressured or
embarrassed by the proponents into remaining silent.

f)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to su~gest that any public
official from British Columbia did not testify at the technical
hearings of the Commission in a truthful, honest and forthright
manner.

g)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any public
official from Alberta did not testify at the techmcal hearings of the
Commission in a truthful, honest and forthright manner.

h)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any public
official from Michigan did not testify at the technical hearings of
the Commission in a truthful, honest and forthright manner.

i)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any public
official from Washington did not testify at the technical hearings
of the Commission in a truthful, honest and forthright manner.

j)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any public
official of the government of Canada did not testify at the
technical hearings of the Commission in a truthful, honest and
forthright manner.

k)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever to suggest that any other
witness who testified at the technical hearings of the Commission
did not do so in a truthful, honest and forthright manner.

1)

There is no reliable evidence whatsoever that the proponent
companies, Dynamic Oil, Conoco Canada, and B.C. Gas, have
acted in any way but correctly in their dealings with this
Commission.
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With respect to the Rzepczynski matter, I note that both Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr.
Griffith have provided sworn statutory declarations on the matters in dispute, while
spokespersons, officers, and directors of the Friends of the Fraser Valley have failed to
respond to repeated requests over the past six weeks that their allegations, and

information regarding evidence in support of those allegations, be provided by way of
sworn statutory declaration. In this connection I note that Mr. Charles Maclean, Q.C.,
of the bar of British Columbia is listed in documents filed with the Ministry of Finance
dated 14 June 1990 as one of five founding directors of the Friends of the Fraser Valley
Ecological Society. I therefore conclude that quite independent of the Commission and
its counsel, legal advice was available to the Friends of the Fraser Valley on the
significance of such information being properly sworn.
Were this Commission subject to the usual rules of evidence of the courts, there would
be little question that in areas of dispute between the sworn statutory declarations of
Mr. Griffith and Mr. Rzepczynski and the statements of the directors, officers, and
spokespersons for the Friends of the Fraser Valley, the former sworn testimony would
be accepted and the latter unsworn allegations would be rejected. However, even
without relying on rules of evidence, the totality of the evidence provided to me in the
course of the Commission’s investigation is overwhelmingly to the same effect. I must
therefore conclude:
m)

That in areas where the evidence of Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr.
Griffith conflict with that of Mr. Al Vickers, Mr. and Mrs. Breaks,
and the other documents or statements provided by the Friends of
the Fraser Valley, the evidence of Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr.
Griffith is to be accepted as reliable, and the evidence of the
Friends of the Fraser Valley, its officers, directors, and
spokespersons, is to be rejected as unreliable.

Unfortunately, the Rzepczynski matter does not end there. Mr. Rzepczynski has asked
that his name be cleared, and I believe that this province owes it to him to set the
record straight. It is also important to future Commissions under the Inquiry Act that I
comment further on this issue. Those who offer relevant information and opinions to
public inquiries and Commissions should have confidence that they will be protected
against irresponsible and defamatory statements. In this connection the remarks in
Winnipeg of Supreme Court of Canada Justice John Sopinka on 24 August 1990 are
eloquent and compelling. He said:
the damage to personal reputation and the loss of privacy that may
result from any inquiry, even if that inquiry absolves the individual of
blame is immense.
Personal reputation is for many as cherished a commodity as any; for it to
be shattered by a flurry of unsubstantiated accusations is a senseless and
cruel waste

17

Mr. Justice Sopinka’s words suggest that there is a duty on me as Commissioner of this
inquiry to protect vigorously the good name of persons unjustly attacked in the course
of this Commission.
The Friends of the Fraser Valley have repeatedly referred to Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr.
Griffith when discussing the silencing of potential witnesses. These comments have
continued over many weeks despite the spokespersons for the Friends being aware of
the categorical denials of Mr. Rzepczynski and Mr. Griffith.
I have therefore further concluded:
n)

That there is no evidence whatsoever for a reasonable person to
believe that Mr. Walter Rzepczynski was pressured into silence on
matters of interest to this Commission.

o)

That there is no evidence whatsoever for a reasonable person to
believe that Mr. Howard Griffith exerted any pressure with a view
to silencing any person on matters of interest to this Commission.

p)

That the views on exploratory drilling and underground natural
gas storage attributed to Mr. Rzepczynski in Mr. Break’s “technical
paper” are fabrications.

q)

That Mr. Rzepczynski’s views on exploratory drilling and natural
gas storage are as set out in his sworn statutory declaration of 8
October 1990.

r)

That the spokespersons, officers, and directors of the Friends of
the Fraser Valley knew or should have known that the alle~ations
made in the name of their organization regarding Mr. Griffith and
Mr. Rzepczynski were without any truth whatsoever.

s)

That the spokespersons, officers, and directors of the Friends of
the Fraser Valley knew or should have known that the allegations
made in the name of their organization regarding witnesses being
silenced by the proponents in the state of Washington, Illinois,
Wyoming and Michigan were without any truth whatsoever.

t)

That the spokespersons, officers, and directors of the
the Fraser Valley knew or should have known that the
made in the name of their organization regarding
testimony given by public officials were without
whatsoever.
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Friends of
allegations
untruthful
any truth

Further Action.
This investigation has been thorough and has found nothing to support the allegations
that have been made. From the point of view of this Commission, nothing would be
gained by further action on this matter.
The purpose of this Commission is to fairly and impartially examine the issues covered
by its terms of reference. The time available to complete its task is short. Further
examination of allegations, or action against those who have made these allegations, no
matter how improper their behavior, could only have the effect of further delaying the
Commission’s report.
Final Note.
In the paragraphs above I have mentioned the behavior of the spokespersons, officers,
and directors of the Friends of the Fraser Valley, and I have made no comment about
the general membership. I know little about the organization of the group, but having
been in touch with many of its members over the past few months, I am aware that the
vast majority of members joined by reason of their legitimate concern over the prospect
of exploratory drilling and underground natural gas storage in the Valley. I have no
information to indicate that these people had any part in the untruthful statements and
regrettable behavior of the group’s spokespersons, directors, and officers.
No doubt in due course those members who do not condone the tactics of the
leadership will make their views known. In the meantime, I wish to note that the issues
commented on above are not related to the substance of the Commission’s work. Issues
and concerns over exploratory drilling and natural gas storage identified at the public
meetings were not linked to a particular organization, but were listed simply as public
concerns. It is the Commission’s intention to deal with those issues and concerns in the
future in the same manner as it has in the past, without regard for source. The behavior
of the spokespersons, officers, and directors of the Friends of the Fraser Valley
discussed above is unrelated to the substance of the work of this Commission, and will
have no effect on it.
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/
News Release
November 27, 1990

I

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

NO EVIDENCE OF WITNESS TAMPERING AT VALLEY DRILLING HEARINGS
Victoria, B.C.

-

Fraser Valley Petroleum Exploration

Commissioner David Anderson today released a Special Report into
allegations of witness tampering at the Commission hearings.
The report concludes that there is no support for
allegations that witnesses had been pressured, information
withheld, or that untruthful evidence had been given to his
Inquiry into petroleum exploration in the Fraser Valley.
“I am relieved that I can now place full confidence in the
evidence I received at the hearings,” said Anderson.

“1 can now

go ahead with my final report on the issues and public concerns
with the assurance that the Inquiry process was fair, open and
credible and that the technical evidence can be relied on.”
The allegations were made to Anderson by a Langley group,
Friends of the Fraser Valley, which is opposed to petroleum
exploration in the Valley.

Anderson spent seven weeks on an in-

depth investigation in Canada and the U.S. and called a special
public hearing to deal with their charges.
No evidence to support the charges was provided by the
Friends of the Fraser Valley or by any other individuals or
groups in spite of requests through letters, the media and at the
special public hearing. Submissions were received from 26 people
who wished to clarify the record or to clear their good name of
suspicions.
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“I have a duty to protect the good name of persons unjustly
attacked in the course of this Commission,” stated Anderson.
“If
these very serious allegations were true, they could have lead to
criminal charges being laid.”
The 12—page report contains twenty individual conclusions,
finding that there is no evidence that potential witnesses from
Wyoming, Illinois, Washington, or Michigan had been pressured
into remaining silent by companies wanting to drill in the Fraser
Valley or that technical witnesses had not given their honest
opinions to the Inquiry.

A 60—page volume of evidence was also

published.
In the report, Anderson states he has no reason to think
that the vast majority of the membership of the Friends of the
Fraser Valley had any part in the untruthful statements and
regrettable behavior of the group’s spokespersons, who should
have known that their allegations were baseless.
“My main purpose, which is to investigate and recommend on
the issues and concerns over exploration and drilling, has not
been affected by these allegations by the Friends of the Fraser
Valley.
“I have never linked the major public concerns——over
groundwater, environmental impacts, possible loss of Valley
lifestyle——to any particular organization, but have recognized
them all as being legitimate public concerns, tà which I must
bring the best technical evidence and judgment I can,” said
Anderson.
“I will now get on with preparing my final report.”
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NOTE: COMMISSIONER ANDERSON WILL BE AVAILZ~BLE FOR MEDIA
INTERVIEWS TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 1990 AFTER 11:00 AN.
TELEPHONE 356-9742

