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RE WWF-Canada comments on the Deh Cho Working Draft Land Use Map, Terms and Policy 

Recommendations 

 

 

Dear Ms. Wiebe 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the “Deh Cho Working Draft Land Use Map, 

Terms and Policy Recommendations”.  The land use analysis and policy conditions provide an 

excellent example of balancing community desires to maintain cultural heritage and ecological 

conservation with economic development prospects.  I look forward to participating in the regional 

forum in late March. 

 

Cheers, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tony Iacobelli, M.Sc., R.P.P. 

Senior Manager, Landscape Conservation and Planning 
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WWF-Canada Comments on the 

Deh Cho Working Draft Land Use Map, Terms and Policy Recommendations 

 

Submitted March 24, 2005 

By Tony Iacobelli, William Carpenter, Freya Nales and Tracy Williams 

 

General Issues of Support 

 

WWF agrees with the geographic scope and general purpose of the Conservation Zones, as well as 

the clear connection to the Protected Areas Strategy in the NWT as one mechanism to permanently 

protected community-supported areas of high conservation value.  We are also supportive of the 

general design of the land use zones in which Special Management Zones act to connect 

Conservation Zones. 

 

We strongly support the initiative to adequately describe compatible uses in respective zones and 

cumulative impacts thresholds.  Monitoring will be required to modify the management prescriptions 

and thresholds to achieve the goals and targets of respective sites and the overall land use design. 

 

WWF Considerations or General Recommendations 

 

There is little reference to specific authorities or processes, whether existing or recommended, to 

enforce Terms or conformity requirements and ensure monitoring of land use activities to meet 

cumulative impacts thresholds.  There is mention of responsible authorities, however, the Land Use 

Plan will likely need to be more explicit in order to ensure conformity to the Plan. 

 

Falaise Lake site.  WWF supports the original land withdrawal boundary that extends beyond the 

north end of Falaise Lake.  This area supports significant wetland species and large mammals, 

including woodland caribou and bison.  Community consultation indicates little or no support for 

mining activities (Map 6), yet an area of high mineral potential appears to have resulted in a decision 

to remove the north end of Falaise Lake from a Conservation Zone and into a Special Management 

Zone. 

 

Executive Summary 

 

Recommendation: Provide a brief description of the legal and policy framework for land use 

planning in the Deh Cho.  If this is primarily the Interim Measures Agreement, as stated in the 

Introduction (Page 1), then we suggest repeating this in the Executive Summary.  The responsibilities 

for enforcing the plan and checking conformity can be described elsewhere in the document, as well 
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as the relation of other relevant legislation such as the Species at Risk Act and the Mackenzie Valley 

Resource Management Act.   

 

There are also national and international treaties and agreements that can be implemented through 

the land use plan, such as the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Kyoto Protocol.  It may be 

useful to include a list of international, national and territorial legislation and/or policy agreements 

that pertain to the Deh Cho territory and are interpreted in the land use plan.  WWF-Canada’s Nature 

Audit can be used as a source for these global and national policies 

(http://wwf.ca/AboutWWF/WhatWeDo/TheNatureAudit/TheNatureAudit.asp?page=0.1). 

 

Introduction 

No comment. 

 

Planning Process 

 

Identification of Conservation Zones 

Areas of high development potential or where communities expressed support for development 

appear to be excluded from Conservation Zones.  Instead, areas where development and conservation 

interest overlap are identified as Special Management Zones.  In such instances, we suggest that the 

ecological and cultural consequences of the decision should be documented.  Cases in which 

conservation values may be adversely affected should be as transparent as possible to allow the 

public and stakeholders to better assess the land use decision. 

 

Have ecosystem services been considered in the compilation of conservation values?  See comments 

below regarding Map 4. 

 

Terms (page 8).  Are these actually requirements to conform to the Plan?  “Terms” appears to be too 

broad a description for these requirements and/or management considerations.  It is also not defined 

on pages ii) and iii) in the manner in which they are expressed in the Working Draft document.  

 

Land Use Zones 

 

Does the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act support the definition of zones recommended 

in the Working Draft?  If so, then there should be a proper reference to the Act in the Land Use Plan. 

 

Zone Objectives.  The Conservation Zones can have specific ecological and cultural targets.  

Providing temporary protection, the purpose stated on Page 10, is valid in connection with the PAS, 

but is likely not sufficient on its own as a component of the overall goal to “promote the social, 
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cultural and economic well-being of residents and communities” in the Deh Cho territory.  Examples 

of ecological targets for Conservation Zones include: 

- Provision of suitable habitat and movement corridors to maintain long-term integrity (>100 

years) for key wildlife populations. 

- Protection of vulnerable and irreplaceable ecological elements, such as critical habitat for rare 

species and unique ecosystems. 

- Ensure the long-term provision of ecosystem services (such as related to water quality and 

quantity, erosion and flooding control, carbon sequestration). 

 

Table 6.  We have concerns about Zones 25 (Peel River Plateau) and 27 (Southeastern Mackenzie 

Mountains) listed as Special Management Zones when there appears to be a diversity of large 

mammal species and other significant ecological values.  More information concerning habitat 

requirements of key focal species (e.g. grizzly bear and woodland caribou) may result in identifying 

part of these SMZs as Conservation Zones. 

 

Perhaps the title for Table 7 can better reflect the description of requirements listed in the table.  See 

our comment above.  

 

Table 7. Traditional Knowledge.  Is there a framework to ensure that new information is integrated 

into an information base? For example, the Edehzhie PAS working group is currently documenting 

community knowledge and traditional place names and will submit this information to the Prince of 

Wales Heritage Centre.  A similar protocol can be added to this “Term” in Table 7.   

 

Table 7.  It is not clear how the “Terms” will be enforced or monitored once Regulatory Authorities 

have provided approval for a specific activity.  In addition, some of the “Terms” seem to require a 

schedule for delivery.  For example, forest management guidelines (Page 20) are noted, but there is 

no deadline for development and implementation of these guidelines.  

 

Table 8. Minimum Core Area.  The application of the Minimum Core Area thresholds is not clear.  

An example in column two may be required to properly understand the intent of this cumulative 

impact threshold. For example, is the target to ensure that > 75% of the available habitat for a 

particular species in located in landscape blocks greater than 1,000 ha and at least 500 m wide?  Is it 

recommended to meet the requirement for large and medium cores areas? 

 

Table 8. Minimum Patch Size.  Similar to the above concern, we are not sure how the Minimum 

Patch Size thresholds will be applied. 
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Land Use Summaries 

 

Map 3.  Is there information about the history and intensity of resource extraction activities, such as 

the date of seismic lines and oil/gas wells, so that present ecological condition can be interpreted 

from the data?  Older seismic lines (>40 years) may have regenerated indicating possibly slightly 

better current habitat condition than more recent seismic.  Conversely, newer seismic exploration 

may be less invasive and this information can be useful in extrapolating current ecological condition. 

 

Map 4. Is there an opportunity to include additional conservation values for the conservation 

intersect?  Critical wildlife areas are one set of attributes to understand areas of higher ecological 

value.  Other significant values include ecosystem services (e.g. water quality for drinking water, 

flood and erosion protection), ecological representation of vegetation community types, vulnerable 

and irreplaceable elements (e.g. known and predicted distributions of rare species, unique geologic or 

vegetation types).  Components of vulnerable and irreplaceable elements appear to be included in the 

analysis, but ecosystem services and ecological representation are not.   

 

Map 4. Can the cultural and ecological values be considered additive rather than intersected?  In this 

way, areas of overlap of community values and ecological values can be depicted differently from 

areas only with recorded or known ecological or cultural values. 

 

Maps 5-9.  The maps generally show no support for extractive activities in the northwest portion of 

the Deh Cho territory – an area that includes the North Nahanni R., Root R., and Johnson R.  There 

also appears to be little potential for industrial extraction, yet the area is designated as either having 

permitted uses or permitted with special terms.  It is not clear how the assessment arrived at this 

outcome given the input information.  In addition, have nearby Sahtu communities had an 

opportunity to indicate current or traditional use in this area? 

 

Economic Development Assessment Mode 

No comments. 

 

Working Draft Policy Recommendations 

 

Although we agree in principle with all the policy recommendations, there are two that we believe 

are consistent with ecologically sustainable development. 

 

Take Only What You Need 

There is both a social and ecological component to this principle.  From a social perspective, 

ensuring that benefits of development flow to the community requires appropriate infrastructure and 

training to be in place to accommodate planned and approved development activities.  From an 
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ecological perspective, this policy is consistent with the principle to meet basic needs for today, 

while maintaining opportunities for renewable and non-renewable resource use for future 

generations.  It is also consistent with a precautionary approach.  This is particularly appropriate in 

the boreal forest in which there are still many data gaps in our knowledge of ecological systems and, 

hence, cumulative effects thresholds will likely be modified as more information is gained from 

research studies and land use activities. 

 

Do Not Waste 

This principle is consistent with best management practices to improve efficiency and reduce 

wasteful activities.  This can be applied to all development activities, including minimizing 

footprints of land use activities (e.g. forestry guidelines, mineral exploration guidelines, oil/gas 

exploration guidelines), construction (e.g. using environmentally friendly or benign products), and 

maintenance of built forms (minimizing energy and water consumption). 

 

Assessment of Ecological Representation 

 

WWF-Canada has assessed the contribution of the Conservation Zones to ecological representation 

of enduring features in ecoregions intersecting the Deh Cho territory.  The results for each enduring 

feature are provided in Figure 1.  Those enduring features that are not considered to be ‘adequately’ 

represented by Conservation Zones and existing protected areas are shown in Figure 2.  Information 

sources to determine options to complete representation include: 

- intact habitat (e.g. Global Forest Watch) 

- focal species habitat suitability, such as for woodland caribou, grizzly bear, wetlands species and 

migratory boreal species. 

- vulnerable and irreplaceable elements such as known or predicted locations of species at risk and 

diversity hot spots 

- significant areas to maintain ecosystem services, such as sources of drinking water, erosion or 

flood control and carbon sequestration. 

 

An example of overlaying potential high conservation values with under-represented enduring 

features is provided in Figure 3. 
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Figure 1 Assessment of ecological representation results for enduring 

features in the Deh Cho territory.  Methods can be obtained from 

ftp://ftp.wwf.ca under /AoR Documents/. 
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Figure 2 Enduring features not represented by Conservation Zones 

and existing protected areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 Example of identifying high conservation values in under-

represented enduring features. 

 

 


