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Executive Summary
The Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee (the “Committee”) has developed the Revised Draft
Land Use Plan and Background Report for the Dehcho territory. This document is the
Background Report.
The purpose of the Plan is to promote the social, cultural and economic well-being of the
residents and communities of the Dehcho territory, having regard to the interests of all
Canadians. The Plan is intended to form part of an integrated land and resource management
regime and outlines what types of activities should occur, generally where they should take
place, and terms and conditions necessary to guide land use proposals and development
projects over time. The Plan does not apply within Nahanni National Park Reserve and
community boundaries.
The Plan is based on the principles of respect for the land, as understood and explained by the
Dehcho Elders, and sustainable development. The Plan balances development opportunities,
social and ecological constraints. It reflects community values and priorities while taking into
consideration the values of all Canadians.
Nothing in this Land Use Plan will impact or reduce in any way, the treaty and aboriginal
rights and activities of the Dehcho Dene Descendants. Traditional Land Use, Occupancy
and Harvesting will continue in all areas at all times.
The Plan (both Zoning and Terms) does not apply to any rights, dispositions, authorizations or
activities existing in the Dehcho territory on the day prior to Plan approval. These existing uses
are allowed to continue as non-conforming uses. Renewal of permits, licenses and
authorizations for existing uses are allowed.
The Plan only applies to activities for which a permit, license or authorization is required as
described in the Plan. Minor land uses such as hiking or canoeing for which no authorization is
required, are not subject to the Plan.
The Plan is only intended to apply to non-traditional commercial uses. Traditional and domestic
uses such as fur harvesting, minor trade of excess wildlife harvests, use of timber for fuel wood,
community building needs, or Christmas trees, are exempt from the Plan.
Further discussion on the Scope and Application of the Plan are discussed in Chapter 1.
The Plan contains five zone types:
•

Conservation Zones are designated in areas having significant ecological and cultural
values. Conservation Zones are meant to provide flexible protection to lands of important
cultural or ecological value. All development except Tourism is prohibited in Conservation
Zones. Two of the zones prohibit Tourism as well. There are 17 Conservation Zones
covering 40.7% of the Plan Area.

•

The Protected Area Strategy Zone is a separate designation for candidate protected areas
that have been withdrawn from disposition through the Protected Area Strategy (PAS)
process. This zone type represents a transition between an area subject to the Land Use
Plan and the approved protected area, which is managed under the legislation and authority
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of the sponsoring agency and the Park Management Plan. At the moment, only Edehzhie
(Zone 4) has this designation, covering 12.0% of the Plan Area.
•

Special Management Zones are designated in areas where there is significant potential for
both conservation and development together. Special Management Zones may be
established to promote certain types of development or protect values while allowing some
forms of development to proceed. Special Management Zones use a combination of Terms
and land use restrictions to achieve these goals. There are 11 Special Management Zones
covering 24.1% of the Plan Area.

•

General Use Zones permit all land uses, subject to existing regulatory processes, Acts and
Regulations, and the Terms of this Plan. General Use Zones cover 23.2% of the Plan Area.
They are not numbered.

•

The Special Infrastructure Corridor (Zone 30) delineates a study corridor for the
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline based on the current routing of the proponent and negotiated
corridors through current land withdrawals. This corridor overlaps the other zone types
rather than cutting a portion out of them. The current routing crosses Zones 1, 3, 4, 5, 19,
21, 22, 23, and 29. A route is still being negotiated through Zone 1 (Pehdzeh Ki Deh) and
the final routing will be reflected in the Plan once negotiations are complete. This zone
covers 0.4% of the Plan Area.

There are 3 types of Terms:
•

Conformity Requirements (CR) describe permitted and non-permitted uses within the
Dehcho territory or identify conditions for development that must be met on all new
applications before the application can be approved.

•

Actions (A) identify new activities (e.g. research, meetings) which are required to achieve
the goals of the Plan. Actions are directed at various planning partners, including DFN,
government departments, agencies, Regulatory Authorities, businesses and other
organizations.

•

Recommendations (R) provide guidance to our planning partners on additional activities
that will help achieve the goals of the Plan. They are not legally binding requirements, but
should be given consideration in future land use decisions.

The Plan will be approved by the Dehcho First Nations, the Government of the Northwest
Territories, and will be considered by the Minister of DIAND. The Minister may, under section
109 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act, provide written policy directions,
binding on the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board. By approving the Plan, Governments
agree to implement the Terms within their jurisdiction and ensure that new land and water uses
comply with the Plan. The Background Report supports the Plan by providing context, rationale
and methodology, but is not subject to approval by the Parties.
Upon approval of a Dehcho Final Agreement, the approved Plan will be a land management tool
that provides legally binding direction and guidance to Regulatory Authorities and decisionmakers in the evaluation of development projects, protected area proposals, and other potential
land uses.
The Revised Draft Plan contains 3 chapters.
Chapter 1 introduces the Plan and sets the context for planning decisions. It describes the
Scope and Application of the Dehcho Land Use Plan and the Format and Content of the Plan.
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Chapter 2 includes the Vision and Goals, Zoning and Terms of the Plan. The proposed Land
Use Zones are shown in Map 1 and described in Table 1 of the Revised Draft Plan. The Land
Use Zones focus on 5 land uses (Oil and Gas, Mining, Forestry, Agriculture and Tourism) and
identify in general where each of these uses is appropriate. Other land uses such as access,
transportation, infrastructure, community expansion and hydro development, are considered in
the Plan through Terms.
The Terms consist of Conformity Requirements, Actions and Recommendations and provide
further guidance and clarity regarding the future development of the region. They are presented
in relation to the issues raised during consultations. Issues are grouped according to Dene
Culture, Traditional Use, Sustainable Development and Community Issues. The Terms apply to
the entire Dehcho territory unless otherwise noted (there are a few Terms that apply to specific
zones only).
Chapter 3 describes Plan approval and implementation, including revisions to Land
Withdrawals, Conformity Determinations, and Plan Revisions, Exceptions and Amendments.
Appendix 1 contains a numbered list of all Conformity Requirements, Actions and
Recommendations. The other appendices include documents referenced in the Terms.

The Background Report contains six chapters.
Chapter 1 introduces the Plan and Background Report and sets the context for planning
decisions.
Chapter 2 describes the Plan Area, culture, people, land and resources, and highlights the key
conclusions of all the research included in Plan development.
Chapter 3 describes the current regulatory and policy context of the region and how the Plan is
integrated into that system. There is also a discussion of how the Plan integrates with other
land use initiatives, including the Protected Areas Strategy, the Nahanni Park Expansion
Process, the Cumulative Effects Assessment and Management (CEAM) Framework and
Strategy, transboundary activities, and community planning initiatives.
Chapter 4 describes the overall planning process as laid out in the guidelines presented in
Appendix 2 of the Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement, under which the
Committee was established. It defines the methods used to develop the zones and the nature
and purpose of the five zone types. This chapter explains the types of Terms included in the
Plan and how they address planning related issues. The methodology used in the Cumulative
Effects and Economic Development Model Assessments is also defined in this chapter.
Chapter 5 provides a detailed description of each zone, identifying the permitted uses, zone
objectives, conservation values and resource potential, and any specific Terms applicable to the
zone.
Chapter 6 assesses the impact of the Plan from various perspectives, including:
• A comparison of the Land Use Zones with existing dispositions;
• Land use comparisons which show how the Zoning relates to the development potential,
community interest and existing situation for each of the five key land uses;
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•
•
•

A comparison of the Land Use Zones against conservation goals;
The Economic Development Assessment; and
Cumulative Effects Assessments.

Appendix 8 contains all the questions and comments raised during the summer consultations
or through written submissions on the June 2005 Draft Plan and the Committee’s responses to
them. Many of the responses are also reflected in changes to the Revised Draft Plan. The
other appendices contain additional background information not required in the Plan.
For reference, discussion of Cumulative Effects Assessment and Economic Development
Assessment occurs in multiple places throughout the Plan and Background Report according to
subject:
• Chapter 4 of the Background Report describes methodology, assumptions and rationale for
both topics.
• Chapter 6 of the Background Report describes the Assessment results for both topics
• Chapter 2 of the Plan describes the Conformity Requirement and detailed methodology for
Cumulative Effects.
The Committee has strived to provide as much detail as possible in the Revised Draft Plan and
Background Report in order to address all the questions raised at summer consultations and
through written submissions. The Plan will go through one more revision to address future
comments before being submitted for approval at the end of March 2006.
NOTE: The maps provided in the Plan and Background Report are for illustrative
purposes only. While the Plan uses the best information available at the time of
writing, we make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become
outdated after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date
information should contact the data source for the most current files.
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Definitions
Actions: New activities (e.g. research, meetings) which are required to achieve the goals of the
Plan.
Agriculture: Agriculture is defined as cultivation of the soil and the grazing of livestock, not
including confined barn livestock production, greenhouses, and game-ranching.
Biodiversity: Biodiversity or biological diversity, refers to the variability among living organisms.
It includes diversity within species (genetic diversity), between species (species diversity), and
of ecosystems (ecosystem diversity)1.
Communities: Include for the purposes of this plan only, Fort Simpson, Fort Providence, Fort
Liard, Hay River Reserve, Hay River, Wrigley, Jean Marie River, Trout Lake, Nahanni Butte,
Kakisa and Enterprise and all aboriginal and non-aboriginal residents thereof2.
Community Boundaries: Extent of community lands including Block Land Transfers,
Development Control Zones, Municipal Boundaries, and the Hay River Reserve.
Conformity Requirements: Describe permitted and non-permitted uses within the Dehcho
territory or identify conditions for development that must be met on all new applications before
the application can be approved.
Corridor Density: Density of all linear features wider than 1.5 m, including roads, trails, utility
corridors, pipeline right-of-ways and seismic lines and all other linear features where natural
ground cover has been removed due to human disturbance3 . It is expressed as km/km2 and is
calculated for each quarter of an Oil and Gas grid as defined in the Canada Oil and Gas Land
Regulations (under the Territorial Lands Act).
Dehcho First Nation(s): Consists of, for the purposes of this plan only, the Dehcho Tribal
Council including Åiidli Koe First Nation (Fort Simpson), Deh Gah Got’ie First Nation (Fort
Providence), Acho Dene Koe First Nation (Fort Liard), Katlodeeche First Nation (Hay River
Reserve), Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (Wrigley), West Point First Nation (Hay River), Tthek’edeli
First Nation (Jean Marie River), Sambaa K’e First Nation (Trout Lake), NaÆahdee First Nation
(Nahanni Butte), Ka’agee Tu First Nation (Kakisa), Fort Simpson Metis Local 52, Fort
Providence Metis Local 57 and Fort Liard Metis Local 674.
Developers: Any person engaged in a development activity requiring a license, permit or
authorization from a federal or territorial government department, agency or institution.
Development: Any authorizations from Regulatory Authorities including any undertaking, or any
part of an undertaking, that is carried out on land or water and, except where the context
otherwise indicates, within the Dehcho territory, and includes measures carried out by a
department or agency of government leading to the establishment of a park subject to the
Canada National Parks Act and an acquisition of lands pursuant to the Historic Sites and
Monuments Act5 but does not include Scientific Research including activities undertaken in
Conservation Zones.
Direct Outputs: Arise directly from the development activity.
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Ecoregion: Subdivisions of the ecozone characterized by distinctive large order landforms or
assemblages of regional landforms, small order macro- or mesoclimates, vegetation, soils,
water, and regional human activity patterns/uses6.
Ecosystem: Subdivisions of the global ecosphere, vertical chunks which include air, soil, or
sediments, and organisms (including humans). Because social and economic activities affect
the environment as a whole, the ecosystem approach incorporates environmental, social, and
economic elements into its definition7.
Employment by Industry (EBI): The number of additional hours of employment provided as a
result of development in the region
Environment: The components of the Earth and includes (a) air, land and water;(b) all layers
of the atmosphere; (c) all organic and inorganic matter and living organisms, including people;
and (d) the interacting natural systems that include components referred to in paragraphs (a) to
(c)8.
Existing Rights, Dispositions, Authorizations and Activities: Any rights, dispositions,
authorizations or activities existing in the Dehcho territory on the day prior to Plan approval.
Forestry: Any work or undertaking to harvest or manage an area for the production of timber
and other forest produce, or to maintain woody vegetation for such indirect benefits as the
protection of watersheds, the provision of recreation areas, or the preservation of natural
habitat9.
Geophysical Operation: The measurement or investigation, by indirect methods, of the
subsurface of the earth for the purpose of locating Oil and Gas or of determining the nature of
the seabed and subsurface conditions at a proposed drilling site or of a proposed pipeline route,
and includes a seismic survey, resistivity survey, gravimetric survey, magnetic survey, electrical
survey and geochemical survey and any work preparatory to that measurement or investigation,
such as field tests of energy sources, calibration of instruments and cable ballasting, but does
not include a velocity survey or a vertical seismic survey that is not a walkaway vertical seismic
survey.
Governments: Includes Local Governments, Government of the Northwest Territories
(GNWT), Government of Canada (GOC) and all subsidiary departments and agencies of each.
Gross Domestic Product (GDP): The sum of value added by all resident producers with
respect to development plus any product taxes (less subsidies) not included in the valuation of
output.
Gross Expenditure (GE): The total value of ($) Gross Production derived from the Dehcho
economy.
Gross Production (GP): The total volume of the product (oil or gas, minerals or timber) directly
related to the specified developments in the Dehcho.
Human Disturbance: Any relatively discrete event arising from anthropogenic (human)
sources that disrupts an ecosystem, community, or population structure and changes resources,
substrate availability, or the physical environment. Sources include agricultural operations,
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resource extraction, industrial processes, combustion of wood or fossil fuels, earthmoving
activities, and entrainment of road dust into the air10 11.
Indirect Outputs: Arise as a result of the effects of development activity throughout the
economy. These might be secondary industries e.g. building / wood manufacturing.
Induced Output: Relates to economic activity induced in other local industries.
Invasive Plant: Any invasive alien plant species that has the potential to pose undesirable or
detrimental impacts on humans, animals or ecosystems12.
Labour Force (LF): The group of people who have a potential for being employed. All persons
15 and over who are either employed, temporarily idle, or unemployed and seeking employment
Labour Income (LI): Is the gross wages and salaries and supplementary labour income
earned by the people employed by a project. It includes income taxes, employment insurance,
pension fund contributions, etc. It can apply to direct or spin off employment. Household income
is part of GDP.
Land: Means land, including any water, air and all layers of the atmosphere above and the
subsurface below13.
Local Government: Any local government established under the Cities, Towns, and Villages
Act, Hamlets Act, Charter Communities Act, or Settlements Act, of the Northwest Territories,
including a city, town, village, hamlet, charter community, or settlement, whether incorporated or
not, and the GNWT acting in place of a local government14.
Low Impact Seismic: Low impact seismic (LIS) refers to operational procedures that minimize
the effects of seismic operations on the environment. The objective of LIS is to create a narrow,
continuously meandering line. This method reduces the line of sight to less than 200 m, avoids
larger trees (avoidance cutting), and leaves the soil and ground cover generally undisturbed.
Line width may vary from 1.5 to 4.5 m and be hand cut or mechanically cut. The average line
width cannot exceed 4.5 m and maximum line width cannot exceed 5.0 m.15
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline: As defined in the Application by Imperial Oil Resource Ventures
Limited Pursuant to Parts III and IV of the NEB Act, submitted to the National Energy Board
October 7, 2004, consists of: 1,220 km of NPS 30 pipe from the Inuvik area facility to the NGTL
Interconnect in Alberta; four compressor stations; one heater station; a meter station; and a pig
receiver and block valve just south of the NT-AB border. Construction and operation of the
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline requires associated infrastructure, including: barge landing sites;
construction material stockpile sites; fuel storage sites; camps; access roads; airstrips and
helipads; and borrow sites16.
Minimal Impact Seismic: Minimal Impact Seismic involves the creation of lines where cutting
of forest growth is restricted to the width necessary to create a walking trail for foot access.
There is no cutting of standing trees and little if any cutting of shrubs. Minimal impact lines can
include the use of existing lines and thus avoid cutting of new lines17.
Mining: Any work or undertakings related to the exploration for or development of a mineral
resource; the extracting of minerals from a mineral resource, the processing of ore, other than
iron ore, from a mineral resource to the prime metal stage or its equivalent, the processing of
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iron ore from a mineral resource to the pellet stage or its equivalent and the restoration of stripmined land to a usable condition. Mineral Resources include: (a) a base- or a precious-metal
deposit; (b) a coal deposit; (c) a mineral deposit from which the principal extracted substance is
diamond or ammonite gemstone, potash, sodium chloride, gypsum or silica (if extracted from
sandstone or quartzite); (d) a certified non-bedded deposit from which an industrial mineral is
the principal mineral extracted; (e) a bituminous sands or oil shale deposit18 19.
Minor Infrastructure: Includes but is not limited to fuel caches, navigation markers and
communication towers. Minor infrastructure is limited to land and water uses requiring a Type B
land use permit or water license as per the Mackenzie Valley Land Use Regulations or those
minor land and water uses not requiring any land use permits or water licenses.
Non-Conforming Use: A land use which is restricted in the Land Use Plan through Zoning or
Terms but which existed on the day before Plan approval.
Non-Exclusive Geophysical Survey: A geophysical operation that is conducted to acquire
data for the purpose of sale, in whole or in part, to the public20
Oil and Gas Operations: Oil and Gas operations include exploration (excluding non-exclusive
geophysical surveys), drilling, production, conservation, processing and transportation of Oil and
Gas in the Northwest Territories. "Gas" means natural gas that is or can be produced from a
well, both before and after it has been subjected to any processing, and includes marketable
gas and all fluid components not defined as oil; "Oil" means crude oil and all other
hydrocarbons, regardless of gravity, that are or can be produced from a well in liquid form
including crude bitumen but excluding condensate21 22.
Parties: Means Dehcho First Nations, Canada and the GNWT23.
Pipeline: Means a pipeline that is used or is intended to be used for the transmission of oil, gas
or any other commodity24.
Pipeline-right-of-way: A strip of land over and around pipelines where a pipeline company has
acquired rights to use the land for the construction, operation and maintenance of its pipelines,
however, ownership of the land remains with the landowner. All activities within the right of way
are governed by the NEB Act, the NEB Pipeline Crossing Regulations, Parts I and II, and
easement agreements negotiated between the landowner and the pipeline company25.
Precautionary Principle: Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full
scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to
prevent environmental degradation26.
Recommendations: Provide guidance to our planning partners on additional activities that will
help achieve the goals of the Plan. They are not requirements, but should be given
consideration in future land use decisions.
Regulatory Authorities: Any government department or agency or institution with the authority
to issue licenses, permits or authorizations within the Dehcho. They include but are not limited
to: The Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB), Department of Fisheries and
Oceans (DFO), Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND), Parks
Canada (PC), Environment Canada (EC), National Energy Board (NEB), Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (ENR), Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment
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(ITI), Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre (PWNHC), Aurora Research Institute (ARI) and
Protected Area Management Committees. The Dehcho Resource Management Authority
(DCRMA) may also be established and become a Regulatory Authority.
Run of the River Hydroelectric Development: Developments where no or little impoundment
takes place and the natural river flow is utilized with no seasonal regulation27.
Significant Environmental Features: Sites of important ecological significance, some of
which also provide unique wildlife habitat for different species. They include but are not
restricted to karst topography, hot and cold springs, waterfalls, ravines, cliffs and other unique
geological features.
Significant Habitat Features: Areas or features that are critical to the survival or reproduction
of the population. They include but are not limited to mineral licks, dens, wallows, nests, calving
areas, spawning areas, staging areas, whelping areas, and lambing areas, key migration routes,
and early open water areas.
Sustainable Development: Development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs28.
Tax Revenue (TR): Government income due to taxation
Terms: Consist of Conformity Requirements, Actions and Recommendations.
Tourism: Any outdoor recreational activity as defined in the Travel and Tourism Act, not
including Big Game Outfitting29. Tourism businesses may or may not include a tourist
establishment as defined in the Travel and Tourism Act. Tourism services may include but are
not limited to fishing, hiking, cultural skills and interpretation, dog-sledding, and canoeing, but do
not include big game outfitting.
Toxic Air Pollutants: includes a wide range of metallic oxides, chemical compounds and other
substances. Examples include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbon (PAHs). Toxic Air Pollutants are also referred to as non-criteria pollutants and are
not governed by nationwide ambient air quality objectives which provide a basis to help
determine acceptable air quality30.
Traditional Knowledge: The collective intellectual property of Dehcho First Nations’ members
Stories, Customs, Experiences, Knowledge, Practices, Beliefs and Spiritual Teaching passed on
by their parents from their ancestors31.
Traditional Land Use and Occupancy: Traditional Land Use refers to activities involving the
harvest of traditional resources like hunting, trapping, fishing, gathering of medicinal plants and
berry picking, and travelling to engage in these kinds of activities. The mapping of traditional use
records the locations where these activities occur. Occupancy refers to the area which a
particular group regards as its own by virtue of continuing use, habitation, naming, knowledge,
and control. The mapping of occupancy records stories and legends about places, ecological
knowledge of places, indigenous place names, and habitation sites like cabins and burial
grounds32.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

View of the Mackenzie River and mountains from the community of Wrigley. Photo Credit: DLUPC

NOTE: The maps provided in this Background Report are for illustrative purposes
only. While the DLUPC uses the best information available at the time of writing, we
make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become outdated
after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date information
should contact the data source for the most current files.
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1.1 Introduction
The Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee (the DLUPC or Committee) was established in May
2001 through the Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement (IMA). The Committee is
mandated to develop a Land Use Plan for the Dehcho territory for lands outside the existing
community boundaries and the Nahanni National Park Reserve.
The purpose of the Plan is to promote the social, cultural and economic well being of
residents and communities in the Dehcho territory, having regard to the interests of all
Canadians (IMA, S.3).
Taking into consideration the principles of respect for the land, as understood and
explained by the Dehcho Elders, and sustainable development, the Plan shall provide for
the conservation, development and utilization of the land, waters and other resources in
the Dehcho territory (IMA, S.4). As such, Elders play an important role in guiding Plan
development.
Once approved, the Land Use Plan will provide legally binding direction to Regulatory
Authorities and decision-makers in their assessment of development projects.

1.2 The Dehcho Territory
The Dehcho territory is located in the southwest corner of the Northwest Territories. It is
surrounded by the Sahtu Settlement Area and the Tlicho (Dogrib) Settlement Area to the north,
the Akaitcho territory to the east, Alberta and British Columbia to the south, and the Yukon
Territory to the west. It covers 215, 615 km2 and is home to approximately 7000 people. The
Mackenzie River or Dehcho (meaning big river) dominates the landscape, carrying water from
Great Slave Lake to the Mackenzie Delta. Map 1 shows the Dehcho territory.
The Dehcho territory contains 11 communities: Fort Providence, Kakisa, Enterprise, Hay River,
Hay River Reserve, Trout Lake, Jean Marie River, Fort Simpson, Wrigley, Nahanni Butte and
Fort Liard. Within these communities, there are 13 aboriginal organizations belonging to the
Dehcho First Nations, plus the regional Dehcho First Nations headquarters in Fort Simpson.
Hay River and Enterprise are predominantly non-aboriginal. Five of the communities have
municipal governments, whereas the First Nation offices are the only governments present in
the smaller communities. They are illustrated in Map 1.
Most of the communities are accessible by the main highway system. Ground access to Trout
Lake and Nahanni Butte is via winter road from November to April. With the exception of
freeze-up and break-up Nahanni Butte is also accessible by boat for the remainder of the year.
There are ferry/winter road crossings over the Mackenzie River near Fort Providence and
Ndulee, and another over the Liard River by Fort Simpson. There are plans to construct a
bridge at the Fort Providence crossing in 2006. All communities are accessible by air year
round.
Chapter 2 provides a more detailed description of the People, their culture, the economy, land
and resources.
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Map 1. The Dehcho Territory
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1.3 What is Land Use Planning?
Land use planning outlines what types of activities should occur, where they should take place,
and the terms and conditions necessary to guide land use decisions over time. It requires a
clear vision of how we want the land and the people to be in 20 to 30 years. The Plan becomes
the roadmap that guides decisions at every turn to take us where we want to go.
Appendix 1 provides a detailed history of the Dehcho land use planning process. The
Committee collected information about the values and resources in the Dehcho and presented
this information to communities and planning partners. We then asked people what they
wanted to do with those resources. How should they be used? Where should land be
developed and where should it be protected? Communities answered these questions through
mapping. They identified where they are comfortable having development and what types of
development they would like to encourage. We discussed employment, goals and priorities with
the community and then explained how mapping land uses could help them achieve that.
Those maps, together with the information collected on resource potential and conservation
values provided the Committee with the necessary information to develop Land Use Zones.
These zones tell Developers and Governments where development is allowed and where it is
not. These zones may also lay the foundation for future protected areas under the Protected
Areas Strategy (PAS) for communities wanting land permanently protected.

1.4 Land Use Planning and the Dehcho Process
In other regions in the north, land use planning has followed settlement of land claims. The
Dehcho First Nations requested that land use planning be completed before the Dehcho Final
Agreement to protect land, manage development and inform negotiations. If the Parties have
concrete information on the land and resources and can agree on how they will be used, that
will provide the basis for a new relationship of “Shared Stewardship” – an alternative to the land
selection and extinguishment model. The approved Plan is expected to guide further
discussions on lands and resource management systems towards a Final Agreement. Once the
Final Agreement is in place, the Plan will be revised to reflect the terms of the Final Agreement.
Until there is a Final Agreement, the Plan will be implemented by the Parties under policy
direction from the appropriate Ministers. Governments are expected to carry out their duties in
conformity with the approved Land Use Plan. The land use restrictions will be implemented
through a new set of land withdrawals under S.23 of the Territorial Lands Act. That is, all
Conservation Zones and those Special Management Zones that prohibit certain land uses will
be included in a new set of land withdrawals that will replace the current ones.
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Chapter 2: People, Land and Resources

Traditional hand games and drumming – DLUPC Dene Nahodhe Workshop April 2004. Photo Credit: DLUPC

NOTE: The maps provided in this Background Report are for illustrative purposes
only. While the DLUPC uses the best information available at the time of writing, we
make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become outdated
after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date information
should contact the data source for the most current files.
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2.1 Dene Culture
The Dene Culture is one of working together and respecting people and the land. This has
been passed down through generations, through language, stories and cultural practices.
These have formed the foundation of the Land Use Plan.

2.1.1 Logo
The Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee’s logo brings together the important elements which
have sustained Dene people since time immemorial. Each piece of the logo has special
significance to the Dehcho.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The 14 poles of the teepee represent the 14 aboriginal organizations;
The fire represents the relationship between the land and the people;
The fire logs represent the four directions;
Green represents land;
Blue represents water,
Red represents fire,
Yellow represents the sun; and
White represents the wind

2.1.2 Dene Language
The language reflects the identity of the Dene culture. Language is taught at home by parents
and Elders. Dene language is connected to the land and words have specific meaning. There
are slightly different dialects of South Slavey in the eleven communities. Table 1 shows the
percentage of aboriginal people who speak their aboriginal language, according to the NWT
Bureau of Statistics33. The small isolated communities with fewer non aboriginal people tend to
retain the use of their native language. In the past there were no paper maps and people
learned how to live through their oral history. Many Dene words describe the specific
environment and people’s relationship with the land and resources. Every part of an animal has
a specific name and use. The seasons have special significance for cultural uses. For example,
the fall season (Xahtaa) is when the Dene go out on the land to harvest fish and berries.
Table 1. Percent of Aboriginal People who Speak their Aboriginal Language
Community
Hay River Reserve
Hay River
Fort Liard
Kakisa Lake
Wrigley
Nahanni Butte
Fort Simpson
Fort Providence
Jean Marie River
Trout Lake
Enterprise

% of People
50.7
23.1
74.5
86.1
79.2
83.5
48.4
60.9
63.5
95.3
N/A
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2.1.3 Oral History & Legends
Dene culture is maintained through oral history and legends. Some of the stories that have
been passed down from generation to generation are about Yamoria. According to these
stories Yamoria was like God.
“Yamoria made the people understand that medicine power was given to the
people by the Creator to help them, not to harm others with. They should always
share the gains that came out of owning medicine power with each other.
Yamoria also gave the Dene medicine laws to live by. He called meetings
whenever he went and told them, I want elders and parents to teach their
children as soon as they start to talk. I want the elders to tell stories of the past,
every day, and talk about good people and bad people. Talk about the mistakes
they have made and how people suffered from it. Try to prevent these mistakes
from happening again. I want you to work together and share everything you
have. Or, you can elect a person to be your leader. Pick a strong person. A
respected leader has to be a strong medicine man, so they will know what is
going on if there is a problem34.”
He was the one who brought order to the Dene’s way of life. He set rules for how people should
live in harmony with the land and animals. Yamoria is said to have put structure to the animals
as well. There are a lot of legends that are not properly documented but are only told orally
through story telling.
In Dene culture there is a time and a place for everything. Each story is meant to pass on
messages to the youth. Through story telling messages were delivered and passed down to the
next generation. An elder’s respect and trust is earned, not given. It takes time and patience.
There is a time for becoming a woman, man, hunter and leader. Elders and parents will
determine when a person is ready to receive knowledge. It is not given but earned. When you
become a man there are certain tools that are given to you by elders; or when you become a
woman, only then are you taught how to sew.

2.1.4 Cultural Beliefs about the Land and Resources
Traditionally, people have depended and still depend on the land and animals so both have a
very spiritual meaning. Spiritual practices such as feeding the fire and paying the water show
respect to the Creator. The land provides people with everything they need in order to survive.
Without knowledge of the land they would be lost. In this respect, Dene have always been Land
Use Planners.
The Committee’s guiding principle states, “This Plan will be guided by the principles of
sustainable development and respect for the land as understood and explained by the Dehcho
Elders”.
It is important to remember that the Dene culture lives on. Like many generations before,
people still depend on the land to provide for their survival. The environment is something they
want to keep pristine to protect the wildlife and resources for future generations.
Wild animals represent an essential part of the Dene culture. Wildlife has sustained the Dene
traditional way of life through hunting, fishing, trapping, crafts, tool making and sewing for
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generations. Many cultural activities involve animals. When an animal is harvested nothing is
wasted. Everything is used that has been taken from the land whether it is an animal or a tree.
Out of respect, certain parts of the animal are given back to the land.
Water is essential to the survival of the Dehcho Dene. It is the basis for life itself. Water plays
an important part in the Dene culture as it is used for various tasks such as travel routes,
spiritual practices and hunting. It is the place where most wildlife is to be expected as animals
need water to live. Water bodies are landmarks used for long walks; people used to walk for
days in order to reach their food source (fishing spots or hunting grounds).
The Dehcho Dene have sustained their culture and livelihood by using herbal remedies from the
boreal forest for generations. Medicinal plants are used as medicine and for healing wounds.
In Dehcho culture, some types of resource development activities are seen as disrespectful to
Mother Earth. They open the Earth, take out the resources and leave scars behind. They
operate on economic principles that are sometimes in direct contravention of Dene Laws and
Principles. While many people recognize the need and value of these industries to the
economic well-being of the Dehcho, the conflict of values often leads to opposition to new
developments.
The Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee held a workshop on Dene Nahodhe (“Being Dene”)
to try and determine how we could overcome these cultural barriers to development35. We
looked at the Dene Laws, Principles and Values to understand the key values held by Dehcho
Dene Descendants. We discussed development to understand what people do not like about it
and tried to find ways to make resource development culturally acceptable. The Dehcho Dene
Descendants consider themselves stewards of the land and as such, they are responsible for
protecting it. People told us that if development follows the Dene Laws, Principles and Values
then it would be okay. The participants felt very strongly about this. They put together a
statement to send this message.
Dehcho Dene Nahodhe
“Yamoria came to the homeland of the Dehcho Dene with laws from the Creator. These laws
were given to the Dene to live by. The most important law was respect for Creation – Mother
Earth. We were put here by the Creator to take care of Mother Earth. The foundation of our
Dehcho government and Mother Earth is Nahe Nahodhe. Nahe Nahodhe is who we are and
where we came from. We stand firm behind this belief.”
Accepted by the Elders and Youth at the Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee’s Dene
Nahodhe Workshop in Fort Providence on April 1, 2004.
Dene Laws, Values and Principles have been used and practiced for centuries. They are a
result of many meetings and oral history passed on for generations36.
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Dene Laws

Dene Values

1. Share what you have.
2. Help each other.
3. Love each other as
much as possible.
4. Be respectful of Elders
and everything around
you.
5. Pass on the teachings.
6. Be happy at all times.
7. Sleep at nights and work
during the day.
8. Be polite and don’t
argue with anyone.
9. Young girls and boys
should behave
respectfully.

1. SHARING: The Dene shared in the use of the land and the
resources of the land. In particular food. The work of maintaining
the camp was shared, as was the responsibility for caring for
children, and protecting the safety and health of the family.
2. RESPECT: One showed respect for oneself and for others, for
leaders and elders and those with special skills, and for the land
and all living things.
3. CARING: Caring was shown for all members of the extended
family. The widows, orphans, and elders unable to provide for
themselves were cared for by their community. Concern was
shown for the safety and protection of oneself and others in the
home.
4. EQUALITY: Equality among all people, and the equality of
humans and all other living creatures were recognized.
5. SELF-RESPECT AND PRIDE: Everyone, as equals, had reason
to respect themselves and take pride in doing well, whatever it
was their particular responsibility to do. There was pride in being
self-reliant, in being someone who could contribute something to
the family and community.

Dene Principles
1. This land was created by “the one who provides for all”, and we came from this land. We recognize
our equality with this land and all living creatures.
2. We recognize and respect the natural laws, which regulate the cycle of seasons, the rhythms of the
earth, the ways of the animals.
3. No one individual has the right to own the land. As the one’s who came from this land, we have a
collective right to use the land and its resources to ensure our survival as a people. We also have a
collective responsibility to protect the land and resources for our children and grandchildren.
4. We take only what we need from the land. We honour and give thanks to the spirit of the land and
that which we take from the land. We do not waste anything that we have taken from the land. But
share it with all who are in need.
5. The survival of the whole group (family, community) is more important than the accumulation of
individual wealth or status.
6. Individual rights and freedoms are respected and encouraged within the larger, more important
context of a collective identity and collective responsibilities for the survival and well-being of the
entire group.
7. The laws of the Dene, which have been passed down to us by our elders, teach us how to respect
the land, ourselves, and each other. They teach us how to live in balance and good health, and how
to protect ourselves and our children. We must continue to live by these laws and pass them on to
our children.
8. We respect and care for each other, in particular, we honour and provide for our elders, who cared
for us and passed on the gifts of generations past. We also honour and provide for our children who
will pass on the ways of the Dene to generations yet to come.
9. We come from male and female, and we respect and honour the contributions which both men and
woman make in working together for the survival of the people.
10. We respect and honour our leaders and medicine men and woman who share their special skills,
experience, wisdom and powers for the benefit of their people. We don’t expect them to work for us
or serve us, but we look to them for guidance and instruction to help us govern ourselves in a good
way.
11. Everyone has the right to be heard and to take part in the decision making process on discussion of
matters which will affect us.
12. We respect the right of the Dene, in family groups, in communities, or in regions, to make decisions,
without interference from outside, with respect to matters which affect them alone in their territory.
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2.1.5 Traditional Land Use and Occupancy
Traditional land use and occupancy (hunting, fishing, trapping, harvesting, and plant gathering)
continues to be culturally and economically significant for Dehcho Dene. Every journey and
every person’s experience out on the land is different. It all depends on the purpose of the
journey. Traditional land use and occupancy is an essential element of Dene culture and
Traditional Knowledge. It provides a wealth of information about people and their relationship
with the land, water and wildlife, which can be used in land use planning.
The Dehcho Dene have always sustained their culture through the land and animals. They were
a nomadic people. Nomadic people have always followed their food source; if the caribou were
migrating so would they. When the fish started to run, (fall time) they would go to their gathering
place. Since being relocated to communities, the Dehcho Dene have continued their culture.
The cultural practices that their forefathers have taught them are still practiced today. A lot of
the Dene people have adapted to the non aboriginal lifestyle but still hold onto their culture.
People still go out on the land to harvest their traditional foods. Traditional foods are not bought
in a grocery store but are simply harvested from the land.
Back in the late 50s, dog teams were the only type of transportation that the people had.
Trapping played a major role in Dene life. Due to the price of fur back then, people were able to
afford a snow machine. The snow machines soon replaced dog teams.
The work to collect traditional land use and occupancy information began many years before the
Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee was established. Between 1974 and 1987, the Dene
Nation carried out a mapping initiative called the Dene Mapping Project. Unfortunately, the
research methods were not thoroughly documented.
In 1996, the Dehcho First Nations initiated a new project to document Traditional Land Use and
Occupancy (TLUO) by harvesters and elders using maps and Geographic Information Systems
(GIS) technology.37 The TLUO study was initiated to document traditional use for input into:
•
•
•
•

Lands and Resource Negotiations;
Land Use Planning/Protected Area Design;
Environmental Impact Assessment; and
Natural Resource Management.

The data collection was based on methods developed by Terry Tobias38. Petr Cizek and Herb
Norwegian interviewed 386 land users out of a target list of 531 individuals between 1996 and
2002. They documented places where harvesters and Elders killed animals, set traps, gathered
plants, used cabins or camp-sites and knew of spiritual sites. The information was recorded on
1:250,000 mapsheets as points, lines or polygons. The resulting maps were digitized by Alan
Udell into ArcView 3.x. The database contains 54,769 data elements and is coded according to
community, name of harvester, and the type of land use. These 54,769 data elements were
analyzed using ArcView 3.x Spatial Analyst 2.0 to determine the relative density of traditional
land use and occupancy for a given area. Map 2 shows the Generalized Density of Traditional
Land Use and Occupancy with permission from Dehcho First Nations39. This map shows areas
of low, moderate, high and very high use.
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Map 2. Generalized Density of Traditional Land Use and Occupancy
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2.1.6 Archaeology, Cabins, Cottages and Historic Sites
Many areas in the Dehcho have archaeological or historic significance. Archaeology is the
study of past human life as revealed by relics left by ancient peoples. The history of the Dehcho
Dene extends back since time immemorial. Dene culture is closely related to the land and
many of the traditional trails, cabins and gathering places continue to be used today. Early
European settlers also left their mark, from the Northwest Company and Hudson Bay Company
to churches, missions and industrial developments. Historic sites include places of historic
significance such as historic village sites, trading posts and historic cabins. These resources
have significance for Dene cultural heritage, education and Tourism in the region.
Map 3 shows the Density of Archaeology, Cabins, Cottages and Historic Sites, which reflect the
activities of Dene people over many generations. This map represents the most up to date
information available. Four data sources were used to create it:
• Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre (PWNHC) maintains a database of known
archaeology sites40;
• Forest Management Division, ENR maintains a database of “Values at Risk”, which contains
locations of buildings, cabins, infrastructure, developments, fuel caches, property, etc. that
they use to determine what might be at risk from forest fires41;
• DIAND’s Land Use Dispositions database42; and
• The Northern Land Use Information Series (NLUIS) – an extensive project conducted in the
1970’s to classify values on the land43.
These information sources were combined to locate archaeology sites, cabins, cottages and
historic sites within the Dehcho territory. Due to the confidentiality of some of these data,
individual sites are not shown. Instead all the locations were combined into a density analysis.
The resulting map shows areas of low, moderate, high and very high significance for these
values within a 1 km2 grid. In this way, one can see the relative importance of an area without
defining the exact location.
Dehcho First Nations database of traditional land use and occupancy information contains
detailed files of important traditional use sites, cabins and historic sites that could be included in
this analysis for a more comprehensive picture. However, the raw data is confidential.
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Map 3. Density of Archaeology, Cabins, Cottages and Historic Sites
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Map 4. Currently Collected Dene Place Names
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2.1.7 Dene Place Names
Map 4 shows currently collected Dene Place Names. Through various consultations and
workshops that we held throughout the years since the existence of the DLUPC, we have heard
that the Dene names should be documented on our maps. This request has now been
supported by a DFN Leadership Resolution (see Appendix 2). We have requested assistance
from Leadership to provide us with Dene names for their areas. These include names for the
zones, communities and the most significant rivers, lakes and features of the Dehcho region.
The map of Dene Place Names reflects areas of cultural importance to the Dehcho Dene.
These are areas they have traveled to in order to continue their cultural practices and beliefs.
As more names are collected they will be added to the map and used more extensively in the
Plan.

2.1.8 Traditional Knowledge
Dene culture cannot be separated from the land. Traditional knowledge is vast and
comprehensive, based on generations of experience and stories passed on from Elder to youth.
The Dene want to ensure that traditional knowledge is valued and used to make good decisions.
They also need to make sure that their culture and language are maintained and strengthened,
to allow this Traditional Knowledge to continue and be passed on to future generations.
Dene Elders see the future through the land. The Committee and Planning Partners all
recognize aboriginal Traditional Knowledge as a valid and essential source of information about
the traditional environment and its resources, the use of natural resources, and the relationship
of the people to the land and to each other. A discussion on the Integration of Traditional and
Scientific Knowledge is provided in Chapter 4.

2.1.9 Conclusions
The Dene Culture has thrived from its creation to the present day. The Land Use Plan will be a
living document that will sustain the natural resources and people in a balanced way in order to
keep the culture alive and well. The Land Use Plan will have a regular revision cycle every five
years to reflect the relationship of the people with each other, the land and their culture. Culture
is very important to the Dehcho Dene; it is a part of who they are. One can not exist without the
other.
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2.2 Communities and the Economy
In 2004, the total population of the eleven communities in the territory was estimated at 7,439
persons, of whom 4,733 (63.6%) identified themselves as aboriginal44. In comparison, the 2001
Census suggested a population of around 6,866, but this reflects an undercount45.
Figure 1 shows the population size of the Dehcho communities46. Hay River is the largest
community within the territory and serves as a major business centre. The latest figures
estimate Hay River’s population to be 3,876 people or 52% of the Dehcho population. Besides
Fort Simpson (1,269 people), Fort Providence (835 people) and Fort Liard (596 people), the
remaining communities range in size from around 45 people (Kakisa) to 176 (Wrigley). It is not
uncommon for people from different communities to spend time in the larger centers to take
advantage of the broader range of services.
Figure 1. Population Size of Dehcho Communities
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The majority of aboriginal people in the region are descendents of the Dehcho Dene as shown
in Table 2. The population in smaller, more isolated communities such as Nahanni Butte, Jean
Marie River, Trout Lake and Kakisa is almost exclusively Dene. The majority of non-aboriginal
people reside in Hay River where only 46% of the population is aboriginal. The membership of
Dehcho First Nations is shown in Table 3
The descendents of the Dehcho Dene share similar culture, language and customs. Many
families in different communities are connected through marriage. In the past, some
communities were linked politically. The Kakisa Band was a subdivision of the Fort Providence
Band; the Nahanni Band was part of the Fort Liard Band. Each now have their own identity and
run their own affairs. However, all the communities in the territory recognize their common
interests, because many decisions affect everyone.
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Table 2. Percent of Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal People per Community47
Community
Hay River
Fort Simpson
Fort Providence
Fort Liard
Hay River Reserve
Wrigley
Nahanni Butte
Enterprise
Trout Lake
Jean Marie River
Kakisa

% Aboriginal
46
69
93
89
100
97
99
N/A
100
100
100

% Non-Aboriginal
54
31
7
11
0
3
1
N/A
0
0
0

Table 3. Dehcho First Nations Membership and Community Population
First Nation
Members Living
in the
Community 48
497
N/A
748

Total First
Nation
Members49

Total
Community
Population50

590
N/A
1,008

596

N/A

N/A

Jean Marie
River

94

119

70

Hay River
Reserve
Kakisa

370

532

298

44

60

N/A

Fort Simpson

762

1,184

1,269

N/A

N/A

Nahanni Butte

115

128

114

Wrigley

252

324

176

Trout Lake

96

108

80

Hay River

26

71

3,876

Enterprise

3004

4124

80
7394

First Nation
Name

Community
Name

Acho Dene Koe
Fort Liard Metis
Deh Gah Gotie
Dene Council
Fort Providence
Metis Local 57
Jean Marie
River First
Nation
K’atlodeeche
First Nation51
Ka'a'gee Tu
First Nation
Liidlii Kue First
Nation
Fort Simpson
Metis Local 52
Nahanni Butte
Dene Band
Pehdzeh Ki
First Nation
Sambaa K’e
Dene Band
West Point First
Nation52
TOTAL

Fort Liard
Fort Providence
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835

Aboriginal rights and title are currently being negotiated in the Dehcho territory through the
lands and self-government talks known as the Dehcho Process. There is a regional office plus
13 aboriginal organizations that form the Dehcho First Nations (DCFN). They are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Dehcho First Nations (regional office in Fort Simpson),
Acho Dene Koe Band (Fort Liard),
Fort Liard Metis Local 67,
Jean Marie River First Nation,
Nahanni Butte Band,
Sambaa K’e Dene Band,
Deh Gah Gotie Dene Council (Fort Providence),
Fort Providence Metis Local 57,
Ka’a’gee Tu First Nation (Kakisa),
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (Wrigley),
Katlodeeche First Nation (Hay River Reserve),
West Point First Nation (Hay River),
Liidli Kue First Nation (Fort Simpson), and
Fort Simpson Metis Local 52.

According to Statistics Canada’s 2001 Census the size of households in the Dehcho territory
ranges from 2.33 persons per household in Trout Lake, to 4.0 persons per household in Kakisa.
The projected Birth and Death rates for the Dehcho over the next 20 years indicate a declining
birth rate from around 15.9 per 1,000 people in 2005 to 12.6 per 1,000 people in 202253.
Although this is higher than the average for Canada, it is relatively low compared to other
regions such as Nunavut where births exceed 25 births per 1,000 people. The Dehcho also has
an increasing death rate as the population ages. Combined, the changing birth and death rates
will lead to population declines as shown in Figure 2.
Figure 2. Dehcho Projected Birth and Death Rates Over 20 Years
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With the exception of Hay River Reserve, there are more males than females in all the Dehcho
communities. This is most noticeable in Nahanni and Wrigley where 42% and 44% of the
respective populations are female54. This reflects differences in male and female birth rates.
Across the territory, there is a shortage of skilled labour. According to the 1999 Labour Force
Survey55, the Dehcho territory has an approximate labour force56 of 3838 people, equivalent to
over half (55%) of the total population. However, employment opportunities, particularly in
smaller more isolated communities are limited. Figure 3 indicates that despite the high labour
force participation rate57 in the majority of Dehcho communities the unemployment rate58 is high
at 15%, compared to 13.7% in the Northwest Territories and 8.5% for Canada.
Figure 3. Labour Force Participation Rates and Unemployment Rates
Unemployment Rate

Participation Rate
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In smaller communities the Band is often the main employer. Other occupations include
highway road crew, retail, janitorial work, construction and teaching. Larger communities have
more services, institutions and employment opportunities. These include nursing stations,
social services, RCMP detachments, renewable resources offices, federal, territorial and
municipal government services, crafts stores and coffee shops, fuel depots, airport terminals
and a fish plant. Many non-Dene residents hold positions within these institutions. The
additional employment opportunities are reflected in the average incomes for Hay River
($38,246) and Fort Simpson ($31,444), which compare favourably with the NWT average
($38,497)59 and higher than other communities. Figure 4 indicates that these communities also
have higher levels of High School or Post Secondary Education60.
In general the smaller more isolated communities have lower levels of education and
employment, largely due to the lack of training and employment opportunities within the locality.
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Many people have always lived in the same community and have strong family ties. This
presents a major barrier to increasing participation in education and employment outside
communities irrespective of the level of development across the region.
Figure 4. Percentage of population with High School or Post-Secondary Education in
Dehcho Communities
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The economy of the Dehcho region is based primarily on services and natural resources. The
majority of the Dehcho has seen relatively little development as outlined in the Land and
Resources section. The Cameron Hills and Fort Liard areas have seen Oil and Gas
developments. There are also logging operations underway in the Cameron Hills and Jean
Marie River. Mining is currently restricted to advanced exploration at Prairie Creek and the
prospect of Cantung reopening. There are a few Tourism operations, particularly around
Nahanni and Hay River. Katlodeeche First Nation also has an interest in Agriculture and
currently operates an egg barn.
The traditional or subsistence economy, including hunting, trapping, fishing and crafts remains
particularly important in the territory. It operates on a seasonal cycle. Fall is spent hunting
moose and other large game. The dominant activity in winter is trapping fur bearing mammals.
In the spring, trapping activity focuses on beaver and muskrat. Summer is slack time for bush
use. Fishing occurs throughout the year but is concentrated in late fall. Craft work, tool making,
small game harvesting, and other activities occur year round. Fall is the most active time in the
bush, followed by winter and then spring.
The NWT Bureau of Statistics provides an indication of participation in Traditional Activities
across the region for 200361. A summary is provided in Table 4. It would appear more people in
smaller more isolated communities participate in Traditional Activities. For example Kakisa and
Wrigley have significantly higher levels of participation than the larger centers. The lowest
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levels of participation are found in Hay River and Enterprise where the aboriginal population is a
minority. With the exception of Hay River, 53.5% of Dehcho households consume country
foods for half of their dietary intake. Almost half of Dehcho residents hunt and fish and around
14% of people continue to trap.
Table 4. Traditional Activities in the Dehcho Territory
Dehcho Community

Hay River
Fort Providence
Fort Simpson
Fort Liard
Hay River Reserve
Jean Marie River
Kakisa
Nahanni Butte
Wrigley
Trout Lake
Enterprise
Dehcho Wide
Dehcho Wide
(Excluding Hay River)

Hunted and
Fished (%)

Trapped (%)

Households Consuming 50% or
more Country Food

26.4
44.3
39.1
60.7
37.7
66.7
69.4
58.5
47.0
86.8
28.1
36.1
46.6

2.2
14.8
8.7
14.9
12.7
35
41.7
11
20.1
44.1
0
7.7
13.7

14.1
64.2
34.3
61.5
71.3
79.2
92.9
52.8
70.4
77.4
14.8
33.0
53.5

Subsistence harvesting is clearly very significant for the Dehcho territory, particularly the
aboriginal population. Perhaps the most fundamental and important use of wildlife in the NWT is
as food. Yet quantifying the economic value of country food is dependent on wildlife harvest
statistics that are not routinely available. According to the GNWT the replacement value of
country food in 1990/91 was estimated to be $30 million for NWT residents62. However this
study appears to underestimate the moose harvest which is a key food source in the Dehcho
territory. The contribution of different species to the total Replacement Value for the NWT is
shown in Figure 5.
Local harvesting data is relatively poorly documented. A draft report in 2004 on “The Impact of
Climate Change on Traditional Food Security,” estimated harvest levels in Fort Providence63.
Further work is ongoing to verify these results and value the harvest. An earlier report into
“Subsistence and Non-Industrial Forest Use in the Lower Liard Valley” details the harvest
activities of Fort Liard and Nahanni Butte in the early 1990s64. Table 5 shows the annual
harvest of major species indicated by these two studies. The annual harvest varies in different
communities both in quantities and species. Fort Providence appears to harvest the most fish,
whereas Nahanni Butte which is only a faction of the size harvests considerably more beaver.
A comprehensive study would be required to provide accurate and up to date figures for all
Dehcho communities to understand their use of different species.
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Figure 5. NWT Country Food Replacement Value 1990-91
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Table 5. Annual Harvest of Major Species in Three Communities
Species

Large animals

Small animals

Fish
Birds

Caribou (Woodland)
Caribou (Barrenland)
Moose
Bear
Lynx
Porcupine
Rabbit
Muskrat
Beaver
Various
Ducks
Geese
Grouse

Fort
Providence
(2003) 65
50
187
68
12
101
7
500
231
73
10,689
991
2700
550

Fort Liard
(1993-94)66
21
159
49
56
41
2356
244
834
4,152
363
24
1959

Nahanni
Butte
(1993-94)
49
2
1
4
342
62
158
1,055
22
214

Traditionally the NWT fur industry also provided income opportunities for Dehcho communities.
According to the GNWT, the industry had grown to more than $5 million by the late 1980s.
However, since then both sales and harvest have declined significantly. As of the late 1990s,
the number of pelts sold at auction remained below 50,000 with an annual value below $1
million67. A number of small community based businesses strive to promote traditional crafts
and generate income for local people. For example, Dene Fur Clouds Ltd.68 in Fort Providence
produces knitted products that are made from sheared beaver fur. Acho Dene Native Crafts
Ltd. is known for birch bark baskets and other products. Traditional crafts reflect the ancestral
techniques that were used to live off the land, to keep warm in the cold winters and to build birch
bark canoes for travelling the rivers and lakes in the Dehcho region.
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2.3 The Land and Resources
This section describes the biophysical characteristics of Dehcho territory, including the resource
potential and conservation values present. It includes the results and maps of all the research
completed in developing the Land Use Plan.

2.3.1 Ecozones and Ecoregions
Ecoregions and ecozones are used to classify land based on differences of terrain, climate,
vegetation, soils, water and regional human activity patterns and uses69. Ecoregions are smaller
than an ecozone.
The Ecoregions of the Dehcho territory are shown in Map 5. The Dehcho territory lies within the
southern portion of the Taiga Plains ecozone and to the eastern portion of the Boreal Cordillera
ecozone. Taiga, a Russian word, refers to the northern edge of the boreal coniferous forest,
which spans from Labrador to Alaska and beyond70. The Mackenzie River, known locally as the
Dehcho or Big River dominates the region. It stretches from the Great Slave Lake in the east,
across plains to the mountains in the west, and northwards towards the Arctic Ocean.
Throughout the Taiga, cool air temperatures, a short growing season, and recent glaciation
have resulted in lower biological productivity and diversity than Southern Canada. Permafrost
remains a common feature in northern parts of the Dehcho. Ground or subsoil remains
permanently frozen, protected by vegetation from the hot summer sun. There is also
discontinuous permafrost in parts of the Dehcho. The few plant species that thrive have
adapted to the harsh climate and poor soils. Because of the cold conditions, dead vegetation
does not decompose readily into soil but is preserved in the form of peat, which covers most
low-lying areas. This wetland includes bogs and fens, and is known as muskeg. When needles
that have fallen from conifers decompose, they secrete an acid that prevents plants other than
conifers from growing there.
Common tree species include Black Spruce, White Spruce, Jack Pine, Tamarack, Paper Birch,
Trembling Aspen, and Balsam Poplar. Willows and alders are the most common shrubs.
Species common in Taiga ground cover include lichens (such as species of the genera Cladina
and Cladonia, which provide the main food of the Caribou), mosses, heaths (e.g., Labrador Tea
and Leatherleaf), and berry-producing species, such as cranberries, bear berries, currants, and
blueberries. Wetlands are dominated by sphagnum moss, shrubs, and, where conditions permit,
Black Spruce and Tamarack. Regeneration of mature forests takes a long time due to the
challenging climate and soil conditions. White spruce and balsam poplar grow to greater
heights along large rivers.
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Map 5. Ecoregions
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2.3.2 Landcover Classification
A landcover classification shows what type of vegetation, if any covers the surface of the land.
Map 6 illustrates the Land Cover Classification of the region from the Northern Biosphere
Observation and Modeling Experiment (NBIOME) Project based on Advanced Very High
Resolution Radiometer (AVHRR)71. Table 6 shows the proportion of cover by the different
classifications. Needleleaf forest (spruce, pine, tamarack) dominate the landscape with 45%
coverage, whereas broadleaf species (birch, aspen, balsam poplar) only cover 7%. Vegetation
is a significant resource in the territory. It is essential to Forestry and traditional uses including
medicinal plants and provides habitat for wildlife.
Table 6. Proportion of Dehcho Territory According to Land Cover Classification (NBIOME
Project based on AVHRR)
Land Cover Classification

Area (Ha)

Agriculture
Barren
Broadleaf Forest
Clouds / Snow / Ice
Dry or Moist Herbaceous
Lichens
Needleleaf Forest
No Classification
Tall and Low Shrub

0
2,432,400
1,443,700
284,270
1,399,100
983,720
9,702,900
1,380,400
3,953,100

25

Percentage of Dehcho
Territory
0%
11%
7%
1%
6%
5%
45%
6%
18%

Map 6. Land Cover Classification (NBIOME Project based on AVHRR)
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2.3.3 Climate
The climate of the Taiga Plains is characterized by short, cool summers and long, cold
winters72. The annual average temperature varies from -10°C in the north to -1°C in the south.
In the summer, the temperature ranges from 6.5°C in the north to 14°C in the south; in winter, it
varies from -26°C in the north to -15°C in the south. Each year, snow and ice are present for six
to eight months. Average annual precipitation is light, varying between 200 and 500 mm. The
ecozone has considerable variations in length of day during the year, although this is not as
extreme as more northerly parts of the Northwest Territories. Mean annual Temperature,
Precipitation and Snowfall are provided in Map 7 (a,b and c).
There is considerable concern in the Arctic and Sub-arctic region with respect to climate
change, particularly with regards to water and hydrology73. Map 8 illustrates the projected
changes in monthly mean daily maximum screen temperature for the Canadian land mass
during winters and summers between 2001-2030 and 2041-2070. This data predicts a 1oC
increase in summer temperatures over the first 30 years, and 2oC over the next 30 years. Winter
temperatures will increase by 1.0-1.5oC over the first 30 years and 2.5-3.0oC over the next 30
years. Climate change may lead to changes in ecological processes (e.g. higher fire frequency,
loss of permafrost) and long-term changes in the resource potential of the region (e.g. less
Forestry potential and more agricultural potential as soil moisture decreases).
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Map 7 (a, b, and c). Mean Annual Temperature, Precipitation and Snowfall
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Map 8. Projected Changes in Monthly Mean Daily Maximum Screen Temperatures Due to
Climate Change Over Periods 2001-2030 and 2041-207074
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2.3.4 Ecological Processes
In addition to climate change there are many natural ecological processes which impact and
shape the environment. Human impacts must be considered in the context of these natural
variations in the environment and this is an important consideration in establishing appropriate
Cumulative Effects Thresholds. The 5-year Plan revision cycle will address the impact of
ecological proceses on the landscape and the overall Plan. Data will be updated as new
information becomes available. If significant revisions are required before this, the Committee
may consider an amendment to the Plan.

Flooding
Flooding is an important process in the Dehcho. It is particularly noticeable during the spring
breakup and overflow in the winter months. Flooding by the Mackenzie River is critical for
replenishing the freshwater lakes in the Delta, as it replenishes them with water, sediment, and
nutrients75. Natural variations in flooding reflect annual temperatures and precipitation in the
Dehcho territory and wider region. Humans can disrupt this natural cycle with activities such as
damming or dredging rivers.

Erosion
Erosion refers to the gradual wearing down of land or rock by streams, rivers, wind, waves and
glaciers. In the Dehcho territory sensitive mountainous areas and the extensive river system is
vulnerable to erosion, particularly in spring. The Mackenzie Mountains include fragile rock
formations called the karstlands and slopes with poor stability. Torrents of water from melting
snow can undermine these areas. Lowland rivers are also vulnerable. Every spring during
break up, enormous pieces of lake and river ice flow down the Mackenzie and its tributaries
carrying rocks and soil towards the Ocean. This leads to stream bank slumping and instability.
Human activities such as the wave action from river barges and extraction of resources can also
cause erosion.

Fire
Fire is an important ecological process in the Dehcho territory. Many plants have had a long
association with fire, so they need it to reproduce and grow (e.g. Jack Pine can only reproduce
with fire). Fires destroy habitat for some species but create habitat for others. Fire frequency
and intensity (from low to high) will initiate different responses from different plants resulting in a
diverse, mixed landscape76. In the boreal forest fire dominates the region and the mosaic of
plant communities burn naturally at different intervals. Climate change may lead to an increase
in fire frequency. Fire supression can lead to fuel build-up resulting in unnaturally large fires. In
the absense of fire, more diseases may also become established (i.e. Spruce Budworm). Fire
rejuvenates the landscape and returns the nutrients to the soil. Fire management must consider
the risks to life and property verus the needs of the forest in deciding whether to fight a fire or let
it burn. Map 9 illustrates the fire history in the Dehcho territory.
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Map 9. Fire History
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Disease and Pests
The dynamics of animal and plant diseases has implications for the ecology of the region.
Animal diseases such as tuberculosis and brucellosis have major implications for the Wood
Bison and the maintenance of ecological processes and biological diversity77. Spruce Budworm
is a destructive defoliator insect, native to spruce and spruce-fir forests of North America78 and
widespread in the Dehcho as shown in Map 10. High populations develop periodically and may
last for several consecutive years, feeding extensively and damaging and killing trees through
loss of foliage. Plant and animal diseases and pests have important implications for traditional
land use and occupancy and commercial operations.

Permafrost
Permafrost is the term used to describe permanently frozen ground. It is said to underlie from
one fifth to one quarter of the world's land. In the Dehcho territory the majority of permafrost is
discontinuous. As the climate warms, melting could release some of the large amounts of
methane now locked into the frozen soil. This might add substantially to the concentrations of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. The surface layer above the permanently frozen ground
can become very mobile during the melt season, making an unstable base for construction.
This layer is also vulnerable to melting when built on, driven over, or even walked on. Such
traces of human activity remain visible for many years in this delicate environment. A warmer
climate might increase the depth of the surface layer79.
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Map 10. Spruce Budworm Distribution by White Spruce Defoliation (2002)
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2.3.5 Water
Water is a resource which defines the Dehcho territory. In the South Slavey language Deh
means "river" or "moving water" and Cho is "much" or "big". This refers to the mighty
Mackenzie River, which flows from the west arm of Great Slave Lake north to the Arctic Ocean.
It is the longest and largest river in Canada. The Liard River joins the Mackenzie from the
south west. Numerous other lakes, rivers, tributaries and wetlands stretch out across the
territory. The region is divided into 33 watersheds that show the natural water catchments and
drainage within the territory. These are displayed in Map 11.
The water has always sustained the land, people and animals of the territory. Much of the key
wildlife habitat lies in and around lakes and rivers. This is reflected in areas used for traditional
land use and occupancy, place names and the close proximity of communities to water. It is
important to protect all sources of water because they are all connected. Human uses of water
within the territory include: drinking and domestic use, fisheries, recreation, transportation, forest
fire control, waste disposal, industrial activities, and hydro-electric power generation. In 2001,
the GNWT originally expressed interest in the development of hydro-electric projects along the
Mackenzie River and in subsequent years they have re-confirmed this position80. The Dehcho
First Nations passed a resolution opposing large scale hydro projects on the Mackenzie River
and its tributaries (see Appendix 2).
The Mackenzie River basin is the principal source of fresh water discharge into the Arctic Ocean
from North America. It has become the focus of a Global Energy and Water Cycle Experiment
(GEWEX), an international study looking at the effect of climate change on water resources81.
The basin remains a relatively undeveloped and unpopulated wilderness, where seasonal
fluctuations in ice and water present unique challenges and opportunities. Global warming
could have longer term implications, particularly for potential hydro-electric projects and
transportation routes across many jurisdictions, including the Dehcho. Communities along the
Mackenzie River are in the process of nominating the River as a Canadian Heritage River82.
Water is the ultimate shared resource, flowing from one region to another relatively unhindered.
Activities occurring in one region have the potential to impact the water of all downstream users.
As a result of its transboundary nature, water management must be coordinated between all
potentially affected users. For the Mackenzie River, this is the Mackenzie River Basin Board.
Great Slave Lake is managed by the Great Slave Lake Advisory Committee (GSLAC). This is
discussed further in Chapter 3 under Transboundary Issues.
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Map 11. Watersheds
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2.3.6 Fish, Wildlife and Rare Features
The Dehcho has a rich resource of Fish and Wildlife, which have sustained the Dene for
generations. There are a number of important wildlife areas in the Dehcho.
•

The Mackenzie Valley forms one of North America's most traveled migratory corridors for
waterfowl (ducks, geese, and swans) breeding along the Arctic coast83.

•

Nahanni National Park Reserve and the surrounding area are critical for mountain woodland
caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou), mountain goats (Oreamnos americanus), Dall’s sheep
(Ovis dalli), and Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos).

•

An area between Fort Liard and Wrigley provides habitat and nesting areas for 15% of
Canada’s Trumpeter Swan population (Cygnus buccinator).

•

The Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary has been identified as a critical wildlife area for the bison
(Bison bison athabascae) population and a calving area for boreal woodland caribou
(Rangifer tarandus caribou).

•

There are other boreal woodland caribou calving areas distributed throughout the Dehcho,
but especially east of Nahanni Butte and in the Kakisa Lake -Tathlina Lake area.

•

Most rivers, creeks and lakes are important for fish spawning and an important habitat
component for both aquatic mammals and many terrestrial species.

•

The Dehcho territory also has a number of Rare Features which provide unique habitats. A
detailed description is provided later in this section.

The availability of wildlife is important to many of the Dehcho communities. It is a source of
food, income and traditional clothing. Equally important, wildlife is critical for maintaining
traditional systems of knowledge and identity. If there are significant changes in wildlife
numbers or habitats, then members of native communities will have to modify traditional
patterns of trapping, fishing, and hunting. These areas are covered in more detail under the
Culture and Traditional Land Use and Occupancy sections.
Great Slave Lake, Tathlina Lake and Kakisa Lake have also supported commercial fisheries for
around 60 years. The important species include:
•
•
•
•

Whitefish (Coregonus clupeaformus, C. nasus, and Prosopium cylindraceum),
Pike (Esox lucius),
Lake Trout (Salvelinus namaycush), and
Pickerel (Stizostedion vitreum)84.

Fish are sold through the FFMC (Fresh Water Fish Marketing Corporation) based in Hay River.
The combination of trophy size fish, an interesting variety of game species and their presence in
surface waters make Great Slave Lake angling without equal in the world. There are a number
of lodges and camps available for sports fishing85. These include:
•
•
•
•
•

Nahanni Naturalist Lodge (Cli Lake)
Little Doctor Lake
Trout Lake Lodge
Brabant Lodge
Deeghani Lake Lodge (Dogface Lake)
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There are 3 big game outfitters (Nahanni Butte Outfitters, South Nahanni Outfitters and
Redstone Trophy Hunts), most operating in the Mackenzie Mountains for Dall's sheep, moose
(Alces alces), caribou, goats, black bears (Ursus americanus), wolves (Canis lupus) and
wolverines (Gulo gulo), but also Bison Trophy Hunts in the east Dehcho (Dehcho Wilderness
Tours Ltd). Dehcho First Nations Leadership passed a resolution in 2004 seeking the "ultimate
removal" of big game outfitters because they feel this is not an appropriate respectful use of
wildlife.
EBA Engineering Consulting Ltd of Yellowknife conducted a literature review and analysis of
wildlife and wildlife habitat in the Dehcho86. The purpose of the research was to identify areas
of low, moderate, high and very high habitat value for key wildlife species in the Dehcho. A total
of 308 vertebrate species (animals with spines – e.g. not insects) are thought to occur in the
Dehcho territory – 3 amphibians, 36 fish, 213 birds and 56 mammals. Complete species lists for
the Dehcho territory are available in the EBA report. Species of special concern were evaluated
individually, including caribou, moose, bison, whooping crane (Grus Americana) and grizzly
bear. Other species such as birds, furbearers, and fish were evaluated in groups. The EBA
report selected a number of wildlife species and wildlife habitats for their inherently high
conservation values. These Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs) are included in Table 7.
Table 7. Select Valued Ecosystem Components
VEC Grouping
Ungulates

Carnivores
Birds

International Biological Programme
Ecological Sites
Key Migratory Bird Sites
Karst Topography
Hot Springs

VECs
Dall’s Sheep
Moose
Wood Bison
Woodland Caribou
Mountain Goat
Bear (Grizzly & Black)
Waterfowl (species treated collectively)
Trumpeter Swan
Whooping Crane
Peregrine Falcon
Fish (species treated collectively)
14 Sites
1 Site
51 Sites
10 Sites

While the report summarized all available research, the final map was not an accurate picture of
wildlife habitat value because a number of species had not been adequately studied yet. A
regional wildlife workshop was held during November 2003 where harvesters, trappers and
biologists met to fill in the map on wildlife habitat value based on traditional knowledge and
known observations of habitat use87. Species mapped include fish, birds, waterfowl, bears,
wolves, foxes (Vulpes vulpes), coyotes (Canis latrans), caribou, beaver (Castor canadensis),
muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), otter (Lutra canadensis), marten (Martes Americana), other
furbearers, cougars (Felis concolor), lynx (Lynx canadensis), dall’s sheep, goats, moose, bison,
deer (Odocoileus virginianus and O. hemionus) and elk (Cervus elaphus).
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The final Wildlife Habitat Value Map consists of many maps from the original EBA analysis, the
Traditional and expert knowledge gathered at the Wildlife Workshop, and other sources
compiled over the last year, including critical wildlife habitat maps from the 1970s pipeline
research88. A number of inaccurate or generalized files were removed from analysis to provide
more accurate results. The remaining files were all overlaid in the GIS and the maximum rank
in any given spot was used as the overall wildlife value. Map 12 shows wildlife habitat values
according to the following ranks:
•
•
•
•

Low: Areas identified as general range for a species;
Moderate: Areas that provide for year round habitat functions; or seasonally important
areas;
High: Areas serving a more critical role for the species (e.g. migration corridor); and
Very High: Areas providing habitat for critical life requirements (e.g. calving, nesting,
staging, and denning areas).

Of special note is recent research on boreal woodland caribou. The Department of Environment
and Natural Resources (ENR, formerly RWED) began research to model potential habitat use
(or occurrence) for boreal caribou in 2001. Observed habitat use was compared to habitat
types to identify key habitats where caribou can be expected to occur based on a 100 km2 grid
system. This resulted in a map of predicted high value boreal caribou habitat for the Dehcho
territory89. The predicted high value boreal habitat is ranked as very high value within the
Dehcho Wildlife Habitat Values Map (Map 12). In recent years, ENR biologists for the Dehcho
and South Slave regions have been collaring caribou east and west of Tathlina Lake and
around Celibeta Lake to develop an understanding of caribou home range within the Dehcho90.
Because home ranges consist of a variety of habitats, these ranges have been shown as
outlines on the Wildlife Map, but they are not ranked. Parks Canada has undertaken a number
of wildlife studies which will inform the proposed expansion of the Nahanni National Park
Reserve. In 2004 collared woodland caribou studies were initiated in the Southwestern portion
of the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem. Additional studies have looked at Grizzly Bears, Goats and
Sheep. Results are still very preliminary.
Rare Features have also been included in the Wildlife Map (Map 12). Rare Features include hot
springs and Karst formations as discussed in EBA’s Wildlife Report91. The EBA report identifies
Karst Topography as a Valued Ecosystem Component (VEC) which is reflected in Table 7.
Karst formations are shaped by the dissolving action of water on bedrock and include sinkholes,
vertical shafts, disappearing streams and springs, complex underground drainage systems and
caves. Karst and hot spring ecosystems often have unique flora and fauna associated with
them and provide critical habitat for multiple species. Karst streams increase productivity of
downstream habitat and increase fish productivity. There are 51 known Karst sites and 10
known hot spring sites within the Dehcho territory. These rare features are very unique and
represent a significant ecological and cultural resource which has been recognized in Nahanni
Park Expansion plans and by the Tourism industry.92 93 94
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Map 12. Wildlife Habitat Values and Rare Features
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2.3.7 Forestry
The forests of the Dehcho territory lie within the northern portion of the boreal forest region. The
main economic species include: white spruce, jackpine, and aspen. The forest also provides
critical habitat for wildlife and is essential to non-industrial, subsistence and traditional activities
across the region.
The best timber is found in scattered stands on upland sites that encourage good drainage or in
narrow strips along the river valleys. These include areas south of Wrigley, Jean Marie River
and the Liard River valley. There is also good timber potential in the Cameron Hills along the
side slopes of the escarpment, some of which has been harvested. Fire has removed timber in
many areas over recent years. The economics of Forestry are marginal in the NWT due to high
access and transportation costs and annual harvest levels vary (from 46,000 to over 200,000
m3) according to the market price.
The Committee commissioned PACTeam of Edmonton to conduct a review of timber potential in
the Dehcho95. Timber was limited to sawlogs for this study – white spruce, lodgepole pine,
jackpine, and aspen with specific age and height criteria. Timber stands were evaluated on the
basis of species, site characteristics, and access (distance to roads). In the absence of detailed
inventories for the region, potential stands were identified using a variety of vegetation data of
varying age, accuracy and scale. Burned areas were removed from the timber potential areas.
JC Bartlett & Associates Ltd also completed a Delivered Log Cost Guide96.
During consultations summarization problems with the original data were raised. DLUPC
worked closely with Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) to revise the Forestry sector
data. This involved a new analysis to reflect actual saw log potential and appropriate
development scenarios. ENR provided a Long Run Sustainable Yield Average for Aspen, White
Spruce and Pine derived from mapped stands in the original PACTeam report, ENR inventories
and spatial data on the distribution of Spruce Budworm.
Spatial revisions changed the volume and distribution of saw log stands. Consequently the
Delivered Log Cost Guide also required complete revisions. Myers Norris Penny LLP (MNP)
produced a new report entitled “Economic Parameters for Estimating the Delivered Wood Cost
in the Dehcho Planning Area”97. The report provided parameters for harvesting White Spruce
and Aspen sawlogs from 3 operating regions (Ft Liard, Ft Simpson and Hay River).
The estimated resources in the region include 368,631 ha (52,566,780 m3) of White Spruce and
175,728 ha (3,602,424 m3) of Aspen. MNP indicated the annual allowable cut is less than
500,000 m3 for a long run sustainable harvest. Map 13 shows the location of possible aspen,
white spruce and jackpine sawlogs within inventory areas of the Dehcho. The ranking is limited
to Sawlogs Present and No Sawlogs. Current operations are well below that providing
significant room for growth. ENR has recently run a community based forestry workshop to
develop community based initiatives98.
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Map 13. Forestry Potential
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2.3.8 Agriculture
The Dehcho is at the northern edge of the agricultural zone and faces considerable limitations to
widespread agri-food production including climate, water-logged soils and stoniness. The Plan
has no jurisdiction within community boundaries so research was limited to large-scale
agricultural potential and does not include things like market gardening, greenhouses or
confined livestock. Outside of community boundaries, Agriculture is a minor land use in the
Dehcho territory. Historically, during the religious mission days Agriculture provided much
needed fresh produce to local communities.
Agriculture potential was assessed by the Committee with assistance from Gene Hachey,
Agriculture, Agri-Food & Community Wildlife Development Consultant for the GNWT 99. Maps
were compiled from soil surveys and Agriculture capability analysis of the Upper Mackenzie and
Liard Valleys by J.H. Day in the 1960s.100 101 Similar work was undertaken in the 1970s for the
Hay River Valley Area and this has been included in Map 14.102 103 There is no data beyond the
Map boundaries so agricultural potential for much of the Dehcho is unknown but thought to be
severely limited.
Day identified 8 classes ranging from no limitations (very good potential) to no potential. These
were simplified these into 5 categories:
• No Potential: Class 7 - organic soils and unmapped areas;
• Low: Classes 5 and 6 – Unsuitable for annual field crops; only grasses, legumes, or
perennial forage plants; limited improvements possible; some natural grazing capacity;
limitations too severe for other crops; scattered throughout the upper Mackenzie River and
Liard River valleys;
• Moderate: Classes 3 and 4 – Moderate to severe limitations; reduced choice of crops;
special conservation practices required; high risk of crop failure; found throughout the upper
Mackenzie River and Liard River valleys;
• High: Class 2 – Moderate limitations; restricted range of crops; some conservation practices
required; moderate to high productivity; found in the Liard Valley; and
• Very High: Class 1 – No significant limitations; wide range of crops possible; not found in
the Dehcho.
The agricultural potential is presented in Map 14. Initial research identified a number of barriers
to widespread agricultural development in the region, including the unavailability of land or
financing and the high costs of accessing more remote areas. The Territorial Farmers
Association is currently developing a strategy to address key issues and promote more
agricultural development in the North. The TFA have a regional vision for agricultural
development to guide further planning104. The current focus includes:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Assisting people to begin small scale farming;
Research into production and marketing methods;
Identifying and preserving arable lands especially near small remote communities; and
Developing protocols for land access, land use, and wildlife protection with regional
governments.
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Map 14. Agricultural Potential
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2.3.9 Tourism
When one thinks of the Northwest Territories, romantic images of vast pristine landscapes, wild
flowing rivers, lakes teeming with fish, flourishing Aboriginal cultures, and a place where caribou
outnumber people, immediately come to mind. Fortunately, this is one of those few places in
the world where this is all true. From a Tourism perspective each of these images can be
offered as a marketable product or service that can be sold to tourists from all over the world.
However, the region continues to have relatively insignificant levels of visitation (less than 4% of
overall NWT Tourism in 1998)105 and has a very limited share of the global Tourism market.
“Every corner I turn on the highway or river or everything I see from
the air reveals assets that have Tourism potential” 106
Dehcho Environmental Ltd evaluated the Tourism potential of the Dehcho107. They suggested
the reasons Dehcho Tourism resources are not fully utilized include competition from other
northern tourisms destinations (i.e. Yukon and Alaska); difficulty distinguishing the Dehcho
product from other similar, more accessible destinations and the lack of market ready products
for the global market place.
The study identified over 140 existing or potential Tourism sites through discussions with
managers, operators and review of documents. Of these, 115 fall within the Dehcho territory.
Each site was given an overall ranking of low, moderate, high or very high based on a
combination of the following criteria and importance.
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Prominence in the market (how well-known it is) (10%),
Marketability (how well it suits current tourist demands) (50%),
Accessibility (how easy it is to get to) (20%), and
Local economic benefits (20%)

According to the study the highest potential for Tourism follows the Mackenzie and Liard River
valleys and radiates out from communities. The river valleys are exceptionally scenic, offer
various types of Tourism experiences, and have good access. The proximity of communities to
the river valleys increases the marketability for both the towns and the rivers as Tourism
destinations. Some sites show potential for more than one type of Tourism opportunity.
There are a few “icon” Tourism products or destinations in the Dehcho such as the South
Nahanni River, Nahanni National Park Reserve (UNESCO World Heritage Site), and the
Mackenzie River that have some brand and market recognition. Other key destinations include
the Ram Plateau and North Nahanni River, Little Doctor Lake, Cli Lake and Trout Lake. Areas of
low potential or where information was unavailable are east of Wrigley, northeast of Fort
Simpson, and west of Fort Liard. While there is physical potential for Tourism in these areas,
overall potential is currently limited by access, infrastructure development and marketing.
The Dehcho contains world class icon attractions and pristine wilderness, but it is currently not
well developed for Tourism. With careful planning and marketing, the potential exists to develop
a thriving Tourism industry in this region. Map 15 illustrates the Tourism potential in the Dehcho
territory.
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Map 15. Tourism Potential
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2.3.10 Oil and Gas
The Dehcho has considerable Oil & Gas reserves. The greatest potential for hydrocarbons is in
the Liard Plateau (around Fort Liard) and the Great Slave Plain (south-central and southeastern
part of the Dehcho)108. The southern Great Slave Plain is the northern extension of the well
known Western Canadian Sedimentary Basin – a high producing region in Saskatchewan,
Alberta and northeastern BC.
As of 2003, there had been 443 hydrocarbon wells drilled in the region since the late 1950’s.
Most of these are wildcat wells (exploratory), but 127 of them have found hydrocarbons, ranging
from minor oil streaks and gas bubbles to producing wells109. The current producing regions are
Fort Liard for natural gas and Cameron Hills for gas with oil. Several other significant
discoveries have been made that are not yet developed. The existing Enbridge pipeline carries
oil from Norman wells. A Mackenzie Valley Pipeline has also been proposed to transport
natural gas from the Arctic Ocean to Alberta. The project is currently undergoing an
environmental review.
The C.S. Lord Northern Geoscience Centre (http://www.nwtgeoscience.ca) was contracted by
the Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee to carry out an Oil and Gas Potential Evaluation of
the Dehcho territory110. Potential was determined by looking at a combination of overall
geological potential and confirmed occurrences. This focused on 20 areas of similar geology
called hydrocarbon plays and ranked these according to the number of confirmed and
hypothetical plays.
During consultations, participants asked that the economic risks associated with Northern
exploration be considered in the analysis. Economic risks include the lack of existing
infrastructure and limited geological assessments that can increase development costs and
decrease revenues considerably. The Committee contracted Ken Drummond of Drummond
Consulting to produce a more detailed report of “Oil and Gas Field Size Distribution of the
Dehcho territory” to estimate the volume and distribution of Oil and Gas using industry accepted
modeling techniques111. The report provides estimates for discovered and undiscovered
resources, how much is recoverable and what is remaining. The Ultimate Recoverable Gas
resource for the Dehcho territory is estimated to be 160 billion m3. Approximately 8.2%
(13.2 billion m3) of the initial recoverable gas resource has been produced, with remaining
discovered resources accounting for 11% (17.7 billion m3) of total recoverable gas.
Approximately 81% (129.4 billion m3) of the estimated recoverable gas has yet to be discovered.
The Remaining Recoverable Gas (remaining discovered plus undiscovered) illustrated in Map
16 is estimated at 147 billion m3. It should be noted these are estimates and not certainties.
High potential areas only get recognised as such through exploration.
The Remaining Recoverable Oil is estimated at 8.75 Million m3 and is illustrated in the small
inset map. The rankings for gas are provided below:
•
•
•
•

Low: <50 million m3 / quarter grid;
Moderate: 50-100 million m3 / quarter grid’
High: 100-500 million m3 / quarter grid; and
Very High: >500 million m3 / quarter grid.
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Map 16. Estimated Remaining Recoverable Oil and Gas
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2.3.11 Mining
Mineral resources have brought development to many northern regions. The Northwest
Territories and Nunavut have been dominated by the diamond industry, but the Dehcho territory
has seen relatively little mineral development. The only operating mine in the Dehcho is
Cantung, a tungsten mine which has recently shut down. Prairie Creek, a lead-zinc-silver mine,
is in advanced exploration. Another lead-zinc deposit located at Pine Point, next to Great Slave
Lake supported a mine between 1965 and 1988, but Pine Point lies just east of the Dehcho
boundary, in the Akaitcho territory. Both Cantung and Pine Point may re-open in the future.
The geological potential of the region is relatively unexplored. The Committee contracted the
C.S. Lord Northern Geoscience Centre112 to evaluate mineral potential for the Dehcho
territory113. An initial comparison of current conditions against known mineral types allowed
them to focus the research on 9 types thought to have the most potential in the region. The
evaluation combined geological favorability (likelihood of being present) and known mineral
occurrences to determine overall mineral potential. All areas within the Dehcho have some
geological potential for one or more of the nine mineral types. Overall, mineral potential is
highest in the western tip and moderate to low or uncertain in the remaining areas. The western
portion has high to very high potential for Skarn (Lead-Zinc, Gold and Tungsten), SEDEX114 and
Mississippi Valley Type Lead-Zinc. It is in these areas that the potential for discovery of new
mineral deposits is most likely. Lead-zinc and Tungsten are also significant mineral types given
their proven occurrences at operating mines and exploration sites.
The potential for diamonds was also evaluated due to the current interest in the Northwest
Territories. Based on the methodology of this analysis - on the geology and what we know about
primary diamond deposits in Canada - the Dehcho potential for diamonds was rated as
uncertain. Although significant diamond indicators have been found in the Dehcho over the last
30 years no diamonds or kimberlites have been discovered.
A second evaluation was completed to identify priority areas for mineral development. The
researcher, Brian Eddy of GSI-Geosystems Integration, asked geologists from the C.S. Lord
Northern Geoscience Centre115 and the Geological Survey of Canada to rank development
zones based on their likelihood of development116. The geologists considered a variety of
geological, economic, and political factors. The final map of Mineral Development Potential
used in the planning process borrows elements of both research projects to provide the greatest
level of detail for decision-making. The Mineral Development Potential of the Dehcho territory is
provided in Map 17. The ranges were low or uncertain, moderate, high and very high.
Projects which will enhance our understanding of geological potential in the Dehcho territory
include Non-renewable Resource Assessments (NRA) and Mineral and Energy Resources
Assessment. The C.S. Lord Northern Geoscience Centre has undertaken NRAs, and more
general resource assessments in Edéhzhíe as part of the NWT Protected Areas Strategy (PAS),
in support of Land Claims and Land Use Plans117. Non-renewable Resource Assessments
(NRA) are informed evaluations of mineral and petroleum potential based on the best
geoscientific information available. The Government of Canada also requires a Mineral and
Energy Resources Assessment (MERA) or inventory of the non-renewable natural resource
potential of areas in the Northwest Territories prior to their formal establishment as new national
parks118. A MERA is currently underway for the proposed expansion of the Nahanni National
Park Reserve.
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Map 17. Mineral Development Potential
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Chapter 3: The Regulatory and Policy Framework

Assessing land use priorities is an important part of community consultations.
Photo Credit: DLUPC
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3.1 Introduction
The purpose of this section is to outline the current regulatory framework under which the Plan
will be implemented prior to ratification of a Dehcho Final Agreement. The legal basis for the
Plan is reviewed to provide context for the Committee’s Recommendations. This will be
followed by a brief overview of the current framework of acts, regulations and policies used to
manage the land uses addressed in the Plan. Finally, it will describe how the Plan relates to
other planning initiatives within and around the Dehcho – the Protected Areas Strategy (PAS),
Nahanni Park Expansion, transboundary issues and planning, community planning and
Cumulative Effects Assessment and Management (CEAM). A discussion of the regulatory
changes expected as a result of Plan approval and implementation is included in Chapter 6.

3.2 Legal Basis of the Committee
Land use planning in the Dehcho receives its direction from the Dehcho First Nations Interim
Measures Agreement (IMA)119. While the role of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management
Act (MVRMA) in the Dehcho is under negotiations, the Committee does look to Part 2 of the
MVRMA for direction on Plan development, the role of the Committee and specific steps for
approval and implementation.
The Committee’s role is established under sections 2-6 of the IMA and in Appendix 2 of the IMA
(later adopted as the Committee’s Terms of Reference).
IMA Excerpt:
S. 2. The Parties will develop a land use plan (the Plan) for the Dehcho territory for lands outside
the existing boundaries of a local government and Nahanni National Park Reserve.
S. 3. The purpose of the Plan is to promote the social, cultural and economic well being of
residents and communities in the Dehcho territory, having regard to the interests of all Canadians.
S. 4. Taking into consideration the principles of respect for the land, as understood and explained
by the Dehcho Elders, and sustainable development, the Plan shall provide for the conservation,
development and utilization of the land, waters and other resources in the Dehcho territory.
S. 5. A Land Use Planning Committee will be established pursuant to the Guidelines attached as
Appendix 2.
S. 6. The Land Use Planning Committee will consult with the Dehcho Land and Water Panel,
established under 25, during the development of the Plan.

The Committee’s Terms of Reference120 (provided in Appendix 3) outlines the nature of
research to be completed and considered in the development of the Plan:
S. 8. Dehcho First Nations will produce a series of maps identifying sensitive lands for traditional
use and occupancy, including harvesting areas and cultural sites. Communities are expected to be
at different stages of readiness to produce these maps. Resulting analysed “sensitivity” maps will
be provided to the Planning Committee, but the original raw data will be made available to the
Planning Committee as requested on a case-by-case basis for viewing only.
S. 9. The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a series of maps identifying
sensitive cultural sites, critical habitat, and related harvesting patterns throughout the Dehcho
territory. These maps will be distributed to Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada, and interested
stakeholders.
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S. 10. The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a series of maps identifying
resource development potential in the mineral, hydrocarbon, forestry, tourism, and agricultural
sectors throughout the Dehcho territory. These maps will be distributed to Dehcho First Nations,
GNWT, Canada, and interested stakeholders.
S. 11. The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a socio-demographic forecast to
identify job creation and training needs within the Dehcho territory over the next twenty years. This
forecast will be distributed to Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada, and interested stakeholders.
S. 12. The Planning Committee will co-ordinate an economic development assessment to
determine what entrepreneurial opportunities may exist currently and in the future. This exercise
will build upon the analyses of 8 through 11 and assist with the identification of land use and
economic opportunities, where practical. This assessment will be distributed to Dehcho First
Nations, GNWT, Canada, and interested stakeholders.
S. 13. The Planning Committee will integrate the maps produced in Phase II in order to identify
development opportunities, social and ecological constraints. This phase of the process may
include the identification, analysis, and consideration of: potential land use projects, potential core
representative areas within each ecoregion, and any other issues appropriate for consideration in
the land use plan.
S. 14. The Planning Committee will also identify potential surface/sub-surface land withdrawals,
and sub-surface land withdrawals only.
S. 15. A set of land use options will be developed from the information in this Phase for consideration by the
Parties and other stakeholders.
S. 23. The land use plan will also include proposed land withdrawals which will be presented for
negotiations pursuant to 13 of the Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement.

For further context on Plan development, S. 41 of the MVRMA121 states:
S. 41 (2) A land use plan shall provide for the conservation, development and use of land, waters
and other resources in a settlement area.
S. 41 (3). A land use plan may include
(a) maps, diagrams and other graphic materials;
(b) written statements, policies, guidelines and forecasts;
(c) descriptions of permitted and prohibited uses of land, waters and resources;
(d) authority for the planning board to make exceptions to the plan and the manner of exercising
that authority; and
(e) any other information that the planning board considers appropriate.

These sections of the Terms of Reference (TOR) give broad direction to the Committee to plan
for the “conservation, development and use of land, waters, and other resources”. They also
guide the Committee with respect to which land uses will be considered during Plan
development. Section 13 of the TOR provides the Committee with the responsibility to consider
and address land use issues through the Plan. The Committee has used this authority to set
Terms pertaining to such things as consultations, air and water quality, salvage logging,
revegetation, protection of cultural resources and traditional materials, and cumulative effects.
While some of these things are already regulated, the purpose of the Land Use Plan is to add
value to the way resources are currently being managed. The Plan’s Terms address issues
raised during consultations to give direction to regulatory authorities with respect to how future
development should occur so as to “promote the social, cultural and economic well-being of
residents and communities in the Dehcho territory” (IMA S. 3). This community-based, issue-
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driven approach to Land Use Plans has formed the basis for planning since 1983 in the northern
and arctic regions of Canada.

3.3. Regulatory Framework
Lands and resources in the Dehcho are currently managed under a large number of Acts,
Regulations, Agreements and Policies, by a variety of different territorial and federal
government departments and agencies. This section describes the key legislation and policies
guiding land use decisions for the resource sectors considered under the Plan, the Regulatory
Authorities responsible for their implementation and enforcement, and the types of approvals
and authorizations required for development to proceed.

3.3.1 Land and Water – The Environmental Assessment (EA) Process
The Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act and associated regulations is a key statute in
the overall framework which provides “for an integrated system of land and water management
in the Mackenzie Valley” (MVRMA 1998). This Act establishes MVLWB122, the MVEIRB123 and
regional boards, provides for land use planning, land and water regulation, and environmental
monitoring and auditing. The regulations set “triggers” for different land and water uses (water
use, fuel storage, land clearing, etc.), above which the developer must submit an application to
the MVLWB to get a land use permit or water license to operate. Type B permits and licenses
allow small-scale development to proceed and involve less intense approval processes. Type A
permits and licenses are required for large-scale developments, and are subject to rigorous
scrutiny. Type A water licenses require Ministerial approval.
Water is regulated by the MVLWB under the NWT Waters Act124 and NWT Waters
Regulations125. The use of water or deposit of waste in water exceeding certain quantities
requires a Type A or B water license. The “triggers” for water licenses are laid out in schedules
for different land uses. Any water use affecting fish habitat also requires an authorization from
DFO under the Fisheries Act126. DFO is currently developing Operational Statements under the
Fisheries Act127. By following the conditions and measures provided, developers will be in
compliance with Subsection 35(1) of the Fisheries Act and could be exempt from requiring a
permit. The Operational Statements for the NWT cover Bridge Maintenance, Overhead Line
Construction, Clear Span Bridges, Routine Maintenance Dredging, Culvert Maintenance,
Underwater Cables, High Pressure Directional Drilling and Ice Bridges.
The MVLWB, in consultation with regulatory authorities and landowners, may set any conditions
on the permits or licenses required for the protection of the environment (S. 69). If a project
might have a significant adverse impact on the environment, or be a cause for public concern,
the MVLWB, a local government, Regulatory Authority or the MVEIRB itself, may refer the
application to the MVEIRB. The MVEIRB will then carry out an environmental assessment and
may also carry out an environmental impact review, having regard for “the protection of the
environment from the significant adverse impacts of the proposed developments, and the
protection of the social, cultural and economic well-being of residents and communities in the
Mackenzie Valley” (S. 115). Any recommendations resulting from the assessment or review
imposed by the MVEIRB and approved by the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs must be
attached as conditions to the permits or licenses issued by the MVLWB.
The other key statute is the Territorial Lands Act128 and its subsidiary regulations, which
provides for the sale, lease and disposition of lands under Crown administration. This Act and
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regulations (including the Canada Mining Regulations129) are administered by DIAND. While it
does not regulate land use directly, it provides for the disposition of rights and interests required
for certain land uses (e.g. Mining) to occur, and provides the regulatory means to restrict certain
land uses through a land withdrawal.

3.3.2 Fish and Wildlife
Wildlife is primarily managed through ENR using the Wildlife Act130, Big Game Hunting
Regulations131, Small Game Hunting Regulations132, NWT Trapping Regulations133, and
Outfitters Regulations134. The Wildlife Act regulates research, developments, and activities
including hunting. The 2004-05 NWT Summary of Hunting Regulations135 say that “all hunters
require a license to hunt caribou, bison, polar bear, muskox, or any other animal not being
hunted for food, unless they are beneficiaries of a land claim specifically exempting them from
requiring a license.” ENR administers and issues hunting licenses, tags, general hunting
licenses, outfitters licenses, trapping licenses and wildlife research permits. Enforcement of
wildlife laws and regulations are carried out by Renewable Resource Officers.
There is some federal management of wildlife through Environment Canada (Canadian Wildlife
Service). The Canadian Wildlife Service is primarily responsible for managing waterfowl under
the Migratory Birds Convention Act136.
Also of importance is the Species at Risk Act (SARA)137, which provides for the designation of
species at risk and protection of habitat for species under federal control (fish and migratory
birds), or any listed species on federal lands under the authority of the Minister of the
Environment or Parks Canada (National Parks, National Wildlife Areas, Migratory Bird sites).
SARA makes it illegal to kill, harm, harass, capture, take, possess, collect, buy, sell or trade an
individual of an extirpated, endangered or threatened wildlife species or damage or destroy its
residence (s. 32 – General Prohibitions). While the Act is restricted to certain Federal Lands, it
may be applied to other lands though a Federal Order in Council (s. 35). In addition, any lands
considered critical habitat for a threatened or endangered species under an approved Recovery
Strategy, are also subject to the general prohibitions of SARA.
Parks Canada is involved in management of Species at Risk within National Parks such as
Nahanni National Park Reserve. While the Species at Risk Act is now in force, regulations are
not yet developed where many implementation details will be defined. Therefore it may be a
few years before this Act is fully implemented.
COSEWIC (Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada) undertakes status
reviews and recommends species to be listed and the appropriate designation under the
Species at Risk Act. The Act requires the government to develop a recovery plan for threatened
and endangered species to address the causes of the species decline and take measures to
protect and recover the species. The following species are currently listed under Schedule 1 of
the Species at Risk Act138. COSEWIC is also reviewing the status of the Grizzly Bear (Ursus
arctos) and Wolverine (Gulo gulo) which currently have a status of Special Concern.
•
•
•
•

Wood Bison (Bison bison - Threatened);
Mountain Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou - Northern Mountain Populations –
Special Concern);
Boreal Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou - Boreal Population – Threatened);
Whooping Crane (Grus Americana - non-breeding pairs only - Endangered);
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•
•

Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum – Threatened); and
Western Toad (Bufo boreas - Special Concern).

The most critical of these is the Boreal Woodland Caribou. This species has been rapidly
declining south of the 60th Parallel and has shown to be very sensitive to industrial development.
The Species at Risk Act may offer opportunities to address wildlife concerns with respect to
Cumulative Effects Management139. Much research has been carried out to determine how
development affects caribou and what measures can be put in place to reduce the impacts on
this species. The Federal and Territorial governments are currently working on a discussion
paper as part of the Recovery Strategy to outline the challenges facing caribou in the GNWT. A
recent environmental assessment recommended the establishment of a Dehcho Boreal Caribou
Committee to address woodland caribou issues associated with development. This Committee
is in the process of being developed. Given the sensitivity of woodland caribou, they are the
focal species used to develop Cumulative Effects Thresholds in the Plan.
DFO is responsible for all fish management, including those fish species at risk. The Fisheries
Act protects fish habitat through S. 35 which makes it illegal to “carry on any work or
undertaking that results in the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat” without
authorization. Developers affecting fish or fish habitat must apply for and receive an
authorization before any work is undertaken. DFO also issues fish licenses and leases required
for fisheries and fishing.
The protection of important wildlife habitat is usually a major consideration in developer
applications. The MVLWB, in consultation with ENR’s Wildlife Division, Canadian Wildlife
Service and DFO may attach any conditions necessary to land use permits and water licenses
to ensure impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat are minimized. Where this relates to species
listed under the Species at Risk Act, the requirements are much higher as described above.

3.3.3 Heritage Resources and Archaeological Sites
All developments have the potential to impact culture, heritage and archaeological resources.
The Mackenzie Valley Land Use Regulations140 prohibit land use operations within 30 m of
known heritage resources (archaeological or historic sites, burial sites, artefacts and other
objects of historical, cultural or religious significance, and historical or cultural records) without a
permit and sets out required procedure if a new resource is discovered. The Northwest
Territories Archaeological Sites Regulations141 are intended to protect heritage resources in the
NWT, and to regulate research and operations that include or affect heritage resources. The
Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre acts as the official repository for archaeological
artefacts collected in the Northwest Territories, issues NWT Archaeologist’s Permits authorizing
archaeological investigations in the NWT, and reviews land use applications to determine the
effects of proposed development activities on heritage resources142.

3.3.4 Oil and Gas
Oil and gas in the Northwest Territories is managed under two key federal acts, the Canada
Petroleum Resources Act (CPRA)143 and the Canada Oil and Gas Operations Act (COGOA)144.
These acts flow from federal policy stated in ‘Canada’s Energy Frontiers – a framework for
investment and jobs’ [1985]. The two petroleum Acts form the existing legislative base under
which Oil and Gas is conducted in the Northwest Territories.
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The National Energy Board (NEB) regulates operations under the National Energy Board Act145,
COGOA and CPRA. There are detailed regulations under COGOA intended to protect human
health and the environment and guide reclamation activities, which are overseen by the Chief
Conservation Officer. Under the Canada Oil and Gas Operations Act [COGOA], the DIAND
Minister may require the proponent of any ‘work, activity or development plan’, to submit for
approval, a benefits plan containing provisions for training and employment opportunities for
northerners and other Canadians and for northern businesses and other Canadian businesses
to have a full and fair opportunity to supply goods and services on a competitive basis. The IMA
(S. 42) also states “The Minister of DIAND shall require a benefits plan for any work, activity or
development that requires the authorization or approval of the National Energy Board under the
Canada Oil and Gas Operations Act in the Dehcho territory”146. The Canada Petroleum
Resources Act regulates Oil and Gas rights, interests and royalties.
The NEB issues the overarching framework of permits, licenses, certificates and authorizations
for Oil and Gas exploration, development, production and pipelines. This includes geophysical
authorizations for seismic exploration, operating licenses, exploration licenses, significant
discovery licenses and production licenses, and certificates of public convenience and necessity
for pipelines. The NEB is also responsible for approving applications, plans and activities
relating to the abandonment of a well, production facility or a pipeline. The NEB may set
conditions for any authorization under its jurisdiction.
DIAND is responsible for administering territorial lands and resources in the NWT through
various Acts and Regulations including the Territorial Lands Act and Regulations and CPRA.
The Territorial Lands Act provides for the issuance of surface leases and restricts the
disposition of Oil and Gas rights through land withdrawals. DIAND administers rights and
interests, while the actual licenses, permits and authorizations needed to operate are issued by
the NEB and the MVLWB.
The Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB) was established under the Mackenzie
Valley Resource Management Act (MVRMA) and regulates all uses of land or waters or
deposits of waste in the Mackenzie Valley. The MVLWB issues land use permits and water
licenses as they pertain to specific activities within an Oil and Gas development – i.e. any use of
land or water or deposit of waste exceeding the triggers require permits and licenses from the
MVLWB. They may attach any conditions necessary to protect land and water, and they must
implement recommended measures from the MVEIRB and Minister, following an environmental
assessment. In addition, application guidelines require a host of plans to be submitted to
address various environmental concerns (e.g. spill contingency, environmental monitoring and
restoration, etc.).
Rights to explore for Oil and Gas in the North (referred to as Frontier Lands by DIAND Oil and
Gas Directorate) are managed by DIAND through a Rights Issuance Process under the CPRA.
This process involves 5 steps as described in “A Citizen’s Guide to Oil and Gas in the Northwest
Territories”147, though only the last 2 steps are set out in the CPRA:
• Expression of interest: Industry expresses interest in exploring an area.
• DIAND undertakes consultation with first nations.
• DIAND issues a “Call for Nominations”. Industry identifies specific blocks of land to be
opened for bidding.
• DIAND issues a “Call for Bids” where companies bid on exploration rights to specific parcels
of land.
• Issuing the Exploration License. The successful bidder is awarded an exploration license
for a term of up to 9 years.
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For greater certainty, under Section 41 of the IMA “Canada will not initiate any new issuance
cycle for Oil and Gas exploration licences under the CPRA without the support of the affected
Deh Cho First Nations.”
An Exploration License gives the holder the right to explore for, and the exclusive right to drill
and test for petroleum, an exclusive right to develop lands for petroleum production, and the
exclusive right to obtain a Production License. If exploration is successful and where the
intention is to hold rights to resources and not proceed immediately with development, the
developer may apply to the NEB for a Declaration of Significant Discovery. Once issued an
interest holder may apply to DIAND for a Significant Discovery Licence which replaces the
Exploration Licence over the significant discovery area and provides indefinite tenure to the
petroleum discovery. Where the intention is to develop resources, an application may be made
to the NEB for a declaration of Commercial Discovery. Once the NEB issues a Declaration of
Commercial Discovery, the Exploration Licence holder or, as the case may be, the Significant
Discovery Licence holder may apply to the DIAND Minister for a Production Licence. A
Production License gives the holder the exclusive right to produce petroleum from those lands
and title to the petroleum produced.

3.3.5 Mining
The issuance of Mineral Rights is regulated by DIAND through the Canada Mining Regulations
under the Territorial Lands Act. There are 3 main types of interests – prospecting permits,
mineral claims and lease of a mineral claim. Once a person has a prospecting license, they
may stake claims. They may also apply for a Prospecting Permit, which gives the individual the
exclusive right to explore for, and stake mineral claims in a specific area for a period of 3-5
years (3 years in the Dehcho). The holder of a recorded claim has the exclusive right to
prospect for minerals and to develop any mine on the land within the boundaries of a claim.
Providing the claim holder does the minimum representation work148 and completes a legal
survey of the claim, they may apply for a mineral lease. Once a mineral lease is obtained, a
mine may go into production, subject to regulatory processes and approval. The issuance of
Coal Rights is regulated by DIAND through the Territorial Coal Regulations under the Territorial
Lands Act. Under S. 34, First Nations may be granted permission to mine small quantities of
coal by an agent of territorial lands or a member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, free of
charge, without being required to make application under the provisions of these Regulations.
The environmental regulation of mines and minerals occurs under:
• The Metal Mining Effluent Regulations (MMER)149 administered by Environment Canada,
• The Fisheries Act administered by DFO, and
• The Northwest Territories Waters Act and Regulations administered by DIAND through the
MVLWB.
Environment Canada may issue “transitional authorizations” under the MMER, which would
allow developers to deposit deleterious substances in waters providing they do not exceed limits
laid out in the regulations. The MVLWB may impose any conditions on land use permits and
water licenses they deem necessary to protect the environment, and must include
recommended measures imposed by the MVEIRB and/or Minister, made through an
environmental assessment or environmental impact review.
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3.3.6 Forestry
Forestry is primarily managed by the Forest Management Division, in the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources, GNWT, using the Forest Management Act150 and a suite
of subsidiary regulations. They coordinate and implement programs and services in forest
management, including forest fire management, in cooperation with First Nations, communities,
government and non-government organizations.
The Forest Management Division issues forest authorizations, permits and licenses and
supervises forest operations within this region. Forest authorizations are issued for timber
harvesting and for land use activities which involve the removal of trees and timber. Permits
and licenses are issued to cut, use, transport, research, manage or scale timber and to operate
a mill. Applications for permits and licenses must be accompanied by annual operational plans
and long range plans, respectively. The Supervisor has the authority to set terms and
conditions on permits and licenses to ensure the proper management of forests. He/She may
also fix the annual allowable cut for each tree species or group of species in each forest
management unit and fix the volume of cut timber. The Forest Management Act includes a
Right of Appeal and Right to Written Reasons for refused applications151. The Forest
Management Division is also responsible for enforcement of its acts and regulations.
The federal government has very little direct involvement in forest management in the NWT as
management of forest resources were handed over to the NWT through a Federal Order in
Council. However, under the Forest Management Act there are provisions for Transfers and
Agreements:
Transfer of forests
8. The Commissioner, on the recommendation of the Minister, may by order, transfer the control,
management and administration of any forest to a Minister of the Government of Canada.
Forest management agreements
9. (1) The Minister may, on behalf of the Government of the Northwest Territories, enter into agreements
with the government of a province or the Yukon Territory or with any person, institution or firm relating to (a)
the harvesting of timber;(b) research respecting forests; or (c) the management of forests.
Government of Canada
9. (2) The Minister and the Commissioner may, on behalf of the Government of the Northwest Territories,
enter into agreements with the Government of Canada relating to
(a) the harvesting of timber;
(b) research respecting forests; or
(c) the management of forests.
Authority under agreement
9. (3) An agreement referred to in subsection (1) or (2) may authorize the government, person, institution or
firm named in the agreement to conduct the activities described in the agreement without obtaining a permit
or licence.

The Interim Measures Agreement also includes provisions for Forest Management in the
Dehcho territory. The following sections relate to Forest Management Agreements:
55. The GNWT will not enter into negotiations for any Forest Management Agreement where the affected
Deh Cho First Nation(s) does not support the entering into negotiations.
56. The Executive Council of the GNWT will, within a reasonable period of time, consider any letter of- intent
from a Deh Cho First Nation respecting entering into negotiations for a Forest Management Agreement. The
GNWT is committed to concluding Forest Management Agreements with Deh Cho First Nations wherever
possible.
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3.3.7 Tourism
The Government of the Northwest Territories administers travel and Tourism in the NWT,
through the Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment (ITI). The NWT Tourism
Strategy152 outlines the GNWT’s agenda and vision with respect to travel and Tourism, while the
Travel and Tourism Act153 and regulations, and the Territorial Parks Act154 regulate travel and
Tourism activities. Enforcement and inspection is conducted by Tourism officers.
The GNWT issues licenses and permits for the operation of Tourism establishments and
regulates specific Tourism activities under Outfitters Regulations, Tourism Establishment
Regulations155, and Travel Development Area Regulations156. A Tourism license allows the
holder to operate a tourist establishment. A permit is required to construct, move, or enlarge a
tourist establishment or allow it to be occupied. In general, applications for Tourism licenses
and permits must demonstrate that the operation:
• Will not have an adverse effect on the environment,
• Will benefit the local economy,
• Will not be incompatible with existing operations, and
• Will not conflict with the traditional use of the area of operation.
The Tourism Officer may attach any terms and conditions to the license or permit deemed
necessary to meet these criteria.
The Minister may designate an area as a Travel Development Area if it is in the public interest
to regulate the orderly recreational use and development of the area (S. 4, Travel and Tourism
Act). The Minister can also designate a Travel Restricted Area or designate areas in which nonresidents are restricted from outdoor recreational activities without a permit and a guide (S. 5).
This may be required to implement Tourism restrictions in some of the zones and some of the
Tourism related Conformity Requirements and Actions.
Outfitters are regulated under the Outfitters Regulations157. An outfitters license is required
before anyone can provide equipment, transportation, guiding services or related services for
profit in connection with angling, hunting, boating, canoeing, camping or other outdoor
recreational activity. The licensee must ensure the activity will not have a negative impact on
the environment or conflict with the traditional use of the area of operation. However, a guide
(any person who for gain or reward accompanies or assists another person in an outdoor
recreational activity) does not need a permit or license.
The Territorial Parks Act allows for the establishment of territorial parks under 6 different
designations:
(a) Cultural Conservation Areas to protect culturally significant sites or landscapes;
(b) Heritage Parks to preserve and protect significant cultural or historical
(i)
natural areas,
(ii)
physical features, or
(iii)
built environments;
(c) Natural Environment Parks to preserve and protect unique, representative or aesthetically
significant natural areas;
(d) Recreation Parks to encourage an appreciation for the natural environment or to provide for
recreational activities;
(e) Wayside Parks to provide for the enjoyment or convenience of the traveling public;
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(f) Wilderness Conservation Areas to protect core representative areas that contribute to
regional biodiversity, such as land forms, watersheds or wildlife habitats.
Currently, there are 8 territorial parks and 2 day use areas established within the Dehcho
territory:
• Blackstone Territorial Park
• Fort Simpson Territorial Park
• Liard River Crossing Territorial Park
• Sambaa Deh Falls Territorial Park
• Hay River Territorial Park
• Lady Evelyn Fall Territorial Park
• Sixtieth Parallel Territorial Park
• Twin Falls Territorial Park
• Kakisa River Day Use Area and
• McNally Creek Picnic Area
Territorial park designations are considered under the PAS process when lands are advanced
for protection. At this time, no new Territorial Parks are being planned. Should future park
establishment be considered, the Committee will address these during Plan Review or through
a Plan amendment if required sooner.

3.3.8 Agriculture
Agricultural activity outside community boundaries is managed by ENR and MACA under a
variety of federal and territorial acts and regulations. Agricultural land can either be leased or
provided under an occupancy agreement, but not purchased. The majority of agricultural leases
fall within community boundaries in the Dehcho and are not subject to the Plan. Exceptions
include a lease near the Hay River at the AB/NWT border and another in the Fort Simpson area.
The title to an agricultural unit in Edéhzhíe near the Horn River has recently been acquired by a
conservation group. Any Agriculture involving animals must be done in conformity with the
GNWT Wildlife Act and the Federal Health of Animals Act158 and Reportable Diseases
Regulations159. Specific agricultural products are managed through agricultural marketing
boards under their own regulations (e.g. eggs, dairy, wheat). New operations would require
land use permits and water licenses from the MVLWB. Operations would be subject to the
GNWT Environmental Protection Act,160 the Guideline for Agricultural Waste Management161
and the Guideline for Ambient Air Quality Standards in the NWT162.

3.4 Regulatory Authorities
A regulatory authority is any government body or agency with the authority to grant a permit,
license or authorization for development within the Dehcho territory. As mentioned above, the
MVLWB is a key regulatory authority because it issues land use permits and water licenses
under the authority of various acts and regulations. Other regulatory authorities include but are
not limited to:
• The National Energy Board (NEB),
• The Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, GC (DIAND),
• Environment Canada (EC)
• Parks Canada (PC)
• The Department of Fisheries and Oceans, GC (DFO),
• The Department of Environment and Natural Resources, GWNT (ENR),
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•
•
•

The Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment, GNWT (ITI),
The Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre (PWNHC), and
The Aurora Research Institute (ARI).

If a development application meets the Plan’s Terms, the Regulatory Authorities must ensure
that the commitments made in the application are adhered to as the application moves through
the regulatory process and proceeds to development. This may involve attaching the Terms as
conditions to the licenses, permits and authorizations so that they can be monitored and
enforced, and ensuring that any amendments to the application do not affect the original
conformity determination.
Beyond granting permits, licenses and authorizations, implementing the Land Use Plan may
involve changes in the way all departments and agencies currently operate. It may require
closer coordination with other organizations and communities, new research, monitoring or
enforcement activities. Therefore, responsibility for implementation is not limited to those
groups named as regulatory authorities. This is explained in greater detail in Chapter 6.

3.5 Existing Rights, Dispositions, Authorizations and
Activities
All rights, dispositions, authorizations and activities existing on the day prior to Plan approval
are exempt from the Zoning and Terms of the Plan. That is, subject to all applicable regulatory
processes, Acts and Regulations, if an existing right, dispositions, authorization or activity falls
within a zone where such use is prohibited, it is allowed to continue as a non-conforming use,
including development arising from existing rights at the time of Plan approval, and renewal of
existing permits, licenses and authorizations.

3.6 The Interim Measures Agreement
The Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement is the most important document guiding
the current use and development of Dehcho lands and resources. While it is not legally binding,
all Parties are actively implementing it and carrying out their activities with it. It commits the
federal and territorial governments to actively involve the Dehcho First Nations in the
management of land use activities within the territory. It also provides the basis for interim land
withdrawals through which DFN and Canada agreed to withdraw from disposal approximately
33% of the Dehcho territory, pursuant to S. 23 of the Territorial Lands Act. These five-year land
withdrawals prohibit the issuance of new dispositions until October 31, 2008 to allow for the
development of a Land Use Plan and to facilitate the settlement of the Dehcho First Nations
Final Agreement.
The following activities cannot occur in the Dehcho territory without consultations with the
affected Dehcho First Nation(s):
• S. 27. The MVLWB cannot issue new land use permits or water licenses;
• S. 28-29. Canada cannot sell, lease or license Crown Land;
• S. 61. GNWT cannot approve license applications for new outfitters, outpost camps or
lodges;
The following activities cannot occur in the Dehcho territory without the support of the affected
Dehcho First Nation(s):
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•
•
•
•
•

•

S. 32. The GNWT will not sell or issue new leases on undeveloped Commissioner’s Land
except within the Town of Hay River;
S. 39. Canada will not issue any new prospecting permits under the Canada Mining
Regulations;
S. 41. Canada will not initiate any new issuance cycle for Oil and Gas exploration licenses
under the Canada Petroleum Resources Act;
S. 50. The GNWT will not issue any new forest management authorizations other than
those listed in S. 51;
S. 54. The GNWT will not increase the annual allowable cut on lands affecting DFN except
in cases of emergency, or to recover timber after a fire, flood, insect or disease infestation,
(to be done in consultation with DFN); and
S. 55. The GNWT will not enter into negotiations for any Forest Management Agreement.

Other requirements of the IMA affecting land, water and resource management include:
S. 12-24. Canada and DFN will negotiate land withdrawals to restrict disposal and mineral
staking under the Territorial Lands Act. Governments will not issue new permits, licenses or
authorizations on withdrawn lands for the following land uses:
o S. 42: new forest management authorizations,
o S. 43: non-exclusive seismic operations (within certain withdrawn lands), and
o S. 62: new Tourism outfitters, outpost camps or lodges;
• S. 42. The Minister of DIAND will require a benefits plan for any work, activity or
development requiring authorization or approval from the NEB under COGOA;
• S. 44. Canada and DFN will negotiate an Interim Resource Development Agreement to
foster resource development and accrue benefits from Canada to the DFN;
• S. 45. Parties agree to include a provision in the Final Agreement requiring mining
proponents to negotiate impact and benefit agreements with the DFN as a condition to
approval from Canada;
• S. 58. A DFN may propose protected areas for land withdrawal or permanent protection
under the Protected Areas Strategy; and
• S. 59. Canada and DFN will negotiate an interim management arrangement for Nahanni
National Park Reserve.
•

In addition, several sections invite DFN participation on Boards regulating land and water use:
S. 26. Nominate a member for appointment to the MVLWB and the Dehcho Land and Water
Panel;
• S. 30: Participate in the Lands Advisory Committee for the sale, lease or licensing of land
outside the boundaries of local governments or block land transfer areas.
• S. 57. Nominate a member for appointment to the MVEIRB; and
• S. 64: Nominate one member to the Great Slave Lake Advisory Committee.
•

3.7 The Policy Framework
Policies outline general principles and directions used to carry out government responsibilities.
Policies are not legally binding. Both the Federal and Territorial governments have a large
number of policies applicable to resource development. This section reviews the key policies,
strategies and other documents relevant to resource development in the Dehcho territory. The
Plan complements existing government policies while providing greater clarity and direction on
specific issues relevant to the Dehcho territory.
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3.7.1 The Northern Strategy
The federal Government is currently developing a comprehensive strategy for the North known
as the Northern Strategy163, in cooperation with northern residents and aboriginal governments.
The purpose of the Strategy is to develop a long-term vision for the North and develop a list of
actions required to achieve it. Three goals relate directly to the Land Use Plan:
1. Economic Development: To build strong, sustainable, diversified economies where

northerners share in the benefits of northern development. This is also one of the goals of
the Plan. The Plan helps to achieve this goal by considering social and economic factors
when deciding where development should proceed and identifying appropriate terms to
guide development to achieve these goals. The DLUPC has developed an Economic
Development Assessment (EDA) Model to assess the social and economic impacts of
various Zoning options.
2. Environmental Protection: To engage all partners in the North in the protection and

stewardship of the environment. Through open consultations, the Plan has identified where
culturally and ecologically important lands should be protected and designated those areas
as Conservation Zones.
3. Preserving, Revitalizing and Promoting Culture and Identity: To ensure that the importance

of language, traditional knowledge and way-of-life is recognized and encouraged. The Plan
is based on the principle of respect for the land, as understood and explained by the Dehcho
Elders. The Dene Laws, Values and Principles are integrated throughout the Plan and have
guided the decision-making process. The Zoning and Terms were developed to preserve
and promote Dene culture in the Dehcho territory.

3.7.2 Sustainable Development Policies and Reports
Both Canada and the GNWT have Sustainable Development policies and other relevant
strategies and documents which lay out principles and directions the governments use to guide
their decisions. All federal departments are required to have sustainable development
strategies. However, we have focused on DIAND’s policy as it is the department responsible for
approving the Plan on behalf of the Government of Canada. Also referenced in this section are
recommendations from the NWT Native Women’s Association on sustainable development.

DIAND
DIAND has established a Sustainable Development Strategy, updated every 3 years. The latest
2004-2006 strategy entitled “On the Right Path Together: A Sustainable Future for First Nations,
Inuit and Northern Communities”164 has adopted the Brundtland Commission’s165 definition of
sustainable development: “Development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. The policy lays out 8
principles to guide its decisions and activities, the most relevant of which are:
• Full consideration of economic viability, social implications, and cultural and environmental
values in decision making and policy and program development;
• Honouring treaty and fiduciary obligations, as well as land claim, self-government and
international agreements;
• Respect for diverse cultures and traditional values, as well as the land and its diversity as
the foundation for healthy communities;
• Fair and equitable opportunities for First Nations, Inuit and northern peoples to share in the
benefits, risks and drawbacks of development; and
• Decisions based on the best available scientific, traditional and local knowledge.
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This policy supports the notion of community-based planning through the federal government’s
requirement “to consult with First Nation peoples and accommodate their interests in the
decisions that affect their lives”. This is at the heart of northern Land Use Plans, which aim to
address the needs of northern residents and communities as a first priority. This is also
supported in strategy’s Vision. “Community planning and development will be long term, locally
driven and comprehensive.”
The strategy includes long-term planning as one of the five key themes. DIAND’s objective for
long-term planning can be distilled into the phrase “one plan and one process”. For this to be
achieved, “government must ensure that community priorities, as reflected in community-based
plans, become the foundation for federal strategic planning of program and service delivery to
First Nations, Inuit and northern communities.” The strategy also confirms the importance of
“being able to monitor the impacts of planning processes and assess overall progress of
communities working toward achieving their visions.” This theme also addresses the issue of
local capacity to develop and implement plans.

GNWT Policies and Strategies
The GNWT’s Sustainable Development Policy166 defines sustainable development as “a way
of managing natural resources and the environment so that economic, social and cultural needs
are met while maintaining ecological processes and natural diversity.” Key principles include:
• The GNWT will promote economic development which maintains harvestable resources at
sustainable levels, essential ecological processes and natural diversity.
• Sustainable development of resources is essential to the long term economic, cultural and
social well-being of northern residents.
• Northern residents shall be assured meaningful input and participation in decisions related
to conservation and resource development.
• Conservation and development practices shall take into account local knowledge, values
and experience to be found among the regular users of the environment as well as the
information developed in academic institutions, industry and government.
• Natural resources should be managed so that opportunities for future resource uses are
maximized and maintenance of ecosystems is ensured.
• The GNWT recognizes the need for conservation areas to maintain special values related to
wildlife and wildlife habitat, unique or representative ecosystems, prime forests, productive
agricultural soils, and heritage, recreational, Tourism, scientific, and aesthetic resources.
There are 5 key sustainable development objectives outlined in the policy:
• Promote integrated resource management;
• Maintain and enhance environmental quality – the GNWT “shall ensure that environmental
quality is maintained to support the long term stability of northern society”;
• Establish conservation areas;
• Develop non-renewable resources in ways that contribute to a sustainable economy; and
• Promote cooperation in the management of transboundary resources.
The Plan is well aligned with all of these Principles and Objectives.
A key focus for the GNWT is water quality as reflected by their efforts in developing the
Drinking Water Quality Framework and Strategy.167 As discussed earlier, water is the most
important resource for northern residents. The protection of this resource is a top priority for all
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communities. The framework identifies 3 lines of defence to protect drinking water and
identifies a number of related actions under each:
1. Keeping NWT Water Clean – preventing pollution at the source, watershed protection
measures;
2. Making Drinking Water Safe – safe water treatment systems and water quality standards;
and
3. Proving that Drinking Water is Safe – water testing, monitoring and reporting.
All three of these mechanisms are supported by the Dehcho Land Use Plan’s Water Monitoring
and Management Terms (section 2.3.3, CR #15 and 16).
The GNWT also has a Non-Renewable Resource Strategy to guide development of Oil and
Gas and mining resources.168 This strategy outlines four principles:
• Partnership with other governments, industry and Canada;
• Sustainable Development;
• Economic Diversification; and
• Fiscal Sustainability.
Goals of the strategy include:
• Promote economic self-sufficiency for the NWT to reduce fiscal dependence on Canada;
• Position NWT residents and businesses to benefit from development;
• Promote equity participation by Aboriginal organizations and governments in resource
development projects;
• Maximize jobs and careers for northern residents and all Canadians;
• Provide Canada with the opportunity to benefit from increased resource royalties and tax
revenues;
• Provide business and industry throughout Canada with enhanced opportunities;
• Establish a sound GNWT financial position which will enhance and support implementation
of self-government initiatives;
• Provide a financial legacy for future generations;
• Encourage transportation infrastructure to maximize access to resources and to ensure
long-term sustainability of northern communities; and
• Protect the NWT environment, renewable resources and wildlife.
The strategy identifies 19 actions falling into three key components:
1. Creating the right environment for development;
2. Managing Development; and
3. Maximizing Benefits.
The Plan addresses all three of these components. The Zoning identifies where development is
permitted or not permitted, providing greater certainty in the regulatory process, which should
reduce delays in approvals. The Plan also identifies a number of Conformity Requirements,
Actions and Recommendations to manage impacts from development (e.g. cumulative effects,
health and social issues) and maximize benefits (e.g. maximizing employment benefits,
development of secondary industries). The Plan’s Terms echo and complement the strategic
directions of the GNWT as described in this document.
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NWT Native Women’s Association Recommendations
The Native Women’s has a strong voice when it comes to sustainable development in the
NWT. On November 5-6, 2004, the Native Women’s Association of the NWT (NWA-NWT) held
their Annual Planning Workshop in Fort Providence. The theme for this workshop was “First
Nations Women’s Perspectives on Resource Development – Oil, Gas and Mining”169. As part
of the workshop, participants broke into groups according to settlement region to answer the
question “What actions should leaders or the NWT Native Women’s Association take to ensure
resource development is done right?” The recommendations from Dehcho participants are
included for consideration in Appendix 4.

3.7.3 Transportation
The GNWT report “Investing in Roads for People and the Economy: A Highway Strategy for the
Northwest Territories”, presents a Vision for roads in the Northwest Territories including170:
•
•
•
•

An upgraded highway system that provides improved safety and more reliability for people
and resource development,
A road down the Mackenzie Valley from Wrigley to Tuktoyaktuk to provide all-weather road
access for communities and to facilitate development of the resources of the Mackenzie
Valley and Delta,
Greater northern involvement in land-based access into the Slave Geologic Province and
new road infrastructure that is responsive to the needs of industry to create economic
development opportunities, and
New or upgraded community access roads to provide improved land-based access for
communities.

Our Vision for roads in the Northwest Territories is based upon two objectives:
• Creating opportunities for economic development, and
• Connecting communities.
The guiding principles in implementing the vision are:
•
•
•
•
•

Activities will be undertaken in cooperation with all stakeholders, including aboriginal and
land claimant groups, industry, other governments, communities, and individuals;
Activities will maintain and, where possible, enhance road safety;
Activities must consider their environmental impacts, and we must work to minimize the
negative and maximize the positive impacts;
Land claimant groups and land ownership issues must be considered in all activities; and
In all activities we will maximize local and northern involvement.

Transportation has major implications for conservation, development and utilization of the land,
waters and other resources in the Dehcho territory. The Plan complements this policy by
permitting access in all zones and identifying appropriate conditions for it. The Plan provides
flexibility to address future access needs of all planning partners. The Vision for roads is
consistent with the Plan’s purpose to promote the well being of residents and communities in
the Dehcho territory, having regard to the interests of all Canadians.
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3.7.4 Oil and Gas
In 2003, DFN and Canada signed an Interim Resource Development Agreement171 to foster
resource development in the Dehcho territory and to accrue benefits to the Deh Cho First
Nations from Canada in the interim of a Dehcho Final Agreement. While this Agreement is in
force the parties share the objective that new issuance cycles for Oil and Gas exploration
licences under the Canada Petroleum Resources Act will be initiated in the Deh Cho territory in
a predictable manner. Before an issuance cycle is initiated, the parties agree to pursue
consultations under section 41 of the IMA, on such matters as the terms and conditions of the
issuance. In return, DFN would receive a payment from Canada equivalent to a percentage
share of the federal royalties collected from the Mackenzie Valley in the previous year. DFN
can access up to 50% of their share of royalties annually, to a maximum of $1 million, to foster
economic development. Their remaining share is payable upon ratification of the Final
Agreement. Despite prolonged negotiations, Canada and DFN have been unable to reach
agreement on terms and conditions for rights issuance.

3.7.5 Mining
Under the Interim Resource Development Agreement, Canada and DFN agreed to the
following:
• S. 17: The Parties will work with the mining industry to identify areas where DFN would
support new prospecting permits.
• S. 18: Canada will consult with DFN on any new proposed changes to the Canada Mining
Regulations;
• S. 19: Canada will not issue a new surface lease for lands within the Dehcho territory in
connection with a major mining project unless DFN and the project proponent negotiate an
impact and benefit agreement on the mining project.
The mining sector is also guided by several policies. The Whitehorse Mining Initiative
Leadership Council Accord172 (WMI) resulted from discussions between the mining industry,
senior governments, labour unions, environmental organizations, and First Nations. The Accord
adopts a strategic vision for a healthy mining industry: “Our vision is of a socially, economically
and environmentally sustainable, and prosperous mining industry, underpinned by political and
community consensus.” The Accord addresses six themes:
• Addressing business needs;
• Maintaining a healthy environment:
o Principle: “Environmentally responsible mining exploration, development,
operations and public policies are predicated on maintaining a healthy
environment and, on closure, returning mine sites and affected areas to viable,
and, wherever, practicable, self-sustaining, ecosystems that are compatible with
a healthy environment and with human activities”;
• Resolving land use issues:
o Goal: “To ensure that project-specific environmental assessments are effective,
efficient, and well defined, and are conducted in the broader context of an
integrated land use planning process, and government policies and programs”;
o Principle: “Protected area networks are essential contributors to environmental
health, biological diversity, and ecological processes, as well as being a
fundamental part of the sustainable balance of society, economy, and
environment”;
• Ensuring the welfare of workers and communities:
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Goal: “To produce the maximum practicable socio-economic benefits of mining
for communities”;
Meeting aboriginal concerns:
o Principle: Aboriginal peoples have rights protected under the Constitution Act,
1982, which include, among others, rights to lands and resources”;
o Principle: “Aboriginal peoples are entitled to opportunities to participate fully in
mineral development at all stages of mining and associated industries and at all
employment levels”; and
Improving decisions.
o

•

•

Many of the directions taken in the WMI are reflected in Canada’s other policies. In the Minerals
and Metals Policy173, NRCan (Natural Resources Canada) outlines six key directions:
• Implementing a sustainable development approach;
• Ensuring the competitiveness of Canada’s Minerals and Metals Industry;
• Promoting products, markets and stewardship;
• Promoting aboriginal community involvement in minerals and metals activities;
• Developing science and technology; and
• Providing international leadership in the implementation of sustainable development.
Of special interest to the Plan is the adoption of several key principles and commitments in the
Mineral and Metals Policy:
• Pollution Prevention – “The use of processes, practices, materials, products or energy that
avoid or minimize the creation of pollutants and wastes, and reduce the overall risk to
human health and the environment.”
• Precautionary Principle – “Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of
full scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures
to prevent environmental degradation”;
• Polluter Pays Principle – “The polluter, should, in principle, bear the cost of pollution, with
due regard to the public interest, and without distorting international trade and investment”.
• Life-Cycle Management and the Safe Use Principle – “Minerals, metals and their products
can be produced, used, re-used, recycled and returned to the environment in a manner that
is consistent with sustainable development”.
• Mine Reclamation – “Government will ensure that, as a condition for mine development on
federal lands, comprehensive plans for the reclamation of disturbed areas are developed,
including the provision of satisfactory financial assurances to cover the costs of reclamation
and, where necessary, long-term maintenance.”
• Land Access and Protected Areas – Ensuring the completion of a National Park Network by
year 2000; protecting critical wildlife habitat including legislation to protect endangered
species; fully taking into account the mineral potential of an area before creating protected
areas; and ensuring the widest possible access to lands for exploration outside protected
areas.
• Aboriginal Communities: The Government affirms its support for the timely resolution of land
claims to remove uncertainty over the ownership and use of land and resources, and to
encourage self-reliance by Aboriginal communities and promote their participation in
economic opportunities.
• Science and Technology: Commitment to further geoscience mapping in northern frontier
areas; Identifying sustainable mining operations, and safe and efficient processing and use
of minerals and metals as priorities for research;
The NWT Mine Site Reclamation Policy174 is a federal policy for “the protection of the
environment and disposition of liability relating to mine closures in the NWT.” The policy applies
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to all developed mines, whether operating or not, but does not apply to orphaned or abandoned
mines or mineral prospecting and exploration. The policy is meant to clarify DIAND’s intent for
resource management boards, industry and the public with respect to identifying terms and
conditions for developments under its jurisdiction. It focuses on the following principles:
• Sustainable development;
• Polluter pays;
• WMI’s definition of reclamation;
• Mines must be able to support reclamation costs;
• Mines must post adequate security to cover all reclamation costs, including shutdown,
closure and post closure;
• Best Management Practices, including progressive reclamation, should be used;
• Comprehensive, complete and timely communication and consultation between parties; and
• Reclamation planning: Every mine should, at all times, have a Mine Closure and
Reclamation Plan, which includes measures to be taken in the event of a temporary
closure. The Plan must address all components of the mine, including tailings handling,
disposal of chemicals and hydrocarbons, and pit shutdown.

3.7.6 Forestry
There are currently no GNWT policies guiding forest management or development in the region.
While the Federal Government is not involved in managing forests in the GNWT or Dehcho
territory, it is involved in research and policy development through the Canadian Council of
Forest Ministers (CCFM) and the Canadian Forest Service, and has produced a number of
relevant reports on forest management in Canada.
Forest management is guided across Canada by a number of policies jointly developed by
Provincial, Territorial and Federal Ministers – most important of which are the Canada Forest
Accord175 and the National Forest Strategy176. The Accord and Strategy have moved away from
a narrow focus on the economic benefits of cutting trees, to a more holistic appreciation of the
social, cultural, environmental and economic benefits of forests, leading to a change in how
forests are managed.
The most recent Canada Forest Accord 2003-2008 177 states under the section, Our Principles,
“Canadians care about the sustainability of their forest and believe in the primary importance of
nurturing its health through an ecosystem-based approach. Forest management must therefore
sustain ecosystem health while meeting expectations of social well-being as well as continued
environmental services and economic activity.” Furthermore, the principles of the Canada
Forest Accord 2003-2008 also recognize that “Canadians have an important role in shaping the
decisions affecting forest conservation and use. The sustainability of Aboriginal and other forestbased communities rests on their ability to participate effectively in forest management. This
requires goodwill and long-term foresight by all parties.” The principles of the Canada Forest
Accord 2003-2008 are consistent with the purpose of the Land Use Plan which is “to promote
the social, cultural and economic well being of residents and communities in the Deh Cho
territory, having regard to the interests of all Canadians”178.
The Canada Forest Accord 2003-2008 includes 10 commitments to guide forest management
across Canada of which 3 may be particularly relevant to the Dehcho territory.
• Managing Canada's natural forest through an ecosystem-based approach;
• Adopting policies and practices that support forest-based community sustainability; and
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•

Accommodating Aboriginal and treaty rights in the sustainable use of the forest in a manner
consistent with constitutional requirements.

The most recent National Forest Strategy 2003-2008179 focuses on the following broad themes:
• Ecosystem-based Management;
• Sustainable Forest Communities;
• Rights and Participation of Aboriginal Peoples;
• Forest Products Benefits;
• Knowledge and Innovation for Competitiveness and Sustainability;
• The Urban Forest and Public Engagement in Sustainability;
• Private Woodlots’ Contribution to Sustainability; and
• Reporting and Accountability.
The application of the National Forest Strategy will vary across Canada and will be based on
local social, environmental and economic circumstances180.
The Canadian Forest Service conducts research and maintains Canada wide inventories of the
forest resources in cooperation with their provincial and territorial departments. It releases an
annual report on “The State of Canada’s Forests”181.
Another key federal report of note was produced in 1999 by the Senate Subcommittee on the
Boreal Forest, called “Competing Realities: The Boreal Forest at Risk”182. This report detailed
the numerous threats to the health of the boreal forest in Canada and recommended key
actions required to ensure the long-term health of the boreal forest. Key recommendations of
the Sub-Committee are:
1. The boreal forest should be managed under 3 zones:
a. 20% for intensive management for timber production;
b. 20% set aside as protected areas for old growth forests, traditional use areas,
representative ecological areas and significant wildlife habitat; and
c. The majority of forests to be managed to accommodate the full range of natural
assemblages, uses and values of the forest.
2. A network of protected areas should be completed by 2002.
3. The federal government should not issue timber or other development permits in candidate
park sites.
4. No industrial development should be allowed in established national and provincial parks.
5. All levels of government should manage lands adjacent to parks, on an ecosystem basis.
6. Establish and enforce maximum road and trail density standards.
7. Establish adequate logging buffers around parks.
8. Preserve wildlife habitat, using size and connectivity requirements of wildlife.
9. Limit cutting in old growth forest.
10. Phase out herbicide and pesticide use in forests.
11. Governments must live up to responsibilities regarding Aboriginal peoples.
12. Governments should not grant timber harvesting rights to companies on Aboriginal
traditional lands, or in areas under dispute or claim, without adhering to most recent court
decisions.
13. Forest companies must include traditional aboriginal land uses in land use planning.
These recommendations provide guidance for the appropriate management and development of
boreal forest regions across Canada, which includes the Dehcho territory. The Plan is
consistent with many of these recommendations by identifying Land Use Zones, supporting the
Protected Areas Strategy, and defining Terms for the sustainable development of forest
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resources with full input and participation of affected First Nations, communities and other
planning partners.

3.7.7 Tourism
NWT Tourism Strategy (2003) recognizes that Tourism brings more revenue to the NWT than
all other renewable resources combined. As the GNWT is competing with similar destinations,
notably the Yukon and Alaska, it is vital that the GNWT work towards protecting the key
components that drive Tourism, namely environment, culture, and wildlife. The mission
statement of the strategy is “to support the development of a strong Tourism industry in the
Northwest Territories for the benefit of our members, visitors, our communities and our people,
while protecting our environment and the northern way of life”.

3.7.8 Climate Change
The impact of climate change on people with traditional lifestyles in the North is a vital concern
of the Government of the Northwest Territories183. The NWT Greenhouse Gas Strategy is
designed to address some of these concerns. More than 40 federal and territorial agencies,
Aboriginal organizations, industry and environmental groups participated in the development of
the strategy. The purpose of the strategy is to:
•
•

Identify and coordinate northern actions to begin to control greenhouse gas emissions, and
Assist in developing and contributing a northern perspective as part of Canada’s national
Climate Change implementation strategy.

The Strategy states that “The Government of the NWT must demonstrate leadership by
diligently and responsibly taking action to control emissions of greenhouse gases in the NWT”.
However, “affected groups must be provided with a meaningful opportunity to participate in the
development of legislation, policy, strategies and other initiatives that will directly affect them”.
The strategy advocates a comprehensive, phased approach where “controlling emissions must
be done in ways that carefully considers sectoral and regional economies”. To be effective
“action should advance the environmental, economic and social goals of residents of the NWT”.
Furthermore, “given the significant risk that potential climate change poses for human and
environmental health, a “weight of evidence” or precautionary approach must be used to justify
preventative actions rather than wait for full scientific certainty”. The Land Use Plan provides
clear direction on air quality monitoring and management, and sustainable development, which
are important considerations for addressing climate change.

3.7.9 International Commitments
In addition to being integrated with Federal and Territorial policies and legislation, the Plan also
supports Canada’s efforts and commitments on the international stage. Canada currently has
made the following international commitments that are supported by the Plan:
• Convention on Biological Diversity184 - by supporting the three main goals of:
o Conservation of biological diversity (Conservation Zones),
o Sustainable use of resources (Terms), and
o The fair and equitable sharing of resources (Terms);
• The Convention on Migratory Species185 - by protecting designated Migratory Bird Sites
within Conservation Zones;
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•

•

•

•

•

Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO
Sites)186 – by providing further buffers to the existing Nahanni National Park Reserve which
is a UNESCO World Heritage Site;
The Kyoto Protocol and the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change187:
o By providing a staged approach to development through Zoning, appropriate to
existing levels of infrastructure and capacity,
o By reducing clearing of land through Cumulative Effects Thresholds, and
o By promoting best practices through other Terms;
The North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation188 – by assessing current
levels of environmental impacts through the Cumulative Effects Terms and providing for a
high level of environmental protection;
The Arctic Environment Protection Strategy189 – by providing for:
o The “Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna” (CAFF) within Conservation Zones,
o Inclusion of the goals of CAFF in the Plan’s Vision and Goals, and
o The use of Traditional Knowledge and Cumulative Effects Assessment and
Management in project screening processes; and
The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands190 – through the protection of significant wetlands in
Conservation Zones, especially the Falaise Lake Wetland Complex (Zone 16) and in Zone
24 – the Birch Falaise Corridor Special Management Zone.

3.8 The Land Use Plan and Other Land Use Initiatives
While the Dehcho Land Use Plan is the main initiative to guide conservation and development
within the Dehcho territory, it is not the only one. The PAS and Nahanni Park Expansion
processes are also busy planning future protected areas within the Dehcho. Communities are
planning for their future needs, and governments are developing strategies to manage
development. Given that all these initiatives are planning for the same lands, they need to be
coordinated and integrated to ensure consistency. This section reviews how the Plan integrates
with and complements other land use initiatives.

3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy
The NWT Protected Areas Strategy191 is a joint federal/territorial process designed to make
balanced decisions in identifying, establishing and protecting significant natural and cultural
areas using best available knowledge. The establishment of protected areas is a component of
regional land use planning processes, and is integral to integrated resource management
planning. As per the PAS, “locally based land use planning and resource management
processes will take the lead on identifying community and regional interests in areas being
considered for protection”. The Strategy has two primary goals:
1. To protect special natural and cultural areas, and
2. To protect core representative areas within each Ecoregion.

The process has 8 steps:
1. Identify priority areas of interest.
2. Prepare and review protected area proposal at regional level.
3. Review and submit proposal for candidate protected area status.
4. Consider and where necessary apply interim protection for candidate area.
5. Evaluate candidate area.
6. Seek formal establishment of protected area.
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7. Approve and designate protected area.
8. Implement, monitor and review protected area.
The NWT PAS process results in the permanent protection of lands. The PAS is a communitydriven process. Communities interested in protecting lands under the strategy contact the PAS
secretariat to initiate discussions. Initial research is compiled into a formal proposal outlining
the values of the land which support protection, identifying a sponsoring agency for the site, and
the type of protected area designation being requested. A working group is formed to oversee
the site’s progress through the process. If the proposal is accepted, the lands may be provided
interim protection through a 5 year land withdrawal under the Territorial Lands Act.
During the land withdrawal, a number of assessments and studies are carried out, including the
ecological and non-renewable resource values, renewable resource assessments, socioeconomic analyses; and cultural values studies. This is an important step which may identify
important cultural, ecological, mineral or Oil and Gas resources previously unknown. The PAS
process can result in a range of protection which reflects the studies, the decisions of the
Candidate Area Working Group and community members. The results of these assessments
are considered by a Working Group. The Working Group will refine the boundaries and details
of the proposed protected area based on the detailed assessments before submitting the final
proposal for approval. Once approved, the protected area will be designated through the
appropriate legislation and managed in accordance with its management plan. The Plan will no
longer apply within the boundaries of the protected area.
Currently there are 3 prospective protected areas in the Dehcho. Edéhzhíe is being assessed
under Step 5 of the PAS process and was withdrawn for interim protection in 2002. The interim
land withdrawal expires in October 2007. Samb’aa Ke and Pehdzeh Ki Deh are in Step 1 and 2
of the PAS process, respectively and have not yet been withdrawn under the PAS (though most
of the Samb’aa Ke was withdrawn as part of DFN’s land withdrawals through the IMA).
“Regional land use planning and the PAS are sometimes confused. Although they are separate
programs, they are complementary initiatives which reinforce one another, and therefore one
does not replace the other”192. Land use planning complements the PAS process in several
ways. First, land use planning initiates discussions with communities about where they want
land protected and where they want land developed. Areas requiring permanent protection
should be advanced through the PAS process. However, achieving Interim Protection under
Stage 4 of the PAS is a lengthy process. In the Dehcho, land use planning complements the
PAS by providing immediate protection to PAS Areas of Interest through the designation of
Conservation Zones as per community request and government initiatives, while the initial
stages of the PAS are underway. The Plan will be amended to designate these areas as
protected under the PAS once that status is achieved.
Areas where communities would like more flexible protection should be identified as
Conservation Zones as these can be reclassified should future development of the land be
desired.

3.8.2 Nahanni Park Expansion Process
The current Nahanni National Park Reserve has been recognized as inadequate to maintain the
ecological integrity of the area and achieve ecological representation goals. Since 1987,
management plans for Nahanni National Park Reserve have identified the need to improve the
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park boundary193. The Dehcho First Nations have long supported the expansion of the current
Nahanni National Park Reserve to encompass the entire watershed. This is supported through
four separate Leadership Resolutions (see Appendix 2):
• Resolution #06: South Nahanni Watershed. Dehcho First Nations Leadership Meeting, Fort
Providence. October 29-31, 2002.
• Resolution #04; Nahanni National Park Reserve Interim Agreements. Dehcho First Nations
Leadership Meeting, Wrigley. February 17-21, 2003.
• Resolution #03: Prairie Creek Road (Unanimous non-support for the road). Dehcho First
Nations Leadership Meeting, Hay River Reserve. May 4-6, 2004.
• Resolution #14: Protection of the South Nahanni Watershed. Dehcho First Nations
Leadership Meeting. Hay River Reserve. February 22-24, 2005194.
Through a memorandum of understanding signed in 2003, Dehcho First Nations and Parks
Canada have agreed to work together to expand Nahanni National Park Reserve within the
Greater Nahanni Ecosystem. They are currently undertaking numerous feasibility studies,
including a Mineral and Energy Resource Assessment. Consultation with the public is part of
the process. When these studies conclude, an agreement to expand the boundaries of the
current Nahanni National Park Reserve will be negotiated to establish new Park boundaries and
to establish Nahanni National Park Reserve with full National Park status. The area of interest
for park expansion is the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem, which includes the entire South Nahanni
River watershed and the North Karst. The Plan does not affect where the final boundaries of
Nahanni National Park will be established as that is being determined by the Park Expansion
Process. The Plan will be amended during future reviews to recognize the final park boundary.
The Plan will not apply within Nahanni National Park.

3.8.3 Canadian Boreal Initiative
The Canadian Boreal Initiative (CBI) is an organization working with conservationists, First
Nations, industry and other interested parties to link science, policy and conservation activities
in Canada's boreal forest. On December 1, 2003 the CBI released the Boreal Forest
Conservation Framework - the most extensive national conservation vision ever. The
Framework's goal is to conserve the cultural, sustainable economic and natural values of the
entire Canadian boreal region by employing the principles of conservation biology to:
•
•

Protect at least 50% of the region in a network of large interconnected protected areas; and
Support sustainable communities, world-leading ecosystem-based resource management
practices and state-of-the-art stewardship practices in the remaining landscape.

The Dehcho Land Use Plan reflects this national vision with approximately 50% of the region
protected through a network of large interconnected protected areas. The Terms of the Plan
are designed to add value to existing legislation and promote sustainable communities and
resource management.

3.8.4 NWT Cumulative Effects Assessment and Management (CEAM)
Framework, Strategy and Blueprint
The NWT CEAM Strategy and Framework195 and the CEAM Blueprint196 are a series of
documents that outline a collaborative effort to improve environmental management and
stewardship in Canada's Northwest Territories. “Cumulative effects are changes to the
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biophysical, social, economic, and cultural environments caused by the combination of past,
present and "reasonably foreseeable" future actions.”
The vision of the NWT CEAM Strategy and Framework is to make recommendations
to decision-makers to facilitate:
• The protection of ecological integrity;
• The building of sustainable communities, including social and cultural dimensions; and
• Responsible economic development within a sound environmental management
framework.
The NWT CEAM Framework consists of nine components that capture the key functions
necessary for CEAM and the principal linkages among them. These components are:
• Vision and Objectives;
• Land Use Planning;
• Baseline Studies and Monitoring;
• Research;
• Audit and Reporting;
• Project-Specific Screening, Environmental Assessment and Review;
• Regulation and Enforcement;
• Information Management; and
• Coordination.
The CEAM Framework and Strategy view land use planning as a key component required to
implement cumulative effects assessment and management. An early CEAM Framework
document published by DIAND and Environment Canada emphasize the role of land use plans
in setting thresholds and guiding resource development decision-making processes:
“Land use planning involves the development of strategies and actions for the orderly
development of land uses; these may implicitly or explicitly define thresholds or carrying
capacities. Land use plans represent a broad ‘vision’ of the landscape, integrating social,
cultural and economic values, and set the context for decision-making with respect to
rights issuance, project review and regulation.”197

Land Use Plans are an ideal vehicle for implementing cumulative effects thresholds because
they require a vision to guide future development, and they consider and integrate social,
cultural, economic and environmental considerations within an open, inclusive forum through
extensive consultations. This is reflected in the emphasis of the DLUPC as the lead agency in
the development of the Dehcho Regional Plan of Action for CEAM as laid out in the CEAM
Blueprint. The DLCUPC was also funded through the CEAM Steering Committee to initiate
research on both the Dehcho Plan of Action and Cumulative Effects Indicators and Thresholds.
This work was developed and continues to be guided by a Steering Committee, of which the
DLUPC is an active participant. Canada and the DFN agreed at the outset of the land use
planning process that the Land Use Plan would be the appropriate vehicle with which to
advance the CEAM Regional Plan of Action for the Dehcho territory. The DLUPC sees
inclusion of Cumulative Effects Indicators and Thresholds in the Land Use Plan as a major step
towards implementation of cumulative effects assessment and management within the Dehcho
territory.
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3.8.5 Transboundary Issues
The Dehcho is not an island. Its borders are political, not ecological, so they do not present a
barrier to the movement of resources between this region and others. The vegetation does not
suddenly change when crossing from the Dehcho to the Sahtu, Tlicho or Akaitcho regions, or
into Alberta, BC or the Yukon. Wildlife regularly moves back and forth across the border. So do
people. Resource deposits underground follow geological formations and may cover both sides
of a border.
Water is perhaps the best example of a transboundary resource linking multiple regions
together. The Mackenzie River Basin covers Alberta, BC, Yukon, and the Northwest Territories.
Activities occurring in one region have the potential to affect the water of other regions
downstream. The Great Slave Lake sits in the middle of the Dehcho, the Tlicho and the
Akaitcho regions and is used by all regions.
Management of transboundary resources must be coordinated between affected regions. The
Mackenzie River Basin Board (MRBB)198 is a transboundary body comprised of representatives
from the affected provinces and territories. The MRBB develops agreements between the
parties for transboundary management and coordinates research on the Mackenzie River
Basin. Similarly, the Great Slave Lake Advisory Committee was established with representation
from the surrounding settlement areas, fishermen, organizations and relevant government
departments to oversea management of the lake and fish. The Plan respects the authority of
these bodies to manage and address transboundary water issues.
Resource development that crosses borders, or creates cross border impacts also needs a
coordinated approach. While the Plan does not apply to developments outside the Dehcho
territory, it can inform developments occurring across the border as to acceptable cross border
impacts. Regulatory authorities are encouraged to consider transboundary issues in all
developments and ensure all affected parties have the opportunity to participate in the EA
process. The MVLWB has a Transboundary Applications Policy which requires the
establishment of a transboundary panel to review such applications199.
Good decisions cannot be made unless goals and research are coordinated across borders.
The Plan encourages transboundary research and cooperation to ensure consistent datasets
and understanding with which to make appropriate, informed decisions.
As land use planning advances in surrounding regions, the Plan will consider the proposed uses
on the other side, and where appropriate, harmonize transboundary uses. The Plan currently
aligns with proposed protected areas in the Sahtu Settlement Area for the northern tips of
Pehdzeh Ki Deh and the Nahanni Park Expansion.

3.8.6 Community Planning
The Plan also has to be integrated with other initiatives occurring within its borders. Community
planning covers two distinct topics – planning within community boundaries and First Nations
initiatives to develop more detailed plans for their own traditional lands outside community
boundaries.
The Land Use Plan does not apply within community boundaries and community plans do not
apply outside community boundaries so there is no direct conflict between the two. However,
some community infrastructure currently exists outside community boundaries. There may also
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be the need to increase the size of community boundaries to allow for future expansion of
community services. In those situations, the Land Use Plan must have sufficient flexibility to
address community needs while considering the objectives of the Land Use Zones where the
expansion is proposed to occur.
All existing community infrastructure outside of current community boundaries will continue as
an existing use for as long as it is required. The Committee will consider exceptions for any
future applications to expand community boundaries or develop new infrastructure.
Several Dehcho First Nations have initiated planning processes within their traditional lands and
others have expressed interest in doing so. The Committee supports and encourages
community efforts to move beyond the regional scope of the Dehcho Land Use Plan. Regional
and First Nation-based plans must be integrated and consistent with each other. The Dehcho
Land Use Plan provides the regional framework for more detailed community-based planning.
The Committee will coordinate with any community interested in community-based planning to
ensure the final plans are consistent and complementary.
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Chapter 4: Planning Process

Consultation is an important part of land use planning in the Dehcho territory. Photo Credit: DLUPC

NOTE: The maps provided in this Background Report are for illustrative purposes
only. While the DLUPC uses the best information available at the time of writing, we
make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become outdated
after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date information
should contact the data source for the most current files.

79

4.1 Introduction
The Planning Process was established through a set of guidelines in the Interim Measures
Agreement which were adopted as the Terms of Reference (see Appendix 3). The process is
guided by the principles of sustainable development, and respect for the land, as understood
and explained by the Dehcho Elders. Each party (DFN, GNWT and Canada) is represented on
the Committee to oversee the process.
The purpose of the Plan is to promote the social, cultural and economic well being of residents
and communities in the Dehcho territory, having regard for the interests of all Canadians. A
successful process must reflect the people of the region and their relationship with the land.
This is captured in the words “Nahe Nahodhe” “who we are and where we came from”, which is
explored in the cultural section. Appendix 1 provides a detailed history of the planning process.
The process has four phases, consistent with the standard planning cycle (Figure 6):
• Committee Establishment and Office Setup
• Information Gathering and Analysis
• Plan Preparation
• Plan Implementation
Figure 6. The Land Use Planning Cycle
Identify Issues and Goals
Information Gathering and
Analysis): Initial information
sessions.

Monitor the Plan

Complete Research

(Plan Implementation): DLUPC and
governments monitor all land use
activities to ensure they conform to the
Plan. The Plan is reviewed every 5 years.

(Information Gathering and Analysis):
Gather information on development
potential, conservation values and
community priorities.

Implement the Plan

Develop Options

(Plan Implementation): DFN and GNWT
approve the plan. Canada considers the
plan and provides binding policy direction
to the MVLWB. DLUPC, DFN, GNWT,
and Canada jointly implement the Plan.

(Information Gathering and Analysis):
Prepare and present Preliminary
Land Use Options. Compare with
Current Land Withdrawals.

Make Decisions
(Plan Preparation): Develop
Draft Plan and revise as
required based on feedback.

80

4.2 Research
The Committee conducted extensive research into the ecological and cultural values of the
Dehcho and the potential for various land uses – Agriculture, Tourism, Oil and Gas, Mining and
Forestry (see Appendix 5). Dehcho First Nations also provided a summary of Traditional Land
Use and Occupancy information from an extensive mapping project conducted between 1996
and 2002. Further details are provided in Chapter 2. An Economic Development Assessment
Model was developed200 and research was undertaken to develop Cumulative Effects Indicators
and Thresholds201. The Committee presented this research to communities and planning
partners so everyone could see the information used in making decisions. A list of the
consultations completed is provided in Appendix 6.

4.3 Land Use Options
Five preliminary Land Use Options, showing different levels of resource development, were
produced from the information gathered and presented to planning partners. Their purpose was
to start discussions about overall priorities for future land and resource development. Planning
Partners were not expected to choose one option, nor were the options used directly in Plan
preparation. The Economic Development Assessment Model was modified to compare the
options and predict the impacts of the development activity in these scenarios. The Draft Land
Use Options Atlas details the information and analysis used to develop the Land Use Options.202
The Plan provides for a level of development similar to Option 4.

4.4 Community Mapping
The community consultations included an additional day to map community interests in
Forestry, Tourism, Oil and Gas, Mining, Agriculture, discuss issues and clarify critical areas for
conservation. Communities were provided with a blank map and coloured pens representing
the different land uses. Members identified if, where and how these activities should occur in
their region. Maps of Development Potential and Conservation Values were available to help
participants make informed decisions. Community Mapping provided an opportunity for people
to become familiar with Zoning which is a difficult concept to explain in the Slavey Language.
The information was digitized into a computerized mapping system (GIS – Geographical
Information System) to facilitate future use in the planning process. The feedback and input
received provided direction for data revisions and Plan Preparation. The list of consultations in
Appendix 6 includes details of community mapping sessions completed. The 2004 Summer
Consultation Summary details the results of this work203.

4.5 Plan Preparation
The DLUPC Terms of Reference states,
Regional land use planning in the Deh Cho territory is intended to form part of an integrated land
and resource management regime and outline what types of activities should occur, generally
where they should take place, and terms and conditions necessary to guide land use proposals and
development projects over time. The Plan will involve finding a balance between development
opportunities, social and ecological constraints, which reflect community values and priorities while
taking into consideration the values of all Canadians. The Parties share the objective that upon
approval of a Deh Cho Final Agreement, the approved Plan will be a land management tool that
provides legally-binding direction and guidance to regulatory agencies and decision-makers in the
evaluation of development projects, protected area proposals, and other potential land uses.204
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Figure 7. Methods Used to Develop Land Use Zones
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The best available information was considered in Plan preparation, including the research and
feedback from consultations and community mapping sessions. The Plan has been prepared to
provide the “fundamental shift in values and public policy” which the Government of Canada
states as a requirement for sustainable development205. Planning Partners have provided
guidance on revisions to ensure the Plan uses the most accurate information in an appropriate
manner206.
The Plan consists of different Land Use Zones, Conformity Requirements, Actions and
Recommendations. A flowchart outlining the development of Conservation, Special
Management and General Use Zones is provided in Figure 7.
Land Use Zones define smaller areas with similar features, objectives and values. Zone
boundaries are defined by biophysical and cultural factors. The zones focus on 5 key land uses
(Oil and Gas, Mining, Forestry, Tourism and Agriculture), which are defined in the Plan. Each
zone identifies which of these 5 land uses are permitted and which are restricted. This is the
principle component of the land use plan that guides what types of development are appropriate
and where they should take place. Once the Plan is approved, new land uses for these five
sectors can only be approved if they are shown as permitted uses for that area in the Land Use
Zone Map.
There are five types of Land Use Zones:
• Conservation Zones;
• Special Management Zones;
• General Use Zones;
• A Protected Area Strategy Zone; and
• A Special Infrastructure Corridor.
Conservation Zones have both an ecological and a cultural component as their foundation.
They were developed as follows:
• Identify critical wildlife areas (generally high and very high value) for key species.
• Identify moderate to very high traditional land use, occupancy and harvesting values as
defined in analysis completed by Dehcho First Nations (as shown in Map 2, Chapter 2).
• Combine these layers to create the “conservation intersect”. This was the base layer for
every conservation area. The Traditional Use and Wildlife data used to create the
“Intersect” are shown in Map 18.
• Identify other features such as International Biological Program (IBP) sites, migratory bird
sites, Karst topography and areas of community conservation interest identified through
consultations.
• Subtract areas of high development potential or where communities expressed support for
development through community mapping. These became Special Management Zones.
Critical wildlife habitat was generally defined as high and very high value areas, including
breeding areas, birthing areas, concentrations, migration corridors and mineral licks for key
species: woodland caribou, moose, wood bison, sheep, goats, grizzly bears, wolverine, fish,
waterfowl, peregrine falcons (subspecies anatum), trumpeter swans and whooping cranes.
Woodland caribou home range data from satellite collars and habitat suitability data from ENR
were also included in this layer due to the sensitivity of the species. The current feasibility
studies associated with Nahanni Park Expansion and the three PAS areas may add important
new information with regards to additional critical wildlife habitat.
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Map 18. Critical Wildlife, Traditional Land Use and Occupancy and the Conservation
Intersect
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The Density of Traditional Land Use and Occupancy analysis summarizes overall use by
Dehcho communities. Areas used by more people have a higher value than areas used by a
smaller number of people. The analysis does not distinguish between the relative importance of
any type of site (e.g. burial site) versus another.
The Conservation Intersect was created using computerized mapping (a Geographical
Information System or GIS) by identifying all areas in which both critical wildlife areas (as
defined above) and moderate to very high traditional land use and occupancy areas overlap.
The Conservation Intersect was used as the basis for the Conservation Zones. The Critical
Wildlife layer and the Traditional Land Use and Occupancy layer were also used independently
in the development of Special Management Zones.
Conservation Zones provide flexible protection to lands of important cultural or ecological value.
Conservation Zones will safeguard biodiversity, water, traditional land use and occupancy areas
and ecological values. In the future communities may choose to reclassify some Conservation
Zones to Special Management or General Use Zones for development, particularly where
increased community capacity, jurisdiction and regulatory certainty ensures benefits to local
people. All development except Tourism is prohibited in Conservation Zones. Two of the zones
prohibit Tourism as well.
The Protected Area Strategy Zone is a separate designation for candidate protected areas that
have been withdrawn from disposition through the Protected Area Strategy (PAS) process. This
zone type represents a transition between an area subject to the Land Use Plan and the
approved protected area, which is managed under the legislation and authority of the
sponsoring agency and the Park Management Plan. At the moment, only Edehzhie (Zone 4)
has this designation.
Special Management Zones were developed wherever there was significant potential for both
conservation and development simultaneously. The Committee carefully assessed the overlap
between wildlife areas, development areas, existing dispositions, community interests and
traditional land use, occupancy and harvesting layer by layer to identify where Conformity
Requirements, Actions or Recommendations would be required. This was a highly iterative
process to gradually refine Special Management Zones to best reflect the values considered in
their development.
Special Management Zones were established where there is significant potential for both
conservation and development together. Special Management Zones may be established to
promote certain types of development or protect certain values while allowing some forms of
development to proceed. Special Management Zones use a combination of Terms and land
use restrictions to achieve these goals.
Areas left open became General Use Zones. All land uses are permitted in General Use Zones,
subject to existing regulatory processes, Acts and Regulations, and the Terms of the Plan.
A Special infrastructure Corridor (SIC) was established to address the proposed Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline. The proposed routing crosses Zones 1, 3, 4, 5, 19, 21, 22, 23, and 29.
Development of the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline will be permitted in areas which fall within the
Special Infrastructure Corridor (Zone 30) subject to regulatory approval and any conditions
imposed on them by the appropriate Regulatory Authorities and Agencies and the Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline Term in Chapter 2 of the Plan. The Mackenzie Valley Pipeline is encouraged to
consider the intent of the underlying zones in carrying out its operations to minimize impacts
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and disturbance through Conservation Zones. A route is still being negotiated through Zone 1
(Pehdzeh Ki Deh) and the final routing will be reflected in the Plan once negotiations are
complete.
As a final step the Committee refined adjacent areas through smoothing and connectivity.
Smoothing consisted of removing jagged edges and harmonizing very small holes or patches
with the surrounding designation. Connectivity involved linking neighbouring areas together into
a fewer number of zones where appropriate.
Terms were developed to deal with issues raised during consultations that could not be
addresses by Zoning. In some cases, the Terms provide greater clarity to the Zoning or
highlight specific exceptions. For instance, while Forestry is not permitted in several zones,
there are Terms which provide for salvage logging and timber recovery in all zones, where
circumstances warrant such actions. In such cases, the Term takes precedence over the
Zoning. Further guidelines and exceptions are provided in S. 1.2 of the Plan.
Terms include Conformity Requirements, Actions and Recommendations.
Conformity Requirements (CR) describe permitted and non-permitted uses within the Dehcho
territory or identify conditions for development that must be met on all new applications before
the application can be approved. For clarity, Zoning is treated as a Conformity Requirement.
CRs will be checked, implemented, monitored and enforced by government departments,
agencies and other regulatory authorities in consultation with the Committee where appropriate
or required. Regulatory Authorities will ensure all relevant Conformity Requirements are
attached as conditions to any new permits, licenses or authorizations granted and will monitor
conformity.
It is recommended that governments and Regulatory Authorities develop clear processes to
determine conformity for each Conformity Requirement pertaining to them in advance of Plan
approval.
Actions (A) identify new activities (e.g. research, meetings) which are required to achieve the
goals of the Plan. Actions are directed at various planning partners, including DFN, government
departments, agencies, Regulatory Authorities, businesses and other organizations.
Timeframes have been identified for the completion of these Actions where appropriate. The
Parties agree to complete those Actions pertaining to them by approving this Plan.
Recommendations (R) provide guidance to our planning partners on additional activities that
will help achieve the goals of the Plan. Many Recommendations touch on issues important to
the communities, but for which no clear vehicle exists to implement it. Recommendations are
directed at various planning partners. They are not requirements, but should be given
consideration in future land use decisions. Implementing such Recommendations may assist in
building a positive, more productive relationship between communities, developers and
regulatory authorities.
Chapter 2 of the Plan describes all the Conformity Requirements, Actions, and
Recommendations. They are summarized in numerical order in Appendix 1 of the Plan.
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4.6 Relationship with Interim Land Withdrawals
The Land Use Plan is meant to revise the Current Land Withdrawals and replace them upon
approval of the Plan. At every step, the Committee compared our work to the Current Land
Withdrawals to see what changes would be required. The area conserved in the Revised Draft
is similar to the Current Land Withdrawals and Option 4 of the Preliminary Land Use Options.
The Planning Process recognizes that both information and the needs of communities may
change and grow. Once approved, the Plan will have a regular review cycle to address these
changes.

4.7 Integrating Traditional and Scientific Knowledge
Both Traditional Knowledge and scientific information were integrated into the Plan. Traditional
Knowledge tells us about the land and resources, traditional land use and occupancy and the
principles by which Dehcho people live and make decisions. Elders see themselves as
stewards of the land and believe Traditional Knowledge is essential to protecting resources for
future generations. They are also very conscious of the changing needs of youth and new land
uses, such as Oil and Gas. Scientific knowledge can provide additional information on new land
uses. By integrating Traditional Knowledge with science, new land uses may be considered in a
respectful way.
An important aspect of Traditional Knowledge is Dene Nahodhe, which means “who we are and
where we came from”. Dene Nahodhe provides the foundation for planning decisions which
reflect the needs of present and future generations.
Traditional Land Use and Occupancy (TLUO) and wildlife are particularly important in Dene
culture. Between 1996 and 2002 Dehcho First Nations collected detailed information from its
membership on TLUO. At the 2004 Annual Assembly, DFN approved the use of the
generalized density of TLUO Map through a resolution (see Appendix 2). In November 2003
the Committee held a Wildlife Workshop where hunters and trappers from each community
worked with biologists to revise the wildlife maps and integrate their Traditional Knowledge207.
The TLUO and wildlife layers were combined in the Conservation Intersect which formed the
basis for Conservation Zones.
The TLUO and wildlife layers also provided a valuable resource for community mapping
sessions, where community members integrated their Traditional Knowledge of the land with
scientific information provided on new land uses and the environment. The Dene Nahodhe
Workshop and consultations provided further opportunities to gather Traditional Knowledge and
guidance from local people for inclusion in the Plan208. This is reflected in the Zoning and
Terms, which allow development to proceed in a manner which respects Traditional Knowledge
and protects the land for future generations. Communities have included traditional Dene place
names in the Plan to reflect their relationship with the land. A summary of the Final Plan will be
translated in the Dene language.
The land use planning process has advanced the integration of Traditional Knowledge and
science into land and resource management decisions in the Dehcho territory. Many
community people are not familiar with large scale developments, but they do recognise the
value of the pristine environment upon which they depend, and the irreversible nature of
change. This is reflected in the importance placed on conserving critical areas in the Plan. The
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continued integration of Traditional and scientific knowledge will provide further opportunities for
sustainable development.

4.8 Cumulative Effects Analysis
Cumulative Effects are defined as “changes to the biophysical, social, economic, and cultural
environments caused by the combination of past, present and "reasonably foreseeable" future
actions”209. Cumulative Effects Management means taking a holistic view of development and
looking at the overall impacts of all development on the region.
The Plan is an ideal framework in which to integrate cumulative effects because it is guided by
goals, involves broad consultation, and provides a flexible vehicle with which to implement
CEAM activities under the principle of adaptive management. The point of adaptive
management is that you have to start somewhere. Only by proposing Terms, implementing
them and monitoring the effects on both the landscape and the regulatory system, can we
improve the process and move forward.
Cumulative Effects Assessment and Management is an important element of the Plan. In 2004,
the Committee contracted Salmo Consulting Inc to complete research on Cumulative Effects
Indicators and Thresholds and make recommendations for their application in the Dehcho
territory210. The research was presented to communities and planning partners and the
Committee requested feedback on this issue to guide Plan preparation.
An indicator is something we monitor to determine the overall health of the environment – e.g.
air quality, water quality, wildlife habitat. We have to be able to measure them so we know
whether the environment is healthy or not. A threshold or limit for each indicator states the level
of impact that can safely occur. Thresholds are set by a combination of science and regional
values. Science tells us how much an indicator is impacted by development. Society’s values
determine how much impact we are willing to allow in return for the economic benefits of
developing our natural resources. This method of setting thresholds is called “Limits of
Acceptable Change” – i.e. we set how much change we will accept for each indicator.
The Plan is currently focused on biophysical indicators relating to wildlife. Woodland caribou is
sensitive to human disturbance so requires more stringent thresholds than other species which
are more tolerant of human activities. It is therefore the focal species at this time. Grizzly bears
also have relatively well documented thresholds that can be applied in the western portion of the
Dehcho territory where they occur.
The four indicators and thresholds selected to achieve the goals of the Plan include:
(1) Corridor/Road Density
(2) Habitat Availability
(3) Minimum Patch Size and Core Area
(4) Stream Crossing Density
Indicators and thresholds for Cumulative Effects Management are described in section 2.3.3
(CR # 25) of the Plan. The selected Indicators and Thresholds are a Conformity Requirement
against which all applications for new land and water uses are checked. Rationale and
supporting studies for the thresholds are described below. Anyone interested in more detailed
explanations should refer to the Salmo report referenced at the back of this document.211
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Implementation of the Cumulative Effects Term relies on a database of human disturbance
assembled by the Committee, and new data to be supplied by each Developer with their
applications as required by other Terms in the Plan. As such, Cumulative effects monitoring will
occur continuously and the database will be updated with each new application received.
The Plan’s first priority is to monitor cumulative effects from existing and proposed
developments. Once this priority is fully addressed and implemented, the Plan may shift its
attention to a more long term approach to monitoring cumulative effects. Software such as
ALCES provides the opportunity to assess the long-term cumulative effects of proposed
developments. However, this requires accurate vegetation classification data which is not
currently available for the Dehcho territory. Ongoing research and funding will also be required
to facilitate overall data updates such as new satellite imagery to identify areas where disturbed
areas have regrown. The Committee will continue to raise such issues within the CEAM
Steering Committee to identify potential partnerships and funding opportunities. The Plan
includes a number of Actions describing the research gaps that need to be filled for effective
assessment and management of cumulative effects in the Dehcho territory.

4.8.1 Corridor/Road Density
One of the biggest impacts of development on wildlife is roads and other linear corridors.
Where there are roads or trails, there are people. Greater access means greater hunting
pressure and higher wildlife mortality both from hunting and vehicle collisions. Animals will
encounter more people on a regular basis. The typical wildlife response to humans is to either
flee the area or remain but experience increased stress levels. Both of these outcomes use the
animal’s energy reserves required to survive the winter or reproduce. Even minor disturbances
at critical periods can be sufficient to reduce survival and reproductive rates the following year,
either of which may lead to population declines. Linear corridors also provide easier travel
routes for predators, further contributing to declines in some species. For this reason,
corridor/road density has been chosen as the key indicator of cumulative impacts used to
manage impacts from linear development.
Corridor density includes roads, trails, utility corridors, pipeline right-of-ways and seismic lines
and is employed across the Dehcho region to manage development impacts on woodland
caribou. Road density includes winter and all-weather roads only and is used in areas where
grizzly bears are present. For clarity, this Indicator does not apply within community
boundaries.
This Indicator does not apply to activities that do not trigger an application under the Mackenzie
Valley Land Use Regulations. Therefore, any linear disturbance of 1.5 m or less in width will not
be included in the density analysis. A 1.5 m wide corridor is the minimum width required for
safety reasons and is sufficiently wide to conduct seismic operations.
The MVEIRB defines Minimal Impact Seismic as “the creation of lines where cutting of forest
growth is restricted to the width necessary to create a walking trail for foot access. There is no
cutting of standing trees and little if any cutting of shrubs. Minimal impact lines can include the
use of existing lines and thus avoid cutting of new lines.”212 Low Impact Seismic refers to
operational procedures that minimize the effects of seismic operations on the environment. The
objective of LIS is to create a narrow, continuously meandering line. This method reduces the
line of sight to less than 200 m, avoids larger trees (avoidance cutting), and leaves the soil and
ground cover generally undisturbed. Line width may vary from 1.5 to 4.5 m and be hand cut or
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mechanically cut. The average line width cannot exceed 4.5 m and maximum line width cannot
exceed 5.0 m.213 By excluding developments of 1.5 m width or less, those employing minimal,
or to some extent, low impact seismic techniques, would be allowed to continue operations,
even in areas where the linear density threshold has already been reached.
Density will be calculated for each quarter of an Oil and Gas grid as defined in the Canada Oil
and Gas Land Regulations (under the Territorial Lands Act). This unit was chosen because it
provides a balance between the overly restrictive Oil and Gas sections and the larger Oil and
Gas grids and was used as the basis of assessment for Oil and Gas volume estimates within
the Dehcho territory. For each ¼ grid, the total length (distance) of corridors or roads
(depending on the indicator and species of interest) will be added and divided by the area of
each ¼ grid. A quarter grid is approximately 60 km2. This density will be compared to the
critical threshold for the zone to determine if it has been exceeded.
Once the thresholds have been reached, Developers may:
• Employ technologies or mitigation methods that do not lead to an increase in cumulative
effects. This may include re-using existing disturbed areas or employing Minimal or Low
Impact Seismic wherever possible to ensure new disturbance does not trigger a land use
permit application used to assess cumulative effects;
• With the approval of Regulatory Authorities, reclaim other lands of similar ecological value,
equivalent to the amount of land to be disturbed by their proposal such that the threshold
will not be exceeded by the proposed development;
• Submit better data and studies demonstrating that the overall level of disturbance, including
the proposed development is below the thresholds; or
• Apply to the Committee for an exception to the thresholds where extenuating circumstances
exist (see S. 3.5 for a discussion of Plan Exceptions).
Woodland caribou, which occur over most of the Dehcho territory, are very sensitive to seismic
lines, so corridor density is the primary indicator used to manage cumulative impacts on this
species across the Dehcho territory. Studies referenced in the Salmo report reported the
following results:
• Boreal-ecotype woodland caribou populations declined when total corridors exceeded 1.8
km/km2 (Francis et al. 2002)
• Average seismic line density in mountain-ecotype home range was 0.67 km/km2 (Oberg
2001)
• Seismic line density in boreal-ecotype woodland caribou seasonal home ranges was 1.0 to
1.3 km/km2 (Dyer et al. 2002)
• Boreal-ecotype woodland caribou populations do not persist when total corridors exceed 3.0
km/km2 (B. Stelfox pers. Comm.)
Salmo Consulting Inc. recommended use of the 1.8 km/km2 as the critical threshold in areas
where development is a stated objective. This threshold allows development to occur while
ensuring caribou populations are not significantly impacted. This same threshold was recently
included as a recommended measure in an Environmental Assessment in the Dehcho region
and accepted by the Minister of DIAND214. The Dehcho Boreal Caribou Working Group is in the
process of being established. This group may revise the Corridor Density Term for Boreal
Woodland Caribou annually, in consultation with the Committee, governments and other
planning partners.
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Grizzly bears show sensitivity to roads but reduced sensitivity to other linear features so the less
restrictive road density indicator is used where grizzly bear habitat exists. The Salmo report
provides the following references in support of the recommended road density of 0.6 km/km2.
• Road density <0.6 km/km2 to protect high quality grizzly bear habitat (BCF and MELP
1999b) – Recommended British Columbia threshold.
• Areas selected by grizzly bears had average road densities of 0.6 to 0.68 km/km2 (Mace et
al. 1996; McLellan and Hovey 2001) – Based on studies in northern Montana and southeast
British Columbia.
• Areas with road densities greater than 0.6 km/km2 do not support grizzly bears (Mace et al.
1996) – Based on study in northern Montana.
• Forest Operating Area with road density >1.25 km/km2 on <10% of area and additional 10%
up to 0.6 km/km2 (Horejsi 1996) – Management recommendation for grizzly bear in Yukon
Territory.
• <30% of Forest Operating Area with road density <0.3 km/km2 (Horejsi 1996) –
Management recommendation for grizzly bear in Yukon Territory.

4.8.2 Habitat Availability
Loss of habitat is a key factor in the decline of many species. This Term is meant to monitor the
overall loss of wildlife habitat in the Dehcho so that regulatory authorities, decision makers and
developers can determine the impacts of their decisions on wildlife and take steps to either
reduce or mitigate the effects of their projects. Habitat availability is based on a percent of
habitat lost for species found within the planning unit. There is an overall threshold of <10%
loss of habitat calculated for the entire Dehcho territory. This is based on research conducted in
the boreal forest. The literature review conducted by Salmo Consulting Inc. found that habitat
fragmentation effects do not appear to occur when less than 10% of available regional habitat is
lost, but that the risk increases at intermediate levels of habitat loss (10-40%) and increases
dramatically when 70-90% of the functional habitat in a region is lost215. Habitat Availability is
assessed and managed independently for each Land Use Zone.

4.8.3 Minimum Patch Size and Core Area
It’s not just the amount of habitat that is important to wildlife survival but also how it is
distributed. A single large area of habitat is better for wildlife than many small patches. A patch
that is round or square is better for most species than a patch that is long and narrow because
the rounder patch is better buffered from surrounding disturbances. As development increases,
there is a loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation – large areas of intact habitat are broken into
many smaller areas that are not as good for some species of wildlife.
As described above, every human-wildlife encounter may cause stress or energy use by the
animal, or death. To address this, biologists try to maximize the amount of secure habitat
(habitat greater than 500 m from roads and 100 m from seismic lines and other human
disturbance features) where wildlife can be left undisturbed. Realizing that humans are
everywhere, they do this by defining a minimum area of secure habitat that animals need to
range for a 24-48 hour period. They then try to ensure that there are sufficient numbers of
these patches close enough together that the species can occupy its regular range, minimize
disturbances, and have enough energy to survive and reproduce.
Minimum Patch Size and Minimum Core Area work together to achieve this. Habitat patches
are areas of habitat secure from disturbance and mortality associated with human activities.
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Core areas are relatively undisturbed source areas for plant and animal populations that are at
least 500 m from roads and 100 m from seismic lines and other human disturbance features
and should be larger than the home range or territory of the target species. Habitat patches that
meet the minimum patch size requirement are considered Core area. Biologists have identified
how much core area species need to be able to survive and reproduce (as a percent of overall
habitat) and the thresholds were set accordingly to ensure viable populations of important
species.
Again, woodland caribou and grizzly bears are used as the focal species for setting thresholds.
The Salmo report recommended a minimum patch size of 515 ha for woodland caribou based
on an average daily winter movement rate in Alberta of 0.64 km/day, which translates to a 24-28
hour range area of 130 to 515 ha. Core area studies from Alberta documented that borealecotype woodland caribou populations declined when core area was less than 50% when a 250
m buffer was used. The Salmo report recommends that greater than 65% of woodland caribou
habitat be maintained in core areas.
Minimum Patch Size and Core Area thresholds have been well documented in southern regions
as a result of extensive long-term research projects in AB, BC and the US. The Salmo Report
recommends 1000 ha as the minimum patch size and maintaining at least 65% of grizzly bear
habitat in core areas based on the following studies:
• Minimum viable core area of 450 to 1,000 ha (Gibeau et al. 1996) - Grizzly bear core area
used in western Canadian analyses based on 24 to 48 hr. feeding bout of an adult female
grizzly.
• Core area >10 ha in size, ideally >1,000 ha (NCGBRT 2001) - Recommendation for
recovery of grizzly bear in the North Cascades of British Columbia.
• >60% of available habitat as core area (Gibeau 2000) - Grizzly bear management threshold
for Banff National Park, Alberta.
• >58 to 68% of land area as core area (NCGBRT 2001) - Management goal for grizzly bear
in Montana and Idaho National Forests.
• >60% of Forest Planning Area as roadless core wildlife habitat (Horejsi 1996) - Grizzly bear
management recommendation for Yukon Territory.
Minimum Patch Size and Core Area are assessed and managed independently for each Land
Use Zone. Further details about calculations are provided in the Plan in section 2.3.3 under CR
#25.

4.8.4 Stream Crossing Density
Stream Crossing Density is similar to the Road/Corridor Density but for water and fish. This is
an indicator of sediment and mortality sources and stream habitat fragmentation in a watershed.
It is expressed as the number of road crossings (winter and all-weather) per km2 of stream or
watershed and is calculated for each quarter of an Oil and Gas grid as defined in the Canada
Oil and Gas Land Regulations (under the Territorial Lands Act). This unit was chosen because
it provides a balance between the overly restrictive Oil and Gas sections and the larger Oil and
Gas grids and was used as the basis of assessment for Oil and Gas volume estimates within
the Dehcho territory. The Salmo report recommended a critical threshold of 0.5 crossings / km2.
This is considered to represent low risk of peak flow and surface erosion effects over the long
term.
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4.8.5 Analysis Parameters
The human disturbance data was digitized from 5m resolution IRS satellite imagery. Anything
visible when viewed at a scale of 1:10,000 and compared to 1:50,000 NTS map sheets was
captured in the dataset. This includes roads, trails, seismic lines, cutblocks, utility corridors,
communities, airstrips, wellsites and anything else visible in the imagery using the described
parameters.
This visibility factor is used a surrogate for the level of disturbance as a factor of both the size
(e.g. width) and age of disturbance. Advanced technologies such as minimum impact seismic
are not visible at this scale so are not picked up by satellite imagery. Similarly, cutlines and
disturbances that are growing back to the original natural vegetation will not be visible on
updated imagery so will not factor into the thresholds. If they are not growing back into similar
habitat, they will continue to show up, just as they will continue to be a disturbance of wildlife
habitat.
The Minimum Patch Size and Minimum Core Area Indicator uses a 500 m buffer around roads
and a 100 m buffer around seismic lines and other human disturbance, in recognition of the
greater effects of roads in comparison to other disturbance features in the Dehcho territory.
This is considered a conservative estimate of the “zone of influence” or area impacted by
disturbance, since avoidance is generally related to activity levels rather than the features
themselves216. Lakes are excluded from the Core Area calculations as they are not affected by
land-based disturbance. The Habitat Availability indicator does not use buffers, but looks only
at the actual footprint of disturbance. The minimum patch size and core area and habitat
availability indicators are calculated for each Land Use Zone. The corridor/road density and
stream crossing density indicators are calculated for each quarter of an Oil and Gas grid as
defined in the Canada Oil and Gas Land Regulations (under the Territorial Lands Act).
A Preliminary Cumulative Effects Assessment was undertaken for the Dehcho region to
demonstrate how these indicators and thresholds would be implemented and the current level of
cumulative effects in the region217. This is provided in Chapter 6.

4.9 Economic Development Assessment Model
The EDA Model was constructed for the DLUPC by Ellis Consulting to evaluate the impact of
major alternative land use options in the Dehcho territory218. The model projects changes in the
Dehcho population and economic trends over a 20 year planning period. The purpose of the
model is to assist in making informed land use planning decisions which reflect the interests of
our Planning Partners within the Dehcho Plan Area.
The report “The Economic Development Assessment Model 1.0 (July 2004)”, outlines the model
structure, operating procedures and preliminary results219. An outline of the model structure is
provided in Figure 8. The information or “User Inputs” were then fed into the EDA Model. The
model consists of a set of input-output tables linked to a tax, labour force and demographic
model run together as a system to generate “Outputs” reflecting changes in revenue, skill levels,
employment and population across the region.
The model focuses on 5 development sectors:
(1) Oil and Gas
(2) Mining
(3) Forestry
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(4) Tourism
(5) Agriculture
An allowance is included for replacement costs of the value of traditional harvesting. Individual
sector reports outlined in the Land and Resources section estimated the potential for each
development activity e.g. Mineral Development potential. These data layers make up the
Development Potential and Conservation Value Map. Input structures translate these data
layers into economic values and determine the change in demand for goods and services in the
region. The model allows the user to initiate development in different sectors and vary the level
and timing of activities (e.g. start a mine, increase timber harvest) to determine the impact of
these changes.
Figure 8. Structure of Economic Development Assessment Model

User Input

Economic Impact
Model (Input-Output)

Government Tax
and Revenue Model

Labour Force
Model

Population and
Demographic
Model

Model Outputs include direct, indirect and induced estimates by industry for:
(1) Gross Expenditure
(2) Gross Domestic Product
(3) Labour Income
(4) Total and Direct Employment
(5) Revenue (Federal and GNWT)
(6) Population Trends
(7) Unemployment and Employment Rates
Industry and Government assisted the Committee in establishing realistic scenarios for the
development of each sector over the next 20 years for inclusion in the model. These are based
on current knowledge of the region, known resources, risks, costs and production parameters.
The production figures generated by the model from these scenarios reflect the anticipated level
of development for the next 20 years, rather than the total resources available. These are best
guesses. It cannot be assumed that these exact scenarios will actually occur in the future as
many factors will affect development in the Dehcho territory. Details of Research and Revisions
are outlined below for each development sector. Model results showing the economic impacts
of the Land Use Plan Zoning and Current Land Withdrawals on the region are provided in
Chapter 6.
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4.9.1 Oil and Gas
Natural gas was considered in modeling hydrocarbon resources as oil reserves are relatively
small. The final scenarios were based on the Remaining Recoverable Gas data from Ken
Drummonds report220. More than 63% (92.7 billion m3) of the 147 billion m3 Remaining
Recoverable Gas Resources lie in quarter grids containing > 50 million m3 south of 61o 30’. In
the model this area is considered for exploration over 20 years, given its relatively higher
potential and proximity to infrastructure. Starting in 2005, resources become economic in steps
of 5 grid squares northwards from the Alberta / BC border, every 5 years. This is staggered with
grid squares containing >100 million m3 / year being considered viable in the initial step with
additional volume from grids squares containing 50-100 million m3 becoming viable in
subsequent 5 year steps as infrastructure is developed. For the purposes of modeling it is
assumed production north of 61o30’ is unlikely over the next 20 years given the current
infrastructure and known reserves.
The area south of 61o30’ was divided into 3 general regions (Liard, Trout Lake and Cameron
Hills) and appropriate costs and operational parameters established to reflect geological
potential, relative costs and proximity to infrastructure. Sources included Operator Annual
Reports, industry enquiries and research findings. Production well tie-ins assume 12.5 miles of
6 inch pipeline at $350,000 per mile. The model factors in production declines of 40%, 20% and
30% for the 3 regions in the first year of production, dropping to 5% by the 5th year of production.
Further assumptions are provided in the Table 8.
Table 8. Natural Gas EDA Model Assumptions for the Full Development Scenario
ITEM
Seismic
Exploration Wells
Cost
Production Wells
Cost
Initial Production Rate
(average)
Operating Costs

FORT LIARD

TROUT LAKE
55,000
224
3
31
3
5

CAMERON
HILLS
55,000
115
2
23
1
5

55,000
32
15
8
10
10
6

UNITS
$/ well
No. of wells
million $/well
No. of wells
million $/well
mmcf/d/well

6

6

$/boe

The Full Development scenario assumes 62 new production wells would be developed south of
61o30’ over the next 20 years from 2005. This assumes 371 exploration wells across the region
and reflects the level of development observed south of 60o00’. In the Current Land
Withdrawals and Revised Draft scenarios the Full Development production volume is scaled
according to the volume Available for exploration in the 3 regions (Liard, Trout Lake and
Cameron Hills) compared to the Full Development scenario.

4.9.2 Mining
The geological potential doesn’t necessarily translate into working mines because many other
factors such as access and regulation are involved. The model provides the option of running
scenarios with different mines turned on or off.
Feedback from the mining sector indicated the model scenarios should capture the broader
geological potential of the region and consider the exploration risks. DLUPC staff met with
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DIAND and GNWT to address these concerns and establish appropriate scenarios. The GNWT
also provided a potential diamond mine model and information on the Coates Lake property.
Canadian Zinc provided a scoping study of the Prairie Creek property221. Considerations
included timeline for regulatory approval, existing dispositions and prevailing market conditions.
Under the Full development Scenario all the mines outlined in Table 9 were turned on to capture
the broader potential of the region. For the purposes of modeling the Current Land Withdrawals
and Revised Draft scenarios, existing dispositions (*) were assumed to go ahead, regardless of
which zone they are in. The Revised Draft also assumed the Pine Point deposits would resume
activity towards the end of the period222.
Table 9. Mining Scenarios used in EDA Model
Mine

Deposit Type

Cantung*
Prairie Creek*

Tungsten
Lead, Zinc,
Silver
Gold
Copper, Silver
Lead, Zinc

South of Nahanni
Coates Lake*
Pine Point (Westmin
Style)
Modelled after Tahera /
Snap Lake
Emerald

Start
Date
2006
2009

Duration
(years)
5-7
20 +

CLW

2012
2014
2015

15
20-25
7-10

Diamond

2015

8-10

IN

Gem – emerald

2015

8-10

IN

IN
IN

IN

Revised
Draft
IN
IN

Full
Dev
IN
IN

IN
IN

IN
IN
IN

4.9.3 Forestry
The Forestry scenarios (Table 10) start in 2005 and were established to reflect a realistic level
of development given local capacity and appropriate silvicultural practices. The maximum or Full
Development scenario assumed a peak annual production across the region of 105,000 m3
(10,000 m3 of Aspen and 95,000 m3 of Spruce) in 20 years. Both Ft Liard and Ft Simpson each
start with volumes of 5000 m3 of Aspen which continue through to year 20, reflecting existing
operations and plans in Jean Marie River. This potential was not captured in the inventories so
the model was adjusted accordingly. Spruce was chosen for "additional" increments in both
regions, based on profitability. Enterprise harvests Spruce for years 1-20 reflecting existing
permits.
For the Current Land Withdrawals and Revised Draft scenarios, the Full Development
production volume is scaled according to the volume available to harvest in the 3 operating
regions (Ft Liard, Ft Simpson and Hay River).
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Table 10. Forestry Assumptions used in EDA Model for the Full Development Scenario
Area

Aspen

Spruce

Ft Liard

5000 m3 /yr
(years 3-20)

Ft Simpson

5000 m3 /yr
(years 1-20)

Increments of 5000 m3 /
yr every 2 yrs
(years 5-20)
Increments of 5000 m3 /
yr every 2 yrs
(years 3-20)
5000 m3 / yr
(years 1-20)

Hay River

Annual Harvest
in Yr 20
45,000 m3 / year

55,000 m3 / year
5,000 m3 / year

4.9.4 Tourism
The Tourism potential is based on the number of existing or potential Tourism sites in the
region223. Each scenario reflects how many of these sites or points fall within the area open to
Tourism development. The Full Development Option has 166 sites, the Revised Draft 165 sites
and the Current Land Withdrawals 77 sites. It is assumed different Tourism sites develop at
different rates. Ecotourism and Consumptive (Sports Fishing and Existing Big Game Outfitters)
Tourism are expected to develop in 2006, while Soft and Hard Adventure can be expected to
develop in 2005 and 2010 respectively.

4.9.5 Agriculture
The agricultural scenarios reflect the lack of Agriculture presently occurring in the region.
Moderate and High Class areas were considered most likely to be developed. It is assumed
10% of this area would realistically be developed over the next 20 years starting in 2005. The
Full Development scenario assumed the full 10% would be developed. The Current Land
Withdrawals and Revised Draft scenarios reflect the potential which falls within zones where
Agriculture is permitted.
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Chapter 5: Land Use Zone Descriptions

Community mapping is an important part of land use planning in the Dehcho territory. Photo Credit: DLUPC

NOTE: The maps provided in this Background Report are for illustrative purposes
only. While the DLUPC uses the best information available at the time of writing, we
make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become outdated
after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date information
should contact the data source for the most current files.
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5.1 Overview
This section provides a detailed description about each of the 30 zones identified in the Dehcho
territory. This includes a map of the zone, permitted uses, zone description and objectives,
ecological and cultural conservation values, resource potential, and any specific Terms
applicable to that zone (general Terms which apply to all zones are not discussed). Interested
readers could find additional information about each zone by looking at Chapter 2 of the
Background Report, which describes additional biophysical features for the entire Dehcho
region.
Zone 4 (Edéhzhíe) has been given a new designation as a Protected Area Strategy (PAS) Zone
in recognition of its existing land withdrawal and management under that process. While still
part of the Plan, it will not be subject to the new land withdrawals required to implement the
Zoning restrictions for Conservation and Special Management Zones.
Table 11 outlines the total area falling into each zone. The Plan Area and all zones exclude
community boundaries and Nahanni National Park Reserve (areas not included in the Plan), but
includes Edéhzhíe. Conservation Zones cover 40.7% of the Plan Area, Special Management
Zones cover 24.1%, and General Use Zones cover 23.2%. The Special Infrastructure Corridor
for the pipeline overlays 0.4% of the Plan Area.
Table 11. Percent of Plan Area in Each Zone Type
Area-Ha

Area-Km2

% of Dehcho Plan Area

Dehcho Plan Area*

20,925,097

209,251

100%

Conservation Zones

8,512,600

85,126

40.7%

Edéhzhíe Protected Area
Strategy Zone

2,518,272

25,183

12.0%

Special Management Zones

5,036,992

50,370

24.1%

General Use Zones

4,857,233

48,572

23.2%

92,396

924

0.4%

Name

Special Infrastructure Corridor

The Plan Area and Land Use Zones exclude Nahanni National Park Reserve and Community Boundaries.

Table 12 provides an overview of the resource potential and conservation values in each Land
Use Zone for information purposes. It is compiled from a computerized mapping (geographic
information system or GIS) analysis that determines what layers are present in each zone. It
does not provide an indication of how much of the zone is covered by the resource or value, just
that it exists somewhere in the zone. Whether a zone has 5 % or 95% coverage of moose
habitat, it still gets a check. In some cases, planning partners identified values existing in zones
for which we currently do not have supporting data. These are highlighted in red in Table 12.
This table is provided as a means to flag issues that should be considered in proposing new
developments. Developers and Regulatory Authorities can use this table as a checklist to
identify subjects requiring consideration in applications for new land and water uses.
Table 12 makes reference to an “Intersect”. The Conservation Intersect was created using
computerized mapping (GIS) software by identifying all areas in which both critical wildlife areas
(as defined in Section 4.5 of the Background Report) and moderate to very high traditional land
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use and occupancy areas overlap. The Conservation Intersect was used as the basis for the
initial Draft Conservation Zones (subsequent recommended revisions to the Plan have resulted
in minor revisions since then).
Table 13 identifies the amount of Oil and Gas available per zone based on an assessment of Oil
and Gas field size distributions224. This information is provided as an overview of the resources
estimated for each zone and was a factor in delineating zone boundaries and identifying
permitted uses. The figures provided are estimates only, based on assumptions about the size
of the current discoveries in relation to the overall level of undiscovered resources (i.e. have we
discovered the biggest of the available gas fields or are the big ones still out there waiting to be
discovered?). More detailed information is available in the original report.
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Table 12. Resource Potential and Conservation Values Present in Zones

10

Great Slave Lake
Shoreline

11

Hay River Corridor

12

Heart Lake, McNally
Creek, Muskeg River

13

Kakisa & Tathlina
Watershed

14

Buffalo Lake

15

Falaise Lake Wetland
Complex

16

Moraine Point &
Islands

17

Northwest Rivers

18

TRADITIONAL
LAND USE &
OCCUPANCY

Upper Mackenzie

INTERSECT

9

KARST / HOT
SPRINGS

8

WATERFOWL /
BIRDS

7

WOLVERINES

6

BISON
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Birch Lake
Fisherman Lake /
Clara Deh
Bovie and Betalamea
Lakes

5

SHEEP / GOATS

4

Sambaa K'e /
Redknife River
Greater Nahanni
Ecosystem
Conservation Zone

GRIZZLY BEARS

Edéhzhíe PAS Zone

MOOSE

3

Presence of Important Wildlife Areas or Conservation Values *
WOODLAND
CARIBOU

Sibbeston Plains

TOURISM

2

OIL & GAS

JMR Five Lakes

MINING

1

FORESTRY

ZONE NUMBER

Pehdzeh Ki Deh

AGRICULTURE

ZONE NAME

Presence of Moderate to Very High
Resource Potential *

Southeastern
Mackenzie Mountains
Fort Providence
Special Management
Zone
Wrigley Special
Management Zone
Special Infrastructure
Corridor

27
28
29
30

General Use Zones

* Boxes are checked if the value or land use potential is present in any portion of the zone.
Indicates zones where the potential exists and the land use is permitted.
Indicates where planning partners identified values existing in zones for which we currently do not have supporting data.

TRADITIONAL
LAND USE &
OCCUPANCY

26

INTERSECT

Liard Range / Franklin
Mountains

KARST / HOT
SPRINGS

25

WATERFOWL /
BIRDS

24

Peel River Plateau

WOLVERINES
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Birch-Falaise Corridor

BISON

23

SHEEP / GOATS

22

GRIZZLY BEARS

Trout River
Fort Simpson Special
Management Zone

MOOSE

21

Presence of Important Wildlife Areas or Conservation Values *
WOODLAND
CARIBOU

Cameron Hills /
Blackstone /
Arrowhead River

TOURISM

20

OIL & GAS

Nahanni Special
Management Zone

MINING

19

FORESTRY

ZONE NUMBER

Jean Marie Special
Management Zone

AGRICULTURE

ZONE NAME

Presence of Moderate to Very High
Resource Potential *

Table 13. Estimates of Oil and Gas Volumes Available by Zone (million m3)
ZONE
#
4

ZONE NAME
Protected Area Strategy Zone Edéhzhíe

1

Conservation Zones
Pehdzeh Ki Deh

2

JMR Five Lakes

TOTAL AREA
of ZONE
2
(Km )

Adjusted Volume
Remaining Recoverable Gas
< 50 million m3 / 1/4 grid

Adjusted Volume
Remaining Recoverable Gas
> 50 million m3 / 1/4 grid

Adjusted Volume
Total Remaining
Recoverable Gas

25,183

5266

0

5,266

17,053

4,539

4,120

8,658

181

67

83

150

3

Sibbeston Plains

5,536

2,329

0

2,329

5

Sambaa K'e / Redknife River

12,214

2,095

10,521

12,616

6

Greater Nahanni Ecosystem

28,147

146

7,237

7,382

167

7

Birch Lake

720

8

Fisherman Lake / Clara Deh

332

9

Bovie and Betalamea Lakes

158

28

0

167

1,093

1,093

642

670

104

10

Upper Mackenzie

1,312

337

0

337

11

Great Slave Lake Shoreline

2,221

773

1,503

2,276

12

394

31

419

450

1,540

612

887

1,500

14

Hay River Corridor
Heart Lake, McNally Creek, Muskeg
River
Kakisa and Tathlina Watershed

7,100

2,776

1,583

4,358

15

Buffalo Lake

1,212

260

936

1,196

16

Falaise Lake Wetland Complex

1,270

437

0

437

17

Moraine Point and Islands

377

210

0

210

18

Northwest Rivers

5,359

1,041

0

1,041

19

Special Management Zones
Jean Marie Special Management Zone

13

4,974

1,871

254

2,125

2,781

1,071

810

1,881

14,631

3,841

11,833

15,675

22

Nahanni Special Management Zone
Cameron Hills Blackstone / Arrowhead
River
Trout River

1,215

253

906

1,159

23

Fort Simpson Special Management Zone

5,909

2,181

0

2,181

24

Birch Falaise Corridor

3,630

1,190

131

1,321

25

Peel River Plateau

4,880

202

0

202

26

Liard Range / Franklin Mountains

7,803

156

44,788

44,945

27

Southeastern Mackenzie Mountains

3,523

1,195

0

1,195

20
21

ZONE
#

ZONE NAME

29

Fort Providence Special Management
Zone
Wrigley Special Management Zone

30

Special Infrastructure Corridor

31

General Use Zones

28

Total

TOTAL AREA
of ZONE
2
(Km )

Adjusted Volume
Remaining Recoverable Gas
< 50 million m3 / 1/4 grid

Adjusted Volume
Remaining Recoverable Gas
> 50 million m3 / 1/4 grid

Adjusted Volume
Total Remaining
Recoverable Gas

328

78

0

78

125

0

125

696

Values not included, as this zone overlaps other zones
48,572

13,236

7,648

20,884

209,251

41,248

95,395

136,643
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5.2 General Use Zones
Permitted Uses
• Agriculture
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The areas outside Conservation and Special Management Zones are designated as General
Use Zones. These areas are open to development in all resource sectors, subject to existing
acts and regulations and regulatory approvals. All the Terms outlined in the Plan other than
those specifically limited to certain zones, apply in these areas.
Conservation Values
All of the General Use Zones possess some conservation values. Traditional land use and
occupancy values and critical wildlife habitat for all the species considered are scattered
through the General Use Zones, though not in high enough densities to warrant restrictions on
development. Specific values for each zone can be determined by comparing the area in
question to other maps found throughout the Plan and Background Report.
Resource Potential
There is agricultural potential between Blackstone River and Liard River and also in parts of the
zone around Fort Providence and Hay River. There is Tourism potential throughout the Dehcho
territory. Mineral Development potential is high in General Use Zones across the whole western
section of the Dehcho territory. Moderate Mineral Development potential is found in the east
adjacent to Zone 17 and low or uncertain potential is found in the central region. Oil and gas
potential is predominantly moderate in the southern parts of the Dehcho General Use Zones
and low or no potential in the north.
Specific Terms
CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management

•
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5.3 Protected Area Strategy Zone
Zone 4 - Edéhzhíe has been given a new zone designation of Protected Area Strategy (PAS)
Zone to reflect that it has already been withdrawn under the PAS process and will be managed
according to the outcome of that process. While it is still considered under the Land Use Plan, it
will not be subject to a new land withdrawal with the other Conservation and Special
Management Zones where land use restrictions exist. The existing land withdrawal under the
PAS process will remain until it expires in October 2007.

Zone 4: Edéhzhíe
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone shown in (Map 19) was delineated on the basis of the PAS proposal in 2001225, which
has very strong support from all Dehcho communities and neighbouring Tlicho communities
involved in the Edéhzhíe Working Group. Edéhzhíe is a central cultural and spiritual gathering
place for the Dehcho and Dogrib People due to the richness and diversity of the land. Large
lakes, wetlands and the bounty of wildlife can be found throughout the area including numerous
fish species, beaver, lynx, moose, migratory birds and woodland caribou. It is important to
protect this land to ensure the traditional way of life continues. The area is comprised of Mills
Lake, the Horn River, the Horn Plateau and Willowlake River.
The PAS site is centred on the Horn Plateau, which towers 600 m over the surrounding
landscape. The plateau stores huge quantities of freshwater in its lakes and muskeg, feeding
all the surrounding areas. Wildlife are always abundant on the plateau, including woodland
caribou, which are considered threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at
Risk Act. Edéhzhíe features prominently in Dene legends about Yamoria. The primary
objectives of this zone are protection of:
• Water resources,
• Critical wildlife habitat for a variety of species, and
• Significant areas for traditional land use and occupancy for Fort Providence, Jean Marie,
Fort Simpson and Wrigley.
Zone 4 will be managed according to the terms of the PAS Interim Land Withdrawal until the
Protected Area proposal and management plan are approved. The boundaries may change as
a result of the resource assessments and studies required under Step 5 of the PAS. However,
the Committee recommends that the Edéhzhíe Working Group preserve the connections to
other Conservation Zones in the Plan to maintain regional connectivity. Once approved, the
protected area will be designated through the appropriate legislation and managed in
accordance with its management plan. The Canadian Wildlife Service is the sponsoring agency
for Edéhzhíe and is pursuing a National Wildlife Area designation. The Plan will not apply within
the boundaries of the approved protected area. The Plan will be amended or revised during the
next Plan Review to reflect the outcome of the PAS proposal.
Conservation Values
Mills Lake and the Horn Plateau are well documented as key waterfowl staging areas in the
spring and fall. Mills Lake has been designated as a Key Migratory Bird site by CWS. Mills
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Lake, Horn Plateau and Horn River are all International Biological Programme (IBP) sites,
recognized for their waterfowl. Moose, woodland caribou, furbearers, fish and waterfowl are all
abundant on the plateau. Woodland caribou calve on the southern slopes of the plateau and
use the area year round. Wood bison are extending their range westward onto the plateau.
Many residents maintain cabins on the Horn Plateau, Mills Lake and the Horn River.
Resource Potential
The available minerals related geological information on Edéhzhíe is sparse because there has
been little exploration in the area. CS Lord Geoscience Centre prepared a regional study226,
which indicated low or uncertain potential for all deposit types, with the exception of Vein Cu
which showed moderate potential and diamonds which could not be assessed from regional
level data. Although the potential for diamonds remains uncertain it could be potentially
significant227 and they can occur in any geological environment. The Edéhzhíe Working Group
is currently working on more detailed resource assessments and studies. It is anticipated that
the final report will be complete by the end of Summer 2006. The Phase 1 NRA results have
identified areas of higher mineral potential than the regional assessments228:
• Moderate to high potential for primary diamond deposits
• Low to moderate potential for Mississippi Valley-type Lead-Zinc
• Low potential for SEDEX (sedimentary exhalative copper-lead-zinc) and sedimentary-hosted
copper
An evaluation of Oil and Gas potential prepared by CS Lord Geoscience Centre229 indicated
moderate and moderate to high hydrocarbon potential in Edéhzhíe. This is supported by the
Edéhzhíe Working Group, Phase 1 NRA results:
• High potential for petroleum in western Edéhzhíe, around the lower Willowlake River
• Moderate potential for petroleum in the rest of Edéhzhíe.
The Drummond report indicates low potential (<50 million m3 / quarter grid) for most of
Edéhzhíe with some higher potential (50-100 million m3 / quarter grid) in the northern portion230.
There are some good sawlog stands available on the southern edge of the zone near JMR and
Fort Providence, but no inventories have been done on the Horn Plateau. There is high
agricultural potential in the southeastern corner of the zone near Fort Providence. The
remainder of the plateau is thought to have severe limitations for Agriculture. Tourism potential
is considered high for Mills Lake and moderate on the major waterways within the zone. The
proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline will cross Edéhzhíe at the Willowlake River just east of the
junction with the Mackenzie River. The current PAS land withdrawal delineates a 4 km wide
corridor centered on the proposed pipeline right of way to allow for the pipeline and associated
infrastructure.
Specific Terms
CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline

•
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Map 19. Zone 4 – Edéhzhíe
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5.4 Conservation Zones
Conservation Zones have exceptional cultural and ecological significance. They were
delineated on the basis of critical wildlife habitat, generalized density of traditional land use and
occupancy, and community interest in protection. Some Conservation Zones have been
designated as PAS Candidate Sites and Areas of Interest based on community direction.
Conservation Zones prohibit all development other than Tourism and any other exceptions as
noted in this Plan in Chapter 4. Traditional land use and occupancy is permitted everywhere
within the Dehcho, including Conservation Zones. Some zones have restrictions on Tourism to
address specific community needs. In keeping with the significant values of these areas,
communities wish to see these areas remain clean and pristine. The Plan describes several
Tourism related Actions to ensure Tourism impacts on communities and traditional land use and
occupancy are minimized.
Currently, Conservation Zones (not including Edéhzhíe) cover 40.7% of the Dehcho territory.
Edéhzhíe covers a further 12%. This reflects both the high value the Dehcho communities
place on protecting the land and maintaining traditional land use and occupancy, and also their
commitment to long-term stewardship. It is also consistent with the guiding principles of
“respect for the land as understood and explained by the Dehcho Elders, and sustainable
development”, as described in S. 4 of the IMA. It is consistent with DIAND’s Sustainable
Development Strategy 2004-2006 231 which quotes the Great Law of the Iroquois Confederacy:
“In our every deliberation we must consider the impact of our decisions on the next seven
generations”.
The Dehcho people approach development cautiously, recognizing that once decisions are
made to open lands to development and rights are disposed of, the decision becomes
irreversible - those rights and dispositions may always exist. If the area were to be protected
later, it would have to recognize those existing rights and dispositions and allow them to
continue, even if it compromised the values to be protected. On the other hand, lands
conserved today may still be opened to development tomorrow. The Conservation–First
approach is reversible when the time is right, while the Development-First approach is not.
Given the uncertainty in the Dehcho Process – that issues such as revenue-sharing, decisionmaking authority and self-governance are still being negotiated, it is wise to conserve important
lands until such decisions have been made. Once the Dehcho Final Agreement is signed and
there is more certainty around these important issues, the Plan will be revised to reflect the
Final Agreement, and the Dehcho residents and other planning partners will have the
opportunity to revisit Zoning to determine if changes are warranted. In the intervening time,
sustainable development can occur in the remaining 47.3% of the region, in cooperation with
communities, to provide them with new, positive experiences which may foster more interest in
future development.
Each zone description includes a list of the permitted uses and specific Terms applicable to
each zone. All other Terms apply Dehcho wide so are not listed for every zone.
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Zone 1: Pehdzeh Ki Deh
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This site was identified to support community interest in the PAS. Pehdzeh Ki Deh has been
moving through the PAS process since 2000 but has been progressing slowly as a result of
overlap discussions with the Sahtu. The Conservation Zone includes only those lands falling
within the Dehcho Plan Area and excludes the parcels of Sahtu Settlement Lands indicated on
Map 20. These are fee simple surface lands.
It has been enlarged from the original PAS Area of Interest in two spots on the western side to
include burial sites and the Old Wrigley town site and on the southeast corner to include an
important traditional travel route and connection with Edéhzhíe.
Zone 1 will be managed as a Conservation Zone under the Plan until the Protected Area
proposal and management plan are approved. The boundaries may change as a result of the
resource assessments and studies required under Step 5 of the PAS. Once approved, the
protected area will be designated through the appropriate legislation and managed in
accordance with its management plan. The Plan will no longer apply within the boundaries of
the protected area. The Plan will be amended or revised during the next Plan Review to reflect
the outcome of the PAS proposal.
Conservation Values
As identified through the PAS proposal232 and through the Committee’s own research, there are
significant ecological and cultural values within Pehdzeh Ki Deh, specifically around the
extensive network of rivers and lakes. This area provides important habitat for woodland
caribou, moose, black bears, grizzly bears, lynx, wolves, coyotes, wolverines, waterfowl,
beavers, muskrat and marten. Barren-ground caribou winter in the eastern portion of this zone.
The waterways also serve as spawning and migration areas for a variety of fish, including
inconnu, arctic cisco, whitefish, arctic grayling, lake trout, lake chub, yellow walleye, longnose
sucker, and slimy sculpin. Many of the lakes are used for domestic fishing. These same
waterways also provide drinking water for the community of Wrigley and residents out on the
land.
There are a number of known archaeological sites on the north and west ends of Blackwater
Lake, the mouth of the Blackwater River, the south shore of Fish Lake, and the mouths the
Ochre River and River Between Two Mountains. There are 18 cabins and one winter camp in
Pehdzeh Ki Deh, located around Fish Lake, Blackwater Lake, Blackwater River, Highland Lake,
Greasy Lake, Paeenfee Lake, and Spruce / Tseepantee Lake. A network of trails connects
these lakes with Wrigley. The Pehdzeh Ki First Nation have documented traditional knowledge
associated with sacred sites found in gaps in the mountain chains around the Blackwater River,
Ochre River and River Between Two Mountains.
Resource Potential
There is moderate potential for gas in the north central portion of this zone and moderate to high
potential for minerals along the Franklin Mountains, just east of the Mackenzie River. There is a
good distribution of spruce sawlogs along the Mackenzie River on the western boundary. The
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area is exceptionally scenic with the backdrop of the mountains. There is community interest in
developing Tourism, although there is currently a lack of access and infrastructure. There is low
potential for Agriculture.
The Mackenzie Valley Pipeline as currently proposed will run the length of this zone from north
to south just inside the western boundary. DFN is currently negotiating a pipeline study corridor
through this area. Once complete, Zone 30 will be extended to recognize this corridor.
Specific Terms
• CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
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Map 20. Zone 1 - Pehdzeh Ki Deh
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Zone 2: JMR 5 Lakes
Permitted Uses
• None
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone, identified on Map 21 was delineated by a 2 km buffer around the five lakes (Gargan,
Sanguez, McGill, Ekali, and Deep Lakes), which are culturally significant to the community. The
community would like this area set aside for community use only so no development is
permitted.
Conservation Values
The five lakes have a high density of traditional land use and occupancy. They also provide
critical habitat for moose and waterfowl.
Resource Potential
There is moderate potential for Tourism along the Jean Marie River. There is considerable
presence of aspen and spruce sawlogs. A small portion of the zone has moderate potential for
Agriculture. There is a small area of moderate potential for Oil and Gas but otherwise, potential
is low. There is low potential for Mining.
Specific Terms
None

•

!

Map 21. Zone 2 - JMR Five Lakes
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Zone 3: Sibbeston Plains
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone was identified to support the waterfowl staging area and community traditional land
use and occupancy in the area. The zone (Map 22) includes four major lakes (Antoine,
Sibbeston, Little Doctor, and Cli Lake) and the Mackenzie River. Residents have cabins in the
area. This area is considered good habitat for the Boreal Woodland Caribou, which are
considered threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. The zone is
supported by community mapping, Current Land Withdrawals, the Conservation Intersect and
Woodland Caribou data. The zone includes a 2km buffer along the Mackenzie River and around
the major lakes.
Conservation Values
This zone contains significant traditional land use and occupancy areas for the Liidlii Kue First
Nation and surrounding communities. Numerous cabins and burial sites are found along the
Mackenzie River and around the larger Lakes. In addition to the important cultural value, this
area provides critical habitat for fish, moose, waterfowl, and boreal woodland caribou, which are
listed as threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act233. This site
was identified to support the waterfowl staging area. The community drinking water for Fort
Simpson is also drawn from the waterways in this zone.
Resource Potential
There is moderate agricultural potential around Antoine Lake and Liard River. Sawlog potential
follows the Liard River and Mackenzie River through the zone. There is also very high potential
for Tourism along the Mackenzie River and North Nahanni River. High and very high Tourism
potential is also found around the Lakes, particularly in the west. There are lodges at both Cli
Lake and Little Doctor Lake. This area also shows high Mineral Development potential with the
remaining area being low or uncertain. There is low potential for Oil & Gas. The proposed
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline crosses this zone twice - east of Fort Simpson and north of the
mouth of the Willowlake River.
Specific Terms
The CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline

•
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Map 22. Zone 3 - Sibbeston Plains
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Zone 5: Sambaa K’e / Redknife River
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone holds particular cultural value for the people of Trout Lake and surrounding
communities. Zone 5 (Map 23) includes the Sambaa K’e PAS Area of interest234 and the
Redknife River and Redknife Lakes. The zone includes two small sites of spiritual significance
lying within Zone 22. Delineation is supported by a wealth of traditional and ecological
information documented through the Protected Area Strategy235 and other community initiatives.
The community approaches development cautiously. There are ongoing studies of Boreal
Woodland Caribou and interest in other key species. The abundant conservation values
reflected in the Conservation Intersect support the amendments to the current land withdrawals.
The current land withdrawals cover most of the zone.
Zone 5 will be managed as a Conservation Zone under the Plan until the Protected Area
proposal and management plan are approved. The boundaries may change as a result of
resource assessments and studies required under Step 5 of the PAS. Once approved, the
protected area will be designated through the appropriate legislation and managed in
accordance with its management plan. The Plan will not apply within the boundaries of the
approved protected area. The Plan will be amended or revised during the next Plan Review to
reflect the outcome of the PAS proposal.
Conservation Values
The Sambaa K’e PAS Area of Interest captures the Trout Lake watershed and has significant
historic and cultural values. Trout Lake and the two small sacred sites lying within Zone 22 are
the subjects of a well-known Yamoria legend. Trout Lake and the surrounding areas are rich in
wildlife and fish and important for subsistence harvesting. The numerous lakes and rivers
provide essential drinking water for people in the community and for traditional land use and
occupancy in the surrounding area. Critical Boreal Woodland Caribou habitat extends
throughout the area across to the Redknife Lakes. There is also critical habitat for moose,
waterfowl and wolverine. Both Caribou and Wolverine are listed under COSEWIC and
protected by the Species at Risk Act. There are important spawning grounds for many species
of fish around the lake and along the Redknife River. Traditional burial sites and culturally
significant areas are well documented for this area.
Resource Potential
The zone shows little potential for Agriculture or Forestry. The community is interested in
sustainable Tourism on Trout Lake which respects the local culture. It runs a fishing lodge on
the lake. Mining potential is low or uncertain and Oil and Gas potential is moderate to high.
The proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline crosses this zone twice along the northern and
eastern edges.
Specific Terms
CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
CR #23: Fishing Lodges

•
•
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Map 23. Zone 5 - Sambaa K'e
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Zone 6: Greater Nahanni Ecosystem
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone is delineated by the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem which captures the watershed of the
South Nahanni River and the north Karst. The zone is shown in Map 24 and excludes the
current Nahanni National Park Reserve and encompasses only the land around it. The Nahanni
National Park Reserve falls under the Canada National Parks Act as administered by the Parks
Canada Agency. The MVRMA applies differently to National Parks and National Park Reserves
covered by the Canada National Parks Act. The proposed expansion area for which this zone is
delineated, is not yet part of the National Park and is therefore not yet subject to the Canada
National Parks Act. Activities occurring in this zone will be managed under the MVRMA until
such time as the additional lands may be gazetted.
Through a memorandum of understanding, Dehcho First Nations and Parks Canada have
agreed to work together to expand Nahanni National Park Reserve within the Greater Nahanni
Ecosystem, as evidenced by 4 separate Leadership Resolutions (see Chapter 3 and Appendix 2
of the Background Report). The Dehcho Land Use Plan will allow for that process to determine
the expanded boundaries for the national park reserve within the GNE. The zone will be
managed as a Conservation Zone until the boundaries and management plan are approved.
The Plan will not apply within the boundaries of the expanded national park. The Plan will be
amended or revised during the next Plan Review to reflect the outcome of the park expansion
process.
Conservation Values
There are 51 known karst sites and 10 known hot springs in the area. The eastern section also
includes a key migratory bird terrestrial habitat site (Area 43) identified by CWS as an important
Trumpeter Swan nesting area within the Northwest Territories. Peregrine Falcon (Anatum), a
species listed as threatened under COSEWIC also nests in this area. There is critical habitat for
many large mammals including Woodland Caribou (Northern Mountain Population), Grizzly
Bear and Wolverine. These three species are listed as Special Concern under COSEWIC and
protected by the Species at Risk Act. The area also has critical habitat for Sheep, Goats and
Moose. Nahanni Butte is an isolated community and relies heavily on the area for natural foods.
Ecologically significant areas included Glacier Lake, Rabbit Kettle and Virginia Falls. The zone
is well supported by the Critical Wildlife Map. The zone provides an essential source of clean
drinking water for the community of Nahanni Butte and traditional land use and occupancy in the
surrounding area.

Resource Potential
Agricultural potential (moderate and high) is restricted to a small area around the community of
Nahanni Butte. Forestry potential (sawlogs) is also restricted to the east of the zone. There is
high Tourism potential around the Karst lands and very high potential along the South Nahanni
River. Nahanni National Park Reserve is a key attraction to the area with 3 guiding operations
leading trips down the Nahanni River, and international recognition as a UNESCO (United
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization) World Heritage Site. There are a
number of existing Outfitting Areas covering the majority of this zone236. Research indicates
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high potential for natural gas extending north from Nahanni Butte to the Granger River and west
to the Yukon Border. The majority of the area shows high to very high Mineral Development
potential. The Cantung mine was previously operational and may open again. Prairie Creek
mine is at the advanced exploration stage. As existing dispositions, development of these sites
will be permitted as a non-conforming use, subject to existing regulatory processes and
approvals.
Specific Terms
• None
Map 24. Zone 6 - Greater Nahanni Ecosystem
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Zone 7: Birch Lake
Permitted Uses
• None
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone shown in Map 25 was delineated by community mapping and is supported by Critical
Wildlife Areas. The area has cultural significance for Fort Providence. It has rich wildlife habitat
and is a prime location for trapping. The purpose of the zone is to protect the Birch Lake
watershed and traditional harvesting areas. It also provides connectivity between Birch Lake
and Edéhzhíe.
Conservation Values
Birch Lake and its associated trails have cultural significance for local people. The zone
includes critical habitat for Boreal Woodland caribou, which are considered threatened under
COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. It is also important for furbearers, moose
and waterfowl.
Resource Potential
Research indicates no potential for Agriculture, Forestry or Tourism in this area. There is low
potential for Oil and Gas and moderate Mineral Development Potential.
Specific Terms
• None
Map 25. Zone 7 - Birch Lake
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Zone 8: Fisherman Lake / Clara Deh
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone (Map 26) was identified by Acho Dene Koe First Nation based on significant
traditional land use and occupancy of these areas. The purpose is to protect burial sites and
the area around Fisherman Lake. They also recognize the potential for Tourism in this zone.
The whole area is supported by the Critical Wildlife Map.
Conservation Values
The zone contains important cultural areas and trails the community wish to protect. Fisherman
Lake has the oldest archaeological sites in the NWT, dating back to 9000 B.C.237 The area also
has rich wildlife habitat, including critical habitat for Wolverine, which is listed as Special
Concern under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. These areas have critical
habitat for moose, sheep, and goats and are important for other species including bison and
waterfowl.
Resource Potential
Research indicates the zone holds little potential for Agriculture. There is good Forestry
potential with sawlogs found at Fisherman Lake and part of Clara Deh. The zone also contains
moderate to high Tourism potential and the community is interested in developing Tourism
around these areas. There is moderate to high Mineral Development Potential. Most of the area
has high potential for Natural Gas.
Specific Terms
• None
Map 26. Zone 8 Fisherman Lake /
Clara Deh
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Zone 9: Bovie and Betalamea Lakes
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone (Map 27) was delineated by the Wildlife Constraint Layer and supported by
community mapping and the Conservation Intersect. These sites were identified by Acho Dene
Koe First Nation who identified these areas as important for traditional land use and occupancy.
Conservation Values
Bovie and Betalamea Lake provide critical habitat for moose and form part of a migration route
for waterfowl. The Fort Liard area is also recognized as having an abundant song bird
population. Woodland caribou and bison are also found in this zone. These areas have
significant value for traditional land use and occupancy for the Acho Dene Koe First Nation.
There are some important historic trails and gathering areas for rare plants in the area.
Resource Potential
There is good agricultural potential around Betalamea Lake and Forestry potential (sawlogs) is
found across the area. There is moderate potential for Tourism and community interest in
developing some areas for this purpose. The potential for Oil and Gas ranges from moderate to
very high potential around Bovie Lake. The majority of the zone is low or uncertain Mineral
Development Potential although there is some high potential bordering the west side of Bovie
Lake.
Specific Terms
• None
Map 27. Zone 9 - Bovie and Betalamea Lakes
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Zone 10: Upper Mackenzie
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone was delineated with a 2km buffer around the Mackenzie River from Redknife River to
Beaver Lake (Map 28). The primary objective is to protect the river around the community of
Fort Providence, which is used for traditional and cultural use. This is supported by community
mapping, the Current Land Withdrawals and the Conservation Intersect.
Conservation Values
The zone includes critical wildlife habitat for a number of species which are important for
traditional harvesting. The river is a major travel corridor for waterfowl and migratory birds.
Mills Lake and Beaver Lake are particularly important for staging and nesting. There are
numerous fish spawning grounds in the creeks that flow into the Mackenzie River. The
community of Fort Providence and those using the surrounding area for traditional land use and
occupancy rely on clean drinking water from the Mackenzie River as it passes through the zone.
Large species include moose and also wood bison and boreal woodland caribou, which are
listed as threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. Local residents
have numerous camps and cabins along the shores of the Mackenzie River.
Resource Potential
The zone has very high potential for Tourism. The excellent scenery and good road access
makes the river corridor a prime location. There is low to moderate potential for Agriculture and
Forestry potential is limited to scattered stands of spruce sawlogs. There is low or uncertain
potential for Mineral Development and low potential for Oil and Gas.
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Specific Terms
• None
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Map 28. Zone 10 Upper Mackenzie
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Zone 11: Great Slave Lake Shoreline
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone was delineated by a 2km buffer along the shoreline of Great Slave Lake from Beaver
Lake to the IMA boundary on the south shore and to Deep Bay on the north shore (Map 29).
The zone includes the lake adjacent to Deep Bay and Big Island based on the Conservation
Intersect and the Wildlife Constraint layer. The zone objectives are to protect established
commercial and subsistence fishing grounds, important areas for traditional land use and
occupancy and critical wildlife habitat along the shoreline. The zone overlaps with Hay River
Reserve’s Domestic Fishing Area (an area set aside for subsistence harvesting), shown in blue
dots.
Conservation Values
Besides being of cultural value to Deh Gah Got’ie, West Point and Katlodeeche First Nations,
the area is rich in wildlife. The zone includes sensitive spawning grounds, notably around Deep
Bay. There is also critical habitat for migratory birds and moose. Wood Bison are found along
the northern shore and many areas are good for trapping. There is an extensive network of
trails, particularly around Point LaRoche on the southern shoreline. Big Island is important for
berry harvesting. The north shore of this zone is part of the Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary. The
area is also important source of drinking water for communities downstream and those using the
area for traditional land use and occupancy.
Resource Potential
The shoreline of Great Slave Lake and Big Island shows very high potential for Tourism and
there is an existing fishing lodge on Big Island. The zone has low or moderate potential for
Agriculture and there is limited potential for Forestry. Mineral development potential ranges
from low or
Falaise
Lake
Conservation Zone
uncertain to
Edéhzhíe - PAS Zone
moderate. There is
Special Management Zone
some moderate to
Special Infrastructure Corridor
high potential for Oil
General Use Zone
and Gas potential
Community Boundary
around Big Island
Zone Boundary
Deep Bay
and into Deep Bay.
Specific Terms
• None
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Zone 12: Hay River Corridor
Permitted Uses
Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone is delineated by a 2 km buffer around the Hay River and borders Highway 2. The
zone is supported by community mapping, the Current Land Withdrawals and in parts by the
Conservation Intersect. The primary objective is to respect community interest in protecting
traditional land use, occupancy, harvesting areas and burial sites along the river corridor. The
scenery will also be protected for the enjoyment of tourists and local residents. The Zoning and
Terms do not apply within the community boundaries of the Town of Hay River and Enterprise
which extend along the Hay River Corridor as shown in Map 30.
Conservation Values
The area has particular cultural significance for surrounding communities and includes
numerous burial sites and archaeological sites. Habitat for moose and caribou also runs
adjacent to the river. The Twin Falls Territorial Park lies within this zone and is a popular tourist
attraction. The GNWT, with the assistance of the Hay River Reserve and the Dene Cultural
Institute, established an interpretive trail between the two waterfalls explaining Dene culture and
the site. The Hay River provides an important source of drinking water for traditional land use
and occupancy and local communities.
La ke
0
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Resource Potential
Highway 2 is a major travel route and has
moderate Tourism potential. Between
Enterprise and Hay River there is
moderate Agricultural potential and limited
potential for sawlogs. There is low to high
potential for Natural gas in the zone.
Moderate potential is found south of
Enterprise and a few areas of high
potential on the Alberta border, adjacent
to Cameron Hills. Mining potential is low
or uncertain over most of the zone but
moderate at the northern edge near Great
Slave Lake.

Hay River
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Specific Terms
• None
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Map 30. Zone 12 - Hay River Corridor
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Zone 13: Heart Lake, McNally Creek, Muskeg River
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone is supported by community mapping and delineated with a 2 km buffer along McNally
Creek, Muskeg River, around Heart Lake and up to the Mackenzie River Buffer (Map 31). The
area is culturally significant for the surrounding communities. There is interest in developing a
community education project around Heart Lake and the network of trails which follow the rivers.
There is also interest in developing Tourism in the area.
Conservation Values
The zone captures unique habitat including the area around the IBP site at Heart Lake, which
was an important ecological research station. Heart Lake, McNally Creek and Muskeg River
are important for subsistence harvesting and include critical habitat for Boreal Woodland
Caribou, which is considered threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk
Act. The habitat is also important for moose and furbearers. The lakes and rivers provide an
essential source of drinking water for traditional land use and occupancy.
Resource Potential
Agriculture shows moderate potential across the zone and Forestry potential appears to be
limited to a few isolated stands of sawlogs. There is community interest in developing Tourism
in this zone although no activities currently exist. The Mineral Development potential is
considered low or uncertain. Natural gas potential is predominantly low and moderate with a
few areas of high potential.
Specific Terms
None
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Map 31. Zone 13 Heart Lake,
McNally Creek,
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Zone 14: Kakisa and Tathlina Watershed
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
Zone 14 captures significant traditional land use and occupancy areas for many communities,
including Kakisa Lake, Tathlina Lake, Dogface Lake and the rivers connecting them. There are
many burial sites within this zone. There is strong community opposition to development in this
zone. There was particular concern about the area north-west of Tathlina not previously
captured in the Current Land Withdrawals. This area is both a critical area for Caribou and
continues to be used extensively by traditional land users. There are many legends, trails and
camps across this zone which connects up with the proposed Sambaa K’e PAS area.
Communities are particularly concerned about protecting the water, wildlife and cultural values.
The zone includes Lady Evelyn Falls Territorial Park. The community has requested a small
revision on the eastern boundary to include important fish spawning lakes. This is balanced by a
revision to the zone on the western boundary where lands were rezoned to General Use.
Revisions were proposed for the southern boundary with Zone 21 as indicated on Map 32 but
the reasons for protection were not consistent with Conservation Zones.
Conservation Values
The Kakisa and Tathlina Watersheds are prone to fluctuating water levels and community and
commercial fisheries are particularly sensitive. The rivers around the lakes are important
spawning areas and provide an essential source of clean drinking water to support traditional
land use and occupancy in the area. The steep slopes in the Cameron Hills are also vulnerable
to erosion. The area contains critical habitat for moose, caribou and wolverine. Boreal
woodland caribou and wolverine are listed as Threatened and Special Concern, respectively, by
COSEWIC and are protected under the Species at Risk Act. Kakisa and Tathlina Lake are
documented as important sites for waterfowl and flocks of White Pelicans are regular summer
visitors. The area has cultural significance for all the surrounding communities who continue to
use the area for traditional and cultural activities. Lady Evelyn Falls are a popular Tourism site
in this zone.
Resource Potential
Agriculture potential is restricted to the northern part of the zone which shows moderate to low
potential. There is some potential for Forestry around both Kakisa and Tathlina Lake. There is
moderate Tourism potential around Kakisa Lake, Kakisa River and Dog Face Lake. The
community has a small hotel and there are a number of campgrounds, where hikers can enjoy
waterfalls and scenic trails. There is also an existing lodge on Dog Face Lake but it is not
operating. There is low to moderate potential for Oil and Gas. Mineral development potential is
low or uncertain across the whole zone.
Specific Terms
• None
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Map 32. Zone 14 - Kakisa and Tathlina Watershed
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Zone 15: Buffalo Lake
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone (Map 33) provides a buffer around Buffalo Lake delineated by moose data up to the
IMA boundary and extends northward along the Buffalo River and a trail as delineated by the
Current Land Withdrawals. The area is supported by community mapping and the Conservation
Intersect. The primary objectives are to protect water, wildlife and traditional land use and
occupancy in the Buffalo Lake watershed and surrounding trails. The lake and rivers provide an
important source of drinking water for traditional land use and occupancy. The community has
mapped an expansion to the Buffalo Lake area in anticipation of moving this whole area through
the Protected Area Strategy. The addition is shown on the map and the Conservation Zone
delineation will be amended should a PAS proposal be submitted before March 31st 2006.

Conservation Values
The area includes critical habitat for moose, waterfowl and fish spawning. There is also
significant traditional land use and occupancy in the area.
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Resource Potential
Research indicates there is no potential
for Agriculture or Forestry (sawlogs) in
this zone. There is some Tourism
potential and interest from surrounding
communities. The lower portion of the
zone has moderate potential for natural
gas with a small area of high potential
around Buffalo Lake. There are a number
of mineral claims related to the Pine Point
mineral deposits that are active. As
existing dispositions, development of
these claims will be permitted as a nonconforming use, subject to existing
regulatory processes and approvals.
Specific Terms
• None
Map 33. Zone 15 - Buffalo Lake
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Zone 16: Falaise Lake Wetland Complex
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone was identified to protect the wetland complex and important wildlife habitat from
Falaise Lake to Highway 3 (Map 34). The area is delineated by bison data and 2 km buffers
around the major lakes. The purpose is to support community and planning partner interest in
protecting the area’s important conservation values, especially the many wetlands in this area.
The area is supported by the Critical Wildlife Areas and community mapping.
Conservation Values
The zone includes critical habitat for wood bison, boreal woodland caribou, waterfowl,
Trumpeter Swans and whooping crane (non-breeding pairs). The wetlands around Falaise
Lake and west to the highway provide exceptional waterfowl habitat. Wood bison and boreal
woodland caribou are listed as threatened under COSEWIC and whooping cranes are
endangered. All are protected by the Species at Risk Act. The area is also important for
Furbearers and the zone is a good area for trapping. This zone is part of the Mackenzie Bison
Sanctuary.
Resource Potential
There is moderate potential for Agriculture in the western half of the zone and no Forestry (saw
log) potential. The research indicates Tourism potential is moderate across the whole zone.
Mineral Development Potential ranges from Low or uncertain to moderate potential in the top
half of the zone. The edge of the zone around Falaise Lake borders high potential which is the
northern extent of the pine point lead zinc deposits. These deposits were purposely excluded
from this zone and added to Special Management Zone 24 to allow development of these
significant deposits. Oil and Gas potential is low for the whole zone.
Conservation Zone
Edéhzhíe - PAS Zone
Special Management Zone
Special Infrastructure Corridor
General Use Zone
Community Boundary
Zone Boundary

Specific Terms
None
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Map 34. Zone 16 Falaise Lake
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Zone 17: Moraine Point and Islands
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone (Map 35) protects important island and shoreline habitat including Northwest Point
which is a CWS Migratory Bird Site and nearby Found Island that is an internationally
recognized breeding site for gulls. The area is defined by Whooping Crane data on the left hand
side, with a 2 km buffer out from the shoreline and around Northwest Point. The zone also
includes Moraine Point as the focal site of the area as well as Caribou Point and Jones Point.
The mineral deposits adjacent to Falaise Lake with high development potential were purposely
excluded from this zone and added to Special Management Zone 24 to provide the opportunity
for development. The area is supported by community mapping and is widely recognized as an
important area for wildlife.
Conservation Values
The area includes critical habitat for non-breeding pairs of whooping cranes as well as a
summer feeding area for bachelor (non-breeding) flocks of White Pelicans. Bald Eagles have
nests on nearly every point of land or large island on the Great Slave Lake side of the zone.
With the early thaw in Moraine Bay, the zone also provides spring wetlands and open water for
important migratory waterfowl including Trumpeter Swans, Canada & Snow Geese, Surf
Scoters, Mergansers, Caspian terns and gulls. The area has large mammals including Boreal
Caribou, moose and Wood Bison as well as wolves, wolverine, lynx and marten. Wood Bison
and Whooping Cranes are listed as threatened and endangered species, respectively by
COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. This zone is part of the Mackenzie Bison
Sanctuary.
Resource Potential
Agriculture and Forestry show no potential in the area. Although research indicates moderate
potential for Tourism, the area has supported a viable ecotourism business for over 20 years.
The adjacent waters of Great Slave Lake have supported commercial fishing summer & winter
since the 1940’s. There is low potential for Oil and Gas in the area. Mineral Development
Potential is moderate along the shoreline and borders the high potential adjacent to Falaise
Lake.
Specific Terms
• None
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Map 35. Zone 17 - Moraine Point and Islands
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Zone 18: Northwest Rivers
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
Zone Description and Objectives
The Northwest Rivers Zone (Map 36) includes the major rivers in the northwest portion of the
Dehcho territory including the Johnson, Wrigley, Root, North Nahanni, English Chief and
Tetcela Rivers. The zone was delineated by 3 km buffers along the North Nahanni and Root
Rivers due to their continuing importance for traditional land use and occupancy and by 2 km
buffers along the other rivers. The primary purpose was to protect the water, critical habitat and
important traditional land use and occupancy areas. The zone is supported by community
mapping, wildlife data and Current Land Withdrawals.
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Conservation Values
In addition to being a significant area for traditional land use and occupancy, the zone contains
critical habitat for Woodland Caribou (Northern Mountain Population), Grizzly Bear, and
Wolverine, which are all listed as Species of Special Concern under COSEWIC and protected
by the Species at Risk Act. The zone also provides important areas for moose around Wrigley
and waterfowl at the mouth of the Root River. Communities use these areas extensively for
traditional land use and occupancy. DFN may pursue designation of these rivers as Special
sto
Harvesting Areas through the Dehcho
R 0ed
25
50 Km
Process.
Oc

!

!

! !
! !

! !

! !

!
! !

!
! !

Jo
hn

!

so
n

!
! !

! !

! !

!

!

!

!

!

!

!

ey

!

r ry

!

! !

! !
! !

! !

!

!

Wr
ig l

!

!

Si l v e
r be

!(
!

! !

R o ot

! !

Resource Potential
Research indicates there is no agricultural
or Forestry (saw log) potential in this
zone. The North Nahanni River has very
high potential for Tourism and the Root
and Wrigley Rivers have moderate
potential. Mineral development potential
ranges from low or uncertain potential
around the zone in the north east to high
potential in the central to south western
part of the zone. There is low Oil and Gas
potential throughout the zone.
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Map 36. Zone 18 - Northwest Rivers
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5.5 Special Management Zones
Special Management Zones were identified wherever there was significant potential for both
conservation and development overlapping, or where issues needed to be addressed through
either specific Terms or land use restrictions (e.g. Oil and Gas only in Zone 22). At least one
land use is restricted in every Special Management Zone.
Each zone description includes a list of the permitted uses and specific Terms applicable to
each zone. All other Terms apply Dehcho wide so are not listed for every zone.

Zone 19: Jean Marie Special Management Zone
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Agriculture
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone is meant to support existing community-based Forestry and sawmill operations in
Jean Marie River (Map 37). It was delineated by the community to capture the Forestry
potential of the region and provide the capacity for community-based development. The
Mackenzie River passes in a north westerly direction through the zone towards the Arctic
Ocean. The Terms of the Plan and the community’s Forestry operational standards are
designed to protect the water, critical habitat and traditional land use and occupancy in the area.
The rivers provide an essential source of drinking water to the community and in support of
traditional land use and occupancy. The zone is supported by community mapping, the Current
Land Withdrawals and Wildlife data.
Conservation Values
The area includes critical habitat for moose and waterfowl, and boreal woodland caribou which
are considered Threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. Flocks
of White Pelicans have also been observed in the summer months. The community continues
to pursue traditional land use and occupancy activities in the area.
Resource Potential
There are patches of moderate Agriculture potential and considerable Forestry potential in the
area, particularly for aspen sawlogs. Sustainable forest management practices are employed to
protect the conservation values of the region. The Mackenzie River within the zone has very
high Tourism potential and there is interest from the community in this sector. There is low or
uncertain Mineral Development potential in this zone. Oil and gas potential is also low. The
proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline runs northwest to southeast through the eastern portion of
this zone.
Specific Terms
CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 37. Zone 19 - Jean Marie River Special Management Zone
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Zone 20: Nahanni Special Management Zone
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Agriculture
• Forestry
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone was delineated by community mapping (Map 38). The western boundary follows the
edge of the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem and then the buffer around the Tetcela River. The
purpose of the zone was to protect the water and critical habitat in areas of important traditional
land use and occupancy for the community. There is also community interest in sustainable
Forestry and Tourism operations which maintain resources for future generations. The zone is
supported by the Current Land Withdrawals and the Conservation Intersect.
Conservation Values
Subsistence harvesting is particularly important for this community and this is reflected in the
mapping. The rivers also provide essential clean drinking water in the community and for
traditional land use and occupancy. The area is rich in wildlife and includes critical habitat for
COSEWIC listed species including woodland caribou, grizzly bears, wolverine and bison. There
are also critical areas for sheep, goats, and waterfowl. The Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS)
has identified parts of this zone as a nesting site for 15% of the Canadian population of
Trumpeter Swans.
Resource Potential
The zone has moderate potential for Agriculture and there is Forestry (sawlogs) potential along
the southern part of the zone adjacent to the Liard River. Tourism potential is moderate to high
in many parts of the zone and there is very high potential along the Liard River adjacent to the
community of Nahanni Butte. Both Blackstone Territorial Park and Lindberg Landing (a Tourism
lodge where all canoeists drifting down the South Nahanni River end up) fall within this zone.
Potential for Natural Gas ranges from a small area of high potential in the south east of the zone
to low potential for the remainder of the zone. The zone includes areas of high Mineral
Development Potential down the centre of the zone with the remainder having low or uncertain
potential.
Specific Terms
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 38. Zone 20 - Nahanni Special Management Zone
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Zone 21: Cameron Hills / Blackstone / Arrowhead River
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone follows the southern IMA border and the southern boundaries of Zones 5 and 14 up
to the Blackstone River (Map 39). The Cameron Hills is one of the two key areas of
development in the Dehcho. The purpose of this zone is to provide opportunities to continue
resource development while minimizing the impacts to critical habitat, particularly for boreal
woodland caribou, which are listed as Threatened by COSEWIC and protected under the
Species at Risk Act. This habitat defines the western edge of the zone. The area also has
cultural significance for many communities.
Conservation Values
In addition to caribou, the zone contains critical habitat for wolverine (listed as a Species of
Special Concern by COSEWIC) and other furbearers such as marten, and larger mammals
such as moose. The wetlands also have particular value for many waterfowl species.
Resource Potential
Research suggests there is very little potential for Agriculture in this zone. There is some good
Forestry potential (sawlogs), along the side slopes of the escarpment on the east side of
Cameron Hills and the western edge of the zone. Patterson Sawmills has been operating in the
Cameron Hills since the 1970’s with an annual harvest of 4000 m3 of white spruce. The mill
squares off the sawlogs for export to southern markets. The square milling makes them ideal
for further processing into a variety of lumber products and commands a good price. There is
low Tourism potential. Mineral Development Potential is also low or uncertain. This zone
includes key areas for Oil and Gas development, with areas of high potential in the Cameron
Hills and the Jean Marie Play in the Trout Lake area, surrounded by areas of lower potential.
There are a number of Significant Discovery Licenses and Production Licenses in the Cameron
Hills. The proposed Mackenzie Gas pipeline runs predominantly north to south through this
zone to connect with the transmission system in northern Alberta.
Specific Terms
• CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 39. Zone 21 - Cameron Hills / Blackstone / Arrowhead River
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Zone 22: Trout River
Permitted Uses
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
Zone 22 (Map 40) lies in the middle of the Sambaa K’e PAS Area of Interest. The community
recognized the Oil and Gas potential of the area and felt this would be an appropriate location
for carefully planned, long-term, sustainable development carried out in full consultation with the
community to protect critical caribou habitat and areas of cultural significance. The zone is
delineated by the Conservation Intersect, Current Land Withdrawals, and community mapping
from both Trout Lake and Fort Simpson. The zone includes the access corridor to Trout Lake.
The community would like access strictly managed to maintain corridor aesthetics and the
isolation of the community.
Conservation Values
The area includes critical habitat for boreal woodland caribou, which are considered threatened
under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. There are two small spiritually
significant sites for Sambaa K’e that form part of Zone 5, lying in the middle and southern
portion of this zone.
Resource Potential
Research indicates low potential for Agriculture and Forestry (sawlogs). Tourism potential is
restricted to the Trout River. Mineral development potential is low or uncertain throughout the
zone. There is a mix of low to high potential for Oil and Gas. The proposed Mackenzie Valley
Pipeline crosses from northwest to southeast through the middle of this zone.
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Map 40. Zone 22 Trout River
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Zone 23: Fort Simpson Special Management Zone
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
Zone Description and Objectives
The zone is in two parts, one extending north from the Mackenzie River buffer up to Edéhzhíe,
the other extending south to Conservation Zone 3 as defined by community mapping (Map 41).
The zone was created to support Forestry and Tourism interests, and traditional land use and
occupancy.
Conservation Values
There are a number of important areas for traditional land use and occupancy in this zone and
the supply of clean drinking water is essential. The zone includes critical habitat for moose and
furbearers, and for boreal woodland caribou and wolverine, which are both listed as threatened
under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act.
Resource Potential
Agriculture shows little potential in this area. The community is interested in the Forestry sector
and there are some stands of potential sawlogs. The area may have good opportunities for
Tourism given the interest of local people and its proximity to scenic lakes, rivers and the
Mackenzie Highway. Mineral development potential is low or uncertain in this zone. Oil and
gas shows low potential. The proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline runs northwest to southeast
through the length of the northern portion of this zone.
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Map 41. Zone 23 Fort Simpson
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Management Zone
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Specific Terms
• CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Zone 24: Birch Falaise Corridor
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
Birch Falaise Corridor extends from the northern IMA boundary adjacent to Birch Lake south to
the Falaise Lake Wetland Complex (Map 42). The area was delineated by critical habitat for
boreal woodland caribou up to the Conservation Zones adjacent to Great Slave Lake. The
purpose was to protect critical habitat for boreal woodland caribou and waterfowl while allowing
for development of Mineral potential. The area is recognised as a good area for trapping by
local people and supported by community mapping and the Critical Wildlife Areas.
Conservation Values
In addition to the boreal woodland caribou, the zone includes critical habitat for wood bison,
which are also listed as threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act.
The area is important for other species including furbearers, moose and waterfowl. This is an
important harvesting and traditional land use and occupancy area for Fort Providence. This
zone is part of the Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary.
Resource Potential
There is a small area of moderate potential for Agriculture in this zone and no Forestry (saw log)
potential. Research suggests there is moderate Tourism potential south of the highway.
Dehcho Wilderness Tours provides guiding services for a limited number of wood bison hunting
tags for non-residents in this zone. Oil and gas potential is low. Most of the zone has moderate
Mineral Development potential with some high deposits in the south (Pine Point deposits).
These deposits were extracted from Conservation Zones 16 and 17 to provide the opportunity
for these deposits to be developed.
Specific Terms
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 42. Zone 24 - Birch-Falaise Corridor
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Zone 25: Peel River Plateau
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
Zone 25 is shown in Map 43. It has four main areas delineated by critical habitat for sheep,
goats and grizzly bears. The zone includes critical habitat for woodland caribou (Northern
Mountain Population). It is also supported by the Current Land Withdrawals around Coates
Lake. The purpose of the zone is to protect important habitat and traditional land use and
occupancy in the area. The zone provides opportunities for Mineral and Oil and Gas
development.
Conservation Values
Woodland Caribou (Northern Mountain Population) and the Grizzly Bear are listed as Species of
Special Concern by COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. The unique
landscape and range of big game species make this an important area. As mentioned above,
this zone provides critical habitat for sheep, goats, and grizzly bears within the mountain ranges.
sto
NConservation
o rth R ed Zone

Resource Potential
There is no recorded potential for
Agriculture or Forestry in the area. There
are small areas of moderate Tourism
potential. There are a few areas of low
Oil and Gas potential. The Mineral
Development potential is high in many
parts of the zone and very high around
the existing mineral (copper) deposits at
Coates Lake.
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Zone 26: Liard Range / Franklin Mountains
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
Acho Dene Koe First Nation has been actively developing Oil and Gas resources in the area
and would like to continue doing so. They also want to protect critical habitat for sheep, goats,
moose grizzly bears and furbearers including the wolverine, and maintain areas for traditional
land use and occupancy. There is community interest in developing Tourism within this zone.
The zone (Map 44) runs from the IMA boundary in the south and west, to the Greater Nahanni
Ecosystem boundary in the north, and across to Zone 21 (Cameron Hills / Blackstone /
Arrowhead River) in the west.
Conservation Values
In addition to traditional land use and occupancy, the zone includes critical habitat of Wolverine
and Grizzly bears, which are listed as Species of Special Concern under COSEWIC and
protected by the Species at Risk Act. The area is also important for waterfowl and the
Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) has identified parts of this area as critical nesting habitat for
Trumpeter Swans. The Fort Liard area is also recognized as having an abundant song bird
population. The whole area around Fort Liard down to the BC border is full of archaeological
sites, a testimony to traditional land use and occupancy in the area. Traditional activities
continue to be an important part of community life. The rivers provide an important source of
drinking water for the community and for traditional land use and occupancy in the area.
Resource Potential
The Liard River Valley contains the only high agricultural potential within the Dehcho territory
and the highest density of Forestry potential (sawlogs), reflective of the excellent growing
conditions existing in this valley. There is also high Tourism potential along the Kotaneelee and
moderate potential in other parts of the zone, which the community is interested in developing.
The area is rich in natural gas resources with the whole area showing high or very high
potential. This zone has seen the highest level of Oil and Gas development in the Dehcho
territory. There are numerous significant discovery licenses and production licenses in the
zone. The top producing well in the Dehcho, K-29, is in this zone and has produced
3.7 billion m3 of gas since 2000238. Mineral Development Potential is generally low although
there are areas of moderate and high potential adjacent to the Liard River.
Specific Terms
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 44. Zone 26 - Liard Range / Franklin Mountains
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Zone 27: Southeastern Mackenzie Mountains
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
• Mining
• Oil & Gas
Zone Description and Objectives
Zone 27 has two main areas, one north of the Johnson River, the other from the Wrigley River
down to the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem boundary (Map 45). The lower section was delineated
using the Canadian Wildlife Service Migratory Bird site and Current Land Withdrawals around
Fish Trap Creek. It is supported by critical habitat for Boreal Woodland Caribou. The northern
section is based on community mapping and supported by critical habitat for moose. This area
is also supported by TLUO data. The zone is meant to protect the above conservation values
and also allow for Tourism and non-renewable resource development.
Conservation Values
There is a diverse range of habitats and species found in this zone. The primary species of
concern include boreal woodland caribou and peregrine falcons (subspecies anatum), which are
both considered Threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act.
Wolverine and grizzly bears are also found in this area and listed as Species of Special Concern
under COSEWIC. Other species include moose, sheep and goats in the mountainous areas.
Much of the area is important for waterfowl and includes the nesting area for 15% of the
Canadian population of trumpeter swans. The valley travel routes are culturally significant and
important areas for subsistence harvesting.
Resource Potential
Research indicates no Agriculture or Forestry potential within this zone. Tourism potential is
moderate in the southern half of the zone. There is low potential for oil & gas. Mineral
development potential is largely low or uncertain although there are strands of high potential in
the southern section on the border of the Northwest Rivers Conservation Zone (Zone 18).
Specific Terms
CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 45. Zone 27 - Southeastern Mackenzie Mountains
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Zone 28: Fort Providence Special Management Area
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Agriculture
• Forestry
Zone Description and Objectives
The area was identified to protect a range of community interests including traditional land use
and occupancy, local resources, critical habitat for moose and furbearers. There is also an
interest in developing Forestry related businesses and maintain the aesthetics of the area for
Tourism. The zone is shown in Map 46 and was delineated by the Current Subsurface Land
Withdrawals and density of traditional land use and occupancy mapping, and connects with
Edéhzhíe.
Conservation Values
The area follows the Upper Mackenzie River Conservation Zone (Zone 10) to Mills Lake, a
recognised Migratory bird site. The region provides critical habitat for waterfowl, moose and
wood bison, which are listed as Threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at
Risk Act. The area is important for traditional land use and occupancy and it is important
sources of clean drinking water are protected.
Resource Potential
The zone shows moderate potential for Agriculture and the presence of Forestry potential
(sawlogs). The zone includes moderate potential for Tourism. Oil and gas potential is low and
Mineral Development potential is low or uncertain.
Specific Terms
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 46. Zone 28 Fort Providence
Special
Management Zone

!

Horn

! !
! !
! !
!
!
! !
!
! !
!

!
!
! !
!
!
!
!

Conservation Zone
Edéhzhíe - PAS Zone
Special Management Zone
Special Infrastructure Corridor
General Use Zone
Community Boundary
Zone Boundary

! !
!
!
!
! !

Mills
Lake

!
!
!
!
! !
!
!

!

!

! !

!

!

!

!

! !
! !
! !
! !
!

! !

! !

! !

! !

!

!
! !

!
! !
! !
! !

! !
! !

!

Fort 28
Providence

!

! !
! ! !

! ! !
!

!(

!
!

!

!

!

!

!
!

!

!

!
!

! !

!

0

25 Km

B
149

!

!

Zone 29: Wrigley Special Management Zone
Permitted Uses
• Tourism
• Forestry
Zone Description and Objectives
This zone was proposed by Pehdzeh Ki First Nation to capture Forestry potential in the region
and provide opportunities for community-based forest management. The zone (Map 47)
follows the east bank of the Mackenzie River beginning a few miles north of Wrigley and
extending down to Edéhzhíe. The highway to Wrigley passes through the zone. The zone will
be managed to protect the water, critical habitat and traditional land use and occupancy in the
area and provide for sustainable Forestry. The area was identified through community mapping
and is supported by Forestry potential maps, the Conservation Intersect, Wildlife, and
Traditional Land Use and Occupancy data.
Conservation Values
The people of Pehdzeh Ki First Nation have a strong history, and traditional activities remain a
critical part of Dene culture. The supply of fresh drinking water is also important for the
community and traditional land use and occupancy in the surrounding area. The area is rich in
wildlife and includes critical habitat for moose, waterfowl, and boreal woodland caribou which
are considered Threatened under COSEWIC and protected by the Species at Risk Act. There
have been extensive fires in the Wrigley area over recent years and a renewed interest in
sustainable forest management practices.
Resource Potential
Research indicates relatively low gas potential in the lower portion of the zone and moderate to
high potential for Minerals along the Franklin Mountains, just east of the Mackenzie River.
Agricultural potential is low although the community has recently shown some interest in this
land use. There is a good distribution of spruce sawlogs along the Mackenzie River and
significant Tourism potential and community interest in developing both resources, although the
lack of infrastructure and isolation can present a challenge.
The Mackenzie Valley Pipeline as currently proposed will run the length of this zone from north
to south just inside the western boundary. DFN is currently negotiating a pipeline study corridor
through this area. Once complete, Zone 30 will be revised to recognize this corridor.
Specific Terms
• CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
• CR #25: Cumulative Effects Management
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Map 47. Zone 29 - Wrigley Special Management Zone
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5.6 Zone 30: Special Infrastructure Corridor
Permitted Uses
• Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
Zone Description and Objectives
A Special Infrastructure Corridor (SIC) was established to address the proposed Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline (Map 48). The proposed routing crosses Zones 1, 3, 4, 5, 19, 21, 22, 23 and 29,
all of which have different objectives. This SIC delineates a corridor within which the Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline development can occur, subject to regulatory approval and any conditions
imposed on them by the appropriate Regulatory Authorities and Agencies, and the Mackenzie
Valley Pipeline Term described in the Plan. This zone overlays or floats over the underlying
zones instead of cutting through them. The intent is to add an additional permitted use (the
pipeline) and set of conditions for pipeline development within a restricted portion of each of
those zones. The Mackenzie Valley Pipeline is encouraged to recognize the values and
objectives of the zones within the corridor and align its activities with the surrounding intent
wherever possible.
The current zone reflects a combination of negotiated land withdrawals and the developer’s
proposed corridor. The negotiated portions of the route vary from 2-5 km, whereas the
proposed corridor in between negotiated sections is generally less than 2 km. Dehcho First
Nations are currently negotiating the corridor location through the northern half of the Dehcho.
This zone will be amended to reflect the results of those discussions in future revisions.
Conservation Values
The corridor contains critical habitat for boreal woodland caribou and wolverine, which are listed
by COSEWIC as Threatened and Species of Special Concern respectively, and are protected
under the Species at Risk Act. There is also critical habitat for moose and waterfowl within this
zone. The corridor passes through many culturally significant areas with high levels of
traditional land use and occupancy.
Resource Potential
There are small areas of agricultural potential around Jean Marie River and some Forestry
(sawlog) potential along the corridor west of Jean Marie River. Tourism potential is restricted to
small areas of high potential along the Mackenzie River. Oil and gas potential is low with the
exception of crossing an area of moderate potential in the Trout River Zone (Zone 22). Mineral
development potential is also low or uncertain within the existing zone delineation.
Specific Terms
CR #12: Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
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Map 48. Zone 30 - Special Infrastructure Corridor
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Chapter 6: Plan Assessment

Feeding the Fire at the Regional Forum on Hay River Reserve. Photo Credit: Arthur Boutillier

NOTE: The maps provided in this Background Report are for illustrative purposes
only. While the DLUPC uses the best information available at the time of writing, we
make no guarantees of completeness or accuracy. The maps may become outdated
after print. Interested persons or organizations requiring up to date information
should contact the data source for the most current files.
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6.1 Introduction
This section provides an assessment of the Plan as defined by our analysis, for the Parties’
consideration. It demonstrates how the proposed Zoning will affect current and future uses, and
achieves conservation goals. It reviews the results of the Cumulative Effects and Economic
Development Assessments.

6.2 Comparison to Existing Rights, Dispositions,
Authorizations and Activities
Map 49 shows the Land Use Zones in relation to the location of existing Rights, Dispositions,
Authorizations and Activities. Past and current development in the Dehcho territory has been
concentrated within a few small areas – notably around Fort Liard, Cameron Hills and Pine
Point, Cantung Mine and Prairie Creek. Beyond these areas, development or exploration
activities have been few and scattered. The Plan recognizes the importance of these
development areas to the Dehcho economy and has provided the opportunity for development
to continue. Sahtu Settlement Lands also fall within the Dehcho Plan Area. These are fee
simple surface lands.
Where other considerations have resulted in a restriction of new activities through Zoning, the
Plan reaffirms that all existing rights, dispositions, authorizations and activities in the Dehcho
Planning Area are permitted, including development arising from rights existing at the time of
Plan approval, even if they do not conform to the Land Use Zones. These existing rights,
dispositions, authorizations and activities are allowed to continue as non-conforming uses.
These interests are further defined as follows:
• Renewal of permits, licenses and authorizations for existing rights, dispositions,
authorizations and activities are allowed.
• There may be instances where it is not possible to construct required infrastructure within
the boundaries of existing rights, dispositions, authorizations or activities for physical,
environmental or cultural reasons. Where such factors exist, any non-conforming
associated infrastructure required for the development of rights, dispositions, authorizations
and activities may extend beyond the existing boundary of those rights, dispositions,
authorizations or activities to the minimum extent that can be reasonably justified to mitigate
physical, environmental or cultural issues.
• Existing rights, dispositions, authorizations and activities are not subject to the Terms of the
Plan.
• If an existing right, disposition, authorization or activity expires or lapses, it seizes to be
considered “existing”, and any new activities associated with those prior rights, dispositions,
authorizations or activities are considered new activities and would be subject to the full
extent of the Plan.
• If an application is made for a permit, license or authorization to alter the existing nonconforming use, then the application is considered a new activity and is subject to the full
extent of the Plan.
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Map 49. Existing Rights, Dispositions, Authorizations and Activities
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6.3 Land Use Comparisons
This section examines the Plan from the perspective of each land use. Each set of land use
maps shows where the potential exists based on the data collected over the last few years.
This is compared to the community mapping results, showing where communities support or do
not support each land use, as well as overlap between communities with different views. For
clarity, the “Results of Community Mapping” does not imply that the land use in question is
permitted or restricted according to whether it is supported or not supported, respectively. It is
presented here as one of the inputs considered by the Committee in their decision making.
Communities were asked to map their priorities with the understanding that not all of these
would be accepted. The final decisions of the Committee, after consideration of all the available
information are reflected in the Plan’s Land Use Zones. The third map shows where each use
is currently permitted in relation to the Current Land Withdrawals. The final map in each set
shows the results of the Zoning on each land use – areas where that use is permitted or not
permitted.
It is important to remember that the final maps reflect a combination of current knowledge,
community support and broader considerations. The Plan will be reviewed every five years to
see if revisions are required. No decision made through land use planning is ever final. If the
data, community support or other considerations change during this period, those changes will
be addressed and reflected in future revisions of the Plan.

6.3.1 Agriculture
Map 50 shows the comparisons for Agriculture. The agricultural potential of the Dehcho has
been digitized along the Upper Mackenzie River, Liard River and Hay River. Digital errors were
also recently corrected in the original mapping presented in early Draft Plans. There is limited
potential outside the mapped areas. Inadequate water drainage, climate and stoniness are
major limiting factors and greatly reduce the productivity and range of agricultural products that
can be grown.
Communities in areas of known Agriculture potential are generally supportive where there is a
history or familiarity with agricultural development. Communities do not want to see extensive
Agriculture that would involve vast clearing of land or the use of chemicals. They were
supportive of smaller operations that could provide better quality local products (e.g. potato
farming) that wouldn’t affect wildlife or traditional land use, occupancy and harvesting activities.
Communities outside the Agriculture potential belt had little experience with or interest in
Agriculture.
Currently, Agriculture is not permitted on any withdrawn lands but is permitted everywhere
outside of this.
The Plan provides the opportunity for agricultural development on most of the moderate to high
areas of potential, where communities expressed support for it. Most agricultural operations at
present tend to be small and community based, so are not affected by the Plan. Should there
be significant interest in pursuing larger operations outside of communities in the future, this can
be revisited during the next Plan revision cycle.
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Map 50. Agricultural Potential, Community Interest, Current Land Withdrawals and
Revised Draft Land Use Zoning
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Map 51. Forestry Potential, Community Interest, Current Land Withdrawals and Revised
Draft Land Use Zoning
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6.3.2 Forestry
Map 51 shows the comparisons for Forestry. The Forestry potential map shows the location of
possible aspen, white spruce and jack pine sawlogs within inventoried areas of the Dehcho.
The best timber is in the Liard Valley with some good saw log stands in the Cameron Hills. The
remaining potential is scattered along the Mackenzie Valley. While there may be additional
potential outside inventoried areas, there is insufficient data to conclude this.
Communities are generally supportive of Forestry operations in the Dehcho within a limited
definition. Due to environmental sensitivity, operations need to be conducted in the winter when
frozen ground minimizes impacts. Communities are supportive of selective harvesting, but not
clear cut operations. Outside the timber productive areas, there is little interest or support for
commercial operations, though communities will continue to use available timber for traditional
and domestic purposes.
Currently, commercial timber harvesting is restricted on lands with surface and subsurface
withdrawals. Subsurface only withdrawals were used to allow development of productive stands
on lands otherwise critical for protection. The remaining Dehcho lands are open to Forestry
development though there is limited potential.
The Plan has left the productive timber areas open for Forestry development. Some Special
Management Zones were expressly developed to support community-based Forestry
operations. These include Fort Providence (Zone 28), Jean Marie River (Zone 19), Nahanni
Butte (Zone 20) and Wrigley (Zone 29). Areas identified by communities for conservation were
closed to Forestry operations.
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6.3.3 Mining
Map 52 shows the comparisons for Mining. The Mineral Development Potential Map reflects
the known potential of the Dehcho. To date, there has been little exploration in the Dehcho on
which to base concrete conclusions, so there is lower confidence in the overall accuracy of
potential mapping by industry and government representatives. New discoveries could
drastically change what is known about the potential of this region. Current mapping shows the
greatest potential for Minerals in the western tip of the Dehcho, extending into the Yukon
Territory.
Communities have expressed considerable concern about the mining industry through our
consultations, due in part to the legacy of past mining practices. They are concerned about the
possible contamination of the environment, especially the water and wildlife on which they
depend. Only Hay River Reserve and Fort Liard supported mining outside of areas they wished
to have protected.
Mining is not permitted on current land withdrawals but are permitted on other lands within the
Dehcho territory, subject to existing laws and regulatory approval.
The Plan restricts mining in all conservation areas and half of the Special Management Areas.
The area of highest potential in the western tip of the Dehcho is included in a Conservation
Zone due to overwhelming community direction and support from several other organizations to
protect the entire South Nahanni Watershed. However, all existing rights, dispositions,
authorizations and activities will be allowed to continue, including development of rights existing
prior to Plan approval. The Nahanni Expansion Process is undertaking detailed Mineral and
Resource Assessments (MERA) to better identify the resource potential of the Greater Nahanni
Ecosystem. This data will be considered during the park expansion process and may affect the
final boundaries of Nahanni National Park. Future Plan amendments will reflect the outcome of
this process. Areas of high potential in the northwest corner, around Fort Liard and Great Slave
Lake allow for exploration and development of Mineral resources.
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Map 52. Mineral Development Potential, Community Interest, Current Land Withdrawals
and Revised Draft Land Use Zoning
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Map 53. Oil and Gas Potential, Community Interest, Current Land Withdrawals and
Revised Draft Land Use Zoning
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6.3.4 Oil and Gas
Map 53 shows the comparisons for Oil and Gas. The Oil and Gas potential reflects the updated
research completed by Ken Drummond in 2004239 on Oil and Gas field size distributions. The
highest geological potential is in the southwest corner of the Dehcho. There is also high
potential in the Cameron Hills and Trout Lake areas. However, the economic cost and
exploration risk has to be factored in.
Communities recognize the economic benefits that can come from Oil and Gas and are aware
of the areas where operations have focused to date. They wish to see operations continue in
those areas, while restricting new developments in areas that are important to them for cultural
or ecological reasons. Communities are generally supportive of Oil and Gas development in
most of the high potential areas.
Oil and Gas development is not permitted on current land withdrawals but are permitted on
other lands within the Dehcho territory, subject to existing laws and regulatory approval.
The Plan recognizes the economic importance of Oil and Gas resources in the Dehcho territory.
Industry was invited to assist in identifying high value areas to leave open for development,
subject to the Terms of the Plan and existing regulatory requirements. Ken Drummond also
produced a detailed report of “Oil and Gas Field Size Distribution of the Dehcho territory” to
estimate the volume and distribution of Oil and Gas using industry accepted modeling
techniques240. It should be noted that the report provides estimates not certainties. High
potential areas only become recognized as such through exploration.
It is estimated that around 81% (129.4 billion m3) of the 147 billion m3 of remaining recoverable
gas remains to be discovered. Nearly 60% (85.3 billion m3) of remaining recoverable gas lies
within the General Use and Special Management Zones where Oil and Gas development is
permitted. Another 59.1 billion m3 of gas is currently not open for development within
Conservation and Special Management Zones. An estimate of remaining recoverable gas
reserves is provided in Table 13 for each zone.
While most of the southern Dehcho is in a Special Management Zone to protect sensitive
wildlife species, Oil and Gas exploration and development is permitted. Resource potential
illustrated in Map 53 is not evenly distributed between zones, which could have implications for
development. For example there are high concentrations of remaining recoverable gas around
the community of Fort Liard. Trout Lake is currently trying to advance a large area for
permanent protection under the PAS, so restricted support for Oil and Gas development to
lands outside their PAS Area of Interest and to a portion of land in the northeast of their
traditional area.
Of special note is S. 43 of the IMA, where Canada and DFN agreed to identify areas where nonexclusive geophysical operations would be restricted or permitted. These areas are shown in
the Plan in Map 2.
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6.3.5 Tourism
Map 54 shows the land use comparison for Tourism. Tourism potential in the Dehcho tends to
be concentrated around communities, water and mountains as these provide access to services
and incredible scenic areas. Big attractions in the Dehcho include the South Nahanni, North
Nahanni, Mackenzie and Liard Rivers, as well as Great Slave Lake, Trout Lake, Cli Lake, Little
Doctor Lake and Kakisa Lake. While Tourism is not yet well developed in the Dehcho, most
agree there is considerable potential in the region.
There is strong support from communities for Tourism businesses as this is an area they can
more easily participate in. Communities are interested in and supportive of cultural Tourism or
ecotourism type businesses that are respectful of the local community and culture and provide
opportunities for local involvement and benefits. Communities felt some areas should be off
limits to tourists as well and maintained strictly for community traditional land use, occupancy
and harvesting.
Tourism is not permitted on current surface land withdrawals but is permitted on other lands
within the Dehcho territory, subject to existing laws and regulatory approval.
Under the Land Use Zones, Tourism is permitted in most parts of the Dehcho except some
areas identified by communities for exclusive community use. Special Terms are included in the
Plan to guide appropriate Tourism development for the region.
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Map 54. Tourism Potential, Community Interest, Current Land Withdrawals and Revised
Draft Land Use Zoning
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6.4 Comparison of Land Use Zones to the Conservation
Intersect
In Chapter 4, the Plan describes the Conservation Intersect – where both wildlife and traditional
land use and occupancy values overlap, as the basis for the Conservation Zones. However,
later steps in the Planning Process allowed for parts of the Intersect to become Special
Management Zones to address community issues and allow for the development of high
potential areas. It also allowed for areas of exceptional community importance to be designated
as Conservation Zones. Map 55 shows the Conservation Intersect in relation to the Land Use
Zones. Almost 16% of the original Conservation Intersect (or 3% of the Dehcho Plan Area) was
converted to Special Management or General Use Zones to allow for the development of high
potential areas.
On the other hand, Conservation Zones expanded beyond the original Intersect from 20% to
40.7% of the Dehcho Plan Area. They encompass the current boundaries of PAS candidate
areas and the Nahanni Expansion Area but do not include Edéhzhíe which covers a further 12%
of the Plan Area. There were also a number of smaller areas where communities delineated
Conservation Zones based on more detailed but confidential traditional land use and occupancy
information that is not part of the Committee’s datasets. This is most evident in the northwest
corner. There is a long history of use along the river valleys as hunting and travel routes but
this is not reflected in the Density of Traditional Land Use and Occupancy data as shown in Map
2. Hence, the Conservation Zones still meet the criteria of having both ecological and cultural
significance but it is not captured in the publicly available data.
The level of Conservation reflects both the high value the Dehcho communities place on
protecting the land and maintaining traditional land use and occupancy, and also their
commitment to long-term stewardship. It is consistent with the guiding principles of “respect for
the land as understood and explained by the Dehcho Elders, and sustainable development”, as
described in S. 4 of the IMA. It is also consistent with DIAND’s Sustainable Development
Strategy 2004-2006 241 which quotes the Great Law of the Iroquois Confederacy: “In our every
deliberation we must consider the impact of our decisions on the next seven generations”.
The Dehcho people approach development cautiously, recognizing that once decisions are
made to open lands to development and rights are disposed of, the decision becomes
irreversible - those rights and dispositions may always exist. If the area were to be protected
later, it would have to recognize those existing rights and dispositions and allow them to
continue, even if it compromised the values to be protected. On the other hand, lands
conserved today may still be opened to development tomorrow. The Conservation–First
approach is reversible when the time is right, while the Development-First approach is not.
Given the uncertainty in the Dehcho Process – that issues such as revenue-sharing, decisionmaking authority and self-governance are still being negotiated, it is wise to conserve important
lands until such decisions have been made. Once the Dehcho Final Agreement is signed and
there is more certainty around these important issues, the Plan will be revised to reflect the
Final Agreement, and the Dehcho residents and other planning partners will have the
opportunity to revisit Zoning to determine if changes are warranted. In the intervening time,
sustainable development can occur in the remaining 47.3% of the region, in cooperation with
communities, to provide them with new, positive experiences which may foster more interest in
future development.
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Map 55. Comparison of the Revised Draft Land Use Zones to the Conservation Intersect
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6.5 Ecological Representation Analysis
It is a stated goal of the PAS “to protect core representative areas within each Ecoregion”. The
Plan complements PAS efforts to establish protected areas through Conservation Zones so it is
important to demonstrate how the Plan contributes to the representation goals. World Wildlife
Fund has developed an automated routine that assesses areas (for example, proposed
Conservation Zones or proposed protected areas) to determine how well they represent
ecological features242. There are a number of approaches available to assess ecological
representation. The NWT PAS Secretariat is currently assessing various programs for this
purpose. The WWF analysis assesses both ecoregions, and enduring features – physical
habitat or landscape components defined by climate, topography, soil texture and surficial
deposits. Enduring features provide a more detailed level of assessment. The ecoregion level
assessment was also run to provide an indication of how well the Plan meets PAS goals to
adequately represent ecoregions within protected areas.
For a coarse-scale gap analysis WWF determined that the following criteria should be used to
assess representation:
• Protected Area Size and Adjacency;
• Environmental Gradients (elevation ranges);
• Important Community Types (e.g. Shoreline); and
• Habitat Quality.
The focus is on protected area size guidelines, environmental variation and connectivity.
Protected area size guidelines are developed based on spatial scales of ecological processes
and/or faunal requirements. Representation of community variation along environmental
gradients (e.g. high and low elevation areas) is considered for the protected areas network
intersecting each enduring feature or landform type. Design principles regarding connectivity of
a core reserve network are also incorporated into the assessment.
The representation criteria, decision rules and thresholds for enduring features in the automated
gap analysis tool are provided in Appendix 7. Protected Area Size and Adjacency is the most
important criteria, worth 5 of 8 points in the analysis. Each of the other criteria is only worth 1
point. Scores are identified for each criterion then added to provide an overall indicator of
representation. The possible levels of representation are:
• Little or none,
• Partially represented,
• Moderately represented, and
• Adequately represented.
Map 56 and Map 57 show the degree to which Conservation Zones represent ecoregions and
enduring features present within the Dehcho territory. Most of the enduring features present are
adequately represented by the Conservation Zones. The level of representation drops for
ecoregions. This is because ecoregions are larger than enduring features and many extend
beyond the Dehcho territory into other settlement regions.
The results of ecoregion representation are shown in Table 14. The Nahanni Plateau, Horn
Plateau and Hyland Highland are adequately represented by the Plan’s Conservation Zones.
Four other ecoregions are moderately represented, five have partial representation and one has
little to no representation. The ecoregions with partial or little representation are those where
most of the ecoregion falls outside the Dehcho.
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Map 56. Ecological Representation of Ecoregions

Map 57. Ecological Representation of Enduring Features
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Table 14. Level of Ecoregion Representation within Conservation Zones
Ecoregion Name
Sibbeston Lake Plain

Level of Representation
Moderate

% of Ecoregion within
the Dehcho
100%

Nahanni Plateau

Adequate

100%

Northern Alberta Uplands

Partial

100%

Horn Plateau

Adequate

99%

Hyland Highland

Adequate

99%

Hay River Lowland

Moderate

89%

Franklin Mountains

Moderate

54%

Selwyn Mountains

Moderate

44%

Peel River Plateau

Partial

37%

Great Slave Lake Plain

Partial

37%

Norman Range

Partial

33%

Mackenzie River Plain

Partial

25%

Keller Lake Plain

Little or None

4%
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6.6 Cumulative Effects Assessment
Cumulative effects management allows regulatory authorities and decision makers to look at a
new development proposal, determine where it falls in relation to the thresholds and determine if
the impacts are environmentally acceptable and should be permitted. The Plan includes five
indicators which apply to the Dehcho territory for the purposes of cumulative effects
management. As no development is permitted in Conservation Zones, this Term only applies to
Special Management and General Use Zones to varying degrees as set out below. This section
outlines the current level of cumulative effects in the Dehcho territory as per the Terms
described in Chapter 5, based on the best available data. For clarity, existing rights,
dispositions, authorizations, and activities are exempt from this Term, though they are included
in assessment numbers and affect the cumulative effects assessments of future projects within
the Dehcho territory.

6.6.1 Current Level of Disturbance
A database of human disturbance is required to determine the current level of cumulative effects
in relation to the thresholds. Existing human disturbance has been digitized from 5 metre
resolution IRS satellite imagery. Anything visible when viewed at a scale of 1:10,000 and
compared to 1:50,000 NTS mapsheets was captured in the dataset. This includes roads, trails,
seismic lines, cutblocks, utility corridors, communities, airstrips, wellsites and anything else
visible in the imagery using the described parameters. The current level of disturbance within
the Dehcho is shown in Map 58. This map forms the basis of cumulative effects analysis for
each of the four Indicators.

6.6.2 Corridor / Road Density
Map 59 shows the areas which have exceeded the critical threshold for corridor density for
boreal woodland caribou in the Dehcho territory. The threshold is 1.8 km/km2 within Special
Management Zones and General Use Zones. It is calculated using Oil and Gas ¼ grids. Parts
of the Cameron Hills and Fort Liard development areas have already exceeded the Critical
Thresholds proposed. The same is true for the development area east of Hay River and south
of Great Slave Lake around the Pine Point Mine site. Outside these areas, most of the Dehcho
falls below the threshold.
Map 60 shows the areas which have exceeded the critical threshold for road density for grizzly
bears in the Dehcho territory. The threshold is 0.6 km/km2 within Special Management Zones
and General Use Zones. It is calculated using Oil and Gas ¼ grids. Current road densities fall
below the threshold in all areas where this threshold applies.
As per CR #25 in the Plan, where thresholds have been exceeded, Developers may do one of
the following:
• Employ technologies or mitigation methods that do not lead to an increase in cumulative
effects (e.g. re-use existing disturbed areas or employing low or minimal impact seismic
techniques to ensure disturbance does not trigger a land use permit used to assess
cumulative effects);
• With the approval of Regulatory Authorities, reclaim other lands of similar ecological value,
equivalent to the amount of land to be disturbed by their proposal such that the threshold
will not be exceeded by the proposed development;
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Map 58. Current Level of Disturbance
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Map 59. Corridor Density Analysis
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Map 60. Road Density Analysis
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Map 61. Core Area Analysis
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•
•

Submit better data and studies demonstrating that the overall level of disturbance, including
the proposed development is below the thresholds; or
Apply to the Committee for an exception to the thresholds where extenuating circumstances
exist (see S. 3.5 for a discussion of Plan Exceptions).

6.6.3 Minimum Core Area
Map 61 rolls up minimum patch size data to show the distribution of disturbance, non-core,
medium core (minimum size for caribou) and large core areas (minimum size required for grizzly
bears) for the Dehcho territory in relation to the Land Use Zones. Conservation Zones are
“whited out” as they are not considered in this analysis. Special Management Zones and
General Use Zones must have greater than 65% of the area in core areas for development to
proceed.
Table 15 shows how much land falls into core areas for each Special Management Zone and
General Use Zones. Currently, only one Special Management Zone – Cameron Hills
Blackstone / Arrowhead River – exceeds the threshold. Development within the General Use
Zone currently falls well below the critical threshold. The Special Infrastructure Corridor is
exempt from this Term, as are existing rights, dispositions, authorizations and activities.
Table 15. Assessment of Zones Relative to Woodland Caribou and Grizzly Bear Core
Area Thresholds.

Zone
19
20

Zone Name

Critical Threshold: >65% of Zone in Core Areas
Core
Non
Caribou
Disturbance
Core
(>515 Ha)
< 515 Ha

28
29

Jean Marie / Martin River
Nahanni Special Management Zone
Cameron Hills Blackstone /
Arrowhead River
Trout River
Fort Simpson Woodlot
Birch Falaise Corridor
Peel River Plateau
Liard Range / Franklin Mountains
Southeastern Mackenzie Mountains
Fort Providence Special
Management Zone
Wrigley Special Management Zone

30
31

Special Infrastructure Corridor
(excluded from additive calculations)
General Use

21
22
23
24
25
26
27

11.2%
9.7%

6.5%
3.2%

82.3%

19.4%
12.1%
11.0%
3.4%
0.5%
17.4%
4.2%

16.5%
13.1%
4.1%
0.6%
0.1%
10.3%
0.7%

64.2%
74.8%
84.8%
95.9%

14.6%
11.5%

2.3%
3.6%

83.1%
84.9%

0.5%
6.3%

Core Grizzly
Bear
(>1000 Ha)
76.6%
83.9%

99.4%
67.2%
93.6%
70.1%

Exempt from Thresholds
1.7%

92.0%

6.6.4 Stream Crossing Density
Map 62 shows stream crossing density as calculated using Oil and Gas ¼ grids. The critical
threshold is set at 0.5 crossings / km2 for Special Management Zones and General Use Zones.
The threshold has only been exceeded in one 1/4 grid near Fisherman Lake.
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Map 62. Stream Crossing Density Analysis
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6.6.5 Habitat Availability
Habitat availability has been calculated in Table 16 for each Special Management Zone and
General Use Zones. The threshold is less than 10% habitat loss for each zone. There has
been very little disturbance to date, as determined by the actual footprint (not buffered). Less
than 1% of each zone has been disturbed by development.
Table 16. Habitat Availability within the Dehcho Territory
Zone

Zone Name

19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Jean Marie / Martin River
Nahanni Special Management Zone
Cameron Hills Blackstone / Arrowhead River
Trout River
Fort Simpson Woodlot
Birch Falaise Corridor
Peel River Plateau
Liard Range / Franklin Mountains
Southeastern Mackenzie Mountains
Fort Providence Special Management Zone
Wrigley Special Management Zone
Special Infrastructure Corridor
General Use

IRS Disturbance
(Ha)

% Loss of
Habitat

2,079
1,485
6,525
418
1,961
549
53
5,714
316
175
570

0.4%
0.6%
0.5%
0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.0%
0.8%
0.1%
0.5%
0.8%
Exempt

8,951

0.2%

6.6.6 Conclusions
Despite a low level of disturbance overall, the areas where development has been concentrated
are already exceeding the critical thresholds in places. If caribou and other species of concern
are to continue to exist in such areas, special measures will be required to ensure overall
impacts are minimized. Cumulative Effects Assessment contributes to this goal by monitoring
and assessing the impacts each new proposal would have on the area. As critical thresholds
are approached, this Term will promote the use of best practices to maximize the level of
development while maintaining overall impacts below acceptable levels. Continuous monitoring
will provide timely information about the cumulative effects of planned developments so that
informed decisions can be made for the sustainable development of Dehcho lands and
resources.
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6.7 Economic Development Assessment
The Economic Development Assessment Model (EDA Model) is described in Chapter 4. It is
used to assess the costs and benefits of different planning options. These results compare the
Revised Draft Plan, the Current Land Withdrawals and the Full Development scenario over a
20-year period from 2005-2025. The results capture the possible impacts of the land use
planning decisions within the Dehcho Plan Area associated with each scenario.
In all scenarios resource development will continue to drive the Dehcho economy and be an
important source of revenue for self government. However, only a fraction of the “Available”
potential is likely to be “Developed” over the period. Production levels equivalent to the Full
Development scenario could easily be supported by the potential zoned as available in the
Revised Draft Plan. Nonetheless, development will increase the demand for skilled labour,
which is not readily available in the region. This is an important consideration. The model
assumes local participation will increase as education becomes more of a priority. But there will
always be a balance between increasing development and the influx of southern labour to meet
the demand. The model predicts the population will grow by 31% under the Revised Draft Plan
compared to over 47% for the Full Development scenario.

6.7.1 Detailed Results
The Full Development scenario illustrates the maximum level of development expected in the
region over the period. All the potential is zoned as available and the potential developed in
each sector is determined by assumptions outlined in Chapter 4 and previous reports243.
In the Revised Draft Plan and Current Land Withdrawals the potential developed is related to
the potential falling within permitted zones and available. For Tourism and Mining the potential
reflects actual sites or deposits (except hypothetical mines illustrating wider potential). More
potential falls within permitted use zones and may be developed in the Revised Draft Plan
compared to the Current Land Withdrawals. For Natural Gas, Forestry and Agriculture, the
potential developed is proportional to the area or volume available. In this instance, the model
may underestimate the potential developed in the Revised Draft Plan and overestimate what
might be expected under the “Current Land Withdrawals” because the Revised Draft Plan
Zoning is more closely related to areas of high potential.
From a regional perspective the available potential or opportunities in all scenarios, far exceeds
the maximum which could realistically be developed over the period. This is reflected in Table
17 and Figure 9, Figure 10, and Figure 11, showing developed and available potential for
Agriculture, Forestry and Natural Gas for the 20 year period. If we assume the Revised Draft
Plan zones of available potential are sufficiently large for businesses to plan development, the
production level of the Full Development scenario’s should be achievable within the Revised
Draft Plan Zoning. Nevertheless, the model attempts to capture the likely impact of reducing
available potential on what is developed.
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Table 17. Potential Available and Developed in Scenarios Over 20 Years
LAND USE
Agriculture
Forestry

Natural Gas

Available
Developed
Available
Developed
Available
Developed
Developed
Developed

Mining

Developed

Tourism

Available
Developed

LEVEL OF DEVELOPMENT
CLW.
REVISED DRAFT.
FULL DEV.
792,409 ha
748,470 ha
1,285,184 ha
53,108 ha
47,652 ha
83,567 ha
445,313 ha
457,761 ha
527,423 ha
13,492 ha
13,853 ha –
15,650 ha 852,376 m3
908,178 m3
1,136,769 m3
65.7 Billion m3
64.5 Billion m3
90 Billion m3
11.3 Billion m3
10.8 Billion m3
17.3 Billion m3
39 Production
37 Production
62 Production
wells
wells
wells
215 Exploration
204 Exploration
371 Exploration
wells
wells
wells
Cantung, Prairie
Cantung, Prairie
Cantung, Prairie
Creek, Coates
Creek, Coates
Creek, Coates
Lake
Lake, Pine Point
Lake, Pine Point,
Diamond, Gem,
Gold
77 sites
149 sites
149 sites
43 sites
95 sites
95 sites

Figure 9. Agriculture - Developed and Available Potential Over 20 Years
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Figure 10. Forestry - Developed and Available Potential Over 20 Years
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Figure 11. Natural Gas - Developed and Available Potential Over 20 Years
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The Current Land Withdrawals scenario reflects the situation if the current Zoning was
maintained for the next 20 years. Similarly, the Revised Draft Plan forecasts the results of the
alternative Zoning for the period. Neither of these appears to reflect what is happening on the
ground and a significant increase in development will be required to achieve projected
production levels. Many factors determine the actual level of development - the amount of
infrastructure available, market values, changes in regulations, environmental issues, etc.
Political uncertainty over self-government, resource revenue and land jurisdiction is currently a
major impediment to development in the region. Through the Dehcho Process negotiations,
many of these issues will be addressed. The Current Land Withdrawals were established as an
Interim Measure until negotiations are complete. All parties will have to approve the Land Use
Plan and accompanying Terms (presented in the Revised Draft Plan) before it can be
implemented. This will improve certainty for communities and developers alike and encourage
development.
From the scenarios we can find a number of general trends. Higher levels of development lead
to higher Gross Expenditure, Gross Domestic Product, Employment, Labour Income, Tax
Revenues and Population Levels. This is illustrated by comparing for example the Gross
Expenditure (Figure 12) or the Gross Domestic Product (Figure 13) for the Full Development
scenario with the Revised Draft Plan or Current Land Withdrawals. It is also born out in the high
proportion of the Gross Expenditure (81%), Gross Domestic Product (81%), Employment (78%)
and Labour Income (75%), directly related to development activities in each scenario.
Figure 12. Dehcho Gross Expenditure Over 20 Years
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Figure 13. Dehcho Gross Domestic Product Over 20 Years
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The increasing performance of the economy over the period can largely be attributed to nonrenewable resource development activities, particularly Mining and Oil & Gas. These sectors
involve large capital expenditures and create employment. However, a number of factors were
considered in arriving at the Revised Draft Plan to ensure appropriate Zoning and benefits to the
region.
Table 18 provides the approximate value of resources currently in “permitted” and in “not
permitted” zones in the Revised Draft Plan. These estimates assume the potential is fully
developed and uses present day values.
Agriculture and Forestry are renewable resources. Around 58% of agricultural potential falls
within “permitted” zones in the Revised Draft Plan, which is equivalent to $1,418 million per
year. The majority of agricultural potential is classed as medium potential. The model assumes
only 10% of the medium and high agricultural potential would realistically be developed over the
first 20 years of the Plan. Harvesting is not permitted in only 8% of Aspen and 15% of Spruce
potential saw log stands. If this was developed with a 70 and 120 year rotation for Aspen and
Spruce the annual harvest would be valued at 2.9 million. In the Revised Draft Plan virtually all
the zones permit Tourism and no potential Tourism sites fall outside permitted zones.
Non renewable resources include Oil and Gas and Mining. The Drummond report estimates
that 70% of Natural Gas potential, equivalent to 95,389 million m3 of the 136,637 million m3
within the Plan Area, is found in grid squares > 50 million m3 per quarter grid. The Revised
Draft Plan permits development of 65,308 million m3 or 68% of these reserves. Gas
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Table 18. Comparison of Value of Resource Potential Falling into “Permitted” and “Not Permitted” Zones in the Revised
Draft Plan

Land Use

Agriculture

Forest

Oil & Gas

187
Tourism

Mining

Low
Medium
High)
Total
Aspen
Spruce
Total
Natural Gas
> 50 million m3
per quarter grid
Natural Gas
< 50 million m3
per quarter grid
Oil
> 0 million m3
per quarter grid
Total
Consumptive
Ecotourism
Hard Adventure
Soft Adventure
Total
Cantung
Prairie Creek
Coates Lake
Diamond Mine
Gem Mine
Gold Mine
Total

3

$ / Unit

Ha

Million m

Sites

Million $
Total

Million $
per year

%

865
2,471
4,942
24.31
44.95
0.25

449,513
804,319
31,352
1,285,184
169,711
352,834
522,545
-

3.5
50.3
56.2
95,389

-

7,777
39,749
3,099
50,625
85
2,262
2347
23,887

389
1,987
155
2,531
1.2
18.8
20
1194

0.25

-

41,248

-

10,329

0.25

-

8,488

-

427,260
350,288
50,731
165,173
-

-

145,125
-

32
35
39
43
149

Existing rights, dispositions, authorizations and
activities permitted. Potential for "new mines"
unknown

“Permitted”

“Not Permitted”

Total Potential over 20 years

40%
41%
92%
42%
8%
15%
13%
32%

Value
Million $
per year
156
815
143
1,113
0.10
2.82
2.92
382

%

60%
59%
8%
58%
92%
85%
87%
68%

Value
Million $
per year
233
1,172
12
1,418
1.1
16
17.1
812

516

51%

263

49%

253

2,126

106

37%

39

63%

67

36,342
273
245
40
142
700
177
3,060
1,938
321
321
430
6247

1817
13.7
12.3
2.0
7.1
35.1
-

37.6 %
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

684
0
0
0
0
0

62.4
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

1,134
13.7
12.3
2.0
7.1
35.1

potential > 50 million m3 per quarter grid and falling outside permitted zones is valued at
$7,644 million. Although the report indicates additional reserves of Oil and Gas in non permitted
zones, they are generally at low volumes and are unlikely to be developed in the near future. It
should be noted that the Drummond report provides estimates not certainties. High potential
areas only become recognized as such through exploration and 81% of the remaining
recoverable gas remains to be discovered. Some Conservation Zones could potentially be
rezoned during future Plan amendments, making these volumes available for development if
increasing infrastructure and technology makes smaller deposits economical.
Mining is permitted in around 45% of the Dehcho territory, but determining which areas of
potential will translate into a mine is not possible. The Revised Draft Plan Zoning provides
development opportunities for each sector. Every 5 years there will be an opportunity to review
the Zoning and new development opportunities may be made available. It should be noted that
additional reserves within the IMA boundary are being considered by resource assessments
(NRA and MERA) through the Protected Area Strategy or Nahanni Park Expansion Process
which will provide additional information for future revisions.
Currently unemployment is estimated to be 20.7% of the whole Dehcho region. This translates
into approximately 1,035 people unemployed and wanting a job from a labour force of 5,006
people. There is a heavy reliance on the government sector for jobs, particularly in smaller
communities. The major source of revenue for the region is federal transfer payments and other
external funding sources.
The Dehcho faces a number of challenges as the region moves towards a wage based
economy. Increasing development will place significant demands on skilled labour and services
in the region. This demand could easily absorb the supply of local people looking for this type of
work with the necessary skills. This is illustrated in Figure 14 - Direct Employment for the
Revised Draft Plan, which indicates a significant number of Southern workers would be required
to support the anticipated level of development. This is particularly noticeable with larger short
term projects such as the Mackenzie Gas Project in the early years. This trend is observed in
all scenarios as indicated in Figure 15.
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Figure 14. Direct Employment - Revised Draft Plan Over 20 Years
Deh Cho

Southern

2500

Person Years

2000

1500

1000

500

20
0
20 5
0
20 6
0
20 7
0
20 8
0
20 9
1
20 0
1
20 1
1
20 2
1
20 3
1
20 4
1
20 5
1
20 6
1
20 7
1
20 8
19
20
2
20 0
2
20 1
2
20 2
2
20 3
24

0

Figure 15. Direct Employment - Scenarios Over 20 Years
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With sustained labour demand the model predicts the population would increase by 30%, 31%
and 47% under the Current Land Withdrawals, Revised Draft Plan and Full Development
Scenarios (Figure 16).
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Figure 16. Change in Dehcho Population Over 20 Years
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Year
Again this increase would be largely from Southern workers taking up residency in the region
with their families, rather than natural increases. This is supported by projected Birth and Death
Rates in Figure 17. The population will eventually decline without in-migration of new residents.
Although the local labour force will not grow significantly, there will be opportunities for local
people to move into higher paid jobs. Figure 18 - Impact on Labour Income, illustrates how jobs
related to development generate the most income in the region. However, development also
drives in-migration to meet specific labour demands. There will always be a balance between
development generating new jobs and increased Labour Income, and the in-migration of skilled
labour to meet the demand. Education must become a priority if local people are to secure high
skilled jobs with higher incomes and benefit from development. In this respect the model
assumes an increasing participation rate (effectively a training factor) over the period. Indeed
many large developments offer training opportunities for local community members. However,
this is often organized on a project by project or piecemeal basis with little regard for the overall
strategic plan for the region, employment interests of local residents or long term success.
Many local community members retain strong cultural values and family ties. Small community
size means there is a challenge in matching skill levels and training with appropriate jobs in the
same spot. This is reflected in Figure 19 which shows that under the Revised Draft Plan there
would always be some unemployed. Furthermore Figure 20 illustrates that more development,
for example in the Full Development scenario would not necessarily reduce or eliminate the
aboriginal unemployment rate over the period. Often people must choose whether to stay in
their home community and be unemployed (or employed in different jobs), or move away to find
a job to match their training interests and skills. Providing local jobs and training appropriate to
local peoples interests and skills must be a priority if unemployment rates are to decrease.
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Figure 17. Dehcho Projected Birth and Death Rates Over 20 Years
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Figure 18. Impact on Dehcho Labour Income Over 20 Years
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Figure 19. Dehcho Employed and Unemployed – Revised Draft Plan Over 20 Years
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Figure 20. Dehcho Unemployment - All Scenarios Over 20 Years
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This presents many challenges particularly in developing isolated mineral deposits. In the past
mine town sites were developed to accommodate miners and their families. Nowadays, fly-in,
fly-out operations are favoured to at least cushion the impact when large projects come and go.
However, Figure 20 indicates that in all scenarios unemployment fluctuates significantly during
the period, which is largely related to the size of individual developments in the mining and Oil
and Gas sectors and the relatively short term nature of local participation.
TD Bank Financial Group (2003)244 suggests a heavy reliance on non-renewable resources is
risky and stresses the importance of diversifying into other industries such as Tourism. This is
something that communities strongly supported and is reflected in the Revised Draft Plan. It will
also be important to diversify into secondary industries to build local capacity, add value,
increase revenue, local jobs and reduce vulnerability to the price for raw materials. An example
of where this is already in practice is in the Forestry sector with JMR Log Homes and Patterson
Sawmills. The model indicates that without adding value through secondary processing into log
homes or squaring off logs to haul south neither operation would be viable.
As mentioned earlier, non-renewable resources will play a major role in driving the economy
over the period. Although the Total Gross Domestic Product over 20 years, from the Current
Land Withdrawals ($8.2 billion) and Revised Draft Plan ($8.7 billion) are both well below that of
the Full Development scenario ($12.5 billion) both remain heavily reliant on development in the
Mining and Oil & Gas sector. In addition to providing opportunities for development to go
ahead, the priority should be to maximize benefits to local communities. Education will be a
major priority. As the region moves away from dependence on transfer payments and external
funding sources it will be important to ensure a larger portion of total revenue (Figure 21)
remains in the north to support the infrastructure and services upon which sustainable
development depends.
Figure 21. Impact on Revenue - Scenarios Over 20 Years
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Appendix 1. History and Milestones of Land Use Planning in the Dehcho Territory
Land Use Planning has a long history in the Dehcho territory. Previous mapping projects
included the Dene Nation - Dene Mapping Project (1974-1983) and an initiative funded through
the Northern Land Use Planning Program (1990-91). Unfortunately, neither of these proved
legally defensible due to a lack of documentation.
This current land use planning initiative is one part of the overall Dehcho Process – the
negotiations process on lands, resources and self-governance. The following are important
milestones in the Dehcho Process relevant to land use planning.
• 1993 – The Dehcho Declaration was adopted during the 1st Annual Dehcho Assembly in
Kakisa Lake.
• 1994 - Dehcho Chiefs met with the Minister of Indian Affairs and presented their SelfGovernment paper “The Dehcho Proposal”.
• 1996-2002 - The Dehcho First Nations (DFN) set out to document land use and occupancy
data in eight DFN communities that could be submitted as evidence to a court of law.
• 1997 – Delegates of 5th Annual Dehcho Assembly resolved to implement a Moratorium over
mining, oil and gas, forestry and other resource development.
• May 2001 – The Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement (IMA) was signed,
committing Canada, the GNWT and the DFN to negotiate agreements on land, resources,
and governance, and to recognize appropriate interim measures in the Dehcho Territory for
negotiations to advance. The DLUPC is established under this agreement and given
four years to complete a land use plan for the Dehcho territory.
• February 2002 – The Committee members are selected and begin work. The Committee
adopts the IMA Planning Guidelines as the Terms of Reference which sets out four Phases:
o Phase 1: Committee Establishment and Office Setup
o Phase 2: Information Gathering and Analysis
o Phase 3: Plan Preparation
o Phase 4: Plan Implementation – To begin after Plan approval
• 2002 - The Dehcho/ Tlicho Boundary negotiations were finalized, revising the IMA boundary.
• Fall 2002 – DLUPC initiates research contracts on wildlife, oil and gas, minerals, forestry,
tourism and agriculture. See Table 1 for a complete list of research completed to date.
• April 2003 - The Interim Land Withdrawals were signed, withdrawing land from disposal and
mineral staking under the Territorial Lands Act for five years to allow time for land use
planning and the completion of Dehcho Process negotiations. The Interim Resource
Development Agreement (IRDA) was also signed in 2003 committing Canada and the DFN
to negotiate terms and conditions for a new exploration cycle rights issuance.
• Summer-Fall 2003 – DLUPC begins Information Sessions (Table 2) and distributes the first
round of research reports and the new Dehcho Atlas V. 2b.
• August 2003 – The 5-year Interim Land Withdrawals are approved
• Winter 2003-04 – DLUPC begins development of Land Use Options, the Economic
Development Assessment Model and research on cumulative effects indicators and
thresholds for the Dehcho territory
• Summer 2004 - DLUPC begins consultations on Land Use Options (Table 3)
• Fall 2004 – The Committee completes additional forestry, oil and gas and mining research
and undertakes revisions to the EDA model to address feedback
• Winter 2004-05 – DLUPC develops a Working Draft Map, Terms and Recommendations for
discussion at a Regional Forum
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Appendix 3. Terms of Reference for Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee

INTRODUCTION
Regional land use planning in the Dehcho territory is intended to form part of an integrated land
and resource management regime and outline what types of activities should occur, generally
where they should take place, and terms and conditions necessary to guide land use proposals
and development projects over time. The Plan will involve finding a balance between
development opportunities, social and ecological constraints, which reflect community values
and priorities while taking into consideration the values of all Canadians. The Parties share the
objective that upon approval of a Dehcho Final Agreement, the approved Plan will be a land
management tool that provides legally- binding direction and guidance to regulatory agencies
and decision-makers in the evaluation of development projects, protected area proposals, and
other potential land uses.
Land use planning in the Dehcho territory will take place in four phases:
1.

Phase I will address the administrative and operational requirements of the land use
planning committee and begin following the signing of an Interim Measures Agreement.

2.

Phase II, the technical stage, will begin immediately following the completion of Phase I,
as it is important to maintain momentum and community involvement built during the first
phase of the planning project. This will be a detailed planning exercise, which will lead to
the development of a preliminary draft land use plan in Phase III. It is during this stage
that the planning committee will need to identify significant development and
conservation initiatives.

3.

Phase III, plan preparation, will see the preparation of a preliminary draft land use
plan(s). The draft plan will be circulated to the Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada,
stakeholders and interested groups for feedback, input, and consideration.

4.

Phase IV, plan implementation will commence as soon as the plan is approved by
Dehcho First Nations and the GNWT and considered by Canada.

Phase I - Planning Committee Establishment
5.

Canada and the Dehcho First Nations will establish a Planning Committee composed of
five appointees to co-ordinate the production and analysis of maps and data. The
Dehcho First Nations will appoint two appointees, Canada one appointee and the GNWT
one appointee. Upon recommendation of the Planning Committee, the parties will
appoint a fifth member as chair of the Committee.

6.

As part of the initial set up of the planning committee bridge funding will be provided.

7.

This phase will require the establishment of an office, hiring of a project manager, and
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establishment of the planning committee. Following the initial set-up of the planning
committee, a formal terms of reference, including a detailed budget and workplan, will
need to be prepared. The terms of reference will be approved by the Dehcho First
Nations, GNWT, and Canada.
Phase II - Information Gathering and Analysis
8.

Dehcho First Nations, will produce a series of maps identifying sensitive lands for
traditional use and occupancy, including harvesting areas and cultural sites.
Communities are expected to be at different stages of readiness to produce these maps.
Resulting analysed “sensitivity” maps will be provided to the Planning Committee, but
the original raw data will be made available to the Planning Committee as requested on
a case-by-case basis for viewing only.

9.

The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a series of maps identifying
sensitive cultural sites, critical habitat, and related harvesting patterns throughout the
Dehcho territory. These maps will be distributed to Dehcho First Nations, GNWT,
Canada, and interested stakeholders.

10.

The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a series of maps identifying
resource development potential in the mineral, hydrocarbon, forestry, tourism, and
agricultural sectors throughout the Dehcho territory. These maps will be distributed to
Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada, and interested stakeholders.

11.

The Planning Committee will co-ordinate the production of a socio-demographic forecast
to identify job creation and training needs within the Dehcho territory over the next
twenty years. This forecast will be distributed to Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada,
and interested stakeholders.

12.

The Planning Committee will co-ordinate an economic development assessment to
determine what entrepreneurial opportunities may exist currently and in the future. This
exercise will build upon the analyses of 8 through 11 and assist with the identification of
land use and economic opportunities, where practical. This assessment will be
distributed to Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada, and interested stakeholders.

13.

The Planning Committee will integrate the maps produced in Phase II in order to identify
development opportunities, social and ecological constraints. This phase of the process
may include the identification, analysis, and consideration of: potential land use projects,
potential core representative areas within each ecoregion, and any other issues
appropriate for consideration in the land use plan.

14.

The Planning Committee will also identify potential surface/sub-surface land
withdrawals, and sub-surface land withdrawals only.

15.

A set of land use options will be developed from the information in this Phase for
consideration by the Parties and other stakeholders.
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Phase III - Plan Preparation
16.

Dehcho communities, each Dehcho First Nation, Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada,
and interested stakeholders will review the proposed land use options and provide
feedback to the Planning Committee on matters within their respective interests or
jurisdictions.

17.

The Planning Committee will prepare a revised set of land use options based on the
feedback received in 16.

18.

The review process described in 16 and 17 may be repeated, at the discretion of the
Planning Committee in order to identify an option that best reflects the interests and
objectives of the Parties and stakeholders.

19.

The Planning Committee will prepare a draft land use plan based on the option
identified.

20.

Dehcho communities, each Dehcho First Nation, Dehcho First Nations, GNWT, Canada,
and interested stakeholders will review the proposed draft land use plan and provide
feedback to the Planning Committee on matters within their respective interests or
jurisdictions.

21.

The Planning Committee will revise the plan based on the feedback received in 20.

22.

The Planning Committee will present a final draft land use plan to the Parties for
approval and consideration pursuant to section 10 of the Dehcho First Nations Interim
Measures Agreement.

23.

The land use plan will also include proposed land withdrawals which will be presented
for negotiations pursuant to 13 of the Dehcho First Nations Interim Measures
Agreement.

Phase IV - Plan Implementation
24.
25.

Following consideration and plan approval, the Planning Committee will monitor land use
in the Dehcho territory for conformity to the plan.
Following the signing of a Dehcho Final Agreement, the land use plan will be revised
and updated to reflect the provisions of the Final Agreement
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Appendix 4. Native Women's Association of the NWT Recommendations for Sustainable
Development (Dehcho Region)
For Leaders:
1. Approach companies to put money into social programs in the region. Companies
should accept and support community recommendations (e.g. with respect to
ceremonies and back to the land programs).
2. Communicate with community members about the projects.
3. Share information from workshops and give feedback.
4. Involve more youth.
5. Settle land claims and get resources (to invest in) for the people.
6. Advocate for and start financial training now for individuals and families. It is important
that local people benefit from resource development. We need to reduce social
problems.
7. Review legislation to make sure it is working for the protection of people and the quality
of their lives.
8. Equal pay and benefits and access to jobs and training for women.
9. Train and employ our people first [be]fore bringing in southerners.
10. Monitor and enforce commitments and agreements.
11. Require companies to invest in community infrastructure.
For the NWA-NWT:
12. Push for more training for youth and women especially for trades and professional roles
(geologists).
Both Leaders and NWA-NWT:
13. Make better use of elders (e.g. share TK).
14. Ensure that our water is protected. Put water on the radar screen.
15. Protect medicinal plants. If they are lost, they will be lost forever.
16. Get resources for and practice traditional knowledge, language, and preservation of
traditional healing, rituals and ceremonies.
17. Protect intellectual property rights over TK (e.g. knowledge of medicines and plants).
Information is power.
18. Invest in promoting and teaching traditional arts and crafts to make sure the next
generation has these skills/knowledge.
19. Develop and take action on organized crime rings.
20. Self defence training for women to ensure their safety especially when the bridge comes.
21. More recognition and opportunities for women’s achievement in small and big ways that
better our communities.
22. Land includes water and air. Promote this holistic definition.
23. Harmonize time and benefits, cultural interests, stress and work place issues among all
work places to enable greater flexibility for workers and greater benefits to families
(NWA-NWT 2004)
The Committee wishes to thank the Native Women’s Association of the NWT for choosing such
a timely theme and inviting us to participate in these discussions. The Committee supports the
recommendations put forth and encourages the responsible authorities to implement those
recommendations within their mandate.
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Appendix 5. Research Completed to Date
Title
Mineral Potential Mapping Dehcho Territory,
NWT
Mineral Priority Areas of the Dehcho Territory
Synoptic Level Results
Oil & Gas Potential Evaluation of the Dehcho
Territory
Oil & Gas Resources and Field Size
Distribution of the Dehcho Territory
A Spatial Analysis and Literature review of
Timber Potential in the Dehcho Territory,
Delivered Log Cost Guide
Economic Parameters For Estimating the
Delivered Wood Cost in the Dehcho Planning
Area
Long Run Sustainable Yield
Tourism Potential in the Dehcho, NWT: A
Spatial Analysis
A Spatial Analysis and Literature Review of
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat in the Dehcho
Territory
Wildlife Working Group Summary Report
Dehcho Cumulative Effects Study
Summary of the Dene Nahodhe Workshop
The Economic Development Assessment
Model 1.0
Socio-Demographic & Job Creation Needs
Analysis for the Dehcho Territory
Dehcho Atlas V. 2b
Draft Land Use Options Atlas. Dehcho Land
Use Planning Committee.
Cumulative Effects Management in the Dehcho
Territory: Preliminary Assessment and Results
The Economic Development Assessment
Model 1.5: Working Draft Revisions and
Results
Regional Forum Information Package
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Author
C.S. Lord Northern Geoscience Centre
(2003)
GSI – GeoSystems Integration (2004)
C.S. Lord Northern Geoscience Centre
(2003)
Drummond Consulting (2004)
PACTeam (2003)
J.C. Bartlett & Asstes Ltd (2004)
Meyers Norris Penny LLP (2005)

RWED, GNWT
Dehcho Environmental (2003)
EBA Engineering Consultants Ltd (2003)

Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee
(2003)
Salmo Consulting Inc (2004)
Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee
(2004)
Ellis Consulting Services (2004)
PACTeam (2003)
DLUPC (2003)
DLUPC (2004)
DLUPC (2005)
DLUPC (2005)

DLUPC (2005)

Appendix 6. Consultations Completed to Date
List of Information Sessions (2003)
Date
Who
August 13
Fort Providence Tri Council
August 18
West Point First Nation
August 19
Jean Marie First Nation
August 21
Fort Simpson Tri-Council
August 21
Public Meeting
August 28
Katlodeeche First Nation
August 29
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation
September 2
GNWT/RWED
September 3
Town Council
September 3
RWED/Fisheries
September 3
Public Meeting
September 4
Public Meeting
September 5
Federal Government
September 5
Government of the Northwest Territories
September 8
Kaagee Tu First Nation
September 10
NGOs
September 15
Enterprise
September 17
Fort Liard
September 18
Tourism Sector
September 24
Federal Government
October 6
Industry/Regulators
October 21
Sambaa Ke Dene Band
October 22
Nahanni Butte Dene Band

Where
Fort Providence
West Point Band Office
Jean Marie River
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Hay River Reserve
Wrigley
Fort Simpson
Hay River
Hay River
Hay River
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Kakisa
Yellowknife
Enterprise
Fort Liard
Fort Simpson
Ottawa
Calgary
Trout Lake
Nahanni Butte

Land Use Options Consultations (2004)
(All Community Consultations included a mapping session)
Date
July 12-13-2004
July 12
July 13
July 14
July 14
July 14
July 15-16
July 20
July 22-23
July 22
July 27-28
July 27
July 29
July 30
August 3 – 4

Who
Katlodeeche First Nation
Public Meeting
Agriculture Sector
Hay River Town Council
Government Sector
Public Meeting
West Point First Nation
Enterprise
Jean Marie First Nation
Public Meeting
Fort Simpson Tri-Council
Public Meeting
Forestry Sector
Government Sector
Nahanni Butte Dene Band/Public Meeting
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Where
Hay River Reserve
Hay River Reserve
Hay River
Hay River
Hay River
Hay River
West Point Band Office
Enterprise
Jean Marie River
Jean Marie River
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Nahanni Butte

Date
August 5-6
August 5-6
August 9-10
August 9
August 12-13
August 12
August 17
August 17
August 18
August 18
August 19
August 20
August 23
August 25
August 27
September 7
October 1

Who
Sambaa Ke Dene Band
Fort Providence Tri-Council/Public
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation
Public Meeting
Fort Liard Tri-Council
Public Meeting
Government of the Northwest Territories
Public Meeting
Government of Canada
GNWT Tourism Association
ENGOs
Pipeline
Government of Canada
Oil and Gas Sector
Mining Sector
Kaagee Tu First Nation
DFO (George Low)

Regional Forum (2005)
March 29-31

Open / Planning Partners

Where
Trout Lake
Fort Providence
Wrigley
Wrigley
Fort Liard
Fort Liard
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Ottawa
Calgary
Vancouver
Kakisa
Fort Providence

Hay River Reserve

Re-Zoning Sessions (2005)
May 10
Fort Liard Tri-Council
May 12
Fort Simpson Tri-Council
May 25-26
Dehcho First Nations Leadership

Fort Liard
Fort Simpson
Fort Liard

Draft Plan Consultations (2005)
(All Community Consultations provided an opportunity for zone revisions)
Date
July 11
July 12
July 13
July 13
July 13
July 14
July 15
July 18
July 19
July 19
July 20
July 20
July 20
July 21
July 25

Who
Fort Providence Tri-Council, Business, Public
Kaagee Tu First Nation
Hay River Town Council
Government and Business
Public Meeting
West Point First Nation
Katlodeeche First Nation
Jean Marie First Nation
Fort Liard Tri-Council, Business, Public
Fort Liard Public
Government & Business
Fort Simpson Tri Council (LKFN, Metis and
Village Council)
Public
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation
Nahanni Butte Dene Band, Business, Public
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Where
Fort Providence
Kakisa
Hay River
Hay River
Hay River
West Point Band Office
Hay River Reserve
Jean Marie River
Fort Liard
Fort Liard
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Fort Simpson
Wrigley
Nahanni Butte

Date
July 26
July 27
July 28
July 28
Aug 3
Aug 5
Oct 14
Other Forums
Sept 2003

Dec 2003
May 2003
May 2004
May 2005
Jan 2004
Nov 2004
Nov 2003
Nov 2004

Who
Sambaa Ke Dene Band
Enterprise, Business, Public
Government, Business, NGO’s
Public
Government of Canada, NGO’s, Public
Oil and Gas Industry
Katlodeeche First Nation

Where
Trout Lake
Enterprise
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Ottawa
Calgary
Hay River Reserve

Canadian Council on Ecological Areas:
Designing Protected Areas - Wild Places for
Wildlife.
Northern Planners Workshop
Annual CEAM Gathering 2003
Annual CEAM Gathering 2004
Annual CEAM Gathering 2005
Cordilleron (Board Roudup) Mining
NWT Tourism Association
Northern Geoscience Forum
Northern Geoscience Forum

Yellowknife

Independent Meetings
Oct 2004
Nahanni Park Expansion Team and Naha
Dehe Consensus Team
May 2005
Canadian Association of Petroleum
Producers (CAPP)
Oct 5 2004
Canadian Zinc (Prairie Creek Mine Visit)
Leadership Meetings and Assemblies
Feb 2003
Leadership
May 2003
Leadership
Feb 2004
Leadership
Nov 2004
Leadership
Feb 2005
Leadership
May 2005
Leadership
2003
Kakisa Assembly
2004
Kakisa Assembly
2005
Kakisa Assembly

Special Workshops
Nov 2003
April 2004

Wildlife Working Group Workshop
Dene Nahodhe Workshop
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Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Inuvik
Hay River
Vancouver
Yellowknife
Yellowknife
Yellowknife

Fort Providence
Hay River
Prairie Creek

Wrigley
Jean Marie River
Fort Providence
Fort Simpson
Hay River Reserve
Fort Liard
Kakisa
Kakisa
Kakisa

Fort Providence
Fort Providence

Appendix 7. WWF Area of Representation Decision Criteria
Representation criteria decision rules and thresholds for enduring features in the automated gap analysis tool.
Representation
Criteria

Scoring Guidelines for Representation Criteria (scores are indicated in brackets)

PROTECTED AREA
SIZE AND
ADJACENCY

Largest Single
Protected Area Block
on Enduring Feature:

Meets size
guideline (>95%
of recommended
size is protected)
(4)

Total Area Protected
on Enduring Feature:

Meets size guideline (>= 95% of recommended size
is protected

Is at least 50% of the recommended
size

(1)

(0.5)

Meets size guideline (>= 95% of recommended size
is protected)

Is at least 50% of the recommended
size.

(1)

(0.5)
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Size of Contiguous
Protected Area
Complex Intersecting
the Enduring Feature
(Adjacency):

Is at least 75%
of the
recommended
size
(3)

Is at least 50%
of the
recommended
size
(2)

Is at least 25%
of the
recommended
size
(1)

Maximum
Possible
Score
Is > 200 ha and
<25% of the
recommended
size
(0.5)

4

1

1

5
GRADIENTS

80% of elevation classes within
effective range captured in a portion
of the protected area.
(1)

50-80% of elevation classes within
effective range captured in a portion of
the protected area.
(0.5)

<50% of elevation classes within
effective range captured in a portion
of the protected area.
(0)

1

COMMUNITY
TYPES
(SHORELINE)

Shoreline habitat in protected areas
proportionate to distribution in the
enduring feature.
(1)

Shoreline habitat in protected areas but
in lower proportion than occurs in the
enduring feature.
(0.5)

No shoreline habitat in protected
areas.

1

Protected portion is relatively intact:
road density < 0.5m/ha.

Protected portion is less intact: road
density > 0.5m/ha and < 1.75m/ha.
(thresholds interpreted from Noss 1995)
(0.5)

Protected portion is not intact:
road density > 1.75m/ha.

HABITAT QUALITY

(1)

(0)
1

(0)

Score Interpretation: 6.5-8 (Adequately Represented), 4-6 (Moderately Represented), 1-3.5 (Partially Represented), 0-0.5 (Little or No Representation)

Decision rules for natural region representation classes
Region graded as “adequate” if:
• > 90% of the region is adequately represented at the Enduring Feature level
If the above does not apply, then Natural Region graded as “moderate” if:
• At least 50% of the region is adequate and at least 80% of the remaining enduring features
are either partial or moderate
• At least 80% of the region is moderate
• The combination of adequate and moderate enduring features is >80% of the natural region
If the above does not apply, then Natural Region graded as “partial” if:
• The combination of moderate and partial and adequate enduring features is at least 80% of
the natural region
• The combination of moderate and partial enduring features is at least 80% of the natural
region
• The combination of adequate and partial enduring features is at least 80% of the natural
region
• If 50% of the natural region is moderate
• If 80% of the natural region is partial
• If the adequate portion of the natural region is > 0%
If the above does not apply, then Natural Region graded as “little or none”
• None of the above mentioned cases exists
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Appendix 8. Comments on the June 2005 Draft Plan and DLUPC Responses
Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

Outstanding Comments from Previous Round
3/29/05

Chief Lloyd
Chicot / Chief
Roy Fabian

Include Dene Place Names

3/23/05

RWED

On the critical wildlife maps (Map 4) there are extensive areas indicating no critical
wildlife habitat. If these areas result from data gaps (e.g. caribou travel corridors south
of Nahanni National Park Preserve), we suggest this be noted on the maps.

3/23/05

RWED

GHL Term: There are established residential hunter camps within Zone 27. Will these
be grandfathered?

5/2/05

TFA

5/2/05

TFA

The TFA is expanding its definition to include agriculture and agri-foods. The DLUPC
should broaden its definition.
TFA has newer soil and topographical maps (1977) which are more appropriate.
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All available place names for which we have been granted
permission to use are shown on Map 4 of the Background
Report. New place names will be added as they are
collected.
Incomplete: DLUPC requested that ENR indicate which
Wildlife data gaps are of concern, so they can be addressed
appropriately. This will be completed when a response is
provided.
Incomplete: Existing dispositions are permitted as nonconforming uses within the Draft Plan. Followed up with ENR
for definition of a residential hunter camp. No answer
provided yet.
Incomplete: TFA has not yet provided a new definition to the
Committee.
Incomplete: TFA has not yet provided new the new maps to
the Committee. However, the agriculture potential data has
been updated with new data accessed from other sources.

New Comments Received by October 14, 2005
6/19/05

The Town of
Hay River

a) The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) represents the Town's
interests during aboriginal negotiations that occur in our region. The Land Use Planning
Committee has a GNWT representative, and we would be interested to know to what
extent the GNWT interests were incorporated into the plan?

6/19/05

The Town of
Hay River

b) The Plan calls for a two kilometer wide "corridor" on either side of the Hay River from
the Town boundary south to the Alberta border. We suggest that given the vital
importance of the Hay River and the transportation infrastructure contained within the
corridor that Zone 12 be removed from the plan.

6/19/05

The Town of
Hay River

6/19/05

The Town of
Hay River

c) Zone 11 relates to the Great Slave Lake Shoreline and would restrict land use to
tourism only. The Town has commercial and other development interests in this zone
and we would like to ensure that these interests are protected. Therefore, we would
appreciate the opportunity to further discuss land use in this zone.
d) We note that sports fishing is addressed in the Land Use Plan but not sport hunting.
We would propose that sports hunting be incorporated into the Plan.

See reply letters - The Committee carefully considers all
comments. Please see responses to GNWT comments in
this table and the previous version in Appendix 12 of the
June 2005 Draft Plan for an indication of how their interests
were incorporated into revisions.
See reply letters - The zoning doesn't apply to lands within
community boundaries (shown on Zone map), or to existing
dispositions. Access is permitted within and throughout the
zone as per the Access Term in the Plan, therefore the Zone
does not need to be deleted to address transportations
issues. If other issues exist, please bring these to our
attention.
Any existing dispositions or interests would be protected
here. The Plan only applies to new activities. If changes are
required to address other issues, please bring these to our
attention.
The Revised Plan clarifies that resident sport hunting will not
be restricted through the Plan and such issues should be
addressed through the Dehcho Process.

Date

Organization
or Name

6/19/05

The Town of
Hay River

6/21/05

NWT and
Nunavut
Chamber of
Mines / PDAC
Ft.
Providence
Lloyd Chicot
Lloyd Chicot /
Jullian Landry

7/11/05
7/12/05
7/12/05

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
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e) Lastly, once the Dehcho Land Use Plan is approved how will it be enforced and what
role will government and the Deh Cho First Nations play in the compliance aspect of the
Plan?
Timing of consultations is problematic but important. Summer is height of exploration
season and family vacations. Suggested Fall and Winter geoscience conferences, when
industry representatives are generally available. Include PDAC on distribution list and
time to review.
No comments

See reply letters - governments will implement and enforce
the Plan within their existing mandates and jurisdictions.

Pelicans observed around Kakisa Lake
Kakisa is concerned the zone of Muskeg River is close to Kakisa Lake. This is an
important area for spawning which supports the commercial fishery and should be
included in the Kakisa conservation zone. There are also important lakes east of
Tathlina.

Included in zone description (Zone 14)
Partially Accepted: Lakes east of Tathlina Lake were
captured in new mapping with Chief Lloyd Chicot (07.09.05)
and the zone was revised accordingly. The Muskeg River
portion was not moved from Zone 13 to 14 as this requires
consultation with West Point First Nation as well and does
not result in any changes to land use decisions.
Not Accepted: Rezoned with Chief Lloyd Chicot (07.09.05).
However, further discussions with Julian Landry suggested
the reason for protection was to preserve this area for longterm future development. This is not consistent with the
purpose of Conservation Zones so was not accepted.
This is incorrect. An SDL gives the holder the right to
develop resources within that area, so future permits and
applications relating to development of those rights are
permitted under the Plan.
Accepted: Additional information about zoning has been
provided in the Revised Draft.
Accepted: Community boundaries are now shown on all
maps in the Plan and Background Report.
The GHL term has been revised to direct DFN to address
this issue through the Dehcho Process. Residential hunting
rights are no longer restricted in Zone 18 through the Plan.
Reviewed wording and replaced where appropriate. In some
cases, communities don't want any development so "protect"
is the right word.
Timber clearing would be expected within the pipeline Right
of way as part of pipeline construction, but harvesting is not
permitted for the entire width of the corridor as defined in the
Plan. Timber harvesting for general supply of construction
needs would be subject to the underlying zoning and could
be harvested from other zones outside the pipeline corridor
or outside the Dehcho if required.

7/12/05

Lloyd Chicot /
Jullian Landry

Elders have said they want to protect the Southern Dehcho around the northern
Cameron Hills.

7/12/05

Julian Landry

Existing Dispositions term is not sufficiently clear. Ensure that even if an SDL is
grandfathered, the permits or any new development within the SDL would not be.

7/12/05

Lloyd Chicot

Zones are a difficult concept to explain in the Slavey Language.

7/13/05

Mike Mayer

Concerned that the final map does not show the municipal boundaries

7/13/05

Ron Cook

Concerned non-aboriginal hunting rights are not guaranteed in the long term.

7/13/05

Tom Lakusta

Concerned with the word protect. In forestry we believe development is sustainable.

7/13/05

Tom Lakusta

Is it possible to obtain timber / wood fibre from the green areas below the Special
Infrastructure Corridor?

The DLUPC will attend the Geoscience Forum to facilitate
participation of the mining community. However, the process
cannot be delayed as our timeline is tied to our Plan
Development funding which ends on March 31, 2006.

Date

Organization
or Name

7/13/05

Tom Lakusta

Would it be possible to build a new cabin for personal use in the conservation zones or
sell a lease of a cabin for personal use?

7/13/05

Would a new dock be allowed along the Great Slave Lake Shore line?

7/13/05

Stacy
McGaghey
(MVP Office)
Mr Patterson

7/13/05

Tom Lakusta

General concern over integrating DCLUPC terms with existing GNWT legislation.

7/13/05

Stacy
McGaghey
(MVP Office)
Evellyn
Coleman

Are there plans for a central resource for traditional knowledge studies?

7/13/05
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7/13/05

Comment

Believes there should be an appeals process for access to timber.

Concerned that we have not addressed harvesting of berries, mushrooms and other
natural products which could be included in our term for agriculture.

7/13/05

Mike
Mageean
Mike
Mageean

How can you have full and meaningful consultations, before development and still
safeguard confidentiality? More clarification is required.
Why is DLUPC not applying the GNWT air monitoring standards?

7/13/05

Mr Patterson

Concern current forestry operations in the communities are not viable.

7/13/05

Stacy
McGaghey
(MVP Office)

What is the definition of community support?

7/13/05

Stacy
McGaghey
(MVP Office)

Do they have to keep the camps within the Special Infrastructure Corridor? Referred
Stacy to the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline term (5.3.7) and the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline
definition. Outlined Term.

7/13/05

Mike
Mageean

Streamline consultation and application requirements and processes i.e. centralize TK
studies to avoid capacity issues in communities.

7/13/05

Jennifer
Bailey

I have a question on Cumulative Effects Decay. You are using 1.5 metres and you can
only detect 5 metres using the satellite data currently. How are you going to do that?

DLUPC Response / Revision
The Plan does not discuss leasing surface lands for
recreational cabins and therefore defers to the current
regulatory system. Surface leases within the Dehcho are
addressed in sections 28-30 of the Dehcho IMA which will
continue to be in effect until a Dehcho Final Agreement is
signed.
The Plan does not discuss water related infrastructure. If the
plan is silent on an issue then it defers to the existing
regulatory system.
There is an existing appeals process that the GNWT uses.
This is mentioned in the Revised Draft.
The GNWT is asked to bring specific points of conflict
forward so we can address those. Many of the Terms have
been revised in this Draft as a result of other comments so
there may already be better integration.
Traditional knowledge is owned and managed by DFN, not
the DLUPC. Questions on this should be directed at DFN.
Partially Accepted: These are partially addressed under
Traditional Use (for DFN members). Otherwise, if the Plan is
silent on a land use, then it is deferred to the existing
regulatory system.
Consultation is a standard practice. Confidential information
is safeguarded where necessary by existing legislation.
The GNWT air monitoring standards to not provide for a
broad enough scope of pollutants and procedures. The
Committee has reviewed the Draft Standards and have
chosen other standards which provide broader direction.
The Plan reflects community interests in forestry. The Plan
has been amended to reflect exemptions for traditional,
community and domestic uses of timber.
Community support will be demonstrated by a Band Council
Resolution (for a First Nation) or resolution/letter of support
from other governing bodies (Hamlet, Metis, Tri-council) as
appropriate. Clarified under Terms in S. 2.3 of the Plan.
No, as per the current wording in the Plan some
infrastructure will be permitted outside the corridor providing
it meets the criteria listed. The Plan has been revised for
clarity regarding camps and gravel resources.
Not Accepted: This is not within our current mandate.
Detailed implementation procedures will be determined in
cooperation with Regulatory Authorities in the future. DFN is
responsible for managing Traditional Knowledge Data.
It would be determined through the application where the
developer would identify the width of cut lines.
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Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

7/13/05

Jennifer
Bailey

Can you define what is considered habitat?

7/13/05

Jennifer
Bailey

What is the size of Oil and Gas Sections and Grids?

7/13/05

Tom Lakusta

Concerned developers will be restricted where threshold have already been reached.
Suggested imposing most severe threshold only after 5 years from plan approval.

7/13/05

Mike
Mageean

Are you treating all streams and crossings the same for Stream Crossing Density?

7/13/05

Evellyn
Coleman

Need to consider land required to grow seed mixes for re-vegetation

7/13/05

Mike
Mageean

Does the economic model look at all the existing businesses in the Dehcho and
external economic influences?

7/13/05

Peter
Redvers
Peter
Redvers
Chuck Watts

There are some inaccuracies in the Dene Place names map.

As per the wildlife map, the entire Dehcho territory has
wildlife habitat value so the entire region is considered
habitat.
The Grids are roughly 80 sq miles and Sections are roughly
1 sq mile. Please refer to Canada Oil and Gas Land
Regulations. The new CEAM analysis now uses 1/4 grids
which are roughly 20 sq miles.
Not Accepted: Cumulative Effects Management is about
managing the long term impacts. Thresholds need to be in
place from the outset.
We are not differentiating between different stream classes
at this point but seismic lines will no longer be included in
Stream Crossing Density calculations.
The Term requires seeds native to the northern boreal forest
for which adequate lands are available both within and
beyond the Dehcho.
The model includes all known existing businesses in the
Dehcho. It does not address external influences except in
the forecasted prices of commodities.
Place names have been corrected with the assistance of
Peter Redvers.
No. If the plan is silent on an issue then it falls to the existing
regulatory system.
The Plan provides certainty by identifying in advance where
development is and is not appropriate. The Dehcho Final
Agreement will bring more certainty.
This is the current level of disturbance. It includes historic
disturbances but they remain a disturbance until they grow
back.
This area is zoned as Special Management to recognize high
mineral potential.

7/13/05
7/13/05

Does your plan address barging and related infrastructure on the river?
Concerned that industry would be reluctant to work in the area until regulatory process
is more certain i.e. time lines / economics

7/13/05

Peter
Redvers

Core Area Analysis this should be presented as the historic level of disturbance. This
is a good indicator but you then have to go in and do a current analysis of the area.

7/14/05

William
Michele

14/10/05

Chief Roy
Fabian

Indicated his concern with Zone 24 not being a conservation zone. He is particularly
concerned with the area from the Great Slave Lake up to the small lake. A good area
for trapping and hunting.
We are considering Buffalo Lake as a Protected Area Strategy Area. How come it is
not on the map?

7/18/05

Lisa Smith
(ENR, FMD)

Noted that good timber harvesting areas at Kakisa Jct are in a conservation zone and
can't be harvested.

7/18/05

Stanley
Sanguez
Stanley
Sanguez

Are you considering contamination of rain/snow?
Might want to open zone 19 to oil and gas as it is part of the community vision. May
have to develop a new term with conditions for Oil and Gas development.

Fred

Does Keyna know that zone 19 extends into her area (Martin Hills) and does she

7/18/05
7/18/05

Once a Phase 1 Report has been submitted to the Protected
Area Strategy area we can put it on the map. For now, your
proposed PAS boundary is shown on the Zone Description
Map.
The Plan reflects community interests in forestry. The Plan
has been amended to reflect exemptions for traditional,
community and domestic uses of timber.
There is an existing northern contaminants program looking
after these issues. Contact DFN.
Followed up with Chief (12.10.05) who indicated this issue
had been discussed at the Annual General Meeting and is
not under consideration.
Followed-up with communities (12.10.05) to confirm

Date
7/18/05
7/18/05
7/18/05

Organization
or Name
Norwegian
Fred
Norwegian
Stanley
Sanguez
Tom Lakusta

Comment
support it?
Ensure the Plan is in line with JMR's Strategic Plan

delineation of zone 19 is okay.
The Strategic Plan and LUP aligned.

Need to expand Zone 19 to the south to capture high potential areas as shown on
ENR's forestry maps.
Need to define what is meant by a commercial operation. If one beneficiary builds a
cabin for another beneficiary, that is not commercial in the Gwichin, regardless if a profit
is made.
Want to extend 5 lakes zone to include the gravel pit at the Hwy jct to avoid having it
enlarged for the pipeline.

Incomplete: Initial community discussions inconclusive.
Further discussion required.
Accepted: The Plan is only intended to apply to nontraditional commercial uses. See S. 1.2 in the Plan for more
detail.
Not Accepted: This is not consistent with the intent of
Conservation Zones so the zone will not be extended to
include this area.
Accepted
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7/18/05

Fred
Norwegian

7/18/05
7/18/05

Fred
Norwegian
Tom Lakusta

7/18/05

Lisa Smith

You may want to revise the Visual Quality Term to identify acceptable visual impacts.
It's not an issue for all communities.

7/19/05

Frank
Kotchea
Frank
Kotchea
Dolphus
Codille
Jerry Antoine

We would like to designate the Fort Simpson Trail as a historic trail and show it on the
maps.
You should change the wording in the Seasonal Restriction Term to say "long term
negative impact on wildlife". Provided trumpeter swan example.
Concerned the separation of camp term will reduce socializing and this should be
encouraged not restricted.
We have a letter from Bella Moses Yendi that she is being left out of discussions
surrounding future uses of the River Between Two Mountains area.

Betty
Hardisty /
Dennis Nelner
Raymond
Michaud

There needs to be protection for Aboriginal businesses in the Plan; a requirement to
use their services rather than hiring southern companies

7/19/05
7/19/05
7/20/05
7/20/05
7/20/05

Connect Deep and Ekali Lakes between them with the 2 km buffer
Need to define what is considered salvage logging

You can support aboriginal businesses and still be fair. E.g. change Trout Lake Fishing
Lodge term to say one lodge only, rather than giving Trout Lake a monopoly

7/20/05

Raymond
Michaud

You need to put a buffer around cabins so that activities do not go up to the doorstep

7/20/05

Bernice
Swanson
Betty
Hardisty
Jonas

Page 150 says there is low tourism potential in Zone 23. This is not true and needs to
be changed.
Does the plan address directional drilling into conservation zones?

7/20/05
7/20/05

DLUPC Response / Revision

Reword key considerations to talk about the importance of protecting all water, not just

A #22 has been renamed to Timber Recovery. Salvage
logging following fires has now been included as a new term
in the Plan.
Changed to recommendation and changed wording to
"determine acceptable visual impacts on the community and
traditional use areas from the proposed development".
It is not possible to label are features given the scale of maps
in the Plan.
Accepted
This Term has been revised to provide greater flexibility to
communities and camps.
Received a copy of the letter and raised it with the current
and former Chiefs of Wrigley to ensure they are representing
her family's interests.
A new Term has been added (R#26) to address the use of
Dehcho and northern businesses.
Wording has been edited throughout the Plan to have a more
neutral tone where appropriate. The wording must also be
consistent with the IMA.
Partially Accepted: The Protection of Significant Cultural and
Traditional Use Sites Term has been revised to require
consultation with affected individuals to ensure traditional use
sites (cabins, traplines, etc.) are avoided or compensated for
as appropriate. This provides more flexibility than a set
buffer.
Statement in the plan has been revised.
Subsurface land withdrawals would prevent directional
drilling.
This has been revised through the plan where appropriate.

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

Antoine
Raymond
Michaud

rivers and lakes
If tourism is not checked off does that mean tourists can't go there?

7/20/05

Steve
Gooderham
Ken Lambert

You might want to change JMR 5 lakes to 6 lakes and include Notana Lake - it is
important to some of the local families.
Is salvage logging not permitted where forestry is not permitted?

7/20/05

Ken Lambert

Your hydro term would actually allow run of the river developments along the
Mackenzie and Liard Rivers as currently worded

7/20/05

Mark Wilson

7/20/05

Ken Lambert

7/20/05

Ken Lambert

Your salvage logging term implies that cut wood has to be made available to the
community. What if the developer needs it?
Need to revise GHL term to clarify that the restriction applies to residents, not GHL
holders. Why restrict residents when non-residents can still hunt through Big Game
Outfitters?
Who will monitor and manage visitor quotas?

7/20/05

7/20/05

Jan Van der
Veen
Jan Van der
Veen
Mark Wilson

7/20/05

Ken Lambert

7/20/05

Jan Van der
Veen
Ken Lambert

7/20/05

7/20/05
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7/20/05

7/20/05
7/21/05
7/21/05

Michael
Neyelle
Michael
Neyelle

What are the criteria used to determine how much land can be cleared for agriculture?
Include businesses in list of orgs responsible for the Economic Development Strategy
The tone of the report is unbalanced. You need to set expectations for the First
Nations and communities as well.
Visible cutlines do not imply a disturbance. Some show because they have regrown
better than surrounding vegetation. Your cumulative effects numbers cannot be trusted
if this is what you are using.

You should say "Correlation" not "trade-off" when talking about southerners moving into
the region. Trade-off sounds negative.
As currently written new legislation would be required to implement the GHL Term in
Zone 18 and the visitor quotas term.
Need to revise Pehdzeh Ki Deh to include all of Highland Lake.
If something goes wrong, can the monitor or guide stop the work?

DLUPC Response / Revision
Permitted/restricted uses only pertain to new activities
requiring a permit, license or authorization. The Plan does
not restrict an individual's right to going wherever he/she
wants.
Notana Lake is already protected in Zone 5.
Salvage logging and timber recovery terms have been
clarified to permit these activities in all zones with the support
of affected First Nations.
It would restrict run of the river operations on the Mackenzie
and Liard Rivers if they impounded water but would permit
smaller operations like weirs.
The Term has been reworded to make allowance for
developer use of cut timber.
The GHL term has been revised to direct DFN to address
this issue through the Dehcho Process. Residential hunting
rights are no longer restricted in Zone 18 through the Plan.
The Term has been revised to a recommendation and
reflects that implementation would require establishment of a
system including registration, monitoring, management and
enforcement.
These criteria are laid out in the Cumulative Effects Term
(Core Area and Habitat Availability).
Accepted
The Terms and wording have been revised to use more
neutral language where appropriate.
The Cumulative Effects term and methodology has been
revised to address these issues. Lusher vegetation may still
pose a disturbance if it is dramatically different from the
surrounding vegetation type (e.g. willow growth in spruce
forest).
Correlation is not appropriate. The wording has been
changed to "balance".
These Terms have been revised to align with the current
regulatory system.
New PAS file was provided to us which now includes all of
Highland Lake.
No, only an inspector can stop work. However, the
guide/monitor could call the inspector, take and send GPS'd
digital pictures, etc.

Date

Organization
or Name

7/25/05

Chief Eric
Betsaka

We are not happy with the line dividing Zone 20 and 26. That border (with Fort Liard)
cuts off some of our traditional areas. And does not reflect previous agreements
between our communities.

7/26/05

Edward
Jumbo

In the Dene culture they wish to protect the trees out of respect. But the Rangers
damaged the trees. It would be good to put in a term for that.

7/26/05

Continued concerns about impacts on fish and changes they are seeing in numbers and
health. Need strong regulations to protect fish.

7/28/05

Edward
Jumbo and
Joe Punch
Winnie
Cadieux
Carol Mills

7/28/05

Carol Mills

7/28/05

Jane
McMullen

7/28/05

Greg
Yeoman

8/3/05

Dan
O'Rourke

Requested a buffer around the claims and leases

8/3/05

Dan
O'Rourke /
Chris Cuddy
Leslie Whitby
Dan
O'Rourke

How do you define traditional use and occupancy? If a guy wants to build a B&B is that
traditional use?

8/3/05

Phillip Wright

The mining reclamation term does not tie up with the current regulatory system.

8/3/05

Chris Cuddy

CARC's report is highly opinionated and not really balanced.

7/27/05
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8/3/05
8/3/05

Comment

With every department (sector) is there a development quota? (Referring to differences
in jobs and economic benefits from Diamond mines and Oil and Gas).
How will contaminated sites be cleaned up in CZ? Will that be permitted?
Why wouldn’t you be using drinking water guidelines to protect drinking water? You
have to be aware that the CCME guidelines outline different standards for different
targets – there are water quality guidelines for CCME and guidelines for the protection
of aquatic life. Be specific about which ones you are referring to. You also need to be
aware that the CCME guidelines can be exceeded naturally by background levels so
you need to provide flexibility for that – that is why they are typically used only as
guidelines (e.g. copper).
There has been some dialogue around the fact that different species respond differently
to development – it is bad for some and good for others. There is the concept of no net
loss of habitat when all species are considered.
If I am a developer with an existing disposition and I wish to develop that which will
expand the footprint, does CEAM apply to me?

Where is fur harvesting in this? Commercial or traditional? You'll need to clarify this.
Can you develop a comprehensive list of existing rights by company so everyone
knows what is exempt from the plan?

DLUPC Response / Revision
This line does not represent community traditional
boundaries, but rather changes in desired land use. Chief
Betsaka has agreed that no change is required right now and
will let us know if changes are required in the future.
This type of activity wouldn't require a land use permit or
authorization so it wouldn't be subject to the Plan. We have
recommendations in the Plan to show respect for the land.
We have a term in the Plan requiring government to meet
with communities to discuss this.
The Thresholds apply equally to all sectors of development.
Once the threshold is reached that applies to all the sectors.
The Plan has been revised to include a term allowing for
contaminated site cleanup (CR #7).
Accepted: The term has been revised to reflect the
appropriate guidelines and provide greater flexibility.

Our main focus for cumulative effects has been on boreal
woodland caribou as the most sensitive species. The CEAM
terms have been revised to reflect this focus.
The Plan has been revised to clarify that existing dispositions
are exempt from the application of CEAM thresholds, but
they will add into the assessment of future projects.
Not Accepted: A buffer is not appropriate but the Existing
Dispositions Term has been reworded to provide flexibility in
siting infrastructure beyond the boundaries of existing rights,
and a note has been put on the Zone map explaining that
existing rights are exempt from the Plan.
Accepted: New Definition included based on the work of
Terry Tobias.
Fur harvesting is considered a traditional use.
If we miss something it will require a plan amendment. It is
better to define existing rights as anything existing before the
day the plan is approved.
The Term has been revised to more clearly identify
expectations around mine reclamation and security. Further
discussion may be required regarding linkages to the current
regulatory system.
While it is still referenced, the appendix containing the
report's recommendation has been removed.

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

8/3/05

Leslie Whitby

Can you find us information on Texas Commission for pollutants?

8/3/05

Leslie Whitby

Standards should reflect background levels (ambient air quality)

8/3/05
8/3/05

Leslie Whitby
Wayne
Greenall
Wayne
Greenall

How do these terms relate to the CEPA (Canadian Environmental Protection Act)
Sports Fishing Action should be a recommendation.

Reference: TCEQ. 2003. Effects of Screening Levels(ESL)
List, Texas Commission & Environmental Quality, Available
Online www.tceq.state.tx.us/comm_exec/tox/ESLMain.html
(it is referenced in the Plan as well).
The air quality term has been revised for flexibility to reflect
that background levels may make these standards
inappropriate in some situations.
CEPA does not regulate air quality.
Not Accepted: This needs to be addressed.

Do you have the necessary authorizations to require and enforce this? (Seasonal
Restrictions limits aircraft to fly 650 metres above the ground)

8/3/05

Wayne
Greenall

The Pipeline from Norman Wells had a different experience with the camps. Posting
security to prevent community people using camp facilities.

8/3/05

Unknown

Mineral Potential in the EDA Model - we don't see the opportunity cost of shutting out
mineral development within the model.

8/3/05
8/3/05

Wayne
Greenall
Tim Gray

The plan always makes reference to their resources and their lands. Isn't this being
negotiated?
You are making an arbitrary distinction between roads and cut lines. Disturbance
depends on what is using them.

8/3/05

Leslie Whitby

Different activities have different effects on different animals.

8/3/05

Dan
O'Rourke

Can you make it clear the plan recognizes existing rights and this plan does not apply
to them. The MVEIRB is already using it and applying it to us and it should not apply to
us as an existing disposition.

8/3/05

Dan
O'Rourke

Would you consider writing a letter re-affirming this because it is causing lots of costly
delays in our project?

8/5/05

Ian Scott

8/5/05

Ian Scott

8/5/05
8/5/05

Ian Scott
Shirley
Maaskant
Shirley
Maaskant
Ian Scott

If the MGP doesn't go ahead could that corridor be used by another developer to build
infrastructure? Could another pipeline use that?
How are you coordinating with the MVLWB on this (water quality) or have you talked to
DFO about this?
You do not define toxic air pollutants in the Plan - this should be clear.
There could be some seed mixes that are costly. Has the economic impact of these
terms been considered?
All the data that you have collected to date, would it be made available to developers?

8/3/05
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8/5/05
8/5/05

How practical is 30 days for the post-construction data submission? The word

This has been changed to a recommendation. The 650 m
minimum altitude around sensitive wildlife areas is an
accepted guideline in other settlement regions in the north.
This has been revised to provide greater flexibility for
communities and camp operators to determine what is
appropriate.
Partially Accepted: Predicting mine geology based simply on
underlying geology is difficult. DLUPC revised the model with
the GNWT and DIAND input.
The language has been modified to be more neutral.
The varying effects of roads and seismic lines has been
clarified in revisions to the Terms of the Plan and Chapter 4
of the Background Report.
The Term has been revised to focus only on woodland
caribou and grizzly bears. Literature has been referenced in
Chapter 4 of the Background Report to support the proposed
thresholds.
Accepted: The Revised Plan provides more clarity in
various locations that existing rights are not subject to the
Plan, including the regulatory flowcharts (Fig. 1 and 2 of the
Plan).
We do not get involved in project specific assessments. The
Revised Plan provides more clarity in various locations that
existing rights are not subject to the Plan.
Revised Plan to say MGP or an alternative pipeline with
similar specifications.
We are discussing this term and others with Regulatory
Authorities as we revise the Plan.
Accepted: A definition is provided in the Revised Draft.
We expect industry to bring this information to us if it is an
issue.
Any data we own will be made publicly available upon Plan
approval.
We are looking for spatial data not geophysical data. Word

Date

Organization
or Name

8/5/05

Ian Scott

8/5/05

Ian Scott

8/5/05

Ian Scott

8/5/05

Shirley
Maaskant

8/5/05

Shirley
Maaskant
Shirley
Maaskant
Ian Scott

8/5/05
8/5/05
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8/5/05
8/5/05
8/5/05
8/31/05
8/31/05
9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05

Shirley
Maaskant
Shirley
Maaskant
Ian Scott

Willian (Bill)
Carpenter
Willian (Bill)
Carpenter
Canadian
Boreal
Initiative
WWF - Freya
Nales
WWF - Freya
Nales

9/2/05

WWF - Freya
Nales

9/2/05

WWF - Freya

Comment
"construction" is not a proper word - maybe "activity" is better. NEB data can not be
released unless owner approves it as it is considered confidential.
Provide more clarity about why pre- and post-operation digital files are needed.
Consider cost to maintain database. Harmonize datasets with multiple parties to avoid
confusion and regulatory requirements. (DIAND is setting up a dataset for sumps.
On the seasonal restriction term, the 650 meter flight restriction may conflict with the
Fisheries Act administered by DFO. Also heli-seismic operations.

While I realized you have these as recommendations, a recommendation could be
applied to an exploration license as a requirement. This is already happening. These
terms could be taken out of context. You need more clarity.
Concerned over inclusion of social issues in Land Use Plan. It is the government's
responsibility to take a lead in social impacts.
We will be asking the Committtee send a letter to the MV Boards reminding them that
this is only a draft.
We are working with DFO on triggers for permits under the Fisheries Act (First Draft
Sept / Oct). Practices resulting in no impact to fish habitat could exempt Developer
from requiring a permit. Link to Plan. Contact Julie Dahl .
What role would you (Committee) play in regard to research permits?
How did the draft land use plan incorporate the aboriginal, non-aboriginal and
Canadians interests?
Have you met with the Kaska Dene?

General Support for Zone 17. Unfortunate 3 Cranberry Islands not included (located
just outside of Windy Bay on the Southern Boundary).
Rename Zone - Moraine Point and Islands and see description / edits to Page 142
(Zone 17).
Plan reflects the vision of the Boreal Forest Conservation Framework including
sustainable development goals.
Recommend additional protection in Northern Alberta Uplands eco-region to achive
adequate representation (6.4.4.)
More emphasis on hydrological targets (Cumulative Effects 5.4.3) since fish, waterfowl
and wetlands have been listed as value to be conserved in CZ and SMZ. Examples
could include no alteration of drainage flows and no net loss of shoreline habitat.
(5.4.3) Reference the Salmo Report in Table 10 to provide rationale for thresholds.

(5.4.3) No explanation of VEC (Value Ecosystem Component). Suggests listing all

DLUPC Response / Revision
change accepted.
Accepted: Additional detail has been added to the preamble
of this term.
The Committee will review this during implementation.
How would a flight restriction (airborne) affect fish or fish
habitat? This part of the Term has been revised to a
recommendation to reflect wording and standards used in
other settlement regions in the north.
We have added more clarity regarding the purpose of
recommendations.
It's part of the Committee's mandate as per Section 3 of IMA.
Exemptions for Existing Dispositions have been further
clarified in the Revised Draft.
We have reviewed the current operational statements. They
represent a change to the existing regulatory system but do
not affect implementation of the Plan. A reference has been
added to Chapter 3 regarding this initiative.
The Revised Draft Plan exempts scientific research permits
from the Plan.
Appendix 12 in the June 2005 Draft Plan and this table detail
how all comments were addressed and who provided them.
We have not heard from the Kaska Dene that they would like
to be involved. Letters have been sent to all transboundary
governments inviting comments.
The islands were excluded because of the high mineral
potential in this vicinity.
Accepted
Referenced Boreal Forest Conservation Framework (CBI) in
Plan (50% conservation is a goal).
This is recognised as a high potential area for resource
development. Further conservation is not feasible here.
Partially Accepted: Revisions have been made to the water
monitoring and management Terms.
Partially Accepted: The literature supporting the thresholds is
referenced and discussed in Chapter 4 of the Background
Report. Only information critical to Plan Implementation is
captured in the Plan.
VECs have been removed from the Term. They have been

Date
9/2/05

Organization
or Name
Nales
WWF - Freya
Nales
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9/2/05

WWF - Freya
Nales

9/2/05

WWF - Freya
Nales

9/2/05

WWF - Freya
Nales

9/2/05

Nature
Canada

9/2/05

Nature
Canada
Nature
Canada
Ducks
Unlimited
Canada
Ducks
Unlimited
Canada
Ducks
Unlimited
Canada
Ducks
Unlimited
Canada
Ducks
Unlimited
Canada
Canadian
Zinc

9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05
9/2/05

Comment
VEC's or identifying VEC's for individual zones.
(5.4.3) In Table 11, spawning is mentioned twice, once under Breeding Season and
once under Birthing Season. As such it could be interpreted that migration does not
apply to fish species. Recommended spawning only be included under breeding
season.
(5.5) Not clear how vegetation, climate and ecological processes were used in Plan
development (selection of CZ or SMZ) or implementation (maintenance of values).
Include description of above in zone descriptions. Clarify link between ecological
procesess and thresholds placed on development to conseve these values.
(5.5) Natural disturbance will impact thresholds such as habitat availability, minimum
patch size and core area. Recommend database be referred to as database of human
and natural disturbance i.e includes forest fires.
Difficult for regulatory agencies to recognize which Conformity Requirements they need
to deal with before issuing permits. Recommend preparing a checklist that flags which
Conformity Requirments may be associated with Actions a regulatory agency would be
dealing with.
Many of the rivers, i.e. the northwestern quadrant, have buffers designated as
conservation zones that are adjacent to General Use Zones. What was rationale
behind this choice in terms of ecological integrity? SMZ would provide more effective
buffering for these surface waters.
Why are partial sections of some river designated to be conservation zones, and not
their entire lengths included (e.g. the upper tributaries to the Root River)?
Recommended inclusion of best management practices to be consistent with the spirit
and intent of the plan.
Lack of aquatic indicators and thresholds. Section (5.4.3) highlights that "Water is the
most important resource to the Dene." Include in cumulative effects management. Also
no net loss of wetland habitat within the Dehcho Region.
It would also be useful to include a table of VECs for the Dehcho and individual zones.

DLUPC Response / Revision
described in Chapter 2 under wildlife.
Accepted

These are provided for information only. They shape wildlife
habitat which was used in Plan development.

We have included an action in the Plan to incorporate natural
disturbances into Cumulative Effects Analysis for future plan
revisions (Post Approval).
The Committee will work with Regulatory Authorities to
develop implementation aides as appropriate after the Plan
has been submitted for approval.
SMZ are not meant to be buffers. They are identified where
special terms or land use restrictions are required to achieve
specific zone objectives.
We protected those areas specified by communities as
important for traditional use.
Best practices are not well defined and therefore difficult to
implement and monitor. It is better to define standards.
Accepted: But included in Water Monitoring and
Management Term instead of the Cumulative Effects
Management Term.
Accepted: Revise Chapter 2 Wildlife section based on EBA
Report VECs.

Modify previous recommendation for Migratory Birds and Waterfowl Migration in Table
11, Critical Life Cycle Periods, to March to May: August to October.

Accepted

Zone 7: Birch Lake: This area is identified as being important for waterfowl but this is
not reflected in Table 14. Recommend that Waterfowl/Birds be checked off as an
important conservation value in Table 14 for Birch Lake.
We recommend that the committee produce a user friendly Land Use Plan Conformity
Requirements reference guide or chart for regulatory agencies to ensure the conditions
of the Plan are met before issuing permits.
Recommend that the communties, government and industry work together on a
consensus based approach should issues be identified that may require a change to the
existing land use and water regulations rather than attempt to deal with such
"regulatory" issues via a land use plan.

Accepted

The Committee will work with Regulatory Authorities to
develop implementation aides as appropriate after the Plan
has been submitted for approval.
The Land Use Plan is meant to enhance and add value to
existing processes through zoning and Terms but it will do
this within existing legislation. Changes to legislation are a
Dehcho Process issue.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/2/05

Canadian
Zinc

9/2/05

Canadian
Zinc

9/7/05

GNWT - ENR

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/8/05

CPAWS Jennifer Morin

9/9/05

CAPP

Comment
Request that wording be more explicit re existing third party right and dispositions. Use
term "exempted" in section 3.5 (to replace "excepts"…). and that a new appendix be
added to the draft plan that list the existing third party "rights and dispositions" that are
"exempted" from the terms of the draft plan.
Depict CZN "rights and dispositions" (mineral leases, mineral claims and surrounding
area plus the three potential all weather road routes on LUP Maps as per Special
Infrastruture Corridor. Further, state that all existing rights and dispositions included in
the Special Infrastructure Corridor are fully exempted from the terms of the plan.
Current Plan restrictions in the Wrigley to Willow Lake area (Conservation Zones 1,3 &
4) restricts harvestable volume available to contemplate a mill and timber harvesting
operation.
Concerned with Prairie Creek road corridor access within the South Nahanni
Watershed. Suggests stronger wording on access corridors (A#2) in Conservation
Zones to be more consistent with section 5.3.2 on page 93. See suggested text
changes in following rows.
Suggests the Committee consider requiring regulatory authorities to require
independent studies for access planning and routing to ensure an impartial evaluation of
full access corridor options.
Suggests Committee consider developing a guide for developers to assist them in
developing their applications at the pre-permitting stage and to help address some
concerns.
Appendix 1: Summary of Conformity Requirements, Actions, and Recommendations
provides a good summary of the requirments and recommendations, a table or checklist
in a more concise format may assist in readability and quick referencing.
In A#18 of 'Mining Reclamation' on page 103, CPAWS suggests further clarification and
strenghtening the requirements for full mining reclamation, To: "Authorities will require
Developers to submit a reclamation plan including itemized cost estimates for approval
prior to undertaking activities and post sufficient security to cover the full costs of
reclamation as a condition for operating approval."
In R#13, under 'Tourism' on page 105, CPAWS respectfully submits that the Committee
consider including the recommendation to encourage the use of 'Leave No Trace'
Guidelines in Special Management and General Use Zones, in addition to Conservation
Zones. All GUZ and 10 of 11 SMZ identify Tourims as a permitted use. Encourging
Leave No Trace is consistent with the Dene Values and Principles and no added
bureacracy and /or legal requirements.
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation has two recent reports that have Traditional place name
information. Suggests requesting and incorporating place name information to
strengthen the Place Name map and zone names.
1. In Section 1.1, it states the Plan shall provide for the conservation, development and
utilization of the land, waters and other resources in the Deh Cho territory. Could you
provide clarification for the term “other resources” and indicate how these were
identified?

DLUPC Response / Revision
Listing Existing Dispositions is not in the best interest of
developers as omissions would require an amendment.
Existing Dispositions have been defined as any authorization
existing on the day before the plan is approved.
Not Accepted: The Plan will not define project specific
access routes. This is to be determined through the EA
process. Existing rights and access are already defined in
the plan and have been further clarified.
This area was rezoned to permit forestry with Wrigley on
Sept. 22/05.
see below

Not accepted: There is no existing process to require this.

The Committee will work with Regulatory Authorities to
develop implementation aides as appropriate after the Plan
has been submitted for approval.
There is no easy way to summarize the Terms at this point.
The Plain Language Summary provides simplified and
shorter wording. Further recommendations to simplify the
Terms are welcome.
Accepted: This Term has gone through major revisions but
captures the suggested wording within those revisions.

Accepted

The community has not granted permission to use these for
confidentiality reasons and has requested all PKD area
names revert to English.
The reference to “other resources” provided in Section 1.1 is
taken directly from the Dehcho First Nations Interim
Measures Agreement (IMA) Section 4. The DLUPC’s Terms
of Reference, defines the resources to be addressed as
minerals, hydrocarbons, forestry, tourism, agricultural, critical
habitat, and sensitive lands for traditional use and

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
occupancy, including harvesting areas and cultural sites.
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9/9/05

CAPP

2. Consultation appears to be an integral part of the DCLUP. Could you please indicate
how the Plan considers the interests of all Canadians (IMA, S.3), including industry, and
how these interests were determined and considered by the Committee? In particular,
CAPP is interested in how all industry interests have been determined and considered
by the Committee.

9/9/05

CAPP

3. It appears that significant effort has been undertaken to gather Traditional Land Use
and Occupancy (TLUO) information, and then map it. As the DCLUP suggests one of
the uses for this data will be to conduct environmental impact assessments, will this
information be available to industry?

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

4. In Section 2.3.6, page 37, it states that ENR biologists for the Deh Cho and South
Slave regions have been collaring caribou in the Cameron Hills and Celibeta Lake areas
to develop an understanding of caribou home range within the Deh Cho. We were not
aware that information in the Cameron Hills had been collected, and Map 12, page 39,
does not indicate any collared animals in the Cameron Hills area. Could the data
collected in the Cameron Hills area be made available?
5. Section 2.3.7, page 40, states that the Cameron Hills have good forestry potential. It
appears on Map 13, page 41, that it is the side slopes of the escarpment that contain
the timber (portions of which have been harvested), and not the Cameron Hills, as a
whole. This is important in the context of the potential for overlapping industries, e.g.,
forestry and oil and gas, and resulting potential for cumulative impacts.
6. In Section 3.5, page 61, it states that “Any rights and dispositions existing prior to
Plan approval, are excepted from the Plan”. Are there any limitations and/or restrictions
that could be applied by the Committee? We note that the Deh Cho First Nations
leadership passed a resolution in 2004 seeking the “ultimate removal” of big game
outfitters because they feel this is not an appropriate respectful use of wildlife. Could
this also extend to other activities in the Deh Cho? Does this exception relate to all
existing land uses, including access?

9/9/05

CAPP

7. In Section 3.6, page 61, the Plan states that under the IMA “The following activities
cannot occur in the Deh Cho territory without consultations with the affected Deh Cho
First Nation(s)”. No definition of “consultation” or “affected Deh Cho First Nation(s)” is
provided. Clear directions or definitions would be helpful to assist industry, communities

The Committee carefully considers all comments it receives.
Appendix 12 (Draft Plan 2005) provides a comprehensive list
of comments, questions and responses considered by the
Committee and shows how we have addressed each. In
addition, the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline is considered a
project of national interest so has been given special
consideration.
The DLUPC makes use of the Dehcho First Nations (DFN)
Density of Traditional Use Map in the planning process. This
data belongs to DFN, not the Committee, and is considered
confidential. DFN agreed by resolution to allow the DCLUPC
to display, print and distribute the generalized DFN Density
of Traditional Use Map in oral, written and graphical reports.
Further information requests should be addressed to DFN
Leadership.
The reference to Cameron Hills was an error in the text. Map
12 of the Background Report shows the actual collared
locations. This has been corrected in the Revised Draft.

The text has been revised to reflect this.

DFN’s resolution expresses their position on Big Game
Outfitting. Resolutions provide direction to regulatory
authorities regarding the support or non-support of new
activities as appropriate (does not affect existing
dispositions). The IMA includes provisions where DFN
support is required for new activities. The Plan recognizes
rights or dispositions existing prior to Plan approval -they are
exempt from the Zoning and Terms of the Plan, though
developers are encouraged to harmonize their activities with
the intent of the surrounding zone wherever possible.
This section is quoting the IMA so refers to definitions in the
IMA. Section 69 of the IMA explains how support of affected
First Nations will be demonstrated. Consultation
requirements are constantly evolving through new

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

and governments in these efforts.

agreements, legislation and case law. The term in the
Revised Draft Plan links consultation to these processes.

8. Section 3.6, page 61, states that under the IMA “The following activities cannot occur
in the Deh Cho territory without the support of the affected Deh Cho First Nations(s):
S.41, Canada will not initiate any new issuance cycle for oil and gas exploration
licenses under the Canada Petroleum Resources Act.” Could you please provide a
definition of “support” and “affected Deh Cho First Nation(s)”.
9. The meaning of Figure 7, page 78, is not clear. How does the proposed process differ
from the process used to delineate lands for the Interim Management Agreement?
Further, it is not clear how the process of the thresholds or indicators play a role in the
development of the Plan, as this process appears to extend the Plan into an operational
phase.

Interim Measures for oil and gas exploration is described
under Section 41 of the IMA. We are referencing the IMA in
the Plan, so please refer to that document for further
explanation. Support in the IMA is defined under S. 69 as a
resolution from DFN Leadership.
Figure 7 depicts the process used to develop Draft Land Use
Zones. The figure and title has been revised to reflect this.
The DLUPC was not involved in delineating the Interim Land
Withdrawals. The Land Use Plan draws on extensive
research which was not available when the Current Land
Withdrawals were done. Cumulative effects indicators and
thresholds are one term in the overall plan. Terms were not
used in zone delineation.
Please review page 79 of the Draft Plan for a description of
the process. We have requested feedback on whether or not
areas are zoned properly. If a change is required, please
describe the desired change in writing, including what uses
should be permitted, with reasons why and supporting data.
For a zone change, please submit a map (ArcView
shapefiles if possible) showing the desired boundary change.
The committee will consider the request in light of other
available information and will consult with affected
communities before making a decision. As such, community
support for the change is beneficial.
All research reports completed by the Committee are
provided on our website and have been distributed on CDs at
our consultation meetings over the last 2 years. The
Committee contracted research on oil and gas, mineral,
forestry, agricultural, tourism and wildlife habitat potential.
We can share digital data from these datasets. Any data
collected from other sources (e.g. government databases)
we do not have permission to share. You would have to
request it from the original source as we did.
The specific criteria used to determine conformity and
implement Corridor/Road Density thresholds is provided in S.
4.8 of the Background Report. This has been revised to 1/4
grids. Grids are defined in the Canada Oil and Gas Land
Regulations.
The specific criteria used to determine conformity and
implement Corridor/Road Density thresholds is provided in S.
4.8 of the Background Report. This has been revised to 1/4
grids. Grids are defined in the Canada Oil and Gas Land
Regulations.

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

10. In Section 4.5, page 79, the Plan indicates that “the Committee carefully assessed
the overlap between wildlife areas, development areas, existing dispositions, community
interests and traditional land use, occupancy and harvesting layer by layer to identify
where Conformity Requirements, Actions or Recommendations would be required. This
was a highly iterative process to gradually refine Special Management Zones to best
reflect the values considered in their development.” Details of this process would be
helpful to understand the relationships between the various layers, and how they were
considered relative to each other. Further, information about what is required, and how
the process would work, to reclassify some Conservation Zones to Special
Management Zones is requested so that CAPP can clearly understand the process.

9/9/05

CAPP

11. Section 4.7, page 82, refers to the integration of Traditional Knowledge and
Scientific Knowledge. Could the scientific knowledge (e.g., surveys, studies from the
NWT or elsewhere) that was used, be accessed, or acquired, for use in other
environmental assessments or planning programs? This would maximize the potential
that all information and/or issues were addressed during the planning and/or
assessment of a given project. In addition, perhaps this could be a potential process to
help identify affected communities.

9/9/05

CAPP

12. The meaning of the last sentence in Section 4.8.1, page 84 “Density will be
calculated using Oil and Gas sections.” is unclear and requires further clarification.

9/9/05

CAPP

13. The meaning of the last sentence in Section 4.8.5, page 85, “It is calculated using oil
and gas grids.” is unclear and requires further clarification.
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Organization
or Name

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

18. Section 5.1.2, page 92, point number 6, states that “Development will increase to
provide economic benefits to the region.” Does the Plan consider that in some areas of
the Deh Cho, further work (e.g., mining, forestry, oil and gas, additional roads) may be
precluded by the Plan, and as such, economic benefits to the region may decrease?

9/9/05

CAPP

19. In section 5.2, page 93, the Plan discusses conformity checks. Will the Conformity
Determination process by each of the RA and the DCLUPC occur simultaneously, and
what is the projected timeline for this process to occur?

9/9/05

CAPP

20. In section 5.3.2, page 93, the Plan ensures that tenure owners’ rights are secure,
but provides nothing to ensure access to, and access from, those licenses. Without
these, the ability to exercise those rights is difficult and essentially makes them
valueless.

Comment
14. Section 4.8.3, page 84 discusses minimum patch size and core area as an indicator.
Reference is made with respect to absolute values of 250 m and 500 m, as it relates to
distance from human disturbance. However, the research shows that these areas
receive reduced use, during certain periods of the year, but are not avoided completely
(Dyer et al. 1999), as would be suggested in the zone of influence discussed in the
DCLUP. As such, it would appear that this approach would greatly over-exaggerate the
disturbance. This approach is also apparent in Section 4.8.6, page 85.
15. Section 4.9.1, pages 87-88, relates to modeling of oil and gas expansion. This
approach could be flawed, as there are limited lands available for this expansion to
occur. Are the assumptions of the Economic Development Assessment (EDA) Model
viable under the provisions of the Plan? Does the Plan incorporate information from oil
and gas companies as to actual costs incurred? Please clarify the sources for the
assumptions made under the EDA model, and provide further information about how the
conclusions were made.

16. In section 4.9, the last paragraph, page 86, the Plan should clarify that these
scenarios are best guesses, but it cannot be assumed that these scenarios will actually
occur. There are many factors that will affect future development in the Deh Cho,
including this Plan. Further, these scenarios could change in less than the 5 years
reassessment period for this Plan; how could this be addressed in the Plan?
17. Table 7, on page 88, requires further clarification. Under seismic, the units are
“$/well”, which is unclear. Could you please provide additional information on how these
assumptions were made as CAPP is not sure that the numbers are realistic.

DLUPC Response / Revision
The Land Use Plan has employed a precautionary approach
in the initial Cumulative Effects Management Thresholds.
The committee has revised the Cumulative Effects
thresholds and method to address the concerns raised.

Yes, the assumptions of the EDA Model are viable under the
provisions of the Plan. Information on actual costs has been
incorporated from oil and gas companies. With a few
exceptions there appeared a reluctance to get involved in the
initiative. Those who participated asked us to keep their
input confidential and we will respect this request. Sources
and assumptions have been referenced in the Draft Plan.
Further details of the oil and gas revisions are included in the
report “Economic Development Assessment Model 1.0 (July
2004)”.
These were best guesses and the language has been
changed to reflect this. There are provisions in the Plan for
exceptions and amendments required in advance of the 5year review.
See response to question 15. Please review the following
reference: Cooper, N.M. 2005. The Value of 3D Seismic in
Today’s Exploration Environment - In Canada and around
the world, (www.mustagh.com/abstract/OPI_3D.html).
There is very little development in the Dehcho at present.
The Draft Plan provides many opportunities for development
well beyond the current level. The level of development
calculated in the model is based on the amount of resources
available for development in the Draft Plan zoning. There is
also a 5-year revision cycle where new opportunities may be
made available.
Conformity Determination processes by each of the RAs and
the DCLUPC will occur simultaneously and according to
existing regulatory timelines. Our proposed process does
not add a single day to existing timelines. See Chapter 3 of
the Revised Plan.
Access is permitted under the Access Term (5.3.6)
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9/9/05

CAPP

21. In section 5.3.3, page 94, clarification is requested regarding how a report would be
provided “as soon as possible” post-emergency. Clarification is also sought of the term
“operation” – is the intent to describe the activity not in conformity with the Land Use
Zone, what caused the emergency or the operation of the response to the emergency?
The information required could affect the timeline for submitting a report.

9/9/05

CAPP

22. Section 5.3.6, page 95 discusses access. Reference is made that the goal of the
Plan is to provide efficient access to the land and resources, while preventing a
proliferation of unnecessary roads and impacts. Clarification of the words “efficient” and
“roads” is requested. As access appears to be a concern related to cumulative impacts,
and roads are one of the indicators, it appears prudent to accurately define these terms.

9/9/05

CAPP

23. In Section 5.3.7, page 96, and the related map, the Special Infrastructure Zone does
not cover the entire Deh Cho area, i.e., nothing north of Ft. Simpson. Also, CAPP
requests clarification for the reasoning that there will be no feeder pipeline for the next
five years. Also, clarification is requested on what the DCLUPC defines as a feeder
pipeline.

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

24. CAPP notes that R#6, page 98 does not appear to be a recommendation, but more
a comment. There should also be assurance given to a developer that they will have
access as well.
25. CAPP notes that R#8, page 98, appears to be an operational issue, rather than a
land use planning issue. The statement referencing flaring should include the qualifier,
“where practical”.
26. A#6, page 100 requires further clarification on what constitutes “consultation”,
particularly when it is being proposed for the life of the project. Does consultation mean
face-to-face meetings, newsletters or other forms of communication? The last sentence
should include, “where required”.

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

Comment

27. A#8, page 100, references that the Deh Cho will develop a list of plants….need of
protection within 1 (sic) year.” Please clarify what is meant by one year, i.e., after
approval of the DCLUP?
28. A#11, page 101, references a timeline of one year. Please clarify what is meant by
one year, i.e., after approval of the DCLUP?
29. A#12, Page 101, references a timeline of four years. Please clarify what is meant by
four years, i.e., after approval of the DCLUP?

DLUPC Response / Revision
The report should include all of the items described in your
question with the focus being on activities not in conformity
with the zone. This has been clarified in the Plan. The
report should be submitted within a reasonable period
following resolution of the emergency – perhaps 30 days. If
this is not suitable, please recommend an appropriate
timeframe with an explanation of why it is more suitable.
The word “efficient” is relative here. If one road will work
instead of two then one is more efficient. It also means using
the shortest route that meets environmental and cultural
considerations. “Roads” include primary, secondary and
seasonal varieties. Roads are defined in the cumulative
effects term.
The route north of Fort Simpson is being negotiated and will
be revised when negotiations are complete. With respect to
feeder pipelines, it is estimated that gas will not start flowing
now until 2010 (5 years from now). Initial gas to fill the
pipeline is to come from the anchor fields in the Inuvialuit
Settlement Region. Current exploration in the Dehcho is
close to AB and BC and will likely tie into existing
infrastructure. If our assumptions are wrong, please let us
know.
R # 6 is a recommendation. Access is guaranteed as per
5.3.6 Access (A#2)
Accepted.

Consultation involves various forms of communication to
ensure people are adequately informed. The IMA provides a
definition for consultation. The Revised Draft Plan
Consultation Term (CR #4) is designed to keep pace with
evolving cases relating to consultation.
One year after the approval of the Dehcho Land Use Plan.
This has been clarified in the Plan in S. 2.3.
One year after the approval of the Dehcho Land Use Plan.
This has been clarified in the Plan in S. 2.3.
Four years after the approval of the Dehcho Land Use Plan.
This has been clarified in the Plan in S. 2.3.

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

CAPP

30. Section 5.4.3, page 103, with respect to air monitoring/management, refers to
“ambient air quality for toxic pollutants will not exceed Short-Term and Long-Term
Effects Screening Levels established by the Texas Commission on Environmental
Quality.” Why were these standards proposed? Are these values appropriate for
northern climates, and will the requirements identified be consistent with the GNWT Air
Quality Guidelines? Also, a definition “toxic pollutant” is requested.

9/9/05

CAPP

31. Will the requirements stated in A#18, page 103, apply only to the mining industry?
Further, are they consistent with the MVLWB’s proposal for security deposits?

9/9/05

CAPP

32. A#19, page 103, refers to revegetation using seed mixes that do not include
invasive plant species as defined by ENR. There is no discussion on the extent of the
seeding required, e.g., the entire right-of-way, or just erosion prone areas. CAPP notes
that this type of seeding, regardless of the mixture, could limit or preclude invasion of
the right-of-way by native plant species. Considering this, once a right-of-way is seeded
and shown to be supporting appropriate grass cover, or a combination of native species
and grass cover (i.e., free-go-grow), can the right-of-way be considered reclaimed, and
therefore be removed from the cumulative effects disturbance area? Additionally, A#19
should be amended to reflect that native seed mixes should be used where possible, as
cost and availability may not make them always viable.

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

33. CAPP notes that A#22, page 104, may not be feasible under some circumstances
and that this needs to be recognized. CAPP suggests that “where feasible” be added to
the first bullet.
34. The timeframe suggested in A#29, page 106, of 30 days following construction is
considered to be unrealistic. CAPP suggests that the timeframe be consistent with
requirements of the National Energy Board (NEB). Also, CAPP suggests a change in
wording from “construction of the development” to “completion of the activity”.

9/9/05

CAPP
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Comment

35. Further to the reporting requirements discussed in A#29, page 106, there can be
confidentiality requirements when seismic is conducted. Please clarify how the
DCLUPC will use the information submitted and address this issue.

DLUPC Response / Revision
DFN conducted research into air quality guidelines in
preparation for the IRDA (Interim Resource Development
Agreement. These guidelines and standards were
recommended to DFN as the most appropriate standards to
cover all aspects of air pollution (see reference in Plan). The
GNWT Air Quality Guidelines are similar but restricted in
scope of pollutants and processes. A definition for “toxic
pollutant” has been included n the Revised Draft Plan.
Yes the requirements stated in A #18 (now CR #17), apply
only to the mining industry. The requirements are now
consistent with the MVLWB’s current proposal for security
deposits. DLUPC has submitted comments on the Draft
Mine Site Reclamation Guidelines for the NWT. We will
continue to harmonize requirements in future Drafts.
The revegetation term (CR #18) does not address the
process of revegetation, only that developers should use
seed mixes native to the Northern Canadian Boreal Forest as
they become available when reclamation is required. The
need for and method of revegetation may be determined
through Environmental Assessment. If the developer can
demonstrate the area has been appropriately revegetated
such that it no longer poses a disturbance for focal wildlife
species, the DLUPC will consider it reclaimed for the
purposes of Cumulative Effects Assessment. The availability
of native seed mixes is addressed in the term.
Accepted

The NEB timeframe relates to collection of seismic data. The
Term is looking for shapefiles or some other form of
geographic data to identify the physical location of the
activity. As such, one year is too long. Further discussion is
required to identify an appropriate timeframe for final
revisions. Faster updates result in more accurate cumulative
effects assessments. The wording was changed to
"completion of the activity" as suggested.
The information requested is spatial data (i.e. location and
width), not seismic data. It will be required for Cumulative
Effects Assessment. The location of seismic activity is not
considered confidential at this time.
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9/9/05

CAPP

36. CAPP requests clarification on CR#5/A#30, page 107, regarding how the cumulative
effects information will be used, how it will be accessed, who can access the
information, and where it can be accessed? Also, the mechanism for the cooperative
management between the DCLUPC and the Regulatory Authorities, and the related
timeframe, should be defined.

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

37. The link between the various values evaluated, and the Land Use Zones mapped in
Map 19 is not clear. For example, Map 12 shows a caribou home range estimated from
collar data, located south, west and north of Enterprise – yet on Map 19, much of this
area is mapped as General Land Use. Further explanation of the decision process
surrounding zone delineation would add clarity. In addition, the Enbridge pipeline rightof-way is not indicated on the map.
38. CAPP suggests that Maps 60, 61, 62 and 63, project all disturbances with no
consideration to age and subsequent regeneration vegetation, or mitigation measures
(e.g., hand cut drainage crossings), and therefore likely over-estimates the amount of
disturbance.

9/9/05

CAPP

39. Appendix 12 relates to the comments on the Working Draft and the DLUPC
Responses. On page 321, the Committee indicates that they invite industry to provide
specific details about their requirements so that they can try to address them. Will there
be an on-going process for this beyond the draft consultation? If so, what is the
mechanism and timeline for this, and for consideration of changes for the 5 year
review?

9/9/05

CAPP

40. On page 321, the statement “Development beyond regional capacity does not result
in sufficient northern benefits” is not clear. Could you please clarify?

9/9/05

CAPP

1. Table 5, page 22 refers to annual harvest of major species in three communities.
Has the degree to which harvesting contributes to the cumulative effects to woodland
caribou (a listed Species At Risk Act species) been considered?

9/9/05

CAPP

2. Section 3.8.4, page 72, states that “Land Use Plans are an ideal vehicle for
implementing cumulative effects thresholds because they require a vision to guide
future development, and they consider and integrate social, cultural, economic and
environmental considerations within an open, inclusive forum through extensive
consultations.” It appears that the primary basis for Land Use Plan is the thresholds
that were developed for the Deh Cho through Cumulative Effects Indicators and

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
Chapter 2 of the Plan and Chapters 4 and 6 of the
Background Report describe how the cumulative effects
information will be used. Data sharing, maintenance and
cooperation between the Committee and others will be
determined after the Plan has been submitted for approval,
but before approval. All data collected by the Committee
firsthand will be made available to the public. The general
mechanism for conformity determinations is provided in
Figures 1 and 2 of the Revised Plan.
The collar data was only added recently after zone
delineation. It is provided as an information update only.
Home ranges include all types of habitat values (from low to
critical) and cannot readily be incorporated into the existing
dataset. The Enbridge pipeline right-of-way will be included
on maps as appropriate.
The DLUPC is using the best available data. The committee
will be considering ways to address possible variations in the
level of disturbance in subsequent revisions. We invite
further discussion into how exactly we might determine, with
existing data, where regeneration has occurred.
The DLUPC has an open door policy. Please feel free to
provide suggestions or comments for us at any time, not only
during formal consultation periods. We will address your
comments at the next possible juncture in our process.
Detailed plans for the 5-year review are not yet in place.
However, they would include regular consultations with
industry on possible revisions, similar to the Plan
development process.
The Dehcho has limited capacity with respect to labour,
contracting and services. Once the capacity is reached,
additional developments occurring simultaneously do not
offer the same level of benefits as those able to secure
northern labour and services. While this will not preclude
development from occurring, it is a consideration for
communities in evaluating the benefits of development.
Not at this time. However, the Revised Draft will include an
Action for more studies on wildlife harvest levels. This is also
a consideration in woodland caribou recovery planning under
the Species at Risk Act which is in progress in the NWT.
Cumulative Effects management is not the primary basis for
land use planning in the Dehcho. Please refer to the IMA or
the Revised Draft Plan for a full discussion of the purpose of
land use planning. Cumulative effects are only one term in a
plan that accomplishes a lot more than that. The sentence
referenced identifies the Plan as a good vehicle for

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

Thresholds. It is not clear what other factors were considered, or how these other
factors were considered.

implementation cumulative effects, as opposed to other
vehicles such as the EA process, or legislative means.

3. Section 4.8, page 82, refers to research and recommendations made by Salmo
Consulting on Cumulative Effects Indicators and Thresholds. As questions have been
raised as to the applicability of some of the references and the approach used by Salmo
et al. (2004), is it perhaps premature to base the Plan almost entirely on the findings of
this report, particularly as the Deh Cho Boreal Caribou Committee has not yet been
established?
4. Section 4.8, page 83, introduces tiered thresholds. Has there been enough relevant
scientific research completed in the NWT to support the Cautionary Threshold, the
Target Threshold, and the Critical Threshold values that are the basis for the DCLUP?
Has their applicability to the Deh Cho area been investigated? Much of the work
appears to arise from previous work done in the Yukon, Alberta and British Columbia.
Have the thresholds been proven with refereed scientific acceptance?

We will consider new information if it is presented to us.
However, as per the precautionary principle, we will not delay
action indefinitely while more studies are done. We will
make decisions based on sound principles and the best
information available.

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

5. Section 4.8, page 83, states that “Implementation of the Cumulative Effects Terms
relies on a database of human disturbance assembled by the Committee and new data
to be supplied by each Developer with their applications as required by other Terms in
the Plan.” However, there is no provision for closure of disturbance (e.g., re-growth of
cut lines). As many of the disturbances have not been re-disturbed for many years, it
would appear that the approach used in the Plan would over-estimate the amount of
disturbance on the landscape.

9/9/05

CAPP

6. Section 4.8, page 83, notes that cumulative effects software (e.g., ALCES) requires
accurate vegetation classification data, which is not currently available in the Deh Cho
territory. It would appear that it would be prudent to have more complete data prior to
implementation of the DCLUP. Predictions made using this software could affect
planned activities, or areas where activities could take place, and would be based on
inaccurate or incomplete data. This would also have an affect on wildlife habitat
assessment being used to identify sensitive habitat types (e.g., woodland caribou
habitat).

252

9/9/05

Research is ongoing as to the relationship between caribou
and development. Many of the studies referenced are from
the boreal forest in northern Alberta and BC. There are
similar environmental conditions between these areas and
similar species. Again, we are using the best information
available. The Revised Draft provides a list of actions aimed
at filling data and research requirements to generate further
research in this area and assist in further revisions to these
terms in the future. Tiered thresholds have been deleted for
now, with only the critical threshold maintained in the
Revised Draft.
The Term has been revised to accept better data as it
becomes available. We are interested in hearing proposals
to make the existing databases more accurate. Preliminary
analysis suggests that removing historic lines from the
database also removes a portion of existing disturbance as
some lines are reused. Picking a set period required for
regeneration (e.g. 10 or 20 years) may not be appropriate as
regeneration is site specific. Furthermore, regrowth is not
always consistent with the surrounding vegetation and may
still pose a disturbance to wildlife.
The Committee is not currently using ALCES, nor does it
have any immediate plans to do so. ALCES type analysis is
a predictive tool to determine long-term cumulative effects of
proposed land uses. We are currently focusing only on
actual disturbances. We do not anticipate running ALCES
until much later when all the required data is available and
the basic cumulative effects framework is accepted and
established in the Dehcho.
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9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

Comment
7. Section 4.8.1, page 84, discusses corridor/road densities as one of the indicators. As
discussed above, it appears the Plan considers all linear disturbances (e.g., roads,
trails, utility corridors, pipeline rights-of-way and seismic lines) as having the same
impacts. However, active roads and cutlines that have not been used for years have
considerably different disturbance potential. This differentiation would appear to be
critical in cumulative effects assessment. Further, although there is discussion in the
Salmo et al. (2003) report related to the importance of preclusion of access, this is not
considered in the Plan. In fact, Salmo et al. (2003) note that an area could be
considered reclaimed, if it could be proven that access was controlled. This approach
to reclamation/closure is not addressed in the DCLUP.
8. Section 4.8.2, page 84 discusses habitat availability as an indicator. Please provide
information on the issue of species differences, as related to habitat preference, and
how this was balanced throughout the region. For example, if you maximize habitat for
moose (early succession species), this would likely affect woodland caribou habitat
potential, and predator species.
9. Section 4.8.5, page 85, refers to stream crossing density of access corridors as an
indicator. However, not all these corridors actually cross the streams. Seismic
operations typically leave a buffer along streams, with minimal hand cutting only. If the
seismic lines are evaluated without this consideration, the amount of disturbance to
stream bank habitat will be greatly over-exaggerated.
10. Section 4.8.6, page 85, refers to analysis parameters, with human disturbance
digitized from 5 m resolution IRS satellite imagery and anything viewed at a scale of
1:10,000 captured on the data set. Cutlines and disturbances that are growing back to
the original natural vegetation will not be visible on the updated imagery and so will not
factor into the thresholds. Is there an age at which this is considered to occur? Could it
be assumed from this that if a disturbance supports natural vegetation that it can be
removed from consideration of cumulative effects? Further, it is stated that “avoidance
is generally related to activity levels rather than the features themselves”. However, no
process appears to be place to address projects that can show that access has been
restricted.
11. Section 5.4.3, page 107 refers to cumulative effects management, and the use of
the thresholds - “Once the thresholds have been reached, Developers may: employ
technologies or mitigation methods that do not lead to an increase in cumulative effects,
or with the approval of Regulatory Authorities, reclaim other lands of similar ecological
value, equivalent to the amount of land to be disturbed by their proposal such that the
threshold will not be exceeded by the proposed development.” Are there criteria for
appropriate reclamation as proposed?
1. On page iv, Salmo et al. (2004) state that total corridor density, including all cutlines,
roads, and pipelines wider than 3m, is the candidate indicator for caribou. However, in
the DCLUP, corridor/road density consider linear disturbance of 1.5m width. The
reason for this difference is not clear.

DLUPC Response / Revision
The CEAM Terms have been revised to address the differing
impacts of roads and other linear corridors (through different
zone of influence buffers) and address reclamation.

For the first Draft we were focusing on woodland caribou as
the most sensitive species, though other species were
mentioned. The terms have been revised to remove other
species that are not in need of special management through
cumulative effects thresholds at this time.
Historically this is not the case. However, we recognize that
buffers are now in place and used and any historic effects on
a stream would no longer be detectable. The term has been
revised to remove seismic lines from analysis of stream
crossing density.
See response to Q. 5 and revisions to the CEAM term in
Chapter 2 (CR #25) of the Revised Plan.

Reclamation criteria have not yet been defined but they will
need to be in order to address the issue of regrowth of
historic lines and future lines. Please recommend standards
or criteria as appropriate. Given the goal of minimizing
disturbance to habitat, it would have to be reclaimed to the
extent that it no longer poses a disturbance to wildlife. An
Action has been included to conduct research on regrowth of
disturbed areas in the Dehcho region.
In the NWT, any linear corridor being developed that is wider
than 1.5 m requires a Type B land use permit from the
MVLWB. Anything 1.5 m or narrower does not need a
permit. The width target was set to be consistent with the
trigger for a permit. This is also the minimum width
described for meandering, low and minimal impact seismic.
The Committee seeks clarification on why 3 m wide seismic

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP

9/9/05

CAPP
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2. On page v, Salmo et al. (2004) indicate that road density is the best known and most
widely used land use indicator. However, a switch is made to “total corridor density”
with no consideration for preclusion of access. The reason for this transition is not
clear. It would appear to be important to differentiate different corridor types, and their
potential disturbances (e.g., related to intensity of human/vehicle use).
3. In Section 3.1.4, page 27, Salmo et al. (2004) indicate that IRS imagery was used to
delineate anthropogenic features for the DCLUP – unfortunately, no width estimates
were generated for linear features, and estimated width of features will have to be
assumed. This appears to conflict with the science-based approach reported for the
cumulative effects assessment.

4. In Section 6.3.1.2, page 69, Salmo et al. (2004) state that ‘In north-central Alberta,
predation rates for caribou were higher in proximity to linear corridors (Stuart-Smith et
al. 1997; James and Stuart-Smith 2000). In the west-central Alberta foothills, however,
non-forested clearings and linear corridors were least preferred by wolves (Kuzyk
2002).” These are conflicting statements, but no clarification is provided.
5. In Section 6.3.1.2, page 69, Salmo et al. (2004) state that “No specific relationships
have been developed to relate linear corridor density to woodland caribou habitat
effectiveness.” This would indicate that the threshold is not science based. If this is the
case, how can the DCLUP be so definitive on the threshold?

6. In Section 6.3.1.2, page 70, Salmo et al. (2004) state that “A key uncertainty is how
line width and age influences caribou and predator response…As noted previously,
Dyer (1999) found that boreal-ecotype caribou used areas adjacent to conventional
width seismic lines (5-9 m) less than expected in all seasons. Dyer et al. (2002) found
that these seismic lines were not barriers to movement, as boreal caribou crossed as
often as expected during all seasons.” and “Oberg (2001) found that mountain-ecotype
caribou used areas near seismic lines as frequently as expected.” This seems to
indicate that caribou would continue to use the habitat adjacent to seismic lines. This
concern relates to the buffer zones proposed and the impacts of linear disturbances.
Further, there are other issues (e.g., line-of-sight) that could have a significant effect on
habitat effectiveness.
7. In Section 7.4, page 90, Salmo et al. (2004) discuss road density as it relates to
habitat effectiveness, and discuss how it is the activity levels, rather than the roads
themselves, that are affecting wildlife response. They state “the impact of cutlines and
utility corridors (pipeline and powerline rights-of-way) may be lower, since these
features receive less human use, especially in lightly populated regions like the Deh
Cho Plan area.” Yet, corridor density as an indicator considers all corridors equally.
8. Some of the data used to support the development of the thresholds is difficult to
obtain and therefore evaluate. For example: Francis, S., R. Anderson, and S. Dyer.

DLUPC Response / Revision
might be used.
There are very few roads in the Dehcho. Seismic lines are
by far the most abundant linear feature in the region. As
woodland caribou, the focal species, is sensitive to seismic
lines, the Salmo report recommended corridor density as the
most appropriate indicator.
Science regularly makes assumptions and sets averages.
The width of linear features used in our analysis is based on
knowledge of historic linear feature widths used in the region
and first hand experience with development applications in
the Dehcho region. Furthermore, these have been spotchecked against the IRS imagery we have using basic
enquiry techniques.
Given that they are different study sites, it is not surprising
the results are different. Site specific factors that cannot be
controlled often play a major role in results observed. This is
a common challenge in field studies.
There may not be a relationship between linear density and
habitat effectiveness, but there is one defined between linear
density and reduced use. This is what we are using. We
have asked our planning partners to submit alternatives with
supporting data and rationale and we will consider those.
Adaptive management means starting somewhere,
monitoring and revising as required to achieve the stated
goals.
Further discussions in Salmo’s report suggests the
differences between these two studies could have been due
to reduced line of sight in Oberg’s study. Please note that
there is a difference between use of an area and an area
acting as a barrier. The Revised Plan has reduced the buffer
around seismic lines to 100 m. Low impact seismic that is
1.5 m and meandering would be excluded from cumulative
effects calculations.

Have quantitative relationships been defined between traffic
levels and habitat avoidance yet? If so, what are they?
Please recommend how the Committee could address traffic
levels across various linear features, in light of available data
for the region.
Shaun Francis, the primary author works with the Yukon
Land Use Planning Council. Their website is

Date
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Comment
2002. Development of a threshold approach for assessing industrial impacts on
woodland caribou in Yukon. Presentation provided at the Assessment and
Management of Cumulative Effects Workshop, Whitehorse, Yukon, March 25-26, 2002.
Plan Implementation Prior to a Deh Cho Final Agreement:
DIAND views the
completed Plan, in advance of a Deh Cho Final Agreement, as a document that will be
a guide to its activities in the Deh Cho and will continue to consider means of
implementing the Plan in this context.
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9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Plan Implementation Prior to a Deh Cho Final Agreement: The Draft Plan remains quite
prescriptive particularly in the areas of air and water quality guidelines and mine site
reclamation and security. Action 18 (mine reclamation) is in conflict with existing
legislation. Recommend removing Appendix 10 and references to it, otherwise the
Department will not be able to recommend to our Ministers that he favourably consider
this aspect of the Plan.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Consider language around land ownership i.e. on page 153, first sentence, the
statement that the “Acho Dene Koe First Nation has been actively developing their oil
and gas resources and would like to continue to do so.” Until a Final Agreement is
concluded, this language should be revised to reflect current ownership frameworks.
Size and Extent of the Conservation Zones: Plan is not sufficiently balanced and
represents an increase in conservation from the interim land withdrawal negotiations.
DIAND requests the Committee reduce the extent of protected lands in respect to the
Kakisa and Tathlina Lakes area, Trout Lake area, Wrigley area, and around Nahanni
National Park Reserve.

9/9/05

DIAND

Conservation, Special Management and General Use Zones in Relation to Mining and
Oil & Gas Management: The Plan is weighted towards conservation, with little emphasis
on how or why development would actually proceed in open areas. Demonstrated high
mineral potential is in CZ while many areas in GUZ have low potential.

DLUPC Response / Revision
www.planyukon.ca. You should be able to get a copy of the
presentation from them.
DIAND has made a significant leap forward in regards to it's
position on implementation since the Working Draft.
However, participants in this $4 million process expect the
Plan to be used and implemented. DIAND may face public
opposition if the Plan is not fully implemented. We are
committed to working with DIAND to ensure the Plan is fully
implementable.
Partially Accepted: The Air Quality Term has been revised to
a recommendation and a new Action developed directing the
government to resolve this issue. The Water Quality Term
has been revised to provide more flexibility. The Mine
Reclamation Term has been revised to provide clarity around
expectations for reclamation planning and security.
Appendix 10 has been deleted.
Accepted: The wording has been revised wherever
appropriate to use more neutral phrasing.

Partially Accepted: The Committee is revisiting zoning with
some communities with a goal of identifying where some
additional lands can be opened for development.
Conservation Zones were defined based on community
priorities, PAS initiatives, a federal park expansion process
and avoiding high potential areas where development should
proceed. High potential areas for development were in some
cases carved out of Conservation Zones to allow for those
opportunities. PAS and National Park establishment
processes both include detailed studies which may lead to
boundary revisions in the future. The Plan will be amended
to reflect those future decisions. Changing designations in
these areas now could lead to land use conflicts if two
processes allow different activities for the same lands.
While some mineral potential areas fall within Zone 6, the
Committee received numerous submissions directing this
change, including DFN and Parks Canada, raising this as a
major issue for them. To zone this area otherwise is to
provide conflicting direction in an area being studied for
National Park status. Areas having lower potential were not
closed to development so as not to foreclose any exploration
opportunities that might lead to the next big discovery. With
respect to oil and gas, zones were developed to allow for
development in high priority areas.

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

Conservation, Special Management and General Use Zones in Relation to Mining and
Oil & Gas Management: Many GUZ or SMZ, are "islands" within Conservation Zones
with no access routes to existing transportation routes identified by permissive zoning.
Although 5.3.6 (page 95) includes access across Conservation Zones, recommend
identifying logical access corridors in advance to provide more certainty for potential
investors.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Conservation, Special Management and General Use Zones in Relation to Mining and
Oil & Gas Management: Modify flow chart of Figure 9 (Page 170) to reflect the first step
after receipt of application is that the Regulatory Authority has to check to determine if
the application is related to a right exempt from the plan.
Conservation, Special Management and General Use Zones in Relation to Mining and
Oil & Gas Management: The exemption of existing rights from the zoning requirements
is not at all well highlighted on the maps. Clearly show exempted rights, logical access
corridors similar to the pipeline corridor and a reasonable “buffer zone” around the right
to allow for development. Mineral Development Division staff available to work
constructively with the Committee and industry to do this. DIAND cannot support the
Plan being forwarded to INAC Minister for favourable consideration until these issues
are resolved.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones [pages 122-143]: Oil and gas includes low impact
activities not requiring land use permits or petroleum exploration licences. Include
reference indicating that seismic can be conducted in such a way as to minimize habitat
fragmentation.
Regional surveys such as geochemistry and geophysical [low-impact seismic] would not
be calculated in cumulative effects accounts. These activities should not be excluded
from the edge areas [up to 1-2 Km within the CZ] of some Conservation Zones to help
assess resources in the adjacent GUZ and SMZ.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND
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Date

Comment

“Non-exclusive survey” and Section 43 on Geophysical Operations of the IMA [pages 4
and 10 respectively]: Non-exclusive seismic operations would be permitted across
certain parts of withdrawn areas and should be reflected in the wording and provisions
of the Plan.
3.4 Cumulative Effects Analysis and Management - Thresholds and Limits of
Acceptable Change: Plan should set out the overall framework for the cumulative
effects thresholds only, leaving the details - the quantifying and application of the
detailed limits, up to others to develop and implement over time. This would allow time
for implications for Regulatory Authorities and other parties to be addressed.
Thresholds and Limits of Acceptable Change: The Draft Plan limits the definition of
thresholds to biophysical indicators as opposed to a full suite of indicators as proposed
by Salmo [pg. 83]. Formal evaluations of indicators and thresholds with input from all
affected groups are required to define limits of acceptable change. DIAND
recommends the Committee conduct Phase 2 analysis and consider social indicators.
This could be a recomendation in the Plan.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Not Accepted: Given that we don't know where resources will
be developed, it is premature to plan access routes. This
could limit industry's choices later. DIAND is welcome to do
such an analysis with industry and submit recommendations
for our consideration. The Committee does not have the
time, funding or resources available to undertake such work
at this time.
Accepted.

Partially Accepted: The Existing Dispositions section under
permitted uses has been revised to provide flexibility in
location of resource development infrastructure but the Plan
does not provide buffers to existing dispositions. The Land
Use Zone map clearly identifies that existing dispositions are
exempt from the Zoning and Terms of the Plan.

Partially Accepted: If there is no land use permit required, it's
not affected by the Plan. This has been clarified in the
Revised Plan where appropriate.
Not Accepted: A number of the Conservation Zones are very
narrow. A 1-2 km seismic use area on all sides would in
some cases cover the entire zone. See for example Zones
2, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12 and 18. It is also inconsistent with the intent
of the Zones.
Accepted: A new Term references S. 43 of the IMA in the
Plan and the map has been included in the Plan.

The Committee intends to maintain cumulative effects as part
of the Plan but will consider revisions to it's indicators and
thresholds in consultation with planning partners.

The Committee has been asking the planning partners for
input on cumulative effects indicators and thresholds for over
a year and has received little to date. The Committee chose
indicators for which data is available to assess and monitor
changes. Many of the biophysical and social indicators
proposed in Salmo's report cannot currently be measured.
Phase 2 analysis also requires data that is not currently
available. It is inappropriate to select indicators that cannot

Date

Organization
or Name

Comment

DIAND

Role and Scope - The model [as described in Section 4.8 Cumulative Effects Analysis pages 82-86] is fairly complex and contains multiple threshold criteria for a number of
VECs. It is therefore difficult to fully understand, and decisions based on estimates of
effects relative to thresholds could be poorly predictable and problematic for effective
regulation

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

DIAND is recommending that a focussed workshop be held in the near future to get a
better handle on the biophysical indicators and to frame the questions for the Phase 2
work required to follow up on the effort by Salmo et al. One of the outcomes could be a
description of resources required to implement cumulative effects management of this
type.
Conformity Determinations: Concerned with 30-day review period for the DCLUPC/RA
to determine conformity (Section 6.2.3 [pg. 169-171, Figures 9 & 10], Lengthy timelines
and complexity are a recognized disincentive of the northern operating environment.
Revise to be consistent with terminology of MVRMA, and to clarify how the MVLWB and
Dehcho Land Use Plan processes will interact.
Executive Summary - page iii-v: Paragraph on Chapter 6, page iv, third sentences - the
list “of the five key land uses” is incomplete as the Conservation Zones, the Special
Management Zones and the Special Infrastructure are all forms of land use as well.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND
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9/9/05

Definitions - Development - page xvii: This definition appears to include any scientific
research requiring permits which would be excluded from the Conservation Zones.
Clarify that scientific research should not be excluded from CZs.
Definitions - Environment - page xix: Insert “including people” after the word
“organisms”.
Definitions - Oil and Gas - page xx: To be consistent with the IMA, the definition should
be “Oil and Gas Operations”, not oil and gas, and the term “geophysical operations” is
limiting. Change the term and in the first sentence, replace “geophysical operations”
with “Non-exclusive [geophysical] survey” as used in the IMA.
Section 2.2 Communities and Economy - pages 16-22
Comment: [Issue not previously addressed]
The most fundamental use of wildlife in the NWT is as food. Harvest statistics /
quantified economic values are not routinely available [pg. 21]. The plan identifies this
data gap, yet makes no recommendation to address it. Salmo suggests subsistence
activity as a social indicator as it reflects current conditions and values [pg. 101].
Suggestion: Include a recommendation in the plan that addresses this data gap.
Section 2.3.10 Oil and Gas - pages 46-47; Section 6.4.2 Land Use Comparisons Oil
and Gas - page 183; Section 6.4.6 Economic Development Assessment - pages 203204. Representation of oil and gas potential - language quite definitive. Gives
erroneous impression that the resource is quantified and assured. Review language to
indicate that high potential areas only became recognized as such through exploration,
and that numbers presented are probabilistic estimates, not certainties. Include a

DLUPC Response / Revision
be assessed or managed. A list of actions related to
cumulative effects needs is included in the Revised Plan.
We are willing to work with our planning partners to define
workable indicators and thresholds based on the best
available data. The thresholds have been simplified for
better clarity. Adaptive management will be a key feature in
revisions to this term to allow changes to be made efficiently
should our thresholds not achieve the desired goals.
The Committee lacks the necessary time and capacity to
commit to such a workshop at this time. We will reconsider
this in the future.

Our proposed conformity checks are integrated within
existing processes and timeframes and add no further
delays. This has been clarified in the text.

Partially Accepted: Zones are not land uses, but rather a
way of categorizing which land uses are permitted.
However, other land uses are discussed in the Plan - access,
transportation, infrastructure, hydro development, etc and
these will be added.
Accepted

Accepted
Accepted

Accepted -see new Action # 1 in the Revised Plan.

Accepted

258

Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Comment
statement which would show the probability and spread with the selected estimate.
Section 3.3.4 Oil and Gas - pages 56-57: Applicable legislation is incomplete (first
sentence). No mention of MVRMA, although the MVLWB is established by the Act.
Also, incomplete description of oil and gas policy. Clarify and expand the first sentence
accordingly. Include reference to the policy base as follows: “Oil and gas in the
Northwest Territories is managed under two federal acts, the Canada Petroleum
Resources Act and the Canada Oil and Gas Operations Act. These acts flow from
federal policy stated in ‘Canada’s Energy Frontiers – a framework for investment and
jobs’ [1985]. The two petroleum acts form the existing legislative base under which oil
and gas is conducted in the Northwest Territories.”
Section 3.3.4 Oil and Gas - pages 56-57: In the fifth sentence regarding the Canada
Petroleum Resources Act [CPRA], the wording is incorrect and incomplete.
Edit the sentence to read: “The CPRA regulates oil and gas rights, interests and
royalties.”
Section 3.3.4 Oil and Gas - pages 56-57: Insert the following sentence before the fifth
sentence: “Under the Canada Oil and Gas Operations Act [COGOA], the DIAND
Minister may require the proponent of any ‘work, activity or development plan’ to submit
for approval a benefits plan containing provisions for training and employment
opportunities for northerners and other Canadians and for northern businesses and
other Canadian businesses to have a full and fair opportunity to supply goods and
services on competitive basis.”
Section 3.3.4 Oil and Gas - pages 56-57: In the statement of the second bullet on page
57, the wording is incorrect. There is nothing in the 5 steps of the Citizen’s Guide
[March 2003 edition] referenced earlier in the paragraph that provides a basis for the
wording in the final part of the bullet. i.e., to determine if and where lands can be
opened to exploration.” End the sentence after “first nations.” Following the five bullets,
for greater certainty, mention could be made of Section 41 of the IMA which, in part,
reads: “Canada will not initiate any new issuance cycle for oil and gas exploration
licences under the CPRA without the support of the affected Deh Cho First Nations.”
Section 3.3.5 Mining - page 57: Issuance of mineral rights is regulated by DIAND
through the Canada Mining Regulations. The current wording states that “Mining is
primarily regulated through the CMRs.... .” This implies activities associated with
mineral right are regulated by CMRs when, in fact, they are not. The MVLUR authorize
activities that exceed thresholds outlined in that Regulation. This Section wouldn't
include Coal Rights as they are issued under the Territorial Coal Regulations. Reword
the first sentence to read: “The issuance of Mineral Rights is regulated by DIAND
through the Canada Mining Regulations under the Territorial Lands Act.”
Section 3.3.5 Mining - page 57: In the third sentence, the reference to “prospecting
license” should be “Prospector's Licence” as described in the CMRs.
Section 3.3.5 Mining - page 57: Include a reference to the Territorial Coal Regulations in
this Section, and perhaps to the revised definition of Mining on page xix, which now
includes “coal deposits”.
Section 3.4 Regulatory Authorities - page 60: Several references throughout the
previous Section 3.3 Regulatory Framework - pages 54-60 are made to the MVEIRB as
a Regulatory Authority, yet the list on page 60 does not include it.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted
Accepted

The MVEIRB is not an RA and is not referenced as such.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

Section 3.7 The Policy Framework - page 62: Expand the last sentence of this
paragraph to read as follows: “The Plan complements existing government policy to
provide consistent direction for resource management in the Dehcho territory, or
recommends changes to existing government policy where required, when the status
quo is insufficient.”
Section 3.7.3 Oil and Gas - page 65: Regarding the description of the Interim Resource
Development Agreement [IRDA] terms in the first sentence, it is the understanding of
the Department that the equivalent share to the Deh Cho royalties from the Mackenzie
Valley is not expressly linked to rights issuance in the Deh Cho and has in fact been
flowing to the Deh Cho First Nations. The commitment in the IRDA was not to
“negotiate” parcels and terms and conditions as stated. DIAND therefore suggests that
the Committee accurately reflect the terms of the IRDA in regard to consultation on
rights issuance as per Section 14 of the IRDA and royalty sharing in Sections 1-11 of
the IRDA.
Section 3.7.3 Oil and Gas - page 65: In the second sentence, the wording is incorrect
since the Crown does not share royalties with others. Reword the sentence to reflect
the actual provision for “resource royalties” as per page 4 of the IRDA. The following
revised wording would be consistent with that provision: “In return, DFN would receive a
payment from Canada equivalent to a percentage share of the federal royalties
collected from the Mackenzie Valley in the previous year.”
Section 3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy - pages 69-70: Quotation marks do not
make sense (1st & 2nd sentences of 1st paragraph pg 69).

Accepted

Section 3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy - pages 69-70: In the first sentence of the
first paragraph on page 70, while what is written is correct, other assessments, such as
renewable resource and socio-economic assessments may also be undertaken for
candidate protected areas, and the term “cultural assessment” is no longer used.
Consider re-wording: “During the land withdrawal, a number of assessments and
studies are carried out, including the ecological and non-renewable resource values;
renewable resource and socio-economic assessments; and cultural values studies.”
Section 3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy - pages 69-70: The second paragraph on
page 70 could be clarified. Add a sentence at the beginning of this paragraph stating:
“Currently there are 3 prospective protected areas in the Dehcho.” The second
sentence would then begin: “Edehzhie is being..... .”
Section 3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy - pages 69-70: In the third paragraph on
page 70, the second last sentence is somewhat misleading - it is true for the Dehcho,
but not necessarily in the NWT in general. Add the words “In the Dehcho” at the
beginning of the sentence: “In the Dehcho, Land Use Planning complements.. .”
Section 3.8.1 NWT Protected Areas Strategy - pages 69-70: The DIAND Comparison of
Protected Areas Strategy and Conservation Zones table in Appendix 5 was for
reference purposes only during the planning process. If the PAS Steering Committee
and Secretariat were to work with the Dehcho Land Use Planning Committee to develop
this tool further, DIAND would still prefer that it not be included in the Plan. Delete
Appendix 5 and all references to it in the Plan, including the one in the fourth paragraph
on page 70.

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted: Appendix 5 has been deleted as proposed but we
have included one quote from this document. Further
clarification has been provided to address the many
questions we continue to receive about how the Plan and
PAS initiatives relate to each other.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Comment
6.4.5 Cumulative Effects Assessment on pages 192-198. For the reader interested in
the cross-linkages between Chapters dealing with the same topic area, in this case
“cumulative effects”, it would be very helpful if an index could be included in the second
Draft Plan covering major topic areas such as this one [i.e., not a listing for every word
in the Definitions list].
Section 5.1 Vision and Goals - pages 92-93: The scope of the definition of “Terms” is
first introduced at the top of page 93 under Section 5.1.2 Goals, [Conformity
Requirements, Actions and Recommendations] without saying so, and the word “Terms”
does not appear until the bottom of page 96 under Section 5.4 Regional Land Uses,
where it is fully explained and the abbreviations [CR], [A] and [R] are first introduced.
Given the importance of this concept throughout the entire Plan, not only should the
latter portion of Section 5.1.2 Goals be expanded, prior to the first usage of the
abbreviations such as CR #1 / A #1 in the immediately following Section 5.2 Zoning, the
abbreviations should also appear after the definitions of Conformity Requirements on
page 96 and for Actions and Recommendations at the top of page 97, so that all further
references to these abbreviations are clearly understood.
5.3.2 Existing Dispositions, Rights and Interests -pg 93: Needs some recognition in this
section that contaminated site remediation will be dealt with as a non-conforming use
and not included with activities termed "development". Otherwise, in the CZs where
development is prohibited, remediation of contaminated sites would be excluded.
Section 5.4 Regional Land Use Issues [Terms] - Plant Gathering Areas - page 100;
Revegetation - page 103: In the Plan, the Committee has changed the term on native
plants in response to a comment from the MVLWB. There is an IR right now in the
Canadian Zinc Surface Drilling EA concerning native seed mixes. The following is
some suggested wording on this topic: "With respect to the availability of native seed
mixes for ecozones in the Dehcho, the Committee may wish to review the responses to
Information Request Number: IR0405-002-9, concerning the availability of an
appropriate native seed mix for the Taiga Cordillera Ecozone. These responses are
available on the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board's public registry
for EA0405-002, Canadian Zinc Phase III Drilling."
Section 5.4.2 Traditional Land Use and Occupancy - Action #5 on Protection of
Significant Cultural and Traditional Use Sites - page 100; Action #32 on Seasonal
Restrictions - page 100 [see also pages 16 & 20 herein]: At the end of each Action
statement, add the following: “This will not be required for minor project applications that
require a Type B land use permit or water licence according to MVLURs or uses not
requiring any land use permits or water licences.”
Action #6 on Consultation / Action #7 on Plant Gathering Areas - page 100: These
appear to be a functions of the MVLWB/MVEIRB and as such may not be appropriate in
the Plan, since the Committee doesn’t have a regulatory function. If Action #6 is
retained, add the following statement to it: “This will not be required for minor project
applications that require only a Type ‘B’ land use permit or water licence according to
MVLURs or uses not requiring any land use permits or water licences.”

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted - a description of relevant sections and locations
for EDA and CEAM has been added to the Executive
Summary.

Accepted. Terms and Zoning are now more clearly
explained individually and in relation to each other at the
front of the Plan.

Accepted: Added a new term making contaminated site
cleanup a permitted use in any zone (CR #7).

An endnote has been added to the term referencing this
recent finding.

Partially Accepted: These terms should be applicable to both
Type A and B permits and licenses but the term will be
amended to reflect that the amount of effort is commensurate
with scale of the activity (and will be determined by the
appropriate Regulatory Authority). The seasonal restrictions
term already provides flexibility for the developer to
demonstrate no impacts to wildlife.
Not accepted: Consultation is required for all projects.
However, the term has been revised to differentiate between
Crown and developer responsibilities.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

Action #9 on Visual Quality - page 100: This is a rather nebulous Action item. What
criteria will be used to judge the “visual impacts” of a development, following the
definition of “Viewshed” on page xx?

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Action #10 on Use of Guides and Monitors - page 101: There is no existing legislation
requiring developers to notify First Nations of the location of their activities before arrival
on site. As such, this is outside the scope of the Plan.
Section 5.4.3 Sustainable Development - pages 101-112: Water Monitoring /
Management - page 102Regarding the references to the CCME Freshwater Aquatic
Guidelines in Actions #15 and #16, the NWT Waters Act and Regulations already
addresses the intent of these Actions, not through a set standard, but on a case-bycase basis. The more stringent CCME Guidelines would be very difficult to follow
because sometimes the background natural water quality levels can exceed the CCME
requirements, and it depends on the specific location of where in the hydrological
system the water intake or project end-of-pipe is situated. Therefore it is not always
practical to follow this blanket CCME requirement. Delete the references to the CCME
Guidelines in these two Actions and replace it with appropriate wording referring to the
application of the NWT Waters Act and Regulations by the Regulatory Authorities.
Tourism Fishing Lodges - page 105: Regarding Action #26, a Tourism Licence must
first be issued by the GNWT before DIAND can issue a Surface Land Lease for a
fishing lodge. Consider expanding the scope of this Action to indicate how the
Regulatory Authorities will have to work cooperatively to implement it.
Digital Pre- and Post-Operation Mapping – page 106: The Lands Division (DIAND)
doesn’t normally have access to the type of data addressed in Action #29. It is not a
requirement now - a sketch only, as prepared by IMAG for Lands, is used for
consultation purposes. May be more appropriate and practical for major projects only those being assessed through EA. The Committee may want to expand/clarify how the
Regulatory Authorities could best carry out the intent of this Action. May not be a
reasonable expectation that smaller developers provide it.
Cumulative Effects Management - pages 107-109: Regarding the thresholds for Habitat
Availability on page 109, the formula for the calculation of threshold values would
indicate that thresholds are calculated Dehcho-wide, whereas comments in the text
suggest thresholds would be calculated for each zone, or for each section. If thresholds
will be calculated per zone, question arises regarding enclosed Conservation Zones and
whether these are included in the calculation. If thresholds are to be calculated by
section, clarify whether exceeding a threshold within a single section would result in the
activity within that section being prohibited. Clarify this Section accordingly.

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
This was changed to a recommendation and the wording
was revised to encourage developers to work with
communities to identify acceptable visual impacts from new
land uses. Viewshed analysis is a standard GIS operation
that determines whether or not a site can be seen from
designated areas.
This has been changed to a recommendation for now and an
Recommendation was added for DFN to make this a
negotiation issue.
Partially Accepted: The water quality terms have been
revised to provide more flexibility and recognize potentially
high background levels. The NWT Waters Act and
Regulations are referenced in Chp 3 of the Background
Report

Action 26 (now CR #23) is primarily directed at the GNWT
instructing them not to issue new licenses in this area.

The MVLWB currently requests digital files be submitted with
applications. The term was revised to be directed at the
MVLWB.

Habitat availability has been revised to be calculated for each
zone rather than for the entire Dehcho area.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

Action #32 on Seasonal Restrictions - page 110: Regulation of developer movement
and access is largely the responsibility of the MVLWB and the Wildlife Division (GNWT),
and as such, this Action may not be required. Also, the rationale should be provided for
the 250m limit and references given for the data used in Table 11, the Critical Life Cycle
Periods chart on page 111. The term “suspected significant habitat features” should be
defined [through footnote if necessary] and cross-referenced with maps showing known
breeding/birthing areas.

9/9/05

DIAND

Recommendations #17 & 18 on Money Management - pg 113: These items would be
more appropriately dealt with by the DCFN or by the individual communities. Workshops
on money management are available through many community colleges or online, but it
is not the responsibility of government, either federal or territorial, to provide them, nor is
it the responsibility of small business owners in the Dehcho to provide them.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Recommendation #20 on Separation of Camps and Communities - page 114: Although
the intent of this Recommendation is understood, it is in contravention of the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. In the Executive Summary on page iii, reference is
made to “taking into consideration the values of all Canadians”, and freedom of
movement is one of those values held by all Canadians.
Recommendation #21 on Flexible Shift and Holiday Options - page 114. This is
covered under the Labour Laws of the NWT and should therefore be deleted.

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

Comment

Section 5.5 Land Use Zones - pages 116-159: Concerning oil and gas as a permitted
use within the SMZs, the Plan refers to oil and gas as a permitted use within the GUZs
and selected SMZs. If the Plan were to be in effect, would this mean that affected
DFN's would have agreed to open these lands to oil and gas, or would opening of lands
still be dependent on approval of a specific affected First Nation? This affects assertions
made throughout the document as to how much resource would be open to
development in the Dehcho under the Plan. Clarify the nature of commitment by the
DCFNs in this regard once the Plan is signed.
Concerning this Section [pages 116-159] and Table 14. Resource Potential and
Conservation Values Present in Zones on pages 120-121, the boundaries of Traditional
Use lands of DCFNs may affect the availability of oil and gas lands within the SMZs.
Does the absence of specific boundaries in the Plan imply that oil and gas should be
managed uniformly within each SMZ traversed by a Traditional Use boundary? This
matter affects consideration of the viability of the Plan.Consider adding the Traditional
Use boundaries to the maps in the Plan.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - page 122: In the first paragraph, the last sentence
is misleading - the wording implies that all Conservation Zones are in the PAS process,
which is not the case. Add the word “Some” at the beginning of the sentence: “Some
Conservation Zones.”

DLUPC Response / Revision
Partially Accepted: Similar terms were approved in the
Gwichin and Lancaster Sound Plans. Critical periods were
developed with the GNWT, CWS and other planning
partners. The 250 m setback is supported by use in other
settlement regions, and referenced literature on edge effects
for key wildlife species (see references in the Plan). The
Plan will not include detailed maps because these could
become quickly outdated. The Term specifically states that
developers should access the most currently available data
from ENR, First Nations and other sources.
DFN has been added to list of organizations at which this
Term is directed. Governments and businesses are already
doing this in some cases and this recommendation is just
supporting the trend (e.g. Diamond Mines). This is not a
requirement, just a recommendation. It is in everyone's best
interest to assist with this.
This Term has been revised to provide greater flexibility for
communities and camps to determine what is appropriate.

Not Accepted: As a recommendation the Plan is alerting
businesses to things they can do to attract more workers. It
is not in conflict with the Labour Laws and respects the right
of businesses to set their own contract terms.
As per S. 39, 41 and 50 of the IMA, DFN support for new
development is still required. In doing mapping for the land
use plan, communities have identified lands where they will
consider development, but they will not give a blanket
approval without knowledge of the details of any project
proposals. See S. 1.2, item #3 in the Revised Plan.

Not Accepted: Community traditional use boundaries are an
unresolved issue and are considered traditional knowledge
by the communities. Affected First Nations should be
determined as per S. 69 of the IMA.

Accepted

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND
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Date

Comment
Zone 1: Pehdzeh Ki Deh - page 122: In the third sentence of the second paragraph
under Zone Description and Objectives, it is understood what is meant, but there is no
such thing as “protected areas legislation”. The same comment applies to Zone 4:
Edehzhie on page 126 and to Zone 5: Sambaa K’e / Redknife River on page 128.
These three references should be re-worded to accurately reflect the existing situation
with the use of legislation and the intent here regarding management.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Maps on pages 123-159: To improve the
understanding of maps at different scales, include scale bars for all zone maps.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 1: Pehdzeh Ki Deh Zone Description and
Objectives - page 122/Map 20 - pg. 123: With reference to “overlap discussions with
the Sahtu”, there are several parcels of Sahtu Settlement Lands [Tulita District] - Sahtu
owned lands within the Dehcho region, which are acknowledged and shown only on
Map 51, page 174. For clarity, it would be useful to have a few lines explaining how the
Sahtu Claim and the Dehcho Land Use Plan interact in the management of these
parcels. They are all within Pehdzeh Ki Deh [Zone 1], so this Section would be a good
place to discuss this, including showing them on Map 20 on page 123. A sentence or
two could also be added to Section 6.4.1 Comparison to existing Third Party
Authorizations, Interests and Dispositions on page 173.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 4: Edehzhie - page 126: In the Development
Values section at the bottom of the page, the first sentence in the paragraph begins by
stating "Potential for oil and gas and mining is mostly low or uncertain with a narrow
section of moderate potential for both along the northeastern edge". The Department
disagrees with this statement, and in fact it is contradicted in the last 2 bullets below that
state: "High potential for petroleum in western Edehzhie, around the lower Willowlake
River" and "moderate potential for petroleum in the rest of Edehzhie". Petroleum is
generally taken to mean oil and gas, therefore these statements are contradictory. The
Committee needs to resolve this contradiction by changing the statements or by adding
more information to explain it.
Under Development Values in the third sentence on page 126, while the delivery date
for the final NRA report is “by the end of the summer 2006", DIAND can’t guarantee this
deadline will absolutely be met. Start the sentence with: “It is anticipated that the final
report...”
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 5: Sambaa K’e/Redknife River - pages 128129 [WS-1, last response on page 297]: Unnecessary revision [expansions] to the
existing boundaries, adds uncertainty, areas overlay good gas potential. This exclusion
could affect the economics of development in area. Provide additional rationale, in
terms of having a significant positive effect on habitat protection, as to exactly why the
boundaries have been expanded. Change southern boundary of this CZ back to the
existing land withdrawal boundary.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 5: Sambaa K’e/Redknife River - pages 128129 [WS-1, last response on page 297]: Qualitative terms are used to characterize oil
and gas potential. Addition of quantitative estimates from the Drummond model would
add precision. As a case in point, Zone 5 contains most of the higher potential grids for
gas east of the Fort Liard area. Add a brief quantitative synopsis of oil and gas potential
to these descriptions where appropriate.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

Accepted
Accepted

The initial statement was an error and has been corrected.
More detail has been provided from the mix of reports
available on resource potential in this zone.

Accepted

We are supporting the PAS proposal of the community, of
which DIAND is a partner. The Plan reflects the PAS area so
as not to provide conflicting direction for land uses for the
same piece of land. This zone may be revised in the future
through studies and assessments completed as part of the
PAS process. Additional information has been added from
the recently released Phase 2 PAS report.
Accepted - Table 13 in the Background Report summarizes
the estimated amount of recoverable gas in each zone.

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND
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Date

Comment
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 6: Greater Nahanni Ecosystem - pages 130131: On Map 19 - Draft Land Use Zones on page 117, the full name of the Park is
correctly labeled as Nahanni National Park Reserve, but in the legend, the word
“Reserve” is omitted. The Committee should be consistent throughout the Plan and use
the full name in all text and map references, including legends.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 6: Greater Nahanni Ecosystem - pages 130131: In Zone Description and Objectives pg 130 - may want to elaborate on the
legislative linkages regarding both the Reserve and the Zone. The Nahanni National
Park Reserve falls under the Canada National Parks Act as administered by the Parks
Canada Agency. The MVRMA applies differently to National Parks [& NP Reserves]
covered by the Canada National Parks Act. The proposed expansion area falls under
the MVRMA until such time as the additional lands may be gazetted.
Section 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Zone 14: Kakisa and Tathlina Watershed - page
139: The area added to this CZ beyond the Current Land Withdrawal is also an area of
potential oil and gas development. In order to allow for such an economic opportunity to
be realized, DIAND suggests that this portion of the CZ be considered a SMZ instead.
The Proposed Mackenzie Gas Project [MGP] & Pipeline [primarily pages 158-159];
Definitions / Mackenzie Valley Pipeline - page xix; Map 19 Draft Land Use Zones page 117; Table 13. Zone Descriptions - page 119; Zone 4: Edehzhie - page 127;
Section 5.5.3 Zone 29; Special Infrastructure - pages 158-159: In looking at the
definition on page xix, when comparing this wording and the wording in the MGP
Volume 1, Section 1.1.1.2 as referenced on page 211, it is confusing because it could
not be located. Over and above this issue, the wording of the definition is onerous - a
long list of facilities, activities and land status [leases]. Consider adding an Appendix of
cross-sectional drawings showing how the right-of-way and the actual cleared
“corridors” work in terms of the facilities, activities and leases included in each.
The Proposed Mackenzie Gas Project [MGP] & Pipeline [primarily pages 158-159]: Map
19 shows the corridor as Zone 30, but the Table 13 and Section 5.5.3 indicate the Zone
as 29. Change the Zone number on the Map 19 to 29, and any on other maps and
references throughout the Plan.
The Proposed Mackenzie Gas Project [MGP] & Pipeline [primarily pages 158-159]:
Regarding the specific geographic location of the corridor in relation to land not
withdrawn. It appears that where the corridor enters non-withdrawn land, it decreases
in width and this may limit the area in which a potential pipeline could be constructed.
Perhaps the Committee could explain why the width of Zone 29 varies, and provide the
approximate width of the corridor in kilometres in Zones 2, 4, 5, 21 & 22. Has the
Committee consulted the MGP proponent on this Zone location and width? [Article 8.1
of the Settlement Agreement does say that the MGP proponent will be consulted on the
proposed MV Pipeline route and/or its corresponding ancillary needs].

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

Accepted

Partially Accepted: Kakisa has rezoned this area to better
reflect its interests. Some lands on the western edge of the
Zone were re-opened as a result.
Partially Accepted: DIAND provided a revised definition.
The term is clear that some infrastructure and access will be
permitted outside the corridor. The Committee does not see
the need for cross sectional drawings, considering that
pipeline infrastructure needs and placement are still evolving.
Such decisions are better left to the EA process. A more
flexible approach that provides direction without being
prescriptive is better suited.

Accepted. It is Zone 30 again following recent zone
revisions. The numbering has been harmonized throughout
the Plan and Background Report.
Varying widths result from negotiated corridor sections and
unnegotiated sections linking them. Negotiations are
underway to identify a corridor through Pehdzeh Ki Deh. All
unnegotiated corridor sections will be replaced with the
corridor shapefile recently received from the MGP as part of
their application. This has been clarified in the Plan Terms
and Zone Descriptions. The Committee regularly trades
shapefiles with the MGP to ensure we both have the most
accurate data. MGP personnel have been present at our
consultation meeting and have not raised any specific issues.

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

265

Date

Comment
Section 6.2.2 Revised Land Withdrawals - page 166: Regarding Section 10 of the
CPRA [last bullet on this page] and the subsurface withdrawal of oil and gas lands, the
opening of oil and gas lands for nomination by industry is discretionary on the part of the
Minister. The requirement to withdraw by order of Governor-In-Council is therefore
unnecessary. Oil and gas activities such as speculative seismic programs, which do not
require issuance of petroleum interests, would be subject to normal conformity
requirements and environmental screening. Delete the reference to Section 10(1) of the
CPRA.
Section 6.2.3 Conformity Determinations - pages 169-171: Revise to be consistent with
MVRMA terminology and to clarify how the MVLWB and DLUP processes will interact.
The Committee should clarify that DLUPC will not be a preliminary screener and will not
have the ability to refer applications to EA. Figure 9 - To accurately reflect the MVRMA
EA process, the 2 references to EA recommendations [second green box and final
purple box should be changed to “recommended measures” or “recommended
mitigative measures.”
Section 6.2.3 Conformity Determinations - pages 169-171: Revise to be consistent with
MVRMA terminology and to clarify how the MVLWB and DLUP processes will interact.
Figure 9 - To accurately reflect the MVRMA EA process, the second sentence in the
second green box should read as follows: “Once adopted by the Responsible Ministers,
these become legally binding on Regulatory Authorities and Responsible Ministers.”
There are 2 changes required: Change Minister to Responsible Ministers, because the
decision to adopt a Report of EA is made by consensus among the Responsible
Ministers. Add “and Responsible Ministers” at the end. Often government departments
are Responsible Ministers for a development without being Regulatory Authorities, so
both terms need to be included.
Section 6.2.3 Conformity Determinations - pages 169-171: The Committee should
clarify the following questions. The last sentence pg 169 is unclear – should “who” be
“will”? Do the Regulatory Authorities and the DLUPC do their conformity checks
concurrently or consecutively? Do both the Regulatory Authorities and the DLUPC do
conformity checks on Actions? If yes, what happens if the DLUPC disagrees with the
Regulatory Authority’s finding? Include in this Section simple table from overhead slide
presented in YK July 28th - 6th last one entitled “Regulatory Process – Conformity”
comparing the DCLUPC and the Regulatory Authorities. Figure 9 - In the 1st purple
box, the MVLWB does a conformity check and in the 1st yellow diamond, the
Committee also does a conformity check. Is it necessary for both of them to do a
conformity check? Does the MVLWB have to declare an application complete before
forwarding it to the DCLUPC? If the Board determines an application incomplete and
sends it back, why would the Committee want to, or need to see it?

DLUPC Response / Revision
For clarity, we were using S. 10 of the CPRA as a vehicle for
an oil and gas only withdrawal (where mining is permitted but
oil and gas is prohibited) outside an oil and gas issuance
cycle. The Committee has determined that Zone 25 can in
fact be opened to oil and gas so this provision is no longer
required in the Revised Draft.

Accepted. The figure and text have been revised to provide
better clarity.

Accepted

P. 169 last sentence is a typo. The DLUPC intends that the
conformity checks will happen within the existing timeframes
and processes. The MVLWB will check the application for
completeness within 10 days as they currently do. Once,
and only if, it is declared complete, they have 42 days to
make a determination. As part of that, they send it out to
other government departments for review for 30 days. They
will now also send it to the DLUPC. RAs will check
conformity on those CRs within their mandates and
applicable to the application. The DLUPC will only check
conformity on terms where we have a role specified within
the Term (e.g. cumulative effects) or if asked to do so by the
responsible RA or other affected party for reasons of
interpretation. This has been clarified in the Plan.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/9/05

DIAND

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

Comment
Section 6.2.3 Conformity Determinations - pages 169-171 Comment: Figure 10 - page
171: The Lands Administration Division does not envision being responsible for deciding
whether or not an application conforms to the Plan. However, Lands is willing to refuse
an application, telling the applicant the Committee’s reasons an application does not
conform. It is suggested that the bottom middle box be changed to read: “DCLUPC
determines conformity and advise RAs within 30 days of receipt of an application
whether or not the applicant’s project conforms to the Plan, with written reasons why if it
does not conform.” See the attached diagram illustrating how Land Administration
anticipates dealing with applications in the Dehcho once the Plan is approved. This
diagram could be incorporated in the next draft of the Plan.
DIAND has concerns with the length of 30-day review period in Figure 10 [page 171] for
the DCLUPC/RA to determine conformity. Lengthy regulatory timelines and complexity
are a recognized disincentive of the northern operating environment. Develop a
recommendation which has a neutral or positive effect on the regulatory timelines. An
example could be the dropping of the need for a “complete” application [page 169]. An
application adequate for a conformity determination could be the standard.
To address concerns about potential lengthening of the regulatory process due to the
30-day conformity review period [Figure 10], the Committee could outline in the Plan
how it will communicate with industry and other proponents to minimize the number of
non-conforming applications, and encourage efficient conformity reviews. Example
provided in text + refer to The Gwich’in Land Use Planning Board’s “Generalized Best
Practices Process” on page 14 of Implementation Strategy.
Section 6.3 Plan Revisions - pages 171-172: The latter two portions of this Section on
page 172 deal with Exceptions and Amendments, but visually they don’t readily stand
out. Given their importance perhaps they should be stand-alone, distinct Sections 6.4
and 6.5 respectively, with the existing Section 6.4 becoming 6.6. It is also
recommended that the sentence that states “Exception requests must be supported by
all affected First Nations.” be amended to read “The Committee will review the
exception requests and consult with relevant First Nations and government
departments.”
Section 6.4.2 Land Use Comparisons - Oil and Gas - page 183: Gives impression that
this potential resource is generally distributed. In fact, 17% of the remaining resource is
located within 3.7% of the Dehcho, specifically within the Fort Liard SM Zone 26. This
SMZ also includes high values where there is potential for larger, economically
attractive fields. Include language to ensure readers understand the distribution of oil
and gas resources between the SMZs and the implications for development.
Section 6.4.2 Land Use Comparisons - Oil and Gas - page 183: In the second sentence
of the first paragraph on page 183, the word "completing" should be "completed".
Section 6.4.2 Land Use Comparisons - Oil and Gas - page 183: In the last paragraph on
page 183, it states: "While most of the southern Dehcho is in a Special Management
Zone to protect sensitive wildlife species, oil and gas is permitted". Was this meant to
say oil and gas “exploration and development are” permitted?
Page 160 is key and should be pulled forward in Chapter 5. Definitions of Permitted
Uses should be contained within this section.

DLUPC Response / Revision
This contradicts S. 47 (1) of the MVRMA. The Committee
would normally only do conformity checks on actions when
requested to or where we have a specified role (e.g.
cumulative effects assessments). Figure 10 (now Figure 2)
is a generic diagram showing the process for applications to
RAs that do not require a land use permit or water license
from the MVLWB. The Plan does not need to include
specific processes for each RA. However, diagrams such as
the one provided could be used internally within lands to
guide their implementation responsibilities and processes.
The DLUP is not imposing any additional delays. The
timeframes discussed are those currently used by the
MVLWB.

The Committee will work with Regulatory Authorities to
develop implementation aides as appropriate after the Plan
has been submitted for approval. This is subject to future
implementation funding levels.

Exceptions and Amendments are now separate sections.
Accepted proposed revision to exception requests.

Accepted

Accepted
Accepted

Accepted. Permitted uses are defined up front where land
use zones are presented.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

Within the context of specific zones, moratoriums on certain categories of development,
such as hydro and big-game outfitting, could be better addressed by clear statements
under “Development Values” for specific zones.

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

In addition to land use planning, water use planning, environmental assessment and
protection, legislative and regulatory mechanisms, and policy development and
application need to be linked in order to attain sustainable development within the
Dehcho and throughout the NWT. Further dialogue through the land use planning
process may help to clarify some of these links.

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

Actions 6, 15, 16, 17, 18 each stipulate specific measures, or standards that regulating
agencies must adopt. Given the range of on-the-ground circumstances for each
development proposed, public interest may be better served through greater flexibility to
apply standard best practices on a case by case basis. These could be guided by
Terms in the land use plan but would allow for better use of current information, much of
which is continually evolving.
In addition, care must be taken to ensure that wording in the document is targeted to the
appropriate reader, whether government, an agency, or a developer. In some cases it
appears that Terms have been developed with the interest of developers in mind and
not that of government agencies who are mandated to act in the public interest.

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

Comment

It will be important that all communities have adequate land resources surrounding the
community to fully address needs arising from population growth and to take advantage
of business and development opportunities that may be presented. Such needs include
sufficient land for housing, health and educational facilities, business and industrial
enterprises, and increased community infrastructure such as water use and waste
disposal sites. It will also be important that there is adequate access to transportation
means and resources required to undertake the proposed development, such as water
and aggregate materials. Comments were previously submitted from MACA by e-mail
on September 20, 2004 regarding this matter. The DLUPC response appears to be that
these types of issues can be addressed when the land use plan is reviewed every five
years. The five-year amendment review would not satisfactorily address this issue.
While the communities and MACA strive to project capital planning requirements as far
into the future as possible, there are instances when it is not possible to provide this
level of foresight. When there are cases where critical community infrastructure is
required on a short turnaround basis, there needs to be sufficient flexibility in the land
use plan to permit this type of development.
Maps 52 through 56 demonstrate this need given the significant portion portrayed as
having “Differing Community Views”. This suggests that some communities recognize
the potential for limitations on community and economic growth

DLUPC Response / Revision
Not Accepted: The Final Land Use Plan to be approved will
not include Zone Descriptions. As of the Revised Draft the
planning documents have been split into "the Plan" which will
be approved and a "Background Report" which is not subject
to approval. Statements buried in a background report would
not be enforceable. The terms referenced apply to all zones,
not just specific zones.
The Land Use Plan Background Report discusses and
references the GNWT's Sustainable Development Policy in
Chapter 3 and draws links to many other policies, processes
and regulatory mechanisms to ensure it is harmonized. If
specific revisions to the Plan are required to align with these,
please provide clear direction as to the section number and
desired revision.
Action 6 (now CR #4) is worded to continually reflect evolving
requirements for consultation. Actions 15, 16, 17 and 18
(now CR 14, CR 15, R 16, and CR 17) have been revised to
provide greater clarity and flexibility in their application. A
blanket term for best practices is subject to broad
interpretation and as such is unenforceable.
Conformity Requirements are directed at Regulatory
Authorities who will implement them. Actions and
Recommendation are directed at various governments and
planning partners as appropriate. Please provide specific
sections and recommend revisions if required.
We followed up on those comments and the submission of
March 18, 2005 with an email to Mark Davy dated May 17,
2005 asking for feedback on our proposed revisions. No
response was received. Those revisions were used in the
Draft Plan and address the concerns raised by providing a
term making community expansion a permitted use and
infrastructure permissible through exceptions to the Plan as
required. Please review the Revised Draft and advise us if
further changes are required.

Maps 50 through 54 in the Revised Draft show where
communities would like to see development permitted or
prohibited outside community boundaries. This has nothing
to do with municipal / community planning.

268

Date

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

Comment
Examples of current GNWT strategies that could be compromised with current DLUP
wording include · Investing in Roads for People and the Economy: A Highway Strategy
for the Northwest Territories that identifies an all-weather road through the Mackenzie
Valley as a long-term objective of the GNWT. The applicable area, north of Wrigley, is
identified as a Conservation Zone (Zone 1). NWT Drinking Water Framework and
Strategy will be implemented to promote the use of source water protection areas for
community drinking water supply sources and watershed protection initiatives. Some
current wording of terms is limiting in these regards. Greenhouse Gas and Energy
Management strategies enumerate actions towards conserving energy resources and
promoting the use of alternative energies to the NWT’s current use of considerable
diesel power. Tourism Strategy, including interests in big-game and outfitting. All
developers must operate within the bounds of environmental and wildlife legislation.
Regulatory authorities are obliged to consult Dehcho First Nations through the IMA.
Only the final bullet (“Direction from Department Ministers to their staff to conduct their
activities in conformity with the approved Land Use Plan) is directly within the means of
the GNWT. Yet there remains wording within the Plan that is ambiguous in these
regards, not recognizing the authorities and mandated interests of the GNWT. Further,
in order to achieve the stated bullets identified in many of the Terms articulated in the
DLUP, the GNWT would need to be a part of the process, including checking for
conditions noted under conformity. This then implicates the GNWT to considerable
resource commitments, many of which are beyond its current means. Further dialogue
is required in these regards, especially concerning all Conformity Requirements.
GNWT resources required for “Inspections and Enforcement” could be considerable
given the wildlife and conservation targets presented. However, it is unclear what
expectations there would be in these regards.
It is suggested that the Plan Revision and Assessment portions of Chapter 6 would be
better presented independently. In a planning cycle, often these are declared
independent of implementation. Such an approach would help distinguish between
these two activities. In addition, if handled independently, this would allow them to be
more fully developed using commonly accepted approaches to evaluation. The
questions posed in the Plan Review sections do not readily lend themselves to clear
process. Roles and responsibilities are not presented. Given, as noted earlier, that
many GNWT objectives are similar to those presented in the DLUP, use of common
indicators could be useful. The DLUP does not address this aspect of planning, except
in limited context directed towards wildlife in the cumulative effects section. Further
dialogue in these regards would be helpful.
Some definitions of concern include: “land”, “viewshed”, “developers”, “development”,
“agriculture”, “forestry”, “mining”, “oil and gas”, “pipeline”. This comment is made
recognizing the considerable efforts that the DLUPC has taken to use currently defined
terms from other legislation. However, in some cases the context for these is drawn
from those used for taxation purposes, notably extensive as a means to capture
revenue, or from environmental legislation, again with a broader context than may be
appropriate for purposes of land use planning.
There are some activities captured in the current definitions of industrial sectors, such
as “mining” and “oil and gas” that could restrict activities in certain areas that would in all

DLUPC Response / Revision
We thank you for bringing the Highway Strategy, the
Greenhouse Gas Strategy and the Tourism Strategy to our
attention. We will review and reference these. The NWT
Drinking Water Framework and Strategy is currently
referenced. If the Plan is in conflict with this, please
recommend specific revisions.

Where the GNWT is a regulatory authority, it would be
expected to check conformity on those terms within its
mandate. As a Party to the IMA and the Plan, this is part of
its implementation responsibilities. Please provide specific
sections and recommend revisions as required.

All regulatory authorities will implement the Plan within their
existing mandates and authorities.
The Plan Revision section is now in the Plan while the Plan
Assessment section is in the Background Report. Please
provide specific revisions with respect to preferred "accepted
approaches to evaluation" and GNWT indicators that should
be used for Plan review.

Please provide appropriate revisions for these definitions if
the current ones are not acceptable.

These are defined by legislation and in some cases, the
Interim Measures Agreement. The Committee is fully aware

Date

Organization
or Name
GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT-MACA

9/15/05

GNWT-MACA

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT PWNHC

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Environment
al Protection)

269

9/15/05

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision

cases provide benefit to the people of the Dehcho and help them reach their goals as
stated in the DLUP.

of the activities included in the definition and decisions were
made in full consultation with communities.

It would also be more appropriate to place some of the definitions within the Section in
which they are used for better clarity and intent. This is particularly applicable for
discussion of “Permitted Uses”.
(1.1) Introduction - The "Introduction" refers to the land use plan applying outside of
municipal boundaries. Several communities in the Dehcho do not have formal municipal
boundaries but rather administrative delineations for the purpose of defining jurisdiction
(Development Control Zones). Therefore, by strict interpretation, the provisions of the
draft land use plan would apply in those communities that do not have formal municipal
boundaries. For a community such as Trout Lake, for example, the Conservation Zone
designation would technically apply within the community. Under this designation no
development is permitted. Consequently by a literal reading of the land use plan, there
would be no development permitted in this community, including housing, community
infrastructure etc. Likely not the intent of the plan given intent to integrate with
community plans. Further discussions may be required to be sure all clear and
unintended limitations to growth and development opportunities are not limited.
Should clarify that "Corridor/Road Density" is intended to apply to roads outside of
community boundaries.
3.3.2 Fish and Wildlife - The statement about “8 COSEWIC listed species” is
misleading. Species are listed under the Species at Risk Act (SARA). COSEWIC
undertakes status reviews and makes recommendations. Of the species listed, Grizzly
bear and Wolverine have not yet been listed on Schedule 1 of SARA. The final
paragraph in this section should reference ENR’s “Wildlife Division”. It should be noted
that SAR legislation may offer opportunities to address wildlife management concerns,
including with respect to cumulative effects.
3.3.3 Heritage Resources and Archaeological Sites - (P. 56): The final sentence of this
section states: “The Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre is the territorial museum
that houses a collection of cultural and heritage resources and issues NWT
Archaeologist Permits for development operations that pertain to, or will affect heritage
resources.” Revise to: "The Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre acts as the
official repository for archaeological artifacts collected in the Northwest Territories,
issues NWT Archaeologist’s Permits authorizing archaeological investigations in the
NWT, and reviews land use applications to determine the effects of proposed
development activities on heritage resources."
3.3.8. Agriculture (p. 60) Air monitoring and management related to Agricultural
activities. Recommend the plan refer to available GNWT ambient air quality standards
available at: www.enr.gov.nt.ca/eps/pdf/ ambient_airquality.pdf

Accepted

This is the same comment submitted during the Working
Draft. All instances of "municipal boundaries" were changed
to say "community boundaries" in the June 2005 Draft Land
Use Plan and "community boundaries" was defined in the
Definitions at the start of the Plan. All maps now show the
community boundaries on them for clarity.

Accepted
Accepted. This information came from our Wildlife Report
which was submitted 2 years ago. This section has been
updated to reflect the current situation.

Accepted

Accepted
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Forest
Management)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Forest
Management)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Forest
Management)
GNWT (main
contact)

9/15/05

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

Comment
Regulatory and Policy Framework (general) 3.3.6 (and see 3.7.5) - Information about
the Forest Management Act suggests how that Act can be applied is misrepresented.
The Forest Management Act allows for enforcement at the “authorization” level on
direction contained in a regulatory document, not at the LUP level. The statement in the
document "However, under the Forest Management Act, the GNWT may transfer
control, management and administration of any forest back to the (continued) Minister
of DIAND for the purposes of entering into Forest Management Agreements with the
government of any Province or Territory, or with any person, institution or firm relating to
timber harvesting, or researching or managing forests" suggests that information about
Forest Management Agreements in the Forest Management Act has been
misinterpreted. The Act provides for an area to be established as a Forest Management
Agreement Area for a specific development or management initiative not as a general
course of action related to a land use plan. Clause 8 and 9 of the Act provide the key
statements. Further dialogue to clarify.
3.7.5 The Policy Framework - The Forestry Section does not correctly convey ENR's
responsibilities or the regulatory framework in which we work. The Plan indicates that
the Federal Government is involved in Forest Management Agreements. This is not a
correct interpretation of the information. Similar policy goals are notable but it needs to
be clearer how the land use plan and the forest management instruments will be linked
appropriately.

Terminology should be used in an accurate and consistent manner to common use. For
instance, conservation and preservation are not the same.
3.8 The Land Use Plan and Other Land Use Initiatives - (p. 69) DLUP noted as main
initiative to guide conservation and development and does recognize need to align with
other initiatives in realm of conservation and community, economic resource and
environmental management planning. Mandates in these areas will need to be clearly
linked to implement the final DLUP. The draft DLUP notes the need to align goals and
research already. GNWT and broader strategic planning regarding forest management,
tourism, energy (including hydro), and drinking water management are all touched on in
the plan. Collaborative alignment of these and the DLUP would help to achieve
common goals to promote the values demonstrated within the current draft Plan.
Linkage clarity will be necessary at all steps of the Plan development and
implementation.
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - (Pgs 69-70) The idea that the PAS results in
permanent protection, a key difference between the PAS and the land use planning
process, is referenced only partway through the second last paragraph. This section
could better reflect that the PAS results in a range of protection (depending on the
reasons for protection, results of detailed studies and assessments, decisions of the
Candidate Area Working Group and community members, etc.) - Emphasize that the
NWT PAS results in the permanent protection of lands. One possibility is to include a
statement to that effect after the description of the eight steps of the PAS process
(currently pg. 69). Emphasize that the NWT PAS can result in a range of protection.

DLUPC Response / Revision
We have revised section 3.3.6 based on a more complete
review of the FMA and IMA. We extracted appropriate
references from Canada Forest Accord and National Forest
Strategy with which to revise S. 3.7.5.

The purpose of the policy section is to review existing
policies related to forestry. FMAs are covered under
legislation in S. 3.3.6. We were informed the GNWT has no
forestry policies so the section focuses on federal policies.
This section provides context for the Land Use Plan to show
how the Plan is consistent with the existing framework. See
the Plan implementation section for a discussion of how the
Plan is linked with forest management instruments.
We strive to use consistent language other than when
quoting a document. The Plan uses "Conservation" to be
consistent with designations in other northern land use plans.
If aspects of the Plan are in conflict with these GNWT
priorities then please provide specific revisions to address
these issues.

Accepted

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)
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Date

Comment
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - (Pg. 70, paragraph 1) This section refers to the
detailed assessments carried out during interim land withdrawal under the PAS process,
but mentions only ecological, cultural, and non-renewable resource assessments,
leaving out renewable resource assessments and socio-economic analysis.
Furthermore, cultural resources are studied and documented through the PAS process,
but are not assessed (although some conclusions as to the significance of these
resources may be made by the participating Aboriginal groups). - Include references to
renewable resource assessments and socio-economic analyses. Change the reference
to cultural resource assessment to "cultural values study".
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - (Pg. 70, paragraph 1) The last sentence in this
paragraph references management of approved protected areas "through protected
areas legislation". There is no specific Territorial "protected areas legislation" and the
management of the area will be based on a management plan developed by the
sponsoring agency and the community(ies) involved. Amend the sentence to read:
"Once approved, the protected area will be designated through the appropriate
legislation and managed in accordance with its management plan. It will no longer be
subject to the Plan".
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - (Pg. 70, paragraph 3) This paragraph describes
the similarities and differences of the land use planning process and the PAS. As land
use planning processes differ in the different regions of the NWT, it should be noted that
these points apply only to the Dehcho region. Amend the sixth sentence in the
paragraph to read: "Land Use Planning in the Dehcho complements the PAS by
providing immediate…"
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - Page. 69, paragraph 3 - This paragraph could be
strengthened by a reference to the PAS Principles related to land use planning, which
reads: "Locally based land use planning and resource management processes will take
the lead on identifying community and regional interests in areas being considered for
protection." (Protected Areas Strategy, 1999, pg. 10).
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy - (Pgs 69-70) - There are several typos in this
section, as follows: Pg. 69, paragraph 1 – first quotation is missing an end-quote mark.•
Pg. 69, point 3 under “The process has eight steps” – should read “Review and submit
proposal for candidate protected area status”.• Pg. 70, paragraph 2 – the last sentence
is missing a closing parenthesis.
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy (see 5.5.1 Conservation Zones) - (Pg. 70,
paragraph 3) - The last sentence in this paragraph indicates that areas can be
designated "as protected under the PAS". The PAS is a process and has no legislative
authority to protect land. Amend the sentence to read: "The Plan will be amended to
designate these areas as protected once their final designation is achieved." (italics
indicate proposed change)
3.8.1 NWT Protected Area Strategy & 5.5.1 Conservation Zones - Section 3.8.1 (pg. 70,
paragraph 2) and Section 5.5.1 (Zone 4: Edehzhie) - These sections refer to the interim
land withdrawal for the Edehzhie Candidate Area. The DCLUPC may wish to mention
that the interim land withdrawal expires in June 2007.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted: Amended as per previous comment

Accepted

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05
9/15/05

GNWT
GNWT Finance

9/15/05

GNWT Main
contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
contact
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Date

Comment
4.8 Cumulative Effects Analysis - Proposed indicators and thresholds not currently used
by ENR, though the notion has been accepted through the Paramount EA. Preliminary
review notes potential difficulties in applying thresholds in the manners suggested. Dialogue to work collaboratively with DLUPC to achieve the intended goals. Indicators
and thresholds used will need to be rationalized through sound knowledge, including
methodologies, in full collaboration with the legislated resource managers for forests
and wildlife (i.e. GNWT) and those who can appropriately track the agreed upon
indicators. Consider forest ecosystem classification and long term monitoring programs
to evaluate impacts of land use activities as an alternative effective approach. Forest,
wildlife, habitat baseline information and GIS and remote sensing techniques will all be
required to define usable tools. The GNWT recognizes the role of the many partners
cooperating through the CE AM Framework and the lead role assigned to the DLUPC in
the Regional Plan of Action. Ongoing collaboration is required.
(p. 92) Goal #3 typo – remove first “be”
5.1.2 Goals - the goals stated in the DLUP align well with those of the GNWT. - Given
similar direction, the GNWT is undertaking work on several measures that may help to
assess progress towards goals. These may be useful to assess the effectiveness of
DLUP implementation.
5.2 Zoning - (p. 93) Zoning – This section starts into the actual Terms before introducing
the concepts and what they mean (this happens later in 5.4). Also, zone types are not
introduced until later. Confusing flow in Chapter 5. The GNWT considered ease of use,
especially with the wall chart as a starting point, to discern user-friendliness. Some
problems arose. Suggest re-arranging Chapter 5 somewhat. Consider using crossreferences with Terms on wall charts and in Zone descriptions (could use Term
numbers in both places). Use of words Terms, conditions and Terms and Conditions
causes some confusion. Might want to consider changing “conditions” to “provisions” as
these are what you want regulating bodies to somehow provide for in the Terms and
Conditions that they may use in their particular regulatory instruments. This would also
get away from getting too specific at a regional scale.
5.3 Permitted Uses - (p. 93) “Permitted Uses” is inconsistently used between Table 13
and this section. Permitted uses are not described except in the definitions. Definitions
of “permitted uses” are captured from legal definitions around taxation and environment.
In some cases this misrepresents the context within the DLUP; e.g “mining” includes
restoration; oil and gas – conservation; forestry – maintenance of woody vegetation.
Such activities desirable. For ease of DLUP use, “Permitted Use” information could be
brought together more thoroughly with close reference to linking terms used in the wall
charts. Second sentence in 5.3 might better read “Where Terms are listed, Regulatory
Authorities will ensure that these are provided for in the terms and conditions of permits,
licenses, leases or authorizations.” Consider clarifying terminology for permitted uses
around intended context.

DLUPC Response / Revision
We are open to alternatives, as long as they can be
implemented with currently available data. We look forward
to receiving substantive comments on how the cumulative
effects terms should be revised.

Accepted
Please provide them for our consideration once complete.

Accepted: This section (now Chapter 2 of the Plan) has
been revised to introduce Zoning and Terms. Terms have
been numbered and linked to the Zones where appropriate.
Some of the terminology confusion lies in trying to
differentiate our "terms" from how they will be implemented
as " terms and conditions" in permits and licenses. The Plan
capitalizes Terms when referring to those in the Plan and
uses lower case when referring to "terms and conditions" in
permits and licenses.

Where possible the DLUPC uses definitions found in relevant
legislation or agreements for consistency with the existing
regulatory framework. Please provide specific wording
should further revisions be required. Definitions of permitted
uses are re-introduced in Chapter 2 of the Plan. Very few
"specific terms" remain which apply to only a select number
of zones so the recommended wall chart would not work.

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact and
Ministry of
Aboriginal
Affairs

Chapter 5 - Conformity requirements are stated as a function of the DLUPC. All will
require considerable collaboration with regulators to ensure the bulleted expectations
are met. . - Given its mandates within the Dehcho and throughout the broader GNWT,
further dialogue is required regarding many aspects of all the Conformity Requirements.
Greater linkage clarity and appropriate roles need to be defined. Some aspects may go
beyond what was envisioned by the GNWT in the Interim Measures Agreement (IMA).

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Forest
Management)

9/15/05

GNWT ITI

9/15/05

GNWT
Transportatio
n

9/15/05

GNWT Main
contact

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Ft Simpson
Region)

5.2 Zoning - Conservation zones and some special management zones encompass
large areas around communities that restrict "forestry". If not considered traditional use,
this restriction could be interpreted to include domestic use of timber and would prohibit
any timber harvesting for fuel-wood or building use. This is not consistent with the
context of conservation within the Forest Management Act. Further dialogue necessary
to determine wording to place in appropriate context.
5.3.6 Access - (p.95) The first bullet, first sub-bullet obligates developers to submit an
"access planning study", which would outline the "long-term access needs for the
zone…" - It should be stipulated that any developer can only provide information on
their own "long-term access needs" for any zone. If this is what is meant, it is unclear. If
it is meant to obligate any developer to plan for other future economic development
access plans, it is inappropriate.
5.3.6 Access - Access is related to Transportation requirements. At July meeting
GNWT noted that there may be limitations posed with this provisions that would make
road alignments and access to aggregates difficult. Consideration of provisions
requested here in the context of planning or management. - Clarification necessary on
intent and means to address Transportation concerns. Note that the GNWT has
reviewed the draft DLUP, and this section in particular, in its role as a developer. This
offers additional perspective.
5.4 Regional Land Use Issues - (p. 96) Information contained regarding Terms, their
context and expectations for their implementation is buried in the introduction to 5.4. Move information on bottom of page 96 and top of page 97 up in this Chapter.
5.4.1. Dene Culture(#4) - (p. 98) Action #4 The regulatory authority will require the
developer to document Traditional Knowledge (TK) along with scientific knowledge in
accordance with affected First Nation's TK policies and protocols when applying for
licenses or permits. If this is meant to apply to Timber Permit Applications, no
mechanism exists. Timber Cutting License Applications could have this requirement
covered under Section (2)(i) of the Forest Management Regulations. Further clarity
required. Might wish to consider re-wording to attain documentation of methodologies,
not traditional knowledge itself. Consider having an appendix that contains existing
policies and protocols and add to this on an ongoing basis.
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Date

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
Conformity Requirements (CRs) have been redefined in the
Revised Plan as those Terms setting conditions for
development or identifying permitted and restricted uses
(regardless of who has responsibility for implementing them).
The DLUPC will only comment on CRs where we have a
defined role in the Term (e.g. cumulative effects) or when
specifically asked to under S. 47 (1) of the MVRMA. Which
"bulleted expectations are you referring to?" The GNWT will
only look after those Conformity Requirements, Actions and
Recommendations under its existing mandate and
jurisdiction.
Accepted: The DLUPC will revise the Plan to clearly
differentiate between traditional and domestic uses vs
commercial activities. The Plan is only meant to direct nontraditional commercial activities. See section 1.2 in the
Revised Plan.
Partially Accepted: The term will be revised to have
Developers consider "reasonably foreseeable" access needs
which would be raised during consultations with communities
and regulators. This is an opportunity for Developers to
coordinate and cost-share on road development with other
interested parties.
A new Term has been added reflecting S. 20 of the IMA
regarding access to granular resources.

Accepted: This whole section has been revised and shuffled
for better clarity.
Domestic uses of timber are exempt from the Plan. A
statement has been added to many of the Terms stating that
the level of effort will be consistent to the nature, scale and
potential impacts of the proposed activity. It will be up to the
Regulatory Authority to determine what is appropriate. We
do not have copies of community TK policies at this time.

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT
PWNHC

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
PLC

9/15/05
9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
PLC
GNWT - ENR
PLC

9/15/05

GNWT ITI

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Ft Simpson
Region)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Forest
Management)
GNWT - ENR
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Date

9/15/05

Comment
5.4.2 Traditional Land Use and Occupancy - (p. 100) Action #5 Protection of Significant
Cultural and Traditional Use Sites (p. 100). The last sentence of this section states:
“Regulatory Authorities will require support of the affected First Nations for all proposals
to remove heritage resources from DFN lands.” - Addition of the sentence: “Pursuant to
the Northwest Territories Archaeological Sites Regulations, the investigation of
archaeological sites and removal of heritage resources from DFN lands must be
conducted under a NWT Archaeologist’s Permit.” This clause should also be added to A
#5 in Appendix 1 (p. 230).
5.4.2 Traditional Land Use and Occupancy - (p. 100) Action # 9 – Viewshed Analysis May be difficult to implement. Unclear methodology.

5.4.3 Sustainable Development - (p. 101) Rationale for Terms stated in first paragraph
of 5.4.3. - Might be better moved to earlier part of Chapter.
(p. 102) Planning for around community water intakes has limited context. Better to
promote planning. - Further dialogue re: consideration of community drinking water
source protection areas and potential initiatives related to watershed management
(related to Drinking Water Strategy implementation.)
5.4.3 Water Monitoring/ Management - Hydro - (p. 102) CR #4 re: hydroelectric dams
on the Liard and/or Mackenzie Rivers. This position may significantly limit energy
options in the Dehcho. - The GNWT strategic plan works towards economically healthy
communities in the Dehcho region, as well as the entire NWT. Eliminating access to an
industry that has potential to be highly beneficial to the citizens of the Dehcho region
and NWT without in-depth discussions with appropriate information brought to the table
may not be in the best interests of the region. A better common understanding of energy
planning initiatives would be helpful.
5.4.3 Sustainable Development - Forestry - (p. 104) (Action 20) Establishment of
appropriate silvicultural practices in the Dehcho including selective, winter harvesting.
Coming on stream is the Standard Operating Procedures for Commercial Timber
Harvests that will address this issue. While silviculture practices not previously
documented formally for region. expertise has been applied through working with
GNWT foresters on a case by case basis. A degree of flexibility to apply appropriate
practice for on-the-ground circumstances is appropriate. - Further dialogue around
forestry actions re: means to align with LUP goals. Good intent but conformity checks, if
practical, would need to be highly collaborative. For information: ENR has the Muskeg
Demonstration Forest (A Forest Ecosystem Research Network Site [FERNS]) near Fort
Liard where various Silvicultural harvests have been done including selective harvest.
There are 22 FERNS sites across Canada with the Muskeg Demonstration Forest
representing the Northern Boreal Forest. The Dehcho leadership has been on a tour
there in 1995 & 1998.
5.4.3. Sustainable Development - The plan only considers commercial harvesting as
part of forestry. The Plan should consider other harvesting (ie fuel wood and other
domestic use etc). These types of uses fall under the current regulatory framework.
5.4.3 Sustainable Development. - (p. 103) Air monitoring and management has not

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

This has been revised to a recommendation and to
encourage developers to work with communities to identify
acceptable visual impacts from new land uses. Viewshed
analysis is a standard GIS operation that determines whether
or not a site can be seen from designated areas.
Not accepted. This is meant to introduce the sustainable
development terms and needs to be kept with those terms.
The Source Protection Strategy is not yet complete. The
drinking water term has been revised to reflect the CCME
guidelines for Drinking Water. The water terms have been
revised to provide flexibility.
A similar term has been proposed in the Draft West Kitikmeot
Plan. The Dehcho First Nations debated this issue at length
previously and have provided clear direction on this issue.

This term was reworded several times during the last round
as a result of discussions with the Forest Management
Division. Further revisions following this comment
submission were discussed and accepted (verbally) by Tom
Lakusta and Paul Kraft. Conformity checks would be done
by the GNWT, not the DLUPC. We would only be involved if
requested to by a regulatory authority, community or other
body named under S. 47(1) of the MVRMA.

Conservation Zones will not prevent traditional uses of wood
for fuel or other domestic uses. This has been clarified at the
start of the Plan.
At the time of writing, the GNWT standards were still in Draft

Date

Organization
or Name
(Environment
al Protection)

Comment
been included yet is an aspect of sustainable development. (also page 7 and 231) Suggest that the Plan include a Term (recommendation) that refers to available GNWT
ambient air quality standards (www.enr.gov.nt.ca/eps/pdf/ambient_airquality.pdf).
5.4.2 Traditional Land Use Occupancy - (p. 105, Action #23) SMART designed as
guideline only. - Suggest likely only practical as recommendation.
5.4.3 Sustainable Development- Tourism - (p. 105, Action #25) This action is directed at
resource management. The resources this section targets appears to be big game. As
worded the Action will give priority access to resources to non-resident and non-resident
aliens over NWT residents. Further dialogue to clarify intent and appropriateness.
5.4.3 Sustainable Development- Tourism - (p. 105, Action #27) Visitor quotas. Collaboration on implementation means and conformity check.

GNWT - ITI

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT ITI

9/15/05

GNWT - NWT
Centre for
Geomatics

5.4.3 – Digital Pre- and Post- Operation Mapping - (p. 106, Action #29) Useful Action
proposed but concern on legal means. - NWT Geomatics Centre are involved in
standards and other programs to facilitate use of digital and GIS information. Suggest
as recommendation only.

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

5.4.2 Traditional Land Use Occupancy - (p. 107, Cumulative Effects Management)
Multiple implications, including use of up-to-date information, would be required to carry
this through. Impacts multiple Actions. - Further dialogue required. Considerable
collaboration required. Presently does not acknowledge that cumulative effects will take
place in Conservation Zones through all use, not just industrial.

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact
GNWT ITI

5.4.4 Community Issues - (p. 113) paragraph before Money Management – seems out
of place? - Not applicable.
5.5.3 Zone 20: Special Infrastructure Corridor - (p. 117) On Map 19 (and on page 158),
Special Infrastructure Corridor (MV pipeline), the corridor stops at Ft. Simpson and it is
noted that the DFN are “negotiating the corridor”. MVPO staff attended a consultation
session in Hay River in July and asked why the Corridor had been stopped at Fort
Simpson. DLUPC noted that the corridor was being negotiated with Canada.
Consequently, page 158 states that subsequent drafts would reflect the results of this
negotiation. - It is anticipated that the final draft will contain a finalized corridor that
would be reviewed at that time. It would be helpful if this could be viewed following
completion of negotiations.
5.5 Land Use Zones - (p. 120, Table 14) Inconsistent use of Resource Potential and
Development Values from pages 123 to 159. - Consider use of same terms. Page 123
could change heading. Use of term “intersect” in table. Is this explained somewhere?
Could clarify. May make more user friendly if numbers of Terms are placed beside
these in Special Terms section. Are some specific terms to apply throughout all zones,
especially recommendations and promotion of best practices?
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9/15/05

9/15/05

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
PLC

DLUPC Response / Revision
form and are not broad enough to encompass all the factors
of concern, hence the use of other standards. This will be
explained in the Plan.
Accepted
This Term has been essentially deleted and replaced with a
Recommendation directing DFN to pursue this matter
through the Dehcho Process.
This is now a recommendation. This term does not establish
visitor quotas but sets the stage should they be required in
certain areas. Implementation will be decided between you
and the communities as to what is required and doable.
Not Accepted: This goes to the heart of being able to track
developments on land and is a key data source for continual
assessment of cumulative impacts. The MVLWB currently
requests digital files be submitted with applications; we are
extending the requirement to provide post-operation files as
well.
The DLUPC can run the assessments for the terms as
currently proposed and will continue to run them. There will
be little development in Conservation Zones to cause
cumulative effects - only from access and existing
dispositions. The assessments can be run there but
thresholds cannot be implemented as existing dispositions
are exempt from this term.
Accepted: It has been moved closer to health and social
issues
The GNWT is involved in those negotiations. Once the new
corridor through Zone 1 is agreed to, it will be reflected in the
Plan. Areas between negotiated land withdrawal areas (e.g.
between Fort Simpson and southern edge of Zone 1) will be
revised to reflect the recently received corridor shapefile from
MGP. This has been clarified in the Plan Terms and Zone
Descriptions.

Accepted - we will make suggested revisions. Specific
Terms, by definition, only apply to specific zones. All other
Terms apply to all zones.

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Ft Simpson
Region)

5.5.1 Conservation Zones - (p. 122) Only permitted use is tourism but if lodges wish to
expand or communities want to cut lumber from logs for building purposes this cannot
be done as the only merchantable timber stands on the western edge of Trout Lake are
incorporated into the conservation zone. - Clarification on intent to ensure appropriate.
Considerable resource potential is indicated with only limited existing use within
conservation zones of over 50% of land. May be limiting growth in near future given
revision time.

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

5.5.1 Conservation Zones - (Pg. 122, paragraph 1) - The wording in this paragraph may
be read as meaning that all conservation zones have also been designated current PAS
candidate sites and areas of interest, which is incorrect. - Amend the third sentence in
this paragraph to read: "Several conservation zones have also been…"
5.5.1 Conservation Zones - (Pg 126, "conservation values") - This section describes the
conservation values for Zone 4: Edehzhie. It focuses on ecological values and does not
refer to the cultural significance of the area. - Include a description of the cultural values
and significance of Edehzhie to the Aboriginal communities that surround it.
5.5.1Conservation Zones - (Pgs 122, 126, 128) - These sections refer to the detailed
assessments carried out during interim land withdrawal under the PAS process, but
mention only ecological, cultural, and non-renewable resource assessments, leaving out
renewable resource assessments and socio-economic analysis. - Refer more generally
to possible boundary changes as a result of "the resource assessments and studies
required…"
5.5.1 Conservation Zones - (Pgs 122, 126, 128) - These sections refer to the eventual
management of approved protected areas "through protected areas legislation". There
is no specific Territorial "protected areas legislation" and the management of the area
will be based on a management plan developed by the sponsoring agency and the
community(ies) involved. - Refer to "designation through the appropriate legislation" and
"management in accordance with an established management plan".
5.5 Land Use Zones - Table 14 - It would be useful to separate out boreal woodland
caribou and mountain woodland caribou in this table given the listing of boreal caribou
under SARA. Moose and bison should be included in Zone 28.
6.2 Plan Implementation - There is an expectation that the GNWT will implement the
Plan through direction from the Ministers. - This would come about through Cabinet
approval; however currently there are many areas that would require significant
collaboration. These would implicate GNWT resources considerably. A number of
areas where this would be true have been pointed out in this table. The GNWT has
ongoing dialogue with federal and other regulating agencies.
6.2.1 Implementation Vehicles - Table 15 - The section on Seasonal Restrictions should
indicate that the Wildlife Act provides a vehicle for certain types of activities related to
wildlife management. Access and use of an area for purposes other than hunting is not
covered.
6.2.2 Revised Land Withdrawals - (Pg. 166, paragraph 2) - This paragraph refers to the
ecological and non-renewable resources assessments being carried out in Edehzhie. It
does not mention the cultural studies, renewable resource assessments, and socio-
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Date

Comment

DLUPC Response / Revision
The Plan reflects community wishes with respect to
development. The Revised Plan includes clarification that
the plan only applies to non-traditional commercial uses and
should exclude domestic community uses (e.g. fuel wood).
Plan revisions following a Final Agreement may open up
more lands due to increasing certainty about land ownership,
decision-making, and revenue sharing. If changes are
required before then, there are exception and amendment
processes in place.
Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

Accepted

The Committee's woodland caribou digital data is not clearly
separated between boreal and mountain ecotypes so this is
not possible at the moment.
Please bring areas of concern and proposed specific
revisions to our attention.

Accepted.

Accepted: Ammended as per DIAND wording

Date

Organization
or Name
GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT Main
Contact

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)
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9/15/05

Comment
economic analysis that are also taking place. - Refer more generally to "resource
assessments and studies".
6.2.3 Conformity Determinations - 6.2.4 Inspections and Enforcements - (p. 170 and
171) Figure 9 and 10 define a proposed implementation process for the Plan. Phrases
are inconsistent within and between the two tables. - Terms and conditions are part of
a regulatory instrument. The DLUP sets out Terms defined as Conformity
Requirements, Actions and Recommendations. Further work is needed to clarify
expectations required in the DLUP for “Regulatory Authorities” to implement these
through existing legislation. It should be understood that some linked relationships will
evolve in the Dehcho process. The approved Plan will need to expect those existing at
the present time. This has been noted above. Because the draft LUP focuses on
wildlife values, it is anticipated that considerable GNWT resources would be required to
implement the DLUP. Available resources are limited.
6.3 Plan Revision - (p. 171) Plan Revisions: This section sets out clear high level
guidance for Plan review. However, many of these would need to have defined
indicators to help answer the questions laid out. There is limited presentation of how
these judgments could be made. More dialogue is required to further define how the
plan would be revised. Given similar values within the GNWT strategic planning
context, there may be opportunity to use existing measures. However considerable
resources would be required to do so. The Land Use Plan is much more multi-faceted
that perhaps was envisioned in the IMA process. While revisions are intended to occur
in a 5-year timeframe, exceptions and amendments may be more immediate. Again
high-level criteria are well-laid out but would require considerable judgment by Parties to
the IMA who may hold differing perspectives. Because the Plan precedes the
completion of the Dehcho Process negotiations, this is compounded.
6.4 Plan Assessment - Maps in Chapter 6 - The DLUPC has assimilated considerable
information and presented multiple complex views well. Sustainable development
needs to be promoted at this time given considerable opportunities available to the
people of the Dehcho.
6.4.4 Ecological Representation Analysis - This section describes the eco-region
representation analysis conducted by World Wildlife Fund for the DCLUPC. It does not
clearly explain how the criteria used in the analysis were chosen, how the weights
associated with those criteria were chosen, what is meant by the various levels of
representation identified in the analysis (e.g. "moderate", "adequate", etc.), and how the
analysis addressed eco-regions that cross the boundaries of the Dehcho region. Provide additional information on the methodology used by World Wildlife Fund to
identify criteria, weight criteria, and address eco-regions that cross the boundaries of
the Dehcho region. Provide quantitative definitions for the levels of representation
identified (for example, in terms of the percentage of the eco-region covered) and
explain how these definitions were developed.

DLUPC Response / Revision

Figures 9 and 10 (now Figures 1 and 2) have different
wording because they are discussing two different
processes, one specific to the MVLWB and one that is not.
Please bring areas of concern (i.e. terms that are cost
prohibitive) to our attention so we can find suitable
alternatives.

Amendments and Plan reviews would follow the same type
of process used in developing the initial plan, though more
restricted in scope - Gather information (what's the issue),
prepare Draft changes, consult and revise as required to
reach agreement. Communities and regulatory authorities
should have a clear understanding of what is working and
what is not working after five years. This has been clarified
in these sections of the Plan.

Accepted: Changes made where appropriate.

Partially Accepted: Rough methodology has been included in
Chapter 6 and Appendix 7 of the Background Report. Those
interested in details should refer to WWF's report (referenced
in the Background Report) that goes into detail on decision
parameters.

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT - ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT ITI

9/15/05

GNWT ITI

9/15/05

GNWT ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT ENR
(Wildlife)
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Date

Comment
6.4.4 Ecological Representation Analysis - (Paragraph 1) - This paragraph describes
how the conservation zones established in the draft LUP contribute to goal 2 of the PAS
(protection of core representative areas within each Ecoregion), according to an
analysis completed by the WWF. The paragraph does not reflect that there are some
differences between conservation zones and core representative areas established
under the PAS. Amend the paragraph to read: "It is a stated goal of the PAS "to
protected core representative areas within each Ecoregion". The Plan complements
PAS efforts to establish protected areas through CZ so it is important to demonstrate
how the Plan contributes to the representation goals. World Wildlife Fund has
developed an automated routine that assesses areas (for example, proposed
conservation zones or proposed protected areas) to determine how well they represent
ecological features. Enduring features provide a more detailed level of assessment.
The ecoregion level assessment was also run to provide an indication of how well the
CZ established in the Plan represent ecoregions in the Dehcho. (see changes italics)
6.4.4 Ecological Representation Analysis - (Pg, 191, Table 16) - This table summarizes
the results of the World Wildlife Fund's eco-region representation analysis. At a quick
glance, the reader might confuse the "% of the ecoregion within the Dehcho" with the
percent of the ecoregion protected in order to achieve a given level of representation.
The likelihood of confusing is increased because clear definitions of the various levels of
representation are not provided elsewhere in this section (see substantive comments) Present the information in two separate tables (one to describe the percentage of each
eco-region within the Dehcho and one to describe the level of representation of that
eco-region, including percentages or some other quantitative data).
Appendix #1 - Actions 6, 15, 16, 17, 18 each stipulate specific measures, or standards,
that regulating agencies must adopt. We believe it is in everyone's best interests for the
regulating agencies to maintain the discretion to select the most appropriate standards
and methodologies to fulfill their duties. As background knowledge increases with time,
it may be more prudent to adapt methodologies and standards to accommodate new
information. Binding the hands of the regulating agencies for a minimum of five years
may have undesirable consequences.
Appendix #4 - The GNWT will be asked to approve a final draft of the Dehcho Land Use
Plan and its components. It does not have the authority to approve the Resolutions of
the Dehcho First Nations. - See general comments. Could not “approve” this Appendix.
Appendix 12 - (Pg. 287) - At the Hay River Regional Forum, the GNWT PAS Secretariat
asked whether renewable energy resources were considered in the development of the
Working Draft. The table in Appendix 12 indicates that they were not, as "renewable
energy development is primarily a municipal issue". Further dialogue as Energy
Management plan develops. Alternative energy may not be limited to within a
community.
Appendix 5 - (Pg. 255-258) - This appendix provides information on the PAS and the
Dehcho land use planning process that has not been reviewed and approved by all
members of the PAS Secretariat or by the PAS Steering Committee (formerly the
Implementation Advisory Committee). Remove Appendix 5 and, if desired, replace it
with a table comparing the PAS and Dehcho land use planning processes to be
developed cooperatively by the DLUPC and the PAS Secretariat.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted

The Table has remained unchanged to be consistent with the
text which explains that those ecoregions falling largely
within the Dehcho territory experience higher levels of
representation than those falling more outside the region.
Additional information regarding the criteria used to reach the
stated levels of representation have been briefly discussed
and more detailed tables and criteria are now provided in
Appendix 7 of the Background Report.
The intention of the Plan is to enhance and add value to the
way the land and resources are currently managed. The
Plan does this through clear Zoning and Terms which identify
what is and is not appropriate. The Plan is being revised to
provide greater flexibility in recognition that they cannot be
implemented in every situation.
The planning document has now been split into "the Plan"
and a "Background Report". Only the "Plan" will be subject
to approval.
Based on follow-up discussions with Paul Kraft, one
renewable energy source under consideration was
biogeneration. The source for this is timber which is handled
through land use zoning and several forestry terms. These
appear to address the issue raised.
Partially Accepted: This document was provided by DIAND.
Appendix 5 has been deleted as proposed, though we have
included one quote from this document to clarify how the
Plan and PAS initiatives relate to each other.
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Date

Organization
or Name

9/15/05

GNWT ENR
(Wildlife)

9/15/05

GNWT ENR
(Wildlife)

9/16/05

Anadarko

9/16/05

Anadarko

9/16/05

Anadarko

9/16/05

Anadarko

Comment
Map 49 - (Comparison of Draft Land Use Zones with Current Land Withdrawals) - Map
49 does not reflect the interim land withdrawal for the Edehzhie Candidate Protected
Area. - Re-title Map 49 to make it clear that only withdrawals under the Dehcho Interim
Measures Agreement (IMA) are being shown (the legend may also need to be adjusted
for clarity) OR show the Edehzhie interim withdrawal on Map 49 using a different pattern
from the IMA withdrawals.
Map 50 - (Draft Plan Land Withdrawals) - Map 50 includes the Edehzhie Candidate
Protected Area in the revised land withdrawals anticipated as a result of the final LUP.
The current Edehzhie interim land withdrawal (for the purposes of the PAS) expires in
June 2007 and it is anticipated that a decision on final designation will be achieved by
that time. As the Edehzhie land withdrawal is already in the PAS process it is
recommended that for clarity and consistency it remain within this process in the future.
- Clarify whether the DLUPC intends to include the Edehzhie Candidate Protected Area
in its revised interim land withdrawals and if so why. Note that this clarification may also
result in changes to Section 4.6 (pgs 81-82), which discusses the relationship between
the LUP and the current land withdrawals.
Cumulative Effects: The plan envisions a series of tiered thresholds that are designed
to guide the action of the respective regulatory authorities responsible for surface
development in the region. It would appear, based on the contemplated instructions to
the regulators, future development in the Liard Valley would be restricted, if not
prohibited.
Access: the plan states, " That is, subjects to all applicable regulatory processes, Acts
and Regulations, if a right or disposition falls within a zone where such a use is
prohibited,…(cont)….The plan is at odds with itself in that, based on the direction stated
to Regulatory Agencies, "the final threshold is the 'Critical Threshold' and will not be
exceeded. It is generally set just below the level at which the resource is significantly
impacted. No development that proposes to exceed the critical threshold will be
permitted". Further, the plan states that "Parts of the Cameron Hills and Fort Liard area
development have already exceeded the Critical Thresholds proposed". How will the
plan reconcile the rights of third parties, as acknowledged by the plan, and provide
direction to the Regulators to ensure access to these rights are protected?
Further as noted in the CAPP response, has there been enough relevant scientific
research completed in the NWT to support the Cautionary threshold, the Target
Threshold, and the Critical Threshold values that are the basis for the DCLUP? Has
their applicability to the Deh Cho area been investigated?

Access to Land: From a resource distribution point of view, it is important to maintain
open access to as much of the Deh Cho as possible (with due respects for critical
environmental and cultural sites). None of the cited studies can accurately determine
where the hydrocarbon fields and pools will actually occur. That is the role of
exploration. It is important for the full realization of the area's resource potential that we
do not restirct exploration to limited areas during the early stages. As exploration
progresses and knowledge is gained, the database builds and there will likely be areas
that are richer in oil and gas resources and some that are poorer, or perhaps devoid, of

DLUPC Response / Revision
Accepted - The Plan shows the Edehzhie land withdrawal in
a different colour. In fact, it now has a new zone designation
as well!

Accepted - Edehzhie has been removed from DLUP land
withdrawals and now has a new zone designation to highlight
the different process for this zone. This is explained in the
text as well.

The Revised Plan no longer contains Tiered Thresholds.
Existing Dispositions are exempt from the plan.

Existing Dispositions are exempt from the plan. The
Thresholds and Methodology have been revised and clarified
accordingly.

Cumulative Effects management is a new science. A
precautionary approach is required to protect conservation
values in the region. As new information becomes available
or values change Thresholds may be modified. Tiered
Thresholds are no longer in the Plan. New Actions have
been added to fill research gaps.
The Plan uses the best available information. Following the
Dehcho Final Agreement the plan will be revised. With
greater certainty we anticipate further interest in opening
lands for development.

Organization
or Name

9/16/05

Anadarko

9/16/05

Anadarko

9/16/05

Environment
Canada

9/16/05

Environment
Canada

9/21/05

MVLWB

9/21/05

MVLWB

9/21/05

MVLWB

10/14/05

Chied Roy
Fabian
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Date

Comment
resources. At this point nobody knows the resource distribution.
If the Land Use Plan is adopted without further modification, our interests as a Company
in the area will be compromised. Consider implications of the plan on investment and
development in the Deh Cho region. In its current form, will limit, if not prohibit,
development and impede the communities of the Deh Cho from reaching their fullest
potential (referenced previous letter April 28th 2005)
An already complex and restrictive regulatory regime, combined with an additional layer
of regulatory requirements, and an increased level of uncertainty, will inhibit future
investment in the region and jeopardize our current projects economics and viability.

Item A.#15 recommends that waters adjacent to or upstream of municipal water intakes
are managed in accordance with CCME guidelines for the protection of freshwater
aquatic life. It may be more relevant to recommend that the guidelines for drinking
water be used for this purpose. Also, the geographical extent could be more practically
defined to focus efforts to ensure water quality at municipal intakes is acceptable.
Item A #16 recommends that developers demonstrate that all wastewater will meet or
exceed CCME Freshwater Aquatic Guidelines, and RA will manage water quality to
within 10% of baseline levels. Applying CCME guidelines to end-of-pipe may not be the
best approach. Firstly, the national Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life may
have varying applicability depending on type of receiving environment, background or
baseline water quality conditions, native aquatic species, and other site specific
conditions which may affect sensitivity to change. In some cases, site specific
guidelines may be more appropriate. Refer to: Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment. 2003. Guidance on the Site-Specific Application of Water Quality
Guidelines in Canada: Procedures for Deriving Numerical Water Quality Objectives.
Also, treatment limitations (including cost) may mean that effluent quality will not meet
CCME guideline values. This should be considered on a case-by-case basis to assess
potential effects and receiving environment conditions.
We do not believe that A#17 is enforceable and are not sure how it could be
incorporated into our current regulatory instruments. We do not believe we can put air
quality conditions in land use permits, which contradicts your implementation vehicle in
Table 15.
As well, we do not feel that A#18, establishing guidelines for reclamation and security
requirements, is within the jurisdiction of the Land Use Planning Board.
The crunch in how well this Plan adds value to the process will come in the
implementation. There are a number of additional requirements for applicants which will
make the process more onerous for small scale developments and there will need to be
flexibility in the extent to which certain Actions are to be implemented for different scales
of developments. We will need to be assured that the MVLWB will retain the ability to
decide to what extent actions are implemented.
Concern water and fisheries are not addressed fully in the plan. There is only a certain
amount we can do politically. You should come up with the laws. Indicated the
importance of retaining A#14 to address Fishing on Great Slave Lake.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Please make specific requests for modifications so the
DLUPC can address these interests.

The plan is meant to enhance and add value to the existing
regulatory system. An approved plan will provide certainty
by identifying in advance where development is appropriate.
The Plan is aligned with existing policies, regulatory
framework and timeframes.
Accepted: The CCME Drinking Water Guidelines are now
referenced. Further revisions have been made to this Term
to provide greater flexibility. The GNWT is also undertaking
work to identify drinking water source protection areas which
may be available for future Plan revisions.
Accepted: The Term has been revised to provide greater
flexibility.

Accepted: A#17 has been changed to a Recommendation. A
new Action has been added requiring Regulatory Authorities
to define legally enforceable Air Quality Guidelines to
address this issue.
This term has been revised to provide greater clarity to
Regulatory Authorities. More discussions may be required.
Regulatory Authorities are responsible for Monitoring and
Enforcement of Conformity Requirements as per Section 47
(1) of the MVRMA. A statement has been added to many
Terms stating the level of effort will be appropriate to the
nature, scale and potential impacts of the proposed activity.
It will be up to the Regulatory Authority to determine what is
appropriate.
Action 14 (now A #6) has been retained. DFN will negotiate
new laws through the Dehcho Process.

Date

Organization
or Name

10/14/05

Chied Roy
Fabian

10/14/05

Arthur Martel

10/14/05

Verda
Tambour

There is concern that NTCL is dumping stuff at the mouth of the river.

10/14/05

Pat Martel

What about water? It is a resource. Why hasn’t that been valued in the economic
model? Discussion that West Point First Nation is trying to build a water bottling plant.

Comment
I suggest that we make the Buffalo Lake conservation area bigger and add a buffer of
Special Management. Provided outline on map signed by Chief and community
members.
It is not right having a Fibre Optic Line along the highway. It is a new initiative. Include
something that says it should be used for its existing purpose. No one gave them a
right to do that. We should get 50% of what they are going to make.

DLUPC Response / Revision
Partially Accepted: Community revisions are shown on zone
description maps. Once a PAS proposal has been submitted
we will consider revising the zone.
There is an ongoing need for development of minor
infrastructure to serve the needs of communities, and
existing and future development. Transportation or Utility
Corridors are considered existing dispositions. Revenue
sharing will be addressed through the Dehcho Process.
The Plan has water quality terms to address water quality
issues. Current concerns relating to transportation should be
taken to GNWT Transportation.
The Plan recognizes water is an important resource but it is
not being sold as a commodity in the Dehcho.
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