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Reviewer Comments and Proponent Responses

Project: Closure and Reclamation of Imperial's Norman Wells

Facilities

Board: Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board

Proponent: Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T. Limited

File Number: EA2526-01

Review Comments Due: October 17,

2025

Proponent Responses Due: October

31, 2025

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Sahtu Secretariat Incorporated (SSI) - Sahtú - Mr. Scott Parker

1

Scoping Pha

se Timeline

s

Imperial Oil's March 31, 2025 sel

f-referral for environmental asse

ssment of the Norman Wells Ope

ration closure indicates an asses

sment timeline of 5 to 7 years. T

his timeline includes a scoping p

hase from 2025-2028. SSI consid

ers this timeline to be too length

y. The proposed scoping timeline

alone is greater than the timelin

es required under section 128(2)

of the MVRMA. This extended ti

meline burdens communities in t

he Sahtu with the continued envi

ronmental risks posed by Imperi

al's Norman Wells Operations: ris

ks that will continue until Imperi

al's operation is safely closed an

d effectively remediated.

SSI recognies the Board (taking i

nto account input from stakehold

ers) will both define and schedul

e the EA process. However, SSI u

rges the Board to consider more

reasonable and efficient scoping

timelines rather than those prop

osed by Imperial.

To avoid confusion, please note t

hat the conceptual schedule pres

ented by Imperial within the self

referral letter uses the major pha

ses of Environmental Assessmen

t described in the Mackenzie Vall

ey review Board's 2024 Guidelin

e for an Optional Pathway for Maj

or Projects to Enter Environment

al Assessment. The "EA Scoping

Phase" is anticipated to take thre

e years because it includes time

for Imperial to prepare, among ot

her necessary studies, a Develop

ers Assessment Report and upda

te the Closure and Reclamation P

lan (CRP) based on the Scope of

the EA and with considerable co

mmunity engagements to shape

these documents. The EA Analysi

s Phase and EA Hearing Phase th

en follow the submission of thes

e documents and may each take

the better part of a year.

Imperial would welcome suggesti

ons from SSI for an approach tha

t is efficient and reasonable and

would meet the requirements of

the Board.

2

Artificial Isla

nds: Draft S

coping Doc

ument at Pa

ge 5, ICRP a

t 5.5.3.4, IC

RP Addendu

m at 2.2.

Imperial's Interim Closure and Re

clamation Plan (ICRP) prefers the

partial dismantlement and passi

ve erosion alternative for remov

al of Imperial's artificial islands i

n the Mackenzie River. SSI, along

with community members in sco

ping sessions, have indicated th

e artificial islands should be rem

oved from the Mackenzie River e

ntirely.




In the Addendum to the ICRP, Im

perial notes a decision on the eff

ectiveness of possible post-closu

re reclamation of the artificial isl

ands is pending additional techni

cal study, regulatory consultatio

n and stakeholder engagement.

Scoping must include removal of

the artificial islands as an option.

Removal is the option preferred

by SSI and many community me

mbers.




When does Imperial intend to un

dertake the additional technical

studies indicated in the Addendu

m (at 2.2)?

Island removal is an option in the

ICRP and will remain an option u

nder consideration to update the

next CRP with input from Sahtu c

ommunities. Imperial anticipates

that any additional studies will b

e completed in sufficient time to

provide details for informed enga

gement and development of the

CRP.

3 Waste dispo

sed of outsi

de Imperia

l's NWO are

a: Draft Sco

ping Docum

ent at Page

5

Community members have expr

essed concerns related to legacy

waste disposed of in and around

Norman Wells.




The NWO has been operating for

over 100 years, and SSI is conce

rned about locating and properly

disposing of any existing waste d

Scoping must include any additi

onal waste or contamination out

side of the NWO, and inclusion of

both historical and Traditional Kn

owledge in determining where le

gacy waste deposits may be fou

nd.

Imperial is in the process of gath

ering information on historical w

astes through the Phase 1 and 2

site assessment processes. Thes

e assessments will include a revi

ew of information regarding the

distribution of waste received fro

m past engagement activities. A

dditionally Imperial has initiated



eposited by Imperial outside of t

he NWO area.

conversations with communities

on how Imperial can support ITK

studies that we anticipate will pr

ovide additional information and

perspective on this topic.

4

Social, cultu

ral and eco

nomic well-

being of pe

ople in the

Sahtu: Draft

Scoping Do

cument at P

age 8, ICRP

at 5.2.1.

Section 115(1)(b) of the MVRMA

states the EA process shall have

regard to "the protection of the s

ocial, cultural and economic well

-being of residents and communi

ties in the Mackenzie Valley."




The Draft Scoping Document indi

cates closure goals require consi

deration of Indigenous culture, e

conomic transition and "governa

nce, trust, stewardship and long-

term accountability" (the latter p

resumably Imperial Oil's long ter

m accountability).




Imperial's ICRP (5.2.1) states the

general planning principles that

are the "driving criteria" for the I

CRP "were selected with a view t

o supporting the development of

the best value C&R strategy that

could be defended as satisfying t

hose technical and social outco

mes that stakeholders will expec

t the Plan to deliver."




SSI is concerned that the social a

nd economic well-being of Sahtu

people has never been considere

d in Imperial Oil's operations at

Norman Wells.




In addressing the social, cultural

and economic well-being of peop

le in the Sahtu, the economic gai

ns accrued to Imperial and the G

overnment of Canada (through t

heir production sharing agreeme

nt) must be considered in compa

rison to the wealth lost or taken f

rom the Sahtu. Protecting the so

cial, cultural and economic well-

being of residents and communit

ies in the Mackenzie Valley will n

ot be achieved unless Imperial's

100 year legacy of taking resour

ces out of the Sahtu - with little

benefit provided back to the Sah

tu - is clearly addressed.

Scoping must include addressing

Imperial's depletion of Sahtu res

ource wealth over the past 100 y

ears, and what kind of legacy pr

ojects or economic benefits peop

le of the Sahtu may see as Imper

ial contemplates closure.

Imperial is committed to providin

g opportunities for people of the

Sahtu.

5

Social, cultu

ral and eco

nomic well-

being of pe

ople in the

Sahtu: Draft

Scoping Do

cument at P

age 8.

The cultural well-being of the Sa

htu includes the well-being of th

eMackenzie River. It is unclear to

what extent Imperial Oil or the B

oard will include the best interes

ts of the Mackenzie River and th

e surrounding landscape (and ho

w both are critical to the culture

and history of Sahtu people) in t

he closure and reclamation plan.

SSI recommends that scoping in

clude a broad and fulsome defini

tion of culture, as set out by UNE

SCO: "Culture is that set of distin

ctive spiritual, material, intellect

ual and emotional features of a s

ociety or social group, encompas

sing all the ways of being in that

society; at a minimum, including

art and literature, lifestyles, way

s of living together, value syste

ms, traditions, and beliefs."

The well-being of the Mackenzie

River and surrounding landscape

is important to Imperial and refle

cted in the goals of the CRP. Imp

erial acknowledges and respects

that the well-being of Sahtu Den

e and Metis communities is deep

ly connected to the well-being of

the Mackenzie River.

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN) - Ryan Arta

1 Scoping the

Mackenzie

River as a V

alued Comp

onent

Given the location of six artificial

islands and significant infrastruct

ure in or adjacent to the Macken

zie River (Figure 2), the high pot

ential for impacts to aquatic heal

th is evident, and community co

ncern for "Mackenzie River water

quality" is noted (Section 5.1). H

The final Scoping Document and

Terms of Reference must explicitl

y define the Mackenzie River and

connected aquatic systems as a

primary Valued Component. Furt

hermore, the Terms of Reference

should require Imperial to condu

ct baseline data collection and p

Imperial agrees that the Macken

zie River is a primary Valued Co

mponent.

Imperial is collecting hydrologica

l and hydrogeological data that i

s intended to be useful for transp

ort and permafrost modeling.



owever, the Draft Scoping Docu

ment fails to explicitly define the

Mackenzie River and its connect

ed aquatic ecosystems as a man

datory Valued Component (VC)

within the scope of the EA.

redictive hydrogeological modeli

ng to fully assess potential conta

minant transport impacts resulti

ng from decommissioning and p

ermafrost thaw.

2

Requiring a

n Explicit Le

gacy Conta

mination As

sessment Pl

an

The Draft Scoping Document hig

hlights the century-long legacy o

f Imperial's operations and notes

that historical waste disposal "w

ould not meet any current enviro

nmental standards". Despite this

high risk, the document (Section

4.1) does not specify the method

ology, criteria, or timeline for the

full identification, risk characteri

zation, and prioritization of subs

urface and off-lease legacy cont

amination.

YKDFN recommends that the Ter

ms of Reference must require Im

perial to submit a dedicated Leg

acy Contamination Assessment

Plan for Review Board approval p

rior to the finalization of closure

objectives. This plan must demo

nstrate comprehensive plans for

identifying and characterizing all

historical waste sites, including a

bandoned machinery, barrels, an

d spills, using both modern tech

niques and Traditional Knowledg

e.

The intent of this recommendati

on is already a component of exi

sting SLWB and CER conditions f

or operating the site and Imperia

l is in the process of gathering in

formation on historic environmen

tal impacts through the Phase 1

and 2 site assessment processe

s. The information from these stu

dies are the foundation necessar

y to update the CRP.

Imperial does not believe the rec

ommended requirement is neces

sary in a terms of reference.

3

Ensuring Lo

ng-Term Fin

ancial and L

egal Accoun

tability

The Review Board acknowledges

the closure principle of "long-ter

m stability without ongoing main

tenance" and emphasizes the im

portance of governance and long

-term accountability (Section 5.

1). However, the document provi

des insufficient detail on how Im

perial's accountability will be sec

ured beyond active closure, spec

ifically regarding the duration of

liability and financial assurance f

or post-closure failure.

YKDFN recommends that the Re

view Board include a requiremen

t for Imperial to submit a dedicat

ed long-term monitoring and fina

ncial assurance plan as part of t

he Developer’s Assessment Rep

ort. This plan should detail the d

efined duration of Imperial’s liabi

lity, the mechanism for securing

and managing the necessary fin

ancial instruments, and a dedica

ted fund for future adaptive man

agement requirements.

Imperial understands that the int

ent of this condition is met throu

gh the closure and reclamation p

lans and in associated conditions

within the SLWB and CER Water

Licence and Operation Authoriza

tion.

4

Defining Ind

igenous Go

vernance a

nd Co-Devel

opment

Section 5.1 appropriately commi

ts to a “collaborative and inclusi

ve” scoping process that conside

rs Indigenous perspectives in clo

sure planning, including reviewin

g goals, objectives, and monitori

ng approaches. However, the do

cument does not specify how Ind

igenous governments will partici

pate in decision-making or how I

ndigenous knowledge will be int

egrated into closure criteria, mo

nitoring design, and governance.

Without a defined mechanism, t

hese inclusive intentions may re

main procedural rather than ope

rational in the later stages of the

environmental assessment and c

losure planning.

YKDFN recommends that the Re

view Board formalize Indigenous

participation through an Indigen

ous Advisory and Technical Worki

ng Group that is active througho

ut the EA and closure planning p

rocess. This group would work wi

th Imperial and the Review Boar

d to co-develop closure objective

s, evaluate options, and design p

ost-closure monitoring and stew

ardship frameworks. Doing so w

ould operationalize the inclusive

principles outlined in Section 5.1

and ensure Indigenous governm

ents have a defined, ongoing go

vernance role in closure implem

entation and oversight.

Imperial appreciates the practica

l details of this solution orientate

d recommendation and looks for

ward to working with communiti

es to formalize a participation str

ucture that reflects the input of a

ll parties.

5

Integrating

Climate-Info

rmed Engin

eering and

Success Crit

eria

The overarching closure goal is t

o achieve "self-sustaining ecosys

tems", but the criteria for succes

s lack explicit consideration of cli

mate change and permafrost de

gradation. Without making clima

te resilience a core engineering

principle, there is a substantial ri

sk of long-term geotechnical fail

ure, erosion, and re-exposure of

contaminants due to extreme we

ather or thaw.

YKDFN recommends that the Re

view Board require Imperial to in

tegrate climate-resilient enginee

ring into all closure planning (e.

g., cover design, infrastructure s

tability). Closure success criteria

should reflect climate-adjusted p

erformance targets based on the

latest regional projections for pe

rmafrost, hydrology, and vegetat

ion shifts, as recommended in in

dustry best practices.

Imperial agrees that climate resil

ience is a necessary design com

ponent of all long term option an

alysis to achieve the goal of self-

sustaining ecosystems.

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Gwich'in Tribal Council - Lands and Resources - Eleonora Mazzoneschi

1 1. Introducti

on: focus of

"Closure an

d Reclamati

on" activitie

s

In the opening paragraph, the Re

view Board places undue empha

sis on facilities, at the risk of add

ressing impacts and contaminati

on from the 100 years of operati

ons and exploration. The Review

Board refers to "closure and recl

amation activities" as those take

n to "properly abandon, remedia

te, and reclaim... facilities in the

The Review Board should clearly

articulate that Project-related eff

ects and impacts assessed durin

g the EA portion of the NWCR EA

will be valued-centric and not pr

oject-centric. The characterizatio

n of Project-effects must adopt a

ppropriate spatial and temporal

boundaries for each valued com

ponent assessed. A final scoping

To remove doubt, Imperial does

not intend to limit closure and re

clamation activities to the infrast

ructure currently in place. Imperi

al assumes that impacts related

to the full history of oil exploratio

n and production at the Norman

Wells site are included in assess

ment, remediation and reclamati

on activities for full closure.



Norman Wells Proven Area." This

focus seems to direct the enviro

nmental assessment towards Pro

ject infrastructure and not the br

oader impact that the operation

s' activities have had on the lan

d, water, and people over the 10

0 year-period.

This wording encourages a proje

ct-centric assessment of valued i

mpacts. This is not in practice wi

th best practices of standard Ca

nadian IA/EIA guidelines, includin

g those of the Review Board and

the Impact Assessment Agency

of Canada. These guidelines em

phasize the importance of a valu

ed-centric approach when selecti

ng spatial and temporal boundar

ies from which to characterize pr

oject-related impacts. This is mo

st important when considering a

project’s potential induced and c

umulative impacts. The Review

Board’s EA guidelines provide cl

ear guidance on how this should

occur (Review Board 2004: 82).

By scoping the NWCR EA to Proje

ct facilities, the Review Board ris

ks not capturing the full extent o

f impact that the Project activitie

s have had on valued componen

ts since 1921. Contrary to the Re

view Board’s guidelines, this app

roach is project-focused and not

VC-focused.

document should also clearly sta

te that a valued-centric assessm

ent is required when assessing i

nduced effects and cumulative e

ffects.

2

1. Introducti

on - informa

tion compos

ing draft sc

oping strate

gy

At the time of writing the draft s

coping document, community sc

oping sessions had only occurred

in Norman Wells and Fort Good H

ope. The Review Board has since

visited and heard from Deline, Tu

lita, Inuvik and Tsiigehtchic. GTC

has additionally visited Aklavik. I

t is GTCs expectation that the Re

view Board will modify the scope

of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 strat

egy to reflect comments and con

cerns heard from these additiona

l community scoping sessions. G

TC has submitted a letter as part

of its comments on the draft sco

ping document that reflect Gwic

h'in community concerns. The R

eview Board is encouraged to re

view those comments and adopt

the nine recommendations there

in.

GTC has submitted a letter as pa

rt of its comments on the draft s

coping document that reflect Gw

ich'in community concerns. The

Review Board is encouraged to r

eview those comments and adop

t the nine recommendations ther

ein.

3 2. Century l

ong legacy

& jurisdictio

nal uncertai

nties

While the operations at Norman

Wells began in 1921, the Norma

n Wells Proven Area Agreement

between Canada and Imperial Re

sources Ltd. began in 1944. As p

art of that agreement, Canada h

olds an ownership role in the ope

rations and its products. Part of t

he scoping phase of this environ

mental assessment should inclu

de a review of who holds what re

sponsibilities in the area, and wh

ether the footprint of those resp

onsibilities physically extend bey

ond the Norman Wells Proven Ar

ea. For example, if the earlier op

erations included exploration act

ivities and well-sites further afiel

d, those should be captured in th

e listed works. Extrapolating the

The Review Board should include

as an outcome in the scoping ph

ase of the Norman Wells Closure

and Reclamation environmental

assessment (NWCR EA) that this

process will establish clear roles

and expectations on the jurisdict

ion and responsibility of Imperia

l, Canada, and any other relevan

t land owners in the closure and

reclamation of the Project, includ

ing impacts incurred from 1921-

1944 (i.e., prior to the establish

ment of the Norman Wells Prove

n Area) and responsibilities once

closure activities are completed.

Imperial supports the recommen

dation for clearly defined roles a

nd expectations.

The Proven Area boundary outlin

es the production field from 192

0 to present at Norman Wells. Th

e activities from 1920 to present

within the Proven Area and assoc

iated effects outside of the boun

dary are assumed to be included

in the assessment.

This distinction of the production

field is important because isolate

d exploration wells far from the P

roven Area do exist and are regul

ated (separate from the Proven A

rea) by OROGO.



roles and responsibilities to the p

ost closure phase is also importa

nt.

4

Sections 4 a

nd 5 - Scop

e of develo

pment & col

laborative a

pproach giv

en the unce

rtainties in

process and

unknown co

mponents

In suggesting a two-pronged sol

ution to managing this Project, t

he Review Board must carefully

consider the expected outcomes

of the scoping phase portion of t

he EA. The scoping document, a

s currently written and designed,

is less prescriptive than a terms

of reference and offers room for

development and refinement. To

an extent, this is a requirement

of scoping – the Review Board an

d Imperial must cast the net wid

e to see what concerns they capt

ure, and how best to investigate

them. However, GTC is concerne

d that omitting certain standards

or requirements into the scoping

phase may contribute to an upd

ated closure and reclamation pla

n (CPR) and eventual EA that fail

s to address underlying concerns

of downstream communities, incl

uding those in the Gwich’in Settl

ement Area (GSA). This would ha

ve the undesired effect of either

prolonging the eventual NWCR E

A with appeals (i.e., to have addi

tional concerns incorporated into

a final CRP) or result in outstandi

ng public concerns and matters

of potential adverse significance

affecting the well-being and way

of life of Indigenous groups in th

e Mackenzie Valley. GTC therefor

e recommends a framework be d

eveloped to establish minimal ex

pectations on the outcomes of th

e scoping phase, and how engag

ements will be captured and refl

ected in an updated CRP.

The Review Board should develo

p a framework for the scoping p

hase of the NWCR EA to include

established outcomes reflective

of the main comments and conc

erns heard during the communit

y scoping sessions. These outco

mes must be meaningfully consi

dered in the eventual/updated C

RP.

The Review Board should refine t

he scoping phase of the NWCR E

A such that the engagement and

collaboration process also addre

sses and accommodates the con

cerns of downstream users.

5

S5.1 - Facto

rs for consi

deration

Water quality in the Mackenzie R

iver is a critical component that

needs to be assessed based on r

iver dynamics and an understan

ding of how contaminants are m

obilized in the water, and where

they settle out of the water colu

mn and become bioavailable. Th

e Mackenzie Delta is the settling

pond of the Mackenzie River. Co

ntaminants are likely transporte

d long distances in the river, onl

y to settle in the delta and beco

me a health risk for fish and peo

ple. Tracking the journey of the c

ontaminants and other operation

s-based adverse impacts is a nec

essary component when conside

ring and assessing the identified

factors for closure goals, objectiv

es and options.

The Review Board should clearly

articulate that Project-related eff

ects and impacts assessed durin

g the EA portion of the NWCR EA

will be valued-centric and not pr

oject-centric. The characterizatio

n of Project-effects must adopt a

ppropriate spatial and temporal

boundaries for each valued com

ponent assessed. A final scoping

document should also clearly sta

te that a valued-centric assessm

ent is required when assessing i

nduced effects and cumulative e

ffects.

6

S5.1 - Facto

rs for consi

deration

Factors considered should also b

e reflected in the closure activiti

es selected to fulfill the respectiv

e goals, objections, and options.

Include closure activities in the it

ems to be reviewed that will req

uire consideration of the identifie

d factors.

7 S5.1 - Facto

rs for consi

deration

A main concern identified in com

munity scoping sessions has bee

n the legacy factor of Imperial's

100-years of operations from thi

s project, and in the Mackenzie V

alley. That legacy has resulted in

real or perceived impacts to the

health of people, water, fish, ani

mals, and the land. GTC has hear

The Review Board should include

as a fctor of the CRP, and as an

outcome of the scoping phase fr

amework that the CRP strives to

identify valued components that

have been significantly adversel

y affected by the “Project”, or w

hich stand to be adversely affect

ed by the CRP, and actively seek

Imperial recommends that the C

RP should broadly follow the Gui

delines for the Closure and Recla

mation of Advanced Mineral Expl

oration and Mine Sites in the Nor

thwest Territories (2013) as the s

tandard guidance documents for

site closure and reclamation prov

ided by the boards of the Macke



d considerable concern and anxi

ety expressed by its members o

n the current state of cultural we

ll-being and way of life, and of th

e well-being of the environment

and water, and those aspects of

the natural environment our me

mbers rely on to pursue a qualit

y lifestyle and derive sustenanc

e. These concerns extend to how

future projects might affect thes

e existing stressors - for exampl

e, a completed Mackenzie Valley

Highway or Grays Bay Port and R

oad project might spur regional

development to unprecedented l

evels. GTC therefore encourages

the Review Board to consider the

values that Imperial's Norman W

ells operations have adversely a

ffected over time and incorporat

e as a factor the maintenance or

building of resilience of affected

values currently under strain.

s to strengthen the resilience of t

hese valued components throug

h closure activities.

nzie Valley or, where applicable,

updates to those standards as th

ey are published.

8

Other com

ments - spa

tial boundar

ies and deli

neation of p

roject effect

s

Community scoping sessions pre

sented identified community obs

ervations and admissions from I

mperial that contamination and

other project components from t

he oil and gas operations (e.g., ri

prap) have extended beyond the

Norman Wells Proven Area and li

kely resulted in undesired chang

es to valued environmental and

cultural components. It is import

ant that efforts to properly close

and remediate effects from the p

roject are assessed at an approp

riate temporal and spatial scale t

hat tracks the impact to valued c

omponents.

The Review Board should include

as an outcome of the scoping ph

ase framework that identified an

d observed concerns relating to t

he Project, including activities fr

om 1921-1944, must be assesse

d at the scale of the potential im

pact, and not limited to the Nor

man Wells Proven Area or its faci

lities. Many of these components

are likely to become the key issu

es and lines of inquiry during the

EA phase of the NWCR EA.

Imperial assumes this to be the c

ase.

9

Other com

ments - dist

inction in te

rminology

The Review Board should establi

sh a distinction in terminology w

hen discussing and describing i

mpacts associated with the past,

current and future oil and gas ac

tivities in the Norman Wells area

(e.g., “the Project”) versus impa

cts that might be attributed to th

e CRP planning activities (e.g., “t

he NWCR EA”). For proper closur

e and remediation of the “Projec

t” to occur, it is important to und

erstand the extent of effects and

their significance on people and

the environment in the Mackenzi

e Valley. The “NWCR EA” cannot

be limited to the removal of “Proj

ect” infrastructure and must rem

ediate significant impacts attribu

ted to the “Project”.

The Review Board should establi

sh a distinction in terminology w

hen discussing and describing i

mpacts associated with the past,

current and future oil and gas ac

tivities in the Norman Wells area

(e.g., “the Project”) versus impa

cts that might be attributed to th

e CRP planning activities (e.g., “t

he NWCR EA”). For proper closur

e and remediation of the “Projec

t” to occur, it is important to und

erstand the extent of effects and

their significance on people and

the environment in the Mackenzi

e Valley. The “NWCR EA” cannot

be limited to the removal of “Proj

ect” infrastructure and must rem

ediate significant impacts attribu

ted to the “Project”.

The "Project" under assessment i

s for the closure and reclamation

of the Norman Wells facilities wit

hin the Proven Area and includes

the historic activities prior to the

expansion project of the 1980's.

The activities undertaken for the

closure project are entirely depe

ndent on the effects present fro

m the history of Imperial's activit

ies at Norman Wells. Those pote

ntial effects for both the operatio

nal and closure activities (examp

le, areas of environmental conce

rn, current infrastructure, historic

infrastructure, potential downstr

eam effects, waste managemen

t, migratory birds) and how they

will be managed as part of the re

mediation project are all-inclusiv

e.

10 Other com

ments - con

tinued enga

gement

During community scoping sessi

ons in the GSA, community mem

bers expressed a desire to stay i

nformed in the NWCR EA and to

have more opportunities to voice

their thoughts and concerns. At t

he Tsiigehtchic and Inuvik sessio

ns, Imperial was receptive to co

mmunity interest in further enga

gements and committed to bein

g present throughout the remain

der of the Project’s life. GTC was

glad to hear this and happy that

Imperial was receptive to contin

ued engagements with Gwich’in

communities and the GTC. GTC

The Review Board should include

as an outcome of the scoping ph

ase framework expectations on

engagement levels with affected

communities and Indigenous Go

vernments. This might include fr

equency of engagements, or the

requirement for in-person comm

unity or technical sessions at mil

estone events. This will help Part

ies to the Process plan; it will als

o provide confidence to commun

ities that their voices will continu

e to inform the NWCR EA.

Imperial intends to provide an up

dated engagement plan for closu

re activities. Please see Imperia

l's accompanying cover letter for

additional details.



would like to see these commitm

ents for further engagement refl

ected in a final scoping documen

t.

11

Other com

ments - less

ons learned

The Review Board has an opport

unity to design an EA term of ref

erence that can benefit from less

ons learned from other decision-

making bodies and regulatory au

thorities. These insights offer val

uable potential to an EA process

that is more efficient in both exp

ediency and meaning for parties

involved in the process. The GTC

believes the Review Board shoul

d consider these lessons alongsi

de public concerns and commen

ts identified during the scoping p

rocess. Collectively this should in

form the scoping document, wor

kplan, and terms of reference for

EA2526-01

The Review Board include as an

outcome of the scoping phase fr

amework that Imperial, alongsid

e regulators, will investigate less

ons learnt from past major closur

e and remediation projects in no

rthern Canada, northern oil and

gas remediation projects, and fro

m project-specific examples fro

m around the world (e.g., for the

removal of artificial islands). The

se real-world examples can both

inform the EA phase of the NWC

R EA or serve as alternatives to i

dentified closure options and act

ivities.

Imperial intends to reference rel

evant examples as part of closur

e planning. Imperial does not bel

ieve it is necessary to include thi

s recommended outcome within

the Board's framework.

Imperial does not believe that ad

ding the recommended step is al

igned with the desire for a shorte

r EA expressed by SSI.

12
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No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency (CanNor) - Mr. Alain Gagnon

1

CIRNAC-01

General Co

mment on T

erminology

- applicable

to both the

Draft Terms

of Referenc

e for contin

ued Operati

ons and Sco

ping Docum

ent for Clos

ure and Rec

lamation

There is a lot of technical termin

ology used when discussing Imp

erial's ongoing operations and pl

ans for future closure and reclam

ation that may not be commonly

used by all parties. A thorough li

st of agreed upon terminology a

nd definition of project-specific t

echnical terms should be consid

ered for both proceedings. Consi

deration should also be given to

how these terms could be transl

ated into traditional language.

Recommend that a thorough list

of project-specific terminology b

e prepared for both proceedings,

and technical terms defined in th

e draft Scoping Document and T

erms of Reference so that all par

ties have the same context and

understanding.

Imperial supports this recommen

dation.

2

DFO-01

Draft Scopi

ng Docume

nt for the Cl

osure EA

Fisheries and Oceans Canada ha

s no specific comments regardin

g the scoping for the Imperial Oil

– Norman Wells Closure Environ

mental Assessment at this time,

but would like to reiterate that a

ny plans that may impact fish an

d fish habitat, including those as

sociated with the artificial island

s and possible soil remediation a

long Bosworth Creek, must be su

bmitted to DFO for review prior t

o any of the work being undertak

en.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada ha

s no recommendations at this ti

me.

3
Government of Canada Cover Le

tter - Draft Scoping Document



No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Deline Got'ine Government (DGG) - Todd Slack

1 Issue 1 - EA

2526-01 Ne

ed

When considering MVEIRB’s prop

osed approach for MV2526-01, fi

rstly DGG must note that the pro

ject is also applying for a 10-yea

r operations authorization, and it

is unclear exactly what the press

ing need is to move this develop

ment into EA. Had the project e

mployed their new closure enga

gement approach during an LWB

update to the Interim Closure Pla

n, this project may never have ar

rived at EA. Moving to the EA pro

cess now presupposes the propo

nent’s failure of either the enviro

Any potential Terms of Reference

or process design should conside

r the need for this EA, at this poi

nt. Anecdotally, the Norman Well

s Operation (NWO) has been 'clo

sing in 5 years' for many years.

While the confidence may be hig

her on the operations window, D

GG notes that the project is prop

osing a multi-million dollar pipeli

ne and is seeking another 10 ye

ar authorization for the site.




Before accepting the Closure EA,

there is an opportunity to recons

For the transparency of all partie

s, Imperial's request for a self ref

erral to EA for closure was done i

n response to engagement with

SSI representatives.

Similar to the reply for comment

#1 from SSI, Imperial would welc

ome suggestions from DGG and

SSI for an approach that is practi

cal and could reasonably meet th

e requirements of future approva

ls for closure from the SLWB and

CER.



nmental or engagement process

es (resulting in residual significa

nt public concern or environmen

tal impacts). DGG notes that clos

ure of Diavik and Snap Lake wer

e not referred to EA.

ider the need and approach the

problems in a more traditional w

ay, as opposed to adopting anot

her new EA approach for this pro

ponent.

2

Issue 1 - EA

2526-01 Pro

cess Design

However, should the Board adhe

re to its decision, the high-level

process outlined by the Board m

akes sense to DGG, despite the

many warning signs. An Environ

mental Assessment needs a dev

elopment to be assessed and at

this stage, it is unclear what is b

eing proposed. The Closure Plan

may serve as the primary docum

ent, but it should not be seen as

the description of the developme

nt. Key information as socio-eco

nomic effects are not generally f

ound in the closure plans.

Once these other essential docu

ments are developed, submissio

n of a Developer’s Assessment R

eport may occur, followed by an

Environmental Assessment of th

e development.

As indicated in scoping sessions,

Imperial is in alignment with the

need for a socioeconomic assess

ment as one of the supporting st

udies that will shape the closure

project. The activities proposed a

re intended to be developed with

input from communities during t

he Scoping Phase. This is a prim

ary driver of a 3 year duration fo

r the Scoping Phase.

3

Issue 1 - St

ep 1, Compl

eting an ICR

P

To focus on the first step, DGG b

elieves the target should focus o

n developing a modern interim cl

osure and reclamation plan. In a

procedural sense, as the Operati

ons EA is ongoing and covering t

he next 10 years, parties do not

know if the site will be in operati

ons to require another revision t

o the plan (commonly on a 3-5 y

ear cycle).




The Norman Wells Operation has

been on the verge of closure for

many years and remains in oper

ations and production levels - pa

rticularly if Line 490 proceeds, wi

ll be in excess of many historical

years – long-term low-level prod

uction seems possible. As with m

any things at this site, public sta

tements on the need for this fina

l closure or the impending shut i

n of the field may turn out to be

on a longer timespan than the pr

oponent has stated publicly.

The Board should hesitate to dev

elop a final closure plan, and inst

ead provide for a flexible future.

If the project is asserting that thi

s must be a final closure plan, ad

ditional information on the profit/

loss or revenue/expenses from t

his site and the sensitivity to oil

prices, that would provide conte

xt on what's actually needed at t

his point.

A Closure and Reclamation Plan,

"final" in name or not, will inevit

ably need to be adaptable to cha

nges of facts. Alteration of future

permit conditions can force such

adaptation should it become nec

essary.

Annual profits and loses are shar

ed with SSI in a public meeting a

s part of the requirements of Cha

pter 9 of the land claim agreeme

nt.

4

Issue 1 - St

ep 2, Compl

eting a proj

ect descript

ion

DGG believes that all parties agr

ee that the closure plan is not th

e only issue that needs work in o

rder to commence the actual ass

essment of this development. Cl

osure planning will capture the

majority of the physical actions a

ssociated with the land but impa

cts to people are serious issues t

hat need to be address prior to,

or concurrent with, the ICRP/FCR

P.

Key Lines of Inquiry must include

socio-economic commitments an

d performance.

Another critical issue will feature

the development of an ongoing c

ollaborative engagement and co

nsultation regime featuring regul

ar check-ins. Whether this is tho

ugh the Board or through Canad

a’s duty to consult, this cannot si

mply be the ‘standard’ passive a

pproach, where the Crown and it

s agents simply allow the proces

s to proceed with some vague no

tions involving an assessment of

the concerns after the fact. To be

explicit, DGG is entirely unclear

what steps and efforts the Crown

actually undertakes to assess co

nsultation, accommodation, or i

mpacts to rights (An outstanding

request to GNWT to explain their

post-REA assessment action rem

ains unresolved more than a yea

r and a half later). What is clear i

s that this proponent will require

novel approaches for engageme

nt and consultation to be employ

ed. These must be led by the pro

ponent and overseen by the Boa

rd.

Imperial intends to provide an up

dated engagement plan for closu

re activities. Please see Imperia

l's accompanying cover letter for

additional details. Imperial expec

ts that engagement will occur co

ncurrently outside of the regulat

ory process. The outcome of this

engagement can then be submit

ted within the regulatory process

following input from communitie

s.

For new and updated plans and r

eports produced for the operatio

n and closure, Imperial intends t

o provide draft plans directly to i

nterested communities for comm

ent. Comments would then be cl

early addressed in revised plans

that are submitted to the respon

sible regulator for that particular

plan or report.



5 Issue 1 - St

ep 3, Movin

g to the EA

Once steps one and two are furt

her advanced, at that point the

Board can consider the particula

r’s of the third step – the actual

assessment of the development.

The more thorough the project d

escription, the easier the develo

pment of Terms of Reference for

the Developer’s Assessment Rep

ort. Given the uncertainty on the

procedural steps, the Board will

need to be clear with its issuanc

e of process updates and update

d workplans.

Build in future check-ins for scop

ing and key milestones for the E

A process.

Imperial supports this recommen

dation.

6

Issue 2 - Pro

cess Timelin

e and Board

Tools to Ma

nage

DGG’s general acceptance of the

process comes with a significant

concern for the Board’s ability to

complete the larger MVEIRB proc

ess EA2526-01 within its legislat

ed timeline. This will include the

development of a closure plan, a

completion of a project descripti

on that is sufficiently advanced f

or assessment, and then the tra

ditional delivery of the actual En

vironmental Assessment for a co

mplex site with issues potentiall

y extending into perpetuity.




The Board’s acceptance of Imper

ial’s request for an Environment

al Assessment prior to the creati

on of an approved closure plan

(i.e. not an unfulfilled conditional

closure plan) transfers the devel

opment of the closure plan from

the LWB ‘process time’ to MVEIR

B’s. This moves the step that co

mes before the proponent’s dev

elopment proposal, a step that u

sually requires considerable effor

t over years during the project’s

operations, to the time that the

Board usually uses to complete t

he EA process.

As part of its initial decision maki

ng on this file, the Board should i

ndicate the tools and techniques

to manage the timeline that it ha

s at its discretion.

7

Issue 2 - Ti

meline Man

agement an

d Expected

Time Requir

ements

During the scoping session, the

Review Board staff assured the p

arties that they have the tools a

nd means to effectively ‘manage

the clock’, allowing the Board to

do both its work and to facilitate

the activities necessary to get to

a description of a development t

hat can be assessed. DGG is uns

ure what additional tools will be

used nor what contingency exist

s when the number of ‘Board Da

ys’ begins to dwindle.




Obviously, the solution to minimi

zing ‘Board days’ is not to limit o

r excise the Board involvement a

nd facilitation from the pre-EA p

hase. To do so is to repeat the pa

st and recent processes in both

northern regulatory and in other

jurisdictions that have raised sig

nificant concerns that the projec

t’s approach to engagement. Iss

ues around trust were repeated

up and down the Valley during B

oard engagements. Indeed, if th

ere is one unanimous position fo

r the Mackenzie Valley, it is that

past engagement with this comp

any has been problematic.

The Board should provide a clear

timeline for developing the closu

re plan, the Developer's Assess

ment Report, and then conductin

g the EA.

8 Issue 2 - Pro

ponent Man

Lastly, though DGG appreciates t

he Board’s vision and confidenc

DGG asks the Board to be vigoro

us and exacting when provinding



ipulation of

the Board's

Processes

e, we are forced to contrast this

against the known savvy of the p

roponent in regulatory processe

s. In Line 490, the proponent pus

hed and pushed for a hasty revie

w, with the result being an abrid

ged timeline (relative to a usual

EA) being adopted for the EA, le

aving Parties with a compressed

timeline. Later, Imperial sought

an adjournment of EA 2425-01 af

ter the parties had submitted th

eir interventions for the hearing.




We cannot help but feel that the

proponent, despite their avowed

new approach, will continue to

‘work the system’ in order to limi

t transparency, commitments, a

nd frustrate the achievement of

the Board’s legal objectives – all

at the expense of community pa

rticipation and desires for the sit

e after Imperial closes. Whether

we look at the trickster raven in

Dene lore, Lucy pulling the footb

all in Charlie Brown, the Scorpion

and the Frog from Aesop’s fable

s, the lesson is clear – “The leop

ard does not change its spots” a

nd our collective default should

be to expect continued/similar b

ehaviour from the proponent rat

her than something different.

direction to the Proponent.

9 Issue 3 - De

veloping/Re

newing the

Engagemen

t Process

A renewed engagement effort is

required for this proponent and t

his process. The engagement eff

ort needs to be deep and serious

– unlike that used in the past ICR

P, unlike that used in line 490 SL

WB process where the lack of en

gagement led to an EA, unlike ho

w Imperial approached the CER

490 proceeding where they refus

ed to answer questions and infor

mation requests, unlike Imperial

actions in the waste manageme

nt facility EA which was largely

‘sprung’ on communities, unlike

the Imperial approach to its oper

ations license where it failed to a

ddress the outstanding issues an

d that led SSI to refer the matter

to an EA (and then opposed SS

I’s constitutional authority to ref

er matters for review, seeking to

have the EA quashed).




During the initial scoping session

Imperial staff noted that they we

re somewhat surprised to have t

hree environmental assessments

on their hands. The 1970s are ov

er and the integrated environme

ntal management system in the

north, while still evolving, holds

meaningful engagement and inf

ormed consent with First Nations

and their governments as a core

value. By working together, som

e of these EAs may have been a

voided.




Engagement and Consultation is

clearly an issue for this compan

y. This will be compounded by th

e fact that development of a clos

ure plan for an industrial develop

ment of this scale normally done

Against these obstacles, the crea

tion of a flexible yet rigorous eng

agement process will be the first

action of the first step in this Env

ironmental Assessment proceedi

ng. This must be done collaborat

ively, with the involvement of th

e Parties. Talking with communiti

es and understanding the contex

t that they want to be engaged

with, is the foundation for creati

ng a meaningful process.

Imperial is aligned with DGG in t

his assessment and recognition

of a shared desire for collaborati

on. Please see Imperial's accomp

anying cover letter for additional

details.



over years, featuring numerous i

terations and collaborative effor

t. While the time pressure alread

y exists, this process must featur

e similar opportunities in order t

o get the end product right.

10

Issue 3 - Ad

equate Res

ourcing for

Effective Pa

rticipation

The production of an interim clos

ure plan requires considerable e

ngagement and effort on the par

t of the proponent and the partie

s. The production of a closure pl

an is considered in section 5.1 a

s part of the development of the

“Updated Project Description”. U

nless the Review Board has expe

rience and innovations that the L

and and Water Boards do not, D

GG believes that this will be a lar

ge, complex, and intensive effor

t. Using the diamond mines as a

n analog, arriving at goals, objec

tives and moving through option

s analysis took many days of me

etings and preparation. Commun

ity members need to be resourc

ed – days of work forgone need t

o be covered.




Further, highly technical matters

require independent 3rd party su

pport to help educate and transf

er information as well as support

participation. For example, risk a

ssessments (a tool favoured by t

his company) require community

participation in the problem form

ulation, assumption setting and

standard selection – but it is ver

y difficult for those unfamiliar wit

h the process and the mechanics

to understand how and what the

y are participating in.




Precedents for this can be found

in the Giant Mine Remediation Pr

oject, where the Board itself was

supported by external experts. I

n delivering on the Measures, G

MRP's working group utilized an

external expert to support the Pa

rty’s participation, analysis, and

results review was essential for

(in addition to the project’s cons

ultatants and experts).

Within this conversation, the Boa

rd and the proponent must be op

en to supporting the process by i

ncluding adequate resourcing to

allow for both community memb

ers and third-party subject matte

r experts to provide support, exp

erience and advice to inform the

participation of the community. T

he more complex the issue or th

e approach being employed the

greater the need.

Imperial appreciates the specific

examples provided and is aligne

d with the comment and the reco

mmendation. In addition to resou

rces or funding provided through

the regulatory process, Imperial

would also like to establish reliab

le funding mechanisms such as c

ommunity benefits agreements f

or community participation.

11 Issue 3 - Bo

ard Assess

ment of Eng

agement an

d Consultati

on Adequac

y

The company’s understanding of

community perspectives have b

een deeply flawed (a point made

repeatedly), with surprisingly littl

e subsequent reflection on why o

r how the company perspective

proved to be so erroneous (a qu

estion specifically asked by DGG

in past Information Requests). D

GG is concerned that this lack of

examination is reflective of the a

ctual value the company’s appro

ach to Consultation. DGG cannot

help but believe that were this a

n issue around oil and gas produ

ction, Imperial would have compl

eted a root cause analysis or use

d some other technique to ensur

e that these mistakes were corre

cted and would not be repeated.

At this point in the process, the o

nly actual assurances that partie

s have are Imperial’s unsupporte

d assertions that they will bring

DGG also believes that, in order

to complete an effective environ

mental assessment the Board’s r

ole in this process must be not ju

st adopt a role of facilitation, or

arrange for engagement, but to

ensure its adequacy.



a new, improved approach to en

gagement. This does not, and sh

ould not, provide reassurance.




Lastly, though DGG appreciates t

he Board’s vision and confidenc

e, we are forced to contrast this

against the known savvy of the p

roponent in regulatory processe

s. In Line 490, the proponent pus

hed and pushed for a hasty revie

w, with the result being an abrid

ged timeline (relative to a usual

EA) being adopted for the EA, le

aving Parties with a compressed

timeline. Later, Imperial sought

an adjournment of EA 2425-01 af

ter the parties had submitted th

eir interventions for the hearing.




We cannot help but feel that the

proponent, despite their avowed

new approach, will continue to

‘work the system’ in order to limi

t transparency, commitments, a

nd frustrate the achievement of

the Board’s legal objectives – all

at the expense of community pa

rticipation and desires for the sit

e after Imperial closes. Whether

we look at the trickster raven in

Dene lore, Lucy pulling the footb

all in Charlie Brown, the Scorpion

and the Frog from Aesop’s fable

s, the lesson is clear – “The leop

ard does not change its spots” a

nd our collective default should

be to expect continued/similar b

ehaviour from the proponent rat

her than something different. Th

e onus is on the proponent to sh

ow that it has learned lessons to

improve Consultation effectivene

ss.

12 Issue 4 - So

cio Economi

c Well-Bein

g - Data

One of the primary concerns wit

h this proponent proposal is that

there will be a lack of benefits fo

r the Sahtu people. This is groun

ded in the history of this operati

on, which DGG believes has faile

d to provide meaningful and app

ropriate benefits to the region.




During the information gathering

phase of the Line 490 Environme

ntal Assessment, DGG was able,

after having similar information r

equests rejected by the compan

y and Canada during the CER pr

ocess, to begin to gather inform

ation on the economic and social

performance of the project. This

was a significant improvement o

n the past data, despite direct as

k – which had to be compiled fro

m snippets in appendices or post

ers from public sessions – often

with a lack of supporting data or

context to resolve differences fro

m different sources.




DGG’s initial analysis of the proj

ect’s past performance, using ot

her large industrial or infrastruct

ure projects as comparables, sug

gests that Imperial’s performanc

e is lagging relative to it’s northe

rn peers. This further supports th

The scope of the development pr

oposal to be used in this assess

ment must require the proponen

t to produce historical data on e

mployment, contracting, training

and safety. The exact themes an

d categories should be establish

ed during the improved engage

ment planned (including and req

uiring GNWT staff contributions,

where additional expertise is fou

nd), but at a minimum, should b

e reflective and comparable to w

hat’s found within the Socio-Eco

nomic Reports from the diamond

mines and large infrastructure pr

ojects. This will obviously allow f

or better comparison, but builds

off the lessons learned in the his

tory of those projects – a history

grounded in collective work with

private and public sector propon

ents, third-party oversight bodie

s, and indigenous governments.

Imperial appreciates the exampl

es and assistance DGG in particu

lar has provided the company to

improve the data delivered. Impe

rial trusts that these tangible exa

mples of collaborative efforts hel

p demonstrate the company's co

mmitment to continuous improv

ement of engagement.

For historic socioeconomic data t

here are gaps in information that

can not be filled retroactively. Im

perial is committed to clearly co

mmunicating what data does an

d does not exist.



e perception expressed in Délı̨ nę

and by other communities.

13

Issue 4 - So

cio Economi

c Well-Bein

g - Adaptive

Manageme

nt

Within this scoping requirement,

DGG believes that the project sh

ould be required to detail a fram

ework should it fail to meet its s

ocio-economic commitments. Th

e traditional use economy associ

ated with landuse in this area ha

s been irrevocably altered and c

annot be easily restored. Should

the project fair to deliver on its p

romises for socio-economic well-

being, a significant impact is like

ly.




To address this, the proponent sh

ould be required to provide a fra

mework and commitments to mi

tigate this impact, including clea

r adaptive management steps a

nd contingencies if commitment

s are not met. This is particularly

important, as few – if any - of the

past projects reviewed by the M

VEIRB or its preceding process (f

or Ekati and Diavik) have achiev

ed the socio-economic outcomes

that were promised. It should no

longer be acceptable to make pr

omises on the benefits of a proje

ct – promises that everyone kno

ws will not come to be.

As part of the Developer's Asses

sment Report, the proponent sho

uld be required to include an ada

ptive management plan, with cle

ar commitments and Key Perfor

mance Indicators (KPIs), should i

t fail to meet the socio-economic

promises/commitments.

14

Issue 5 - La

nd Uses Aft

er Closures

The conditionally approved closu

re plan approached the closure s

tandard setting in a very position

al way, with Imperial’s selected s

tandard(s) being adopted for the

closure targets. DGG believes th

at an important requirement for

the development of the closure p

lan is to collaboratively establish

the end uses and closure standa

rds for this site.

As part of the closure planning p

rocess, the Board should insist th

at establishing the range of poss

ible end uses is done not just by

Imperial, but in a collaborative m

anner with impacted communitie

s.

With or without Board insistence,

the recommended collaborative

approach is the intent of Imperia

l.

15

Issue 5 - Clo

sure Standa

rds

The first step of this effort is to d

etermine what the range of desir

ed end uses will be. It is not Imp

erial’s decision – it is a collaborat

ive exchange between the comp

any that used and produced the

environmental impacts and thos

e that used the site in the past a

nd wish to have the option again

in the future. Once the end uses

are arrived at, at that point the c

losure standards establishment c

an begin. While this seems self-e

vident, there are concerns that t

his was not well implemented in

the initial ICRP creation.

As part of the closure planning p

rocess, the Board should insist th

at establishing the standards tha

t the closure will use as success

targets is done not just by Imperi

al, but in a collaborative manner

with impacted communities, exp

erts, and regulators.

With or without Board insistence,

the recommended collaborative

approach is the intent of Imperia

l.

16

Issue 5 - Clo

sure Option

s

Following the establishment of t

he end uses, DGG wishes to ens

ure that consideration of all Clos

ure Options is possible. Our revie

w of the first ICRP process sugge

sts that the selection of any Opti

ons other than that preferred by

the company was minimal, if at

all.

As part of the closure planning p

rocess, the Board should insist th

at the range of possible Closure

Options remains open during the

initial stages.

With or without Board insistence,

the recommended collaborative

approach is the intent of Imperia

l.

17 Issue 5 - En

suring that

written Sign

ficance Thre

sholds are p

art of the g

oals for the

EA

Lastly, when a development mov

es forward in a normal manner,

an environmental assessment re

mains a possibility if parties feel

that a closure plan, developed in

the Land and Water Board stage,

has the possibility for significant

impacts. That it not the case her

e - DGG notes that MVEIRB’s acc

To address this limitation of futur

e options (during implementatio

n) DGG requests that MVERIB pr

ovide significance thresholds for

as many issues/topics as possibl

e, and in particular themes of im

portance. This is particularly imp

ortant with this proponent to ens

Imperial would support establishi

ng clear significance thresholds.

This approach may improve align

ment and reduce future points of

misunderstanding.



eptance of the closure plan as a

n aspect of the environmental as

sessment closes future consider

ation after the Land and Water B

oard completes its future work.

Nominally, this should not be a p

roblem as there will have been a

deep review at the MVEIRB, but

as we saw at Giant and Snap Lak

e, significant changes in scope, f

ailed commitments and promise

s, or an incomplete environment

al knowledge are just some of th

e issues that could arise.

ure that the implementation me

ets the Board’s expectations.

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

GNWT-ECC (Environment and Climate Change) - Kelvin Igwe

1

Monitoring

and follow-u

p - Ongoing

health surv

eillance pos

t-closure

The developer should outline ho

w they intend to adaptively man

age any new social problems or

manage any worsening of existin

g health issues for a period of ti

me post closure. Adaptive mana

gement should be informed by e

ngagement with communities’ p

ost-closure.

The GNWT recommends, as part

of closure planning, that MVEIRB

requires the developer to outline

an adaptive management strate

gy for any adverse health impact

s in the post closure phase of th

e project.

The identification and mitigation

of social and health issues is a co

re function of government and i

t's responsible departments. Imp

erial recommends that the GNW

T provide MVEIRB with it's plans

to support the region during a cl

osure phase so that Imperial's pl

ans can be developed in concert

with those plans.

2

Page 7, Sec

tion 4.2 - Cl

osure involv

es many act

ivities, som

e known an

d some unk

nown

"Not all of the locations and cont

aminants have been identified a

s of yet." It is not clear through

what process and at what stage i

n the EA these unknown location

s and contaminants will be identi

fied.  

The GNWT recommend that MVE

IRB clarify in future Scoping docu

ments, when the uncertainties re

garding contamination locations

will be resolved within the EA pr

ocess as outlined in the draft Sc

oping document.

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environ

mental Site Assessments are ong

oing. An Indigenous Traditional K

nowledge study is in the initial st

ages. Depending on the outcome

of these studies, the extent of co

ntaminants is likely to be substa

ntially known by the end of 202

8.

At that point, the end point goal

s, and overall strategy for reclam

ation can be defined with comm

unity input in the CRP. These goa

ls and strategy should apply to a

ny additional areas of contamina

tion that may become known in t

he future.

3

Page 7, Sec

tion 5 – Coll

aborative E

A approach

for planning

and assessi

ng closure.

The GNWT supports MVEIRB's pr

oposed collaborative approach t

o planning and assessing closure

through the EA as outlined in the

draft Scoping document. During

the technical session in Yellowkni

fe, Imperial noted that it is worki

ng to update its engagement pla

n and records. The GNWT looks f

orward to reviewing the develop

er's engagement plan once avail

able. In the interim, the GNWT re

commends that MVEIRB outline,

within future Scoping document

s, the range of community intere

sts to be engaged. A diversity of

demographics engaged in the co

mmunities will help ensure that

different perspectives on impact

s are identified. For example, the

contribution of youth in the EA e

ngagement process has not alwa

ys been given prominence. It is i

mportant that engagement proc

esses gather input from a broad

er range of community member

s, to identify a broad range of po

tential impacts.

The GNWT recommends that MV

EIRB specify, in future Scoping d

ocuments, the interests and dem

ographics to be engaged. The G

NWT recommends that MVEIRB a

nd the developer actively engag

e with a diverse and representati

ve cross-section of community m

embers that might be affected b

y the project. This engagement

must include, but is not limited t

o, outreach to Indigenous govern

ments, and Indigenous organizat

ions, youth, elders, persons with

disabilities etc.

Please see Imperial's accompany

ing cover letter for additional det

ails for an updated engagement

plan.

4 Page 7, Sec

tion 5 – Coll

aborative E

A approach

for planning

The GNWT supports MVEIRB’s pr

oposed collaborative approach t

o planning and assessing closure

through the EA as outlined in the

draft Scoping document. The GN

The GNWT recommends, as part

of closure planning, that MVEIRB

require the developer to work wi

th the Town of Norman Wells, to

outline an adaptive managemen

Imperial is engaging and working

with the Town of Norman Wells a

nd will continue to work with all l

evels of government to help man

age the effects of closure.



and assessi

ng closure.

WT recommends that future eng

agement in closure planning spe

cifically includes the Town of Nor

man Wells to ensure that closure

planning includes considerations

for the transition to closure and t

he need for continued provision

of municipal services and comm

unity Infrastructure for all reside

nts, business and organizations.

t strategy for any adverse impac

t on the provision of municipal s

ervices and community Infrastru

cture in the Town of Norman Well

s as a result of closure.

However, Imperial understands t

he recommendation to be a core

function of government and the r

ecommended adaptive manage

ment strategy a responsibility of

governments.

5

Page 7, Sec

tion 5 - Pote

ntial overla

p with regul

atory proce

ss and uncl

ear role for

regulators

MVEIRB is proposing to lead a co

llaborative and inclusive approac

h to closure planning modelled a

fter the Mackenzie Valley Land a

nd Water Board (MVLWB) Guideli

nes for the Closure and Reclama

tion of Advanced Mineral Explora

tion and Mine Sites in the North

west Territories (Closure Guidelin

es) with the intent for Imperial to

develop an updated Interim Clos

ure and Reclamation Plan (ICRP)

that will act as the Project Descri

ption. MVEIRB will then require I

mperial to produce a Develope

r’s Assessment Report which MV

EIRB, with input from parties, wil

l analyze to predict and assess t

he Project’s potential impacts. IC

RP planning using the MVLWB’s

Closure Guidelines is a common

component of the regulatory pro

cess, and post-EA, the Sahtú Lan

d and Water Board (SLWB) will e

ventually need to approve the IC

RP. It is unclear how MVEIRB's pr

ocess is different from a process

that the SLWB would normally ov

ersee, what deliverables the env

ironmental assessment (EA) will

have that differ from a regulator

y process in terms of the content

of the ICRP and how the SLWB a

nd the Canada Energy Regulator

(CER) will be involved in the MVE

IRB's process.

Questions about potential overla

p with the regulatory process an

d the unclear role of the SLWB a

nd the CER in MVEIRB's assessm

ent are important because of iss

ues around capacity and regulat

ory efficiency. MVEIRB's Reasons

for Decision to Order an EA of Im

perial Oil Resources N.W.T. Limit

ed (Imperial) – Norman Wells Op

erations Closure and Reclamatio

n suggest that the assessment c

ould last six years. At the end of

the potential six-year EA there w

ill still be a regulatory process un

dertaken by the SLWB to approv

e the ICRP. This is a significant in

vestment of capacity from partie

s, and efforts should be made to

ensure that duplication between

MVEIRB's process and the SLWB

and CER’s regulatory processes

are minimal, and that roles, resp

onsibilities and outputs are clear.

The GNWT requests that MVEIRB

provide more detail, within futur

e Scoping documents, on how th

e EA will differ from and comple

ment/support/align with the SLW

B and CER’s regulatory processe

s to develop an ICRP for the Proj

ect, identify areas of potential ov

erlap, and clearly explain how M

VEIRB expects the SLWB and CE

R to participate. The SLWB and C

ER are encouraged to provide th

eir input on this matter. The GN

WT is available to participate in f

urther process discussions, if req

uired.

6 Page 7, Sec

tion 5.1 - Pa

rt One: Wor

king togeth

er to help I

mperial upd

ate its closu

This section states that the curre

nt project description from Imper

ial is the 2016 ICRP. The ICRP wa

s updated in 2022, as required b

y the SLWB and includes more re

cent updates to work completed

between 2017 and 2022, as well

as clarification to the ICRP.

The GNWT recommends that MV

EIRB clarify, in future Scoping do

cuments, that there was an adde

ndum to the 2016 ICRP: https://n

ew.reviewboard.ca/sites/default/

files/project_document/norman-

wells-interim-closure-and-reclam



re project d

escription

ation-plan-2022-addendum_0.pd

f

7

Page 7, Sec

tion 5.1 - Us

e of an upd

ated ICRP a

s the Projec

t descriptio

n

Section 5.1 outlines the Review

Board’s intention to facilitate a c

ollaborative approach to updatin

g ICRP into a project description

that can be used to define the sc

ope of the environmental assess

ment. The updated ICRP would t

hen be the basis for establishing

the Terms of Reference that dire

ct the development of the Devel

oper’s Assessment Report. The

merits of updating the ICRP, whi

ch is a lengthy document, to use

as a project description versus p

roviding an addendum that sum

marizes proposed changes shoul

d be considered.

The GNWT recommends that MV

EIRB consider the capacity of rev

iewers and seek feedback from p

arties during the Review Board’s

facilitated process on options for

the Project Description before de

ciding if the ICRP needs to be up

dated and used as a Project Des

cription. Other tools, such as an

addendum to the ICRP, may be b

etter suited.

Imperial does not support a proc

ess that would rely upon a new a

ddendum to the existing ICRP.

The most recent version of the IC

RP was completed to support ap

plications for a waste manageme

nt facility. These applications wit

h withdrawn in 2022 based on th

e desire of communities to addre

ss closure in a comprehensive m

anner.

Comments 14, 15, and 16 provid

ed by DGG in this review articula

te much of what Imperial underst

ands about the expectations for

closure planning and an updated

CRP. Imperial does not believe th

ose expectations can be met wit

hout rewriting the CRP based on

(among other things) options an

alysis conducted in collaboration

with communities.

8

Page 8, Sec

tion 5.1 - Pa

rt One: Wor

king togeth

er to help I

mperial upd

ate its closu

re project d

escription

Community

Involvemen

t in Monitori

ng

Section 5.1 outlines the Review

Board’s intention to facilitate a p

articipatory approach to updatin

g Imperial’s ICRP. As noted in ite

m g) this approach will allow par

ties to “consider community invo

lvement in site assessment and

monitoring, research and govern

ance.” Community participation i

s noted, but there is no requirem

ent to build long-term capacity f

or environmental monitoring role

s beyond closure.

The GNWT recommends, as part

of closure planning, that MVEIRB

requires the developer to describ

e options to build long-term emp

loyment capacity for communitie

s, such as the creation of environ

mental monitoring roles that incl

ude formal training and certificat

ion, enabling transferable skills a

nd sustained employment beyon

d closure.

Imperial is currently working with

the GNWT to develop plans that

are complementary and will seek

details regarding the GNWTs curr

ent and planned programs that f

acilitate development of these sk

ills and sustainment of an industr

y where these skills are required.

9

Page 8, Sec

tion 5.1 - Pe

rception of

Contaminati

on

Section 5.1 outlines a list of fact

ors MVEIRB proposes to consider

as part of closure planning. “Gov

ernance, trust, stewardship and l

ong-term accountability” is listed

as a specific factor. The GNWT is

supportive of this general closur

e objective. In regard to “trust,”

GNWT notes that this should incl

ude consideration of community

and individual perceptions of con

tamination and associated healt

h impacts. Living near contamin

ated land or land that is perceive

d to be contaminated can cause

anxiety, stress, and feelings of h

elplessness among community

members. It can also alter peopl

e's behaviour, potentially impact

ing not only their health but also

their livelihood. For example, so

me community members may re

frain from hunting, gathering or

fishing because of fear of conta

mination.

The GNWT recommends that, du

ring closure planning, and devel

opment of the ToR for the Projec

t, that MVEIRB consider the healt

h and well-being effects resultin

g from community perception of

environmental contamination.

Imperial supports the inclusion o

f the effects of community perce

ption of environmental contamin

ation. Community perception is a

shared responsibility that all part

ies can affect with both accurate

and inaccurate information. Care

should be taken by all participan

ts to avoid misinformation and to

distinguish between confirmed c

ontamination and suspected or p

ossible contamination.

10 Page 8, Sec

tion 5.1 - Fa

ctors to con

sider in clos

ure plannin

g, Factors 1-

5

The draft Scoping document lists

five factors that should be consi

dered in future planning for clos

ure and reclamation based on co

ncerns expressed in Imperial's pr

evious regulatory processes and

in MVEIRB's scoping sessions to

date. The document further expl

ains that these factors will be val

idated in workshops and other e

ngagement with parties to the E

A. During the scoping session in

Norman Wells (Page 6, Summary

of community scoping session in

Norman Wells) it was noted that

"there are lots of things from Im

The GNWT recommends that the

spatial limits of closure and recla

mation be added as a key factor

for consideration in the draft Sco

ping document and future works

hops and engagement with parti

es to the EA.



perial (barrels, old machines) bur

ied in and around their town. Si

milar concerns were expressed d

uring the scoping session in Fort

Good Hope regarding potential i

mpacts from Imperial’s operatio

ns that may extend beyond the

Norman Wells Proven Area (NWP

A). The spatial limits of the closu

re and reclamation activities will

also be a key factor for consider

ation in closure planning.

11

General Co

mment - Wil

dlife Manag

ement and

Monitoring

Plan

Currently Imperial does not have

a Wildlife Management and Moni

toring Plan (WMMP) in place for t

his project.

The GNWT recommends, as a be

st practice, Imperial submit a tie

r 1 WMMP for this project. Imperi

al should provide a WMMP for clo

sure activities when they submit

their Developer’s Assessment Re

port for the Closure and Reclama

tion of their Norman Wells Faciliti

es. The WMMP Process and Cont

ent Guidelines and a template fo

r a tier 1 WMMP can be accessed

on Environment and Climate Cha

nge’s website at: https://www.go

v.nt.ca/ecc/en/services/wildlife-m

anagement-and-monitoring-plan

s

Imperial has committed to updati

ng the existing wildlife managem

ent plan for continued operation

s.

12

General Co

mment - Thi

rd Party Stu

dies

Many of the studies referenced i

n the 2016 ICRP were produced

by Imperial. Community member

s have consistently identified tru

st as a key barrier to meaningful

engagement in the EA process.




To support a collaborative appro

ach to planning and assessing cl

osure, access to unbiased, indep

endent third-party data and stud

ies will be essential.

The GNWT encourages Imperial t

o incorporate Indigenous knowle

dge as well as existing data from

community-based monitoring an

d third parties, including academ

ic research and environmental n

on-governmental organizations, i

nto its updated ICRP. Data from c

ommunity-based monitoring and

third parties should be clearly id

entified to assist reviewers in det

ermining when external sources

support data and/or conclusions

produced by Imperial.




The GNWT encourages Imperial t

o work with an independent third

-party, academia and Indigenous

governments and Indigenous org

anizations to collect new informa

tion required to address any gap

s in available baseline informatio

n.

The encouragement is aligned wi

th Imperial's planned approach a

nd is in part, underway.

13

General Co

mment - Lin

kages betw

een Norman

Wells Opera

tions (EA24

25-02) and

Closure and

Reclamatio

n - Imperia

l's Norman

Wells Faciliti

es (EA2526-

01)

Imperial is currently undergoing

two parallel EA processes: one fo

r closure and remediation and an

other for the proposed extension

of its current Norman Wells Oper

ations. Section 3.1 of the draft To

R for the Operations EA outlines

requirements for describing base

line environmental conditions.




How will the baseline informatio

n collected for the Norman Wells

Operation EA (EA2425-02) be us

ed to inform the Closure and Re

mediation EA (EA2526-01), parti

cularly in the development of clo

sure objectives and criteria?

The GNWT suggest that MVEIRB

clarify how the baseline informat

ion collected for the Norman Wel

ls Operation EA will be used to in

form the Closure and Remediatio

n EA, particularly in the develop

ment of closure objectives and c

riteria.

From Imperial's perspective, whil

e the assessment processes may

be separate, site management fr

om development to reclamation i

s a continuum. Information collec

ted and assessed to understand

past activities and current condit

ions informs the decisions taken

in the future. This would be true

with or without either EA.

Imperial looks forward to the Boa

rd's response to GNWT comment

13.

14 General Co

mment - He

alth Risk As

sessment

Given the complex nature of clos

ure and reclamation, it is import

ant to have a structured approac

h to identifying and mitigating p

otential health impacts on worke

rs, nearby communities, and the

environment during and after th

e decommissioning process. A H

ealth Risk Assessment should be

conducted to assess the impact

The GNWT recommends that MV

EIRB ask the Developer to provid

e any HRAs conducted so far on

the site. Additionally, should MV

EIRB agree that the Developer c

onduct a Health Risk Assessmen

t of closure and reclamation of I

mperial's Norman Wells facilities,

that the Developer outline mitig

ation strategies for any negative

Unless the GNWT has informatio

n that indicates worker health an

d safety is a source of infractions

for the NWO, Imperial does not s

upport this recommendation. Th

e existing health and safety plan

s, which describe health risks, mi

tigations and the overall approac

h to safety are already reviewed



of closure on workers and comm

unities. This assessment could in

clude, among others, an assess

ment of the potential for workpla

ce injuries and illness related to

working in closure-related jobs o

r potential health effects of cons

uming foods from land and wate

r bodies.

impact on workers and communi

ties.

and overseen by the CER and th

e GNWT.

Significantly separate to this, Hu

man Health Risk Assessments sp

ecific to remediation and reclam

ation end points are expected to

be completed to provide informa

tion used to develop an updated

CRP.

15

General Co

mment - La

nd Interests

within the N

orman Wells

Proven Area

It was noted by Imperial during t

he technical scoping session in Y

ellowknife that there is a variety

of land tenure within the Proven

Area (e.g. Federal Lands, Commi

ssioner's Land, and Sahtu Land

s). Given the multiple land intere

sts in the NWPA, it will be import

ant to consider the interests of al

l landowners and disposition hol

ders when developing the Closur

e and Reclamation Plan.

The GNWT encourages MVEIRB t

o ensure that all relevant govern

ments, individuals, and organiza

tions with land interests in the N

WPA have an opportunity to be e

ngaged in the closure planning p

rocess outlined in the draft Scopi

ng Document. The GNWT expect

s Imperial, as the developer, to e

ngage broadly with all landowne

rs and disposition holders.

To correct a detail of this comme

nt, please note that the Proven A

rea does not include tenured Sah

tu Lands. Sahtu Dene and Metis

have a recognized right to meani

ngful engagement regardless of t

his tenure which Imperial provide

s only to limit future confusion.

Part 1, Volume 2 of the land sele

ction process in the land claim d

escribes the parcels of land selec

ted. The description of Parcel M3

1 states:

“For greater certainty, the parcel

is meant to exclude the Proven A

rea as described in Schedule "A"

of the Norman Wells Agreement

of 1944.”

16

General Co

mment - Ti

meline conc

erns (Closur

e)

During the technical scoping ses

sion in Yellowknife (September 1

6th – 17th, 2025) concerns were

raised regarding the length of th

e Closure EA process as outlined

in the draft Scoping document, a

nd how MVEIRB timelines would

be calculated pursuant to sectio

ns 128(1) and 128 (2.1) of the M

ackenzie Valley Resource Manag

ement Act (MVRMA). During the

scoping session, MVEIRB clarifie

d that scoping is considered to b

e part of the legislated timeline c

alculations for the EA. MVEIRB st

aff also stated that MVEIRB will b

e issuing a revised Scoping docu

ment to allow parties another op

portunity to review. While the GN

WT supports efforts to ensure a

collaborative approach to closur

e planning as outlined in the draf

t Scoping document, it is unclear

how much Review Board time ha

s been used since MVEIRB issue

d the Notice of EA on April 23rd,

2025.

The GNWT requests that when M

VEIRB issues a revised draft wor

kplan for the closure EA, it includ

es an updated calculation of how

much Board time is left in this E

A, and an overview of how Board

time will be calculated going for

ward for this EA under sections 1

28(1) and 128(2.1) of the MVRM

A.

17 GNWT Cover Letter 


No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Yamoga Land Corporation - Joseph Tobac

1
Kahsho Got'ine Committee com

ments attached as PDF



2

Landfill and

Dumping Lo

cations

Draft Scopi

ng Docume

nt, Closure

and Reclam

ation – Imp

erial Oil’s

Norman Wel

ls Facilities

(EA2526-

01), P. 4

The components and operations

at the Central Processing Facility

are listed on page 4 of the scopi

ng document – notably, the land

fill and ad-hoc dumping sites are

not included. The Board noted th

at locations of disposed barrels a

nd machinery (for example) are

not well known. Review of previo

us assessments of dumping/disp

osal areas, as well as open chara

cterization of dumping locations

to address and understand data

gaps, will be important for inclus

ion in the EA.

IR1-14: The Closure and Reclama

tion EA should include a review o

f previous/historical assessments

of dumping and disposal areas, t

o understand and address gaps i

n knowledge.

3 In-Place Infr

astructure

The approach for closure and rec

lamation planning is described o

IR1-15: The Closure and Reclama

tion EA should avoid pursuing in-



Decommissi

oning




Draft Scopi

ng Docume

nt, Closure

and Reclam

ation – Imp

erial Oil’s

Norman Wel

ls Facilities

(EA2526-

01), Section

4.2, P. 5

n page 5 of the scoping docume

nt,

and states that as a general app

roach (when closure of a particul

ar area is initiated), wells and un

derground systems will be either

cleaned and sealed off, or compl

etely removed. Infrastructure de

commissioned in-place may not

be an acceptable approach for m

any parties, including the KGC. I

n addition to complications with

confirming decontamination and

assessing ground settlement

potential as buried infrastructure

breaks down over time, the pres

ence of legacy infrastructure is a

perceived or actual barrier to tra

ditional land use for the KGC. Bel

ow-river and river bank

infrastructure is particularly conc

erning due to advanced erosion,

as changes in weather exacerbat

e erosion concerns. Decommissi

oning of above and below-groun

d infrastructure should be avoide

d as much as possible, to avoid i

mpacting traditional land use at

the Norman Wells site.

place decommissioning of above

and belowground legacy infrastr

ucture, wherever possible, to av

oid

perceived or actual barriers to K

GC traditional land use.

4

Long-term E

ffects of Infr

astructure

Decommissi

oning




Draft Scopi

ng Docume

nt, Closure

and Reclam

ation – Imp

erial Oil’s

Norman Wel

ls Facilities

(EA2526-

01), Section

4.2, P. 6

The approach for closure and rec

lamation planning does not indic

ate a perceived timeline for

monitoring long-term impacts/eff

ects of infrastructure decommiss

ioning. The effects monitoring ti

meline should extend for several

generations, to monitor impacts

well into the future when the KG

C and other parties will continue

to use the land traditionally.

IR1-16: The Closure and Reclama

tion EA should consider the long-

term effects of infrastructure dec

ommissioning, in the timeframe

of several generations, as this wi

ll be the legacy of the people wh

o use the land traditionally.

5

Spatial Exte

nt of Closur

e/Reclamati

on EA




Draft Scopi

ng Docume

nt, Closure

and Reclam

ation – Imp

erial Oil’s

Norman Wel

ls Facilities

(EA2526-

01), Section

4.2, P. 6

The draft scoping document stat

es that there are several unknow

ns at this stage in terms of closu

re activities, as not all locations

and contaminants have been ide

ntified yet. The spatial extent of

the EA has not been completely

defined at present, but should in

clude the Proven Area, and areas

of potential contamination outsid

e the Proven Area. A key limitati

on here is that it will not be possi

ble to definitively identify all con

tamination outside the Proven Ar

ea. Legacy contamination in dow

nstream sediment should also be

considered when defining the sp

atial extent of the EA, which has

not been well-defined to date. C

ontingency planning for assessin

g and developing monitoring, mi

tigation, and communication pla

ns should also be included, to an

ticipate expanding the EA spatial

extent if additional legacy conta

mination is discovered in the fut

ure.

IR1-17: The spatial extent of the

EA should include the Proven

Area as well as potential contami

nation outside this area. Legacy

sediment contamination in down

stream areas should also be con

sidered, which is not well-define

d. Contingency planning should

also be included, for assessing a

nd developing plans for monitori

ng, mitigation, and communicati

on.

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Sahtu Renewable Resources Board - Catarina Owen

1 Scope of As

sessment

The draft Scoping Document ack

nowledges that closure and recla

As part of the initial scoping pha

se, please provide a summary of

Imperial has initiated an ITK stud

ies at the community level and l



mation goals and objectives will

be the subject of additional enga

gement. Pre-disturbance informa

tion will be important to underst

and when setting closure and re

clamation goals and objectives.

all pre-disturbance information a

vailable, working with Knowledg

e Holders and co-management b

odies, including SRRB, to identify

components of the pre-disturban

ce landscape that are important

in setting closure and reclamatio

n goals and objectives.

ooks forward to SRRB's contribut

ions regarding development of I

mperial's updated engagement p

lan in 2026 as outlined in Imperi

al's cover letter submitted via th

e ORS.

2
Scope of As

sessment

Temporal scope is not addressed

in the draft Scoping Document.

Closure and reclamation outcom

es will have short-term and long-

term (multi-generational) effect

s.

Please consider temporal scale o

f closure and reclamation activiti

es and outcomes. The temporal

scope of the EA must account for

effects on multiple generations o

f Sahtú beneficiaries and their la

nd use following closure.

3
Cumulative

Effects

Cumulative effects are not addre

ssed in the draft Scoping Docum

ent. Understanding the scope of

the cumulative effects assessme

nt of the Closure and Reclamatio

n EA will be an important aspect

of the scoping phase of the asse

ssment, as a thorough understan

ding of project interactions with

past and especially future projec

ts have important implications fo

r closure and reclamation goals

and objectives.

Please clarify the scope of cumul

ative effects assessment, includi

ng identificaiton of relevant parti

es and potential future projects t

hat would inform the cumulative

effects assessment.

4
Scope of As

sessment

The draft Scoping Document stat

es: "This EA is not about assessi

ng

the impacts of the ongoing and f

uture operation activities" (p. 1).

Closure and reclamaton plans wil

l need to be capable of dealing w

ith any additional impacts from p

otential future operation activitie

s (e.g., remediation approaches

must be capable of dealing with

potential increase in contaminat

ed soils resulting from ongoing a

nd future operation activities, ab

ility to achieve reclamation goals

of Sahtú beneficiaries must be c

onsidered in activities such as flo

wline replacements and repairs, i

mpacts of ongoing operations on

remediation and reclamation tim

elines).

Please clarify where operations a

nd closure and reclamation linka

ges will be addressed (i.e., the O

A Variance EA, Closure and Recla

mation EA, or both).

5

Informing V

alued Comp

onents

The draft Scoping Document su

mmarizes key concerns: "These i

nclude concerns about:

• spills from drill rigs, tanks, barr

els, pipelines and sumps;

• flaring polluting the air;

• hydrocarbons in the fish; and

• waste, including barrels, buried

throughout the Norman Wells Pro

ven Area" (p. 3).

Please confirm that these concer

ns are provided as examples of i

n-scope concerns, which closure

and reclamation activities will se

ek to mitigate.

6
Participator

y Processes

The draft Scoping Document rec

ognizes that waste and infrastru

cture outside of the current oilfie

ld is within scope of the EA.

Please describe how legacy wast

e disposal sites will be identified,

including engagement and partic

ipatory mapping with Sahtú ben

eficiaries.

Imperial is in the process of gath

ering information on historical w

astes through the Phase 1 and 2

site assessment processes. Thes

e assessments will include a revi

ew of information regarding the

distribution of waste received fro

m past engagement activities. A

dditionally Imperial has initiated

conversations with communities

on how Imperial can support ITK

studies that we anticipate will pr

ovide additional information and

perspective on this topic.

7 Remediatio

n

The draft Scoping Document stat

es: "the best methods are chose

n to clean up or reduce any cont

amination found in the soil or wa

ter" (p. 7). It is not clear when re

Please either remove the word "r

educe" or clarify how thresholds

for acceptability of reducing cont

amination will be set in a way th



ducing contamination is accepta

ble and how any associated thre

sholds for acceptability will be es

tablished.

at protects wildlife and way of lif

e.

8
Remediatio

n

The draft Scoping Document ack

nowledges: "Not all the locations

and contaminants have been ide

ntified as of yet" (p. 7). It does n

ot specify when in the process th

is information is expected to be

summarized and made available

to EA participants.

Please require that information o

n location, contaminants, volum

e, depth, and surface area of con

taminated materials and sites be

made available during the scopi

ng phase of the EA.

The Phase 1 and Phase 2 Environ

mental Site Assessments are ong

oing. An Indigenous Traditional K

nowledge study is in the initial st

ages. Depending on the outcome

of these studies, the extent of co

ntaminants is likely to be substa

ntially known by the end of 202

8.

At that point, the end point goal

s, and overall strategy for reclam

ation can be defined with comm

unity input in the CRP.

9

Informing V

alued Comp

onents

The draft Scoping Document stat

es: "review of closure goals, obje

ctives and options will require co

nsideration of the following facto

rs:

1. Mackenzie River water quality

2. Indigenous culture, relationshi

p with the land and land use

3. Climate resilient and adaptive

infrastructure

4. Local capacities and economic

transition

5. Governance, trust, stewardshi

p and long-term accountability"

(p. 8).

In addition to these consideratio

ns, please include soil quality an

d quantity; vegetation, including

targeted species, contamination,

resiliency, ability to support fish

and wildlife and harvesting pract

ices; biodiversity; fish and wildlif

e populations and habitat; and h

ealth and wellbeing.

10

Informing V

alued Comp

onents

The draft Scoping Document incl

udes "[l]ocal capacities and econ

omic transition" as a key conside

ration (p. 8). Way of life has exp

erienced changes over the last c

entury of operations, largely due

to resource extraction.

Changes to way of life and goals

and objectives related to way of

life must be considered. This sho

uld include methods to ensure re

clamation results on the possibili

ty of sustaining the Dene and Mé

tis way of life, allow individuals t

o choose how the want to live al

ong a spectrum from traditional

economy to the wage economy,

and that provides flexibility for f

uture generations to make decisi

ons to steward their lands and p

eople.

11

Informing V

alued Comp

onents

The draft Scoping Document incl

udes "[l]ocal capacities and econ

omic transition" as a key conside

ration (p. 8).

As part of this consideration, ple

ase describe how a socio-econo

mic transition plan will be develo

ped with Sahtú beneficiaries and

co-management bodies that add

resses employment, training and

education, etc.

Imperial looks forward to SRRB's

contributions regarding develop

ment of Imperial's updated enga

gement plan in 2026 as outlined

in Imperial's cover letter submitt

ed via the ORS.

12
Scope of As

sessment

The draft Scoping Document doe

s not explicitly address the Wast

e Management Facility proposed

in Imperial's 2016 Interim Closur

e and Reclamation Plan.

Please ensure that waste manag

ement is included in the EA as a

project component for which mul

tiple alternatives will be assesse

d, as per the steps presented in

Section 5.1 (pp. 7-8).

Options for waste management

will be assessed in consultation

with communities during develop

ment of an updated CRP.

13
Scope of As

sessment

The draft Scoping Document des

cribes known project component

s in Section 4.1 (pp. 3-5), includi

ng below-ground infrastructure,

and acknowledges unknown proj

ect components. Imperial submit

ted a one-page document to the

registry titled "Norman Wells Wel

lbore Closure", which depicts par

t of wells being left below-groun

d, including for wells within the s

cour zone. It is unclear whether t

his would apply to wells on the a

rtificial islands.

Please ensure that consideration

of alternatives includes effective

ness of remediation techniques;

complete removal of waste from

the Sahtú, including above- and

below-ground infrastructure, infr

astructure on/in/below natural la

nds and artificial islands, contam

inated materials; and timelines f

or closure, remediation, and recl

amation.

Imperial looks forward to conside

ration of these topics with comm

unities during development of an

updated CRP.

14 Participator

y Processes

The draft Scoping Document ack

nowledges that there will need t

o be a participatory process to re

view the closure goal; consider t

Please use the SRRB 2024 "Hı̨ dó

Gogha Sę̨́nę̨́gots’ı̨́ ɂá (Planning for

the Future, PFF) Guidance" as an

approach to working with Indige

Imperial thanks the SRRB for the

information.



he proposed closure principles/k

ey issues; identify and review co

mponent-specific closure objecti

ves for each component; identify

and evaluate component-specific

closure options (alternatives) for

each component; select the pref

erable closure option (alternativ

e) for each component; assess di

fferent approaches to post-closur

e monitoring, evaluation and ma

nagement; and consider commu

nity involvement in site assessm

ent and monitoring, research an

d governance (pp. 7-8). This app

roach is borrowed from the MVL

WB Closure Guidelines, and requ

ires engagement to build on this

approach in a way that is applica

ble to the people, landscapes, an

d operations dealt with in the pr

esent EA. In the technical scopin

g session in Yellowknife, Imperial

requested input on how Indigeno

us communities and co-manage

ment bodies such as SRRB would

like to be engaged throughout th

e Closure and Reclamation EA.

nous communities and to carry o

ut the components requiring eng

agement listed in Section 5.1 of

the draft Scoping Document (pp.

7-8), in order to develop an upda

ted Closure and Reclamation Pla

n. The Hı̨ dó Gogha Sę̨́nę̨́gots’ı̨́ ɂá

underwent a Public Listening Ses

sion hearing and was submitted

to the GNWT Minister of Environ

ment; the most recent version c

an be found here: https://www.sr

rb.nt.ca/document-repository/pu

blic/public-hearings-registry/cari

bou-conservation-climate-chang

e-and-forest-fire/01-0-public-noti

ces-and-information-requests/22

84-24-02-01-tlego-hl-2024-pls-no

tice-pff-guidance.

15
Remediatio

n

The draft Scoping Document ack

nowledges that there are unkno

wn project components, includin

g locations of contaminants. In t

he technical scoping session in Y

ellowknife, on September 16, Im

perial described ongoing researc

h with the University of Saskatch

ewan on soil remediation alterna

tives, and communicated that it l

ooks forward to identifying reme

diation alternatives that may be

raised during ongoing engageme

nt. Imperial has been studying th

e biocell approach's effectivenes

s and feasibility in a Northern cli

mate. Imperial provided an exa

mple of current remediation tech

nology limitations, including the

inability to treat co-mingled cont

aminants (MVEIRB 2025 "Yellowk

nife Scoping Session" report, p.

7).

During the scoping phase of the

EA, please provide results from r

esearch on the biocell approach

to remediation, including what c

ontaminants it can and cannot p

rocess, any limitations such as a

bility to treat comingled contami

nants, and rate of treatment (vol

ume/time, presented by year of

biocell operation). Please provid

e a description of past and ongoi

ng research of remediation tech

nologies, and describe how Impe

rial will identify alternatives for a

ssessment in the EA processes.

Imperial looks forward to conside

ration of these topics with comm

unities during development of an

updated CRP.

16
Waste Mana

gement

Imperial is using the 2016 Interi

m Closure and Reclamation Plan

as the basis for the present appli

cation. This plan proposes the us

e of a long-term waste manage

ment facility.

Please include feedback submitt

ed during regulatory proceeding

s associated with the 2016 Interi

m Closure and Reclamation Plan,

the Application to Amend Canadi

an Energy Regulatory Operations

Authorization oq-1210-001 to Inc

orporate a Waste Management F

acility (CER C15178), and the Ap

plication for Amendment to Nor

man Wells Operation (NWO) Wat

er Licence S13L1-007 to Include

a Waste Management Facility, an

d provide a summary of how this

feedback will be used in updatin

g the Closure and Reclamation Pl

an as part of the scoping phase

of the present EA.

Imperial intends to include infor

mation about the feedback recei

ved during the referenced regula

tory proceedings. Note that this f

eedback culminated in withdraw

al of the application because co

mmunities communicated that t

hey wanted to address closure pl

anning holistically.

17 Progressive

Reclamatio

n

In the technical scoping session i

n Yellowknife, Imperial described

its ongoing remediation pilot proj

ect (biocells) and bank stabilizati

on work at Bosworth Creek. It up

loaded a one-page document to

the registry titled "Progressive R

eclamation program". Bosworth i

s not petroleum industry disturb

It is noted that remediation testi

ng, Bosworth Creek rehabilitatio

n, and groundwater monitoring a

nd remediation do not constitute

progressive reclamation. This un

derstanding should be communi

cated consistently on a go-forwa

rd basis. It is requested that Imp

erial Oil refrain from referring to



ance footprint, but rather is reha

bilitating land disturbed along a

creek watershed for reasons unr

elated to operations. The biocell

s are a research project to see if

the remediation technology work

s. Groundwater monitoring and r

emediation and assessment of la

nd and water are included in this

one-page document, and are sim

ilarly not examples of progressiv

e reclamation. In the technical sc

oping session in Yellowknife, on

September 16, Imperial stated:

"We're not really doing progressi

ve reclamation right now, not to

wards final closure and reclamati

on", and went on to explain that

current efforts are focused on te

sting remediation. This was reite

rated by MVEIRB on September

17 during the recapitulation of th

e previous day's discussion.

the biocell research and restorati

on of Bosworth Creek as reclama

tion activities to avoid and preve

nt confusion on the status of pro

gressive reclamation or lack ther

eof at the NWO.

18
Reclamaton

Research

MVEIRB indicated that the MVLW

B 2013 "Guidelines for the Closu

re and

Reclamation of Advanced Minera

l Exploration and Mine Sites in th

e Northwest Territories" will be a

dopted in the present EA. These

guidelines address the importan

ce of early reclamation research

(see Section 1.1.7. Reclamation

Research Plans).

In the scoping phase of the Clos

ure and Reclamation EA, please

provide a summary of past, ongo

ing, and any future reclamation r

esearch undertaken, the results,

and how the results have been i

mplemented into operations and

reclamation.

Imperial expects a summary that

includes this information will be i

ncluded as we work with commu

nities during development of an

updated CRP.

19

Climate Cha

nge Adaptat

ion Planning

The draft Scoping Document req

uires consideration of several fac

tors, including "[c]limate resilien

t and adaptive infrastructure" (p.

8).

In addition to infrastructure, plea

se require climate change adapt

ation planning for remediation a

nd reclamation activities to mitig

ate any potential of triggering pe

rmafrost thaw, and to describe h

ow Imperial will manage areas w

here permafrost has occurred.

Imperial agrees that climate resil

ience is a necessary design com

ponent of all long term option an

alysis to achieve the goal of self-

sustaining ecosystems. Permafro

st is a fundamental aspect that

will be considered.

No. Topic Reviewer Comment Reviewer Recommendation Proponent Response

Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T. Limited - Benjamin Fraser
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Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 

200 Scotia Centre200 Scotia Centre 

Box 938, 5102-50th Ave 

Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 

 

EA2526-01 Closure and Reclamation of Imperial’s Norman Wells Facilities: Review 

of Draft Scoping Document  

 

Dear Melissa,  

The Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) is an interested party to the proceedings of EA2526-01, 

the Norman Wells Closure and Reclamation environmental assessment (the NWCR EA) and 

is actively engaged in the scoping phase of the environmental assessment (EA)1. GTC 

understands the complexity of the closure and reclamation process is great while the current 

state of knowledge on the technical components of the closure and reclamation plan (CRP) 

requires more research and public engagement. These challenges will require a long timeline 

for Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T Limited (Imperial) and parties to navigate. This will 

contribute to a long EA and, GTC hopes, an iterative process of exploring emergent concerns 

and project components.  

 

Established in 1992, the GTC is an Indigenous organization that represents over 3,500 

Participants to the Gwich’in Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement (GCLCA) who originate 

from the Northwest Territories communities of Aklavik, Inuvik, Teetł’it Zheh (Fort 

McPherson) and Tsiigehtchic. The Gwich’in are a culturally independent Nation that is 

focused on protecting and advancing their interests. Through quality work, collaborative 

approaches, and good governance, we strive to increase economic opportunities, develop 

quality infrastructure, promote health and wellness, and preserve the culture and language of 

the Gwich’in. 

GTC has carefully reviewed the July 24, 2025, Draft Scoping Document (PR#19) in 

consideration of these complexities. Based on its review, participation in the NWCR EA 

process to date, and comments heard from Gwich’in community scoping sessions, GTC has 

identified nine recommendations to improve the Draft Scoping Document and NWCR EA 

process. These recommendations are presented by topic below.  

GTC understands the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board (Review 

Board) has made efforts to frame a collaborative process to guide interested parties to an EA 

where serious Project concerns can be explored in further detail. This process relies on (1) 

 
1 GTC will refer to “Project” in relation to the collective past, current and future operations and 

development associated with the oil and gas facilities in Norman Wells and the Norman Wells Proven 

Area. 

http://www.gwichintribal.ca/


 

Page | 2  

  

an extended scoping phase culminating in an updated draft or final CRP for the Project, and 

(2) an eventual EA of the CRP. The format does not follow that of a typical EA, but GTC 

appreciates the need to adapt the process to the complexities of the Project2.  

 

Downstream impacts need specific focus during the CRP planning process 

In suggesting a two-pronged solution to managing this Project, the Review Board must 

carefully consider the expected outcomes of the scoping phase portion of the EA. The 

scoping document, as currently written and designed, is less prescriptive than a terms of 

reference and offers room for development and refinement. To an extent, this is a requirement 

of scoping – the Review Board and Imperial must cast the net wide to see what concerns they 

capture, and how best to investigate them. However, GTC is concerned that omitting certain 

standards or requirements into the scoping phase may contribute to a CPR and eventual EA 

that fails to address underlying concerns of downstream communities, including those in the 

Gwich’in Settlement Area (GSA). This would have the undesired effect of either prolonging 

the eventual NWCR EA with appeals (i.e., to have additional concerns incorporated into a 

final CRP) or result in outstanding public concerns and matters of potential adverse 

significance affecting the well-being and way of life of Indigenous groups in the Mackenzie 

Valley.  

As an example, the Review Board has heard in multiple community scoping sessions that 

communities along the Mackenzie River are concerned about pollution and changes to water 

quality from the operational history of the Project. Community members expressed changes 

in behaviour on how they use the land and water. One elder in Aklavik stated she has not 

drunk water from the Mackenzie River for over ten years. Contamination concerns in the 

water were identified by several community members. The concerns come from observed 

industrial pollution and signs of illness on harvested fish. Industrial activities referenced 

included the Norman Wells oil and gas project as well as induced oil and gas exploration and 

development by Imperial in the GSA3.  

In Inuvik, Imperial was asked how these induced activities would be addressed. Imperial 

responded that these operations lie outside of the Norman Wells Proven Area and are 

regulated separately. While procedurally correct, GTC worries that the extent of Imperial’s 

operations and impact on the Mackenzie River and Valley may not be properly understood 

 
2 GTC and others have asked the Review Board how the timelines associated with the NWCR EA will 

conform with the Review Board’s legislated timelines. While this is a procedural concern for GTC, it is not 

a substantive one assuming the bulk of the scoping phase works will occur on Imperial’s timeline. GTC 

does anticipate challenges with the mandated time regardless but notes there are provisions in the guiding 

legislation that allow for timing extensions (e.g., Sections 128 (2.2 and 2.3) of the Mackenzie Valley 

Resource Management Act, S.C. 1998, c. 25..  
3 Six previous oil and gas development projects that have not been remediated were identified during the 

Aklavik and Tsiigehtchic community scoping session.  
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if these historical events are excluded. GTC is further concerned that the successful 

abandonment and closure of the Norman Wells Project and Imperial’s exodus from active 

operations in the Northwest Territories may reduce the company’s internal drive and 

commitment to resolve these legacy projects in a timely and meaningful manner. The 

Norman Wells project brought Imperial to the Mackenzie Valley. Understanding the effect 

of the history of the Project’s induced development and impact on the people and 

environment ought to be factored into both the cumulative effects assessment of Imperial’s 

impacts and the scope of activities under consideration for closure and reclamation.  

GTC Recommendation 1: develop a framework for the scoping phase of the NWCR 

EA to include established outcomes reflective of the main comments and concerns 

heard during the community scoping sessions. These outcomes must be meaningfully 

considered in the eventual/updated CRP. 

GTC Recommendation 2: refine the scoping phase of the NWCR EA such that the 

engagement and collaboration process accommodates the concerns of downstream 

users. 

Issues with jurisdiction and uncertainty on extent of Imperial’s responsibilities 

In a similar vein, the community scoping sessions have revealed uncertainties over issues of 

jurisdiction and responsibility. For example, at the technical session in Yellowknife, and 

again in Inuvik, Imperial described land ownership uncertainties associated with the Proven 

Area. The agreement between Canada and Imperial was established in 1944 and grants 

Imperial surface and sub-surface rights in the area. As GTC understands it, the Government 

of Canada is a one-third owner of the project, implying it has a stake as a proponent in the 

NWCR EA, as well as in addressing the history of the Project. Adding to the confusion is 

ambiguity on how the area fits into the Sahtu Dene and Metis Comprehensive Land Claim 

Agreement (SDMCLA) and what authorities the Government of the Northwest Territories 

(GNWT) has in this process. Further complicating this picture is the delineation of the Proven 

Area4, which has a reduced area on the GNWT’s ATLAS website as compared to maps 

provided by the Review Board (e.g., Figure 1 from the Draft Scoping document, PR#19:4). 

The GNWT’s maps do not capture the extent of the current operations.  

During the Technical Session and Community Scoping Sessions in the GSA, Imperial 

assured participants that it took responsibility for its operations and activities in the Proven 

Area. Given uncertainties associated with ownership and the extent of the Proven Area, GTC 

wonders how far these responsibilities extend and whether Imperial’s vision and end goals 

of the CRP align with those of communities affected by the Project. Relatedly, GTC wonders 

if Canada or others share long-term responsibilities for the proper closure and remediation 

of the Project.  

 
4 ATLAS – Refer to File Number 29795, (Federal Land) Lot Norman Wells Proven Area Plan 

https://www.maps.geomatics.gov.nt.ca/HTML5Viewer_Prod/index.html?viewer=ATLAS
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GTC Recommendation 3: include as an outcome in the scoping phase of the NWCR 

EA that this process will establish clear roles and expectations on the jurisdiction and 

responsibility of Imperial, Canada, and any other relevant land owners in the closure 

and reclamation of the Project, including impacts incurred from 1921-1944 (i.e., prior 

to the establishment of the Norman Wells Proven Area) and responsibilities once 

closure activities are completed.  

Cumulative and induced effects of the Project remain a concern 

Indirect and cumulative effects of the Project are further topics that concern GTC, which are 

not adequately captured in the Draft Scoping document. The opening paragraph of the 

document establishes a worrying focus on the NWCR EA that limits the assessment to the 

Proven Area: 

This environmental assessment will identify and assess all the activities 

required to properly abandon, remediate, and reclaim (referred to as 

“Closure and Reclamation” activities) facilities in the Norman Wells 

Proven Area. This EA is not about assessing the impacts of the ongoing 

and future operation activities. (PR#19:1; emphasis added) 

As worded, the NWCR EA will focus on the Project’s facilities and not on its activities. This 

is not in practice with best practices of standard Canadian IA/EIA guidelines, including those 

of the Review Board5 and the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada. These guidelines 

emphasize the importance of a valued-centric approach when selecting spatial and temporal 

boundaries from which to characterize project-related impacts. This is most important when 

considering a project’s potential induced and cumulative impacts. The Review Board’s EA 

guidelines provide clear guidance on how this should occur (Review Board 2004: 82, 

emphasis added): 

When determining the spatial and temporal boundaries for the 

cumulative assessment, the limits set will generally be larger than those 

used in the project-specific assessment. This is because many 

cumulative effects can occur over a larger scale. The specific 

boundaries used in predicting a cumulative effect must be 

appropriate for that particular effect. For example, cumulative effects 

on a watershed may only occur downstream, social impacts may be 

focused on certain communities, and effects on migrating birds may 

only manifest themselves in a nesting ground. To use the same 

 
5 E.g., Guidelines | Review Board – Section 3.11, page 30, of the Review Board’s Environmental Impact 

Assessment Guidelines, March 2004 provides guidance on Cumulative Effects Assessment. Proponents are 

instructed to identify valued components (VCs) and then assess how the VCs might be affected by other 

human activities and developments in addition to the project. This guidance is repeated in Appendix H of 

the guidelines, page 80. Additional guidance on the spatial and temporal boundaries are given on page 82.  

https://reviewboard.ca/sites/default/files/ref_library/MVE%20EIA%20Guidelines.pdf
https://reviewboard.ca/process_information/guidance_documentation/guidelines
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geographical boundary for assessing these would result in important 

omissions or excessive cost.  

Methods of predicting cumulative impacts vary according to the nature 

of the valued component. Specialists in the particular subject area 

should determine the best specific method. However, since the objective 

is to consider the combined effects of multiple human activities, the 

predictive method chosen must be suitable to incorporate all different 

types of effects that could contribute to the cumulative impact on that 

valued component. 

By scoping the NWCR EA to Project facilities, the Review Board risks not capturing the full 

extent of impact that the Project activities have had on valued components since 1921. 

Contrary to the Review Board’s guidelines, this approach is project-focused and not VC-

focused. 

GTC Recommendation 4: clearly articulate that Project-related effects and impacts 

assessed during the EA portion of the NWCR EA will be valued-centric and not 

project-centric. The characterization of Project-effects must adopt appropriate spatial 

and temporal boundaries for each valued component assessed. A final scoping 

document should also clearly state that a valued-centric assessment is required when 

assessing induced effects and cumulative effects.  

Three relevant examples articulating this concern arose during recent technical and 

community scoping sessions:  

Delineation of contaminants extends beyond the Proven Area. During the Technical 

session, GTC questioned Imperial on the delineation of past and ongoing Phase II 

Environmental Site Assessments (ESAs). The basic purpose of an ESA is to establish the 

presence and extent of contaminants of concern (CoC) – contamination that might represent 

a health risk to humans or environmental valued components. ESAs advance in phases, with 

an initial assessment (Phase 1) establishing the likely presence of contamination. Phase 2 

verifies the presence of CoCs and delineates where they are on a property. Phase 3 oversees 

the remediation and cleanup of the CoCs. Imperial was asked if their studies identified 

contamination extending beyond the Proven Area. Imperial responded that some of their 

studies had indeed delineated outside of the Proven Area and beyond the islands. No clear 

insights were provided on how far these sources of contamination extended into the 

Mackenzie River, nor the severity of contamination.  

Contaminants suspended in the water are carried long distances in the Mackenzie River 

before settling. During the Inuvik community session, a participant and environmental policy 

analyst6, commented on the nature of river dynamics of the Mackenzie River. The comments 

 
6 The individual works as a policy analyst for the Inuvialuit Regional Corporation.  
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were in relation to suspended sediments and particles in the water. These sediments were 

described as highly mobile in the water. The Mackenzie Delta serves as a large settling pond 

for the river as it loses energy and flow rates. In the Delta, suspended sediments are deposited 

out of the water column and become bioavailable. At this stage, contaminants or nutrients 

bound to those sediments can be absorbed or taken up by aquatic organisms. The comments 

arose as a counterpoint to Imperial and GNWT water quality studies taken immediately 

upstream and downstream of the Project, including testing for contaminant loading in slimy 

sculpin, which are primarily benthic (aka bottom) feeders. Those studies found little 

difference between background water quality metrics (including CoCs) with samples at the 

Project and downstream to it. If the river dynamics are taken into account, however, it is 

likely that contaminants remain mobile and will not become bioavailable until they have 

settled out of the water-column much further downstream. At such a time, the process of 

bioaccumulation suggests testing large-bodied fish for CoCs would be more effective and 

relevant, given they are higher level trophic predators consumed by harvesters. Such studies 

do not take place. During community scoping sessions in Aklavik and Tsiigehtchic, 

community members commented on detecting black livers in Connie and noting odd 

behaviour in harvested fish. Community members are concerned over perceived changes in 

water quality and health of fish in the Mackenzie River and Delta. As currently proposed, 

the Draft Scoping Document lacks specific consideration of downstream impacts from the 

Projects, and concerns from those affected.  

Changes to navigation from washed-away riprap. The topic of armouring on the artificial 

islands arose during the technical and community scoping sessions. Imperial described how 

maintenance activities include inspecting the rip rap on the islands and re-armouring them 

periodically. Boulders sourced from quarries at Norman Wells are used to protect the islands 

from ice scouring and from breaking up. Due to the tremendous forces of the river and ice at 

break-up, these boulders are often picked up and carried away downstream. In 2024, 

maintenance activities were described as having replaced 100m3 of riprap. GTC sought 

further details on this process and whether studies had been done to assess how far the 

boulders were being carried, or what was happening to them when they deposited. Imperial 

did not have that information but mentioned that they have previously communicated with 

the coast guard to establish navigational buoy markers to warn boaters from detected rocks. 

Maintenance activities were described as occurring as needed, with the impression that they 

might occur every few years. It was not known for how long these activities have occurred. 

What the impact is on river flow and dynamics of depositing 100s of tonnes of rock into the 

river are not known. During community sessions in Aklavik and Tsiigehtchic, community 

members related to GTC their concerns related to changing navigation. Gwich’in use the 

Mackenzie River and Delta as part of their livelihood and have observed significant changes 

to how they use and navigate the waters in recent years. The main driving factors are climate 

change and low water conditions. Climate has been melting ground ice, causing permafrost 

slumps and slides. These have altered surface and groundwater flows, drained some lakes, 

and altered some flows and traditional trails. Low water levels are attributed to climate 

change as well as to the recently completed Bennett Dam. One closure option still being 
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considered by Imperial is allowing the artificial islands to erode naturally and return to the 

river. How the washed away riprap in combination with the sediment from the artificial 

islands would affect navigation downstream and exacerbate existing conditions has not been 

studied.  

GTC Recommendation 5: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework that 

identified and observed concerns relating to the Project, including activities from 

1921-1944, must be assessed at the scale of the potential impact, and not limited to 

the Norman Wells Proven Area or its facilities. Many of these components are likely 

to become the key issues and lines of inquiry during the EA phase of the NWCR EA.    

GTC Recommendation 6: establish a distinction in terminology when discussing and 

describing impacts associated with the past, current and future oil and gas activities 

in the Norman Wells area (e.g., “the Project”) versus impacts that might be attributed 

to the CRP planning activities (e.g., “the NWCR EA”). For proper closure and 

remediation of the “Project” to occur, it is important to understand the extent of 

effects and their significance on people and the environment in the Mackenzie Valley. 

The “NWCR EA” cannot be limited to the removal of “Project” infrastructure and 

must remediate significant impacts attributed to the “Project”.  

In addition to cumulative effects experienced from the Project and induced development, 

Gwich’in members are also concerned about future development pressures. The proposed 

Mackenzie Valley Highway (MVH) and Grays Bay Port and Road (GBPR) projects are 

two such projects. Both are in the environmental assessment process and represent basin 

opening initiatives. The MVH project could open up the region south of the GSA for 

development. The GBPR could open up the area east of the GSA for development while 

simultaneously risking coastal values as a result of marine shipping and transport. How 

these projects will affect valued Gwich’in environmental and cultural components remains 

to be seen. But the potential for change, coupled with valued components that are already 

under stress contributes to a growing unease and concern that Gwich’in values and way of 

life are under threat. The legacy of the Project and the NWCR EA must account for these 

cumulative stressors and contribute to the resilience of stressed valued components.  

GTC Recommendation 7: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework 

that the CRP strives to identify valued components that have been significantly 

adversely affected by the “Project”, or which stand to be adversely affected by the 

CRP, and actively seeks to strengthen the resilience of these valued components 

through closure activities. 

Learning from mega northern closure projects  

The scale of the Norman Wells Operation, an operational lifetime spanning multiple 

generations, an interwoven history with the town of Norman Wells, and the project’s location 
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on, in, and around the Mackenzie River could result in one of the largest remediation projects 

in Canada. It is worthwhile at the onset of this EA process to actively seek out lessons learnt 

from other major remediation projects in northern Canada. Such lessons might reveal 

efficiencies that can be made by including or omitting specific topics from scoping, help 

refine the terms of reference for the EA, or improve the design and accuracy of the draft 

workplan for the EA.  

GTC notes that both the Giant Mine Remediation Project (EA0809-001) and the Faro Mine 

Remediation Project (EA2019-0149, carried out by the Yukon Environmental and Socio-

Economic Assessment Board, YESAB) offer good examples of major projects that have 

undergone a rigorous and lengthy EA review in northern Canada. Unlike this NWCR EA, 

both of those EAs were initiated after some of their most technically challenging issues had 

been resolved. For example, the Giant Mine EA had already established the “freeze in place” 

solution to manage the underground arsenic trioxide. The EA still took close to five years to 

complete. By contrast, the Faro EA was initiated in 2019 and remains in the screening phase. 

Regulatory uncertainty, challenges with stakeholder engagement, and the magnitude of the 

Faro project have resulted in iterative revisions of the project design and figuring out what 

should be assessed. In both cases, the Government of Canada, led by Crown-Indigenous 

Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) is the proponent. CIRNAC, in discussions 

with the Review Board and YESAB could well offer some insights learnt from the Giant and 

Faro Mine remediation projects that could save much time and effort if applied early on in 

the NWCR EA for Norman Wells.  

The Review Board has an opportunity to design an EA term of reference that can benefit 

from lessons learned from other decision-making bodies and regulatory authorities. These 

insights offer valuable potential to an EA process that is more efficient in both expediency 

and meaning for parties involved in the process. The GTC believes the Review Board should 

consider these lessons alongside public concerns and comments identified during the scoping 

process. Collectively this should inform the scoping document, workplan, and terms of 

reference for EA2526-01.  

Learning from elsewhere on innovative ways to resolve complex project 

components 

The topic of learning from other examples extended to the artificial islands. Specifically, 

finding closure and remedial options that meet the concerns of all users of the Mackenzie 

River. During the Inuvik community scoping session, it was noted that artificial islands are 

relatively common in the construction of wharves, ports, staging grounds, etc.. Imperial was 

asked if their draft interim CRP discussions to date had looked to real world examples for 

closure options and activities. Imperial had not but was receptive to exploring case studies. 

An additional comment was suggested for progressive reclamation incorporating novelty and 

learning-through-experimentation. In this case, Imperial was asked if closure options and 

activities might be staged to experiment with innovative solutions for the artificial islands: if 
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the solution worked as intended, it could be applied more broadly; if not, it another approach 

could be taken. Imperial was again receptive to this suggestion. GTC supports an adaptive 

and innovative process that learns from recent experiences and best practices.   

Related to the lessons learned theme, lessons from recent oil and gas closure and 

remediation projects are worth considering. During the GSA community scoping sessions, 

community members referenced ongoing clean up and remediation works. Sites included 

the Former West Channel Staging Site north of Aklavik7, the Shell Canada J-21 well-site 

and staging area south of Fort McPherson8and the remediation of the former Tuktoyaktuk 

Exploration Logistics Base Camp9. 

GTC Recommendation 8: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework that 

Imperial, alongside regulators, will investigate lessons learnt from past major closure 

and remediation projects in northern Canada, northern oil and gas remediation 

projects, and from project-specific examples from around the world (e.g., for the 

removal of artificial islands). These real-world examples can both inform the EA 

phase of the NWCR EA or serve as alternatives to identified closure options and 

activities.   

Meaningful Gwich’in engagement and participation in the scoping phase of the 

NWCR EA 

During community scoping sessions in the GSA, community members expressed a desire to 

stay informed in the NWCR EA and to have more opportunities to voice their thoughts and 

concerns. At the Tsiigehtchic and Inuvik sessions, Imperial was receptive to community 

interest in further engagements and committed to being present throughout the remainder of 

the Project’s life. GTC was glad to hear this and happy that Imperial was receptive to 

continued engagements with Gwich’in communities and the GTC. GTC would like to see 

these commitments for further engagement reflected in a final scoping document.   

GTC Recommendation 9: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework 

expectations on engagement levels with affected communities and Indigenous 

Governments. This might include frequency of engagements, or the requirement for 

in-person community or technical sessions at milestone events. This will help Parties 

to the Process plan; it will also provide confidence to communities that their voices 

will continue to inform the NWCR EA.  

 
7 This Project occurs in the Inuvialuit Settlement Region and is regulated by the Inuvialuit Water Board 

Committee. Further information can be found at the IWB project page at: Shell Canada Limited - West 

Channel Staging Site Remediation.  
8 Information on this project can be found at the Yukon Environmental and Socio-Economic Assessment 

Board’s project registry.  
9 Information on this project can be found at the Inuvialuit Water Board’s project page at: Imperial Oil 

Environmental and Property Solutions (Imperial Oil), Tuk Base .  

https://www.inuvwb.ca/register/shell-canada-limited/
https://www.inuvwb.ca/register/shell-canada-limited/
https://yesabregistry.ca/projects/eda2526f-eb97-444d-8102-d1d8fb34e933/
https://yesabregistry.ca/projects/eda2526f-eb97-444d-8102-d1d8fb34e933/
https://yesabregistry.ca/projects/eda2526f-eb97-444d-8102-d1d8fb34e933/
https://www.inuvwb.ca/register/imperial-oil-environmental-and-property-solutions-imperial-oil-tuk-base/
https://www.inuvwb.ca/register/imperial-oil-environmental-and-property-solutions-imperial-oil-tuk-base/
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Closing Comments 

GTC thanks the Review Board for its works to date on this project and for travelling to the 

GSA to hear from Gwich’in community members as part of the scoping phase. GTC has 

considered comments heard from these sessions, from its GTC-led session in Aklavik, the 

NWCR EA process to date, the Public Registry, and internal discussions with other Gwich’in 

organizations/departments/councils in drafting this letter. The perspectives and 

recommendations provided in this letter reflect these engagements and complement 

comments submitted on the Online Review System.  GTC’s nine recommendations to the 

Review Board in finalizing the Scoping Document for the NWCR EA are summarized 

below: 

GTC Recommendation 1: develop a framework for the scoping phase of the NWCR 

EA to include established outcomes reflective of the main comments and concerns 

heard during the community scoping sessions. These outcomes must be meaningfully 

considered in the eventual/updated CRP.  

GTC Recommendation 2: refine the scoping phase of the NWCR EA such that the 

engagement and collaboration process accommodates the concerns of downstream 

users. 

GTC Recommendation 3: include as an outcome in the scoping phase of the NWCR 

EA that this process will establish clear roles and expectations on the jurisdiction and 

responsibility of Imperial, Canada, and any other relevant land owners in the closure 

and reclamation of the Project, including impacts incurred from 1921-1944 (i.e., prior 

to the establishment of the Norman Wells Proven Area) and responsibilities once 

closure activities are completed.  

GTC Recommendation 4: clearly articulate that Project-related effects and impacts 

assessed during the EA portion of the NWCR EA will be valued-centric and not 

project-centric. The characterization of Project-effects must adopt appropriate spatial 

and temporal boundaries for each valued component assessed. A final scoping 

document should also clearly state that a valued-centric assessment is required when 

assessing induced effects and cumulative effects.  

GTC Recommendation 5: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework that 

identified and observed concerns relating to the Project, including activities from 

1921-1944, must be assessed at the scale of the potential impact, and not limited to 

the Norman Wells Proven Area or its facilities. Many of these components are likely 

to become the key issues and lines of inquiry during the EA phase of the NWCR EA.    

GTC Recommendation 6: establish a distinction in terminology when discussing and 

describing impacts associated with the past, current and future oil and gas activities 
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in the Norman Wells area (e.g., “the Project”) versus impacts that might be attributed 

to the CRP planning activities (e.g., “the NWCR EA”). For proper closure and 

remediation of the “Project” to occur, it is important to understand the extent of 

effects and their significance on people and the environment in the Mackenzie Valley. 

The “NWCR EA” cannot be limited to the removal of “Project” infrastructure and 

must remediate significant impacts attributed to the “Project”.  

GTC Recommendation 7: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework 

that the CRP strives to identify valued components that have been significantly 

adversely affected by the “Project”, or which stand to be adversely affected by the 

CRP, and actively seeks to strengthen the resilience of these valued components 

through closure activities. 

GTC Recommendation 8: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework that 

Imperial, alongside regulators, will investigate lessons learnt from past major closure 

and remediation projects in northern Canada, northern oil and gas remediation 

projects, and from project-specific examples from around the world (e.g., for the 

removal of artificial islands). These real-world examples can both inform the EA 

phase of the NWCR EA or serve as alternatives to identified closure options and 

activities.   

GTC Recommendation 9: include as an outcome of the scoping phase framework 

expectations on engagement levels with affected communities and Indigenous 

Governments. This might include frequency of engagements, or the requirement for 

in-person community or technical sessions at milestone events. This will help Parties 

to the Process plan; it will also provide confidence to communities that their voices 

will continue to inform the NWCR EA.  

Should you require any further information or clarification regarding our submission, please 

do not hesitate to contact me at eleonora.mazzoneschi@gwichintribal.ca or (867) 777-7934. 

 

Mahsi (thanks) for your time and attention to this matter.  

 

Regards, 

 

 

Eleonora Mazzoneschi 

Land Use and Permitting Program Lead 

Lands and Resources Department  

Gwich’in Tribal Council 

 

 

mailto:eleonora.mazzoneschi@gwichintribal.ca
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October 17, 2025 
  
JoAnne Deneron  
Chair  
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board  
Yellowknife, NT  
 
Via: Online Review System and Email  
 
Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Scoping Document for Imperial Oil 
NWT Ltd.’s Norman Wells Facilities Closure and Reclamation Environmental Assessment (EA2526-01) 
 
Dear Ms. Deneron, 

To support the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board’s (Review Board) development 
of a Scoping Document for Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s (Imperial) Norman Wells Facilities Closure and 
Reclamation Environmental Assessment (EA2526-01; Closure and Reclamation Assessment), the 
Northern Projects Management Office (NPMO), on behalf of the Government of Canada, submits the 
attached comments to the Review Board.  Comments have been provided by Crown-Indigenous 
Relations and Northern Affairs Canada and Fisheries and Oceans Canada. Environment and Climate 
Change Canada, Natural Resources Canada, Health Canada, and Transport Canada have reviewed the 
draft Scoping Document but do not have any comments at this time.  

As provided in the Online Review System’s Item for Review of the Draft Scoping Document, it is 
understood that the Review Board is encouraging reviewers to provide comments and 
recommendations to help define the scope of development and the Review Board’s proposed 
approach to the Closure and Reclamation Assessment. The Government of Canada notes the Review 
Board’s intent to undertake an approach to closure planning modelled after the Mackenzie Valley Land 
and Water Board’s Guidelines for the Closure and Reclamation of Advanced Mineral Exploration and 
Mine Sites in the Northwest Territories1. 

It is understood that there will be future opportunities to provide comments and recommendations on 
closure and reclamation of the Norman Wells facilities as the Closure and Reclamation Assessment 
proceeds. The Government of Canada appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments on the 
draft Scoping Document.  

If you have any questions related to this correspondence, please contact Shannon Allerston, Senior 
Project Manager with NPMO, at Shannon.Allerston@cannor.gc.ca or 867-445-7230. 

 
 

 
1 Guidelines for the Closure and Reclamation of Advanced Mineral Exploration and Mine Sites in the Northwest Territories: 

https://mvlwb.com/media/873/download?inline 

https://new.reviewboard.ca/en/registry/ea2526-01
mailto:Shannon.Allerston@cannor.gc.ca


 
                
 
 

 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Shannon Allerston 
Senior Project Manager 
Northern Projects Management Office (NPMO) 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency (CanNor) 
 
 
Attachment:  Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Scoping Document for 

Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s Norman Wells Facilities Closure and Reclamation Environmental 
Assessment (EA2526-01) 

 
CC. Distribution List: 
 

Ron Pankratz, A/Regional Director General  
Northwest Territories Region, Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada  
 
Tom Hoggarth, Regional Director  
Aquatic Ecosystems, Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
 
Daniel Wolfish, Director General  
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate, Environment and Climate Change Canada  
 
Chantal Roberge, National Director  
Environmental Health Program, Health Canada  
 
Rinaldo Jeanty, Director General  
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate, Natural Resources Canada  
 
Shari Currie, Director General  
Prairie and Northern Region, Transport Canada 
 
Carly Milne, Vice President 
Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation, Transparency and Strategic Engagement, Canada 
Energy Regulator 
 
Paula Futoransky, Vice President 
Energy Adjudication, Canada Energy Regulator  



 

                                                                                                
 
 

 
 
Table 1: Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Scoping Document for Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s Norman Wells 
Facilities Closure and Reclamation Environmental Assessment (EA2526-01) 

Topic Reference Comment Recommendation 

Crown Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) 

CIRNAC-01 
General 
Terminology 

Draft Scoping 
Document; 
General 

There is a lot of technical terminology used when discussing Imperial's ongoing 
operations and plans for future closure and reclamation that may not be commonly 
used by all parties. A thorough list of agreed upon terminology and definition of 
project-specific technical terms should be considered for both proceedings. 
Consideration should also be given to how these terms could be translated into 
traditional language. 

Recommend that a 
thorough list of project-
specific terminology be 
prepared for both 
proceedings, and technical 
terms defined in the draft 
Scoping Document and 
Terms of Reference so that 
all parties have the same 
context and 
understanding. 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 

DFO-01 
Impacts to Fish 
and Fish 
Habitat 

Draft Scoping 
Document; 
General 

DFO has no specific comments regarding the scoping for the Imperial Oil – Norman 
Wells Facilities Closure and Reclamation Environmental Assessment at this time, but 
would like to reiterate that any plans that may impact fish and fish habitat, including 
those associated with the artificial islands and possible soil remediation along 
Bosworth Creek, must be submitted to DFO for review prior to any of the work being 
undertaken. 

DFO has no 
recommendations at this 
time. 



P.O. Box 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9  www.gov.nt.ca  C. P. 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9

October 16, 2025 

Mark Cliffe-Philips    BY ONLINE REVIEW SYSTEM 
Executive Director 

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 

200 Scotia Centre, 5102-50th Avenue 

Yellowknife NT  X1A 2N7 

Dear Mark Cliffe-Phillips: 

The Government of the Northwest Territories Comments on the Draft Scoping Document for the 
Closure and Reclamation of Imperial Oil Resources NWT Limited’s Norman Wells Operations 
(EA2526-01) 

The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) appreciates the opportunity to provide inputs 
to the draft Scoping document for the Closure and Reclamation of Imperial Oil Resources NWT 
Limited’s (Imperial) Norman Wells Operations (EA2526-01). The GNWT has reviewed the 
draft Scoping document and submitted comments and recommendations using the “Online Review 
System” (ORS) table format, as requested.  

All GNWT departments with responsibilities related to the environmental assessment were invited to 
review the draft Scoping document. The comments and recommendations submitted reflect input from 
the Departments of Environment and Climate Change, Industry, Tourism, and Investment; Health and 
Social Services, and Municipal and Community Affairs.  

Should the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board or other parties have any questions 
about the GNWT’s submission, please contact Kelvin Igwe, Project Assessment Analyst by email at 
Kelvin_Igwe@gov.nt.ca or by phone at 867-767-9180 (ext. 24025) or Alison Heslep, Manager, Project 
Assessment Branch, by email at Alison_Heslep@gov.nt.ca or by phone at 867-767-9180 (ext. 24021). 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Seale 
Director 
Impact Assessment and Security Management 

Attachment 

GNWT Comments in ORS format – Draft Scoping Document – Closure and Reclamation of Imperial 
Oil’s Norman Wells Operations (EA2526-01) 

http://www.gov.nt.ca/
mailto:Kelvin_Igwe@gov.nt.ca
mailto:Alison_Heslep@gov.nt.ca


 
 

October 17, 2025 

Attn: Simon Toogood, Senior Environmental Advisor 
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 
Box 938, 200 Scotia Centre 
5201 – 50 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 

Dear Mr. Toogood, 

RE: EA2526-01, Comments on Scoping Document – K’ahsho Got’ine Committee  
 
The K’ahsho Got’ine Committee submits the attached comments on the scoping document for the 
Closure and Reclamation – Imperial’s Norman Wells Facilities Environmental Assessment, EA2526-
01.  

The K’ahsho Got’ine Committee consists of the Fort Good Hope Métis Nation Local #54 Land 
Corporation, the Fort Good Hope Dene Community Council, the Fort Good Hope Renewable 
Resources Council, the K’ahsho Development Foundation and the Yamoga Lands Corporation. Each 
member of the K’ahsho Got’ine Committee plays a key role in representing the K’ahsho Got’ine of 
Fort Good Hope and protecting our K’ahsho Got’ine Rights. 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Shawn Grandjambe 
Fort Good Hope Dene 
Community Council 

 Joseph Tobac 
Yamoga Lands 
Corporation 

 Aurora McNeely 
Fort Good Hope Métis 
Nation Local #54 Land 
Corporation 

Bonny Kakfwi 
Fort Good Hope Renewable 
Resources Council 

 Darcy Edgi 
K’ahsho Got’ine 
Foundation 
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Memorandum 
 
Date: October 17, 2025  
 

To: K’ahsho Got’ine Committee  
 

From: Emily Ham and David Leeder 
 

Re: Imperial Oil Norman Wells Draft Closure and Reclamation EA Scoping – Technical Comments for 
Consideration  
 
 
Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd. (HESL) was retained by the K’ahsho Got’ine Committee (KGC) to 
provide an environmental technical review of the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board’s 
(MVEIRB) documents related to the upcoming closure and reclamation Environmental Assessment (EA) 
for Imperial Oil NWT Limited (IORL) Norman Wells: 
 

 Terms of Reference for EA2526-01 for IORL Norman Wells Operations (July 25, 2025), which 
outlines the minimum information that IORL is required to provide to complete its Developer’s 
Assessment Report (DAR); and, 
 

HESL attended the MVEIRB Technical Scoping Sessions for the closure and reclamation EA, and pending 
operations EA (September 16 to 18, 2025).  The content of the Sessions, including the summary documents 
(MVEIRB “Environmental Assessments – Imperial Oil: Norman Wells Operations and Closure and 
Reclamation – Imperial’s Norman Wells Facilities Yellowknife Scoping Session” October 10, 2025), also 
informed the technical review. 
 
HESL prepared comments/information requests pertaining to uncertainties and/or concerns with the initial 
scoping of the Closure and Reclamation EA, for MVEIRB to consider in future EA Scoping.   
 
The Closure and Reclamation EA draft scoping document outlined information to guide comments and 
discussion during the EA scoping phase, and provided information to parties on the MVEIRB proposed 
approach for the EA.  While in its’ preliminary stages, the approach was generally well-prepared with 
sufficient detail for this stage of the process.  The Closure EA process will be complicated given the 100 
year + Norman Wells site history, and it will be important for parties to know what to expect of the process 
and for the EA to incorporate appropriate spatial boundaries and consider all contaminants of concern. 
Legacy impacts from the Norman Wells project will need to be considered including potentially effected 
areas (as emphasized by the Board), since historical contamination is more poorly defined than recent 
concerns. As Closure and Reclamation EAs commonly focus on more recent, front-of-mind concerns, 
legacy impacts will need to remain a key focus in EA closure considerations.  
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During the technical sessions, IORL provided presentations that described important elements of their 
operations, past and present, as an education piece to help participants understand potential legacy risks.  
This was a positive element of the sessions, and similar presentations should be conducted with 
communities to help with current and long-term environmental knowledge, and allow communities to have 
informed input on the future Closure and Reclamation EA Scope as well as its eventual effects 
assessments. Thorough engagement and consideration of intervenor feedback during the participatory 
process will be an important component of the EA, given the long-term implications of the Norman Wells 
site decommissioning. Specific comments pertaining to scoping the Closure and Reclamation EA are 
included in Table 1 below.  
 
The draft scoping document stated that MVEIRB has proposed a collaborative EA approach for planning 
and assessing closure, modelled after the Board’s Guidelines for the Closure and Reclamation of Advanced 

Mineral Exploration and Mine Sites in the Northwest Territories. These guidelines are generally acceptable 
for leading a collaborative and inclusive closure planning approach, however, application of the guidelines 
can be improved upon for IORL operations which have a longer history and different legacy contaminants 
than most developments in the Board’s jurisdiction. Project-specific guideline implementation is critical for 
effective, inclusive EA – community feedback on closure goals, objectives and options for consideration 
listed in Section 5.1 of the scoping document, should be considered in the EA scope. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to conduct this review on behalf of the KGC. Should you have any questions 
or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.  
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
Emily Ham, M.Sc.     David Leeder, P.Geo.  
Environmental Scientist      Senior Environmental Scientist 
emily.ham@environmentalsciences.ca    david.leeder@environmentalsciences.ca  
 
 



 

  Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd.  
 2025-10-17_240177 Imperial Oil Closure EA Comments_IRs.docx  3 

 

Table 1. Draft Scoping of Closure and Reclamation EA - Comments  
 

# Topic Reference Comment Recommendation 

1 Landfill and Dumping 
Locations   

Draft Scoping 
Document, Closure 
and Reclamation – 
Imperial Oil’s 
Norman Wells 
Facilities (EA2526-
01), P. 4  

The components and operations at the Central Processing Facility are listed on page 4 of the 
scoping document – notably, the landfill and ad-hoc dumping sites are not included. The Board 
noted that locations of disposed barrels and machinery (for example) are not well known. Review of 
previous assessments of dumping/disposal areas, as well as open characterization of dumping 
locations to address and understand data gaps, will be important for inclusion in the EA.  

IR1-14: The Closure and Reclamation EA should include a 
review of previous/historical assessments of dumping and 
disposal areas, to understand and address gaps in knowledge.  

2 In-Place Infrastructure 
Decommissioning  

Draft Scoping 
Document, Closure 
and Reclamation – 
Imperial Oil’s 
Norman Wells 
Facilities (EA2526-
01), Section 4.2, P. 
5  

The approach for closure and reclamation planning is described on page 5 of the scoping document, 
and states that as a general approach (when closure of a particular area is initiated), wells and 
underground systems will be either cleaned and sealed off, or completely removed. Infrastructure 
decommissioned in-place may not be an acceptable approach for many parties, including the KGC. 
In addition to complications with confirming decontamination and assessing ground settlement 
potential as buried infrastructure breaks down over time, the presence of legacy infrastructure is a 
perceived or actual barrier to traditional land use for the KGC. Below-river and river bank 
infrastructure is particularly concerning due to advanced erosion, as changes in weather exacerbate 
erosion concerns. Decommissioning of above and below-ground infrastructure should be avoided 
as much as possible, to avoid impacting traditional land use at the Norman Wells site.  
 

IR1-15: The Closure and Reclamation EA should avoid 
pursuing in-place decommissioning of above and below-
ground legacy infrastructure, wherever possible, to avoid 
perceived or actual barriers to KGC traditional land use.  

3 Long-term Effects of 
Infrastructure 
Decommissioning  

Draft Scoping 
Document, Closure 
and Reclamation – 
Imperial Oil’s 
Norman Wells 
Facilities (EA2526-
01), Section 4.2, P. 
6.  

The approach for closure and reclamation planning does not indicate a perceived timeline for 
monitoring long-term impacts/effects of infrastructure decommissioning. The effects monitoring 
timeline should extend for several generations, to monitor impacts well into the future when the KGC 
and other parties will continue to use the land traditionally.  

IR1-16: The Closure and Reclamation EA should consider the 
long-term effects of infrastructure decommissioning, in the 
timeframe of several generations, as this will be the legacy of 
the people who use the land traditionally.  

4 Spatial Extent of 
Closure/Reclamation 
EA  

Draft Scoping 
Document, Closure 
and Reclamation – 
Imperial Oil’s 
Norman Wells 
Facilities (EA2526-
01), Section 4.2, P. 
6  

The draft scoping document states that there are several unknowns at this stage in terms of closure 
activities, as not all locations and contaminants have been identified yet. The spatial extent of the 
EA has not been completely defined at present, but should include the Proven Area, and areas of 
potential contamination outside the Proven Area. A key limitation here is that it will not be possible 
to definitively identify all contamination outside the Proven Area. Legacy contamination in 
downstream sediment should also be considered when defining the spatial extent of the EA, which 
has not been well-defined to date. Contingency planning for assessing and developing monitoring, 

IR1-17: The spatial extent of the EA should include the Proven 
Area as well as potential contamination outside this area. 
Legacy sediment contamination in downstream areas should 
also be considered, which is not well-defined. Contingency 
planning should also be included, for assessing and developing 
plans for monitoring, mitigation, and communication.  
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# Topic Reference Comment Recommendation 

mitigation, and communication plans should also be included, to anticipate expanding the EA spatial 
extent if additional legacy contamination is discovered in the future.  
 

 
 



 
Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T. Limited  750 Mackenzie Drive  Bag 5000  Norman Wells, NT  X0E 0V0 

 

October 31, 2025 
 
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 
Attn: JoAnne Deneron, Chairperson 
Box 938, 200 Scotia Centre 
5102 – 50 Avenue 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 
 
Submitted via Online Review System 
 
Dear Ms. Deneron, 

 
Re:  Norman Wells Facilities Closure and Reclamation EA2526-01 (EA), Imperial 

comments on draft scoping document. 

          

Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T Limited (Imperial) thanks the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact 

Review Board (Board) and staff for the opportunity to review the draft scoping document. Imperial has 

provided relevant comments within the ORS table and submits this letter to address four overarching 

themes: 

 
1. Support for the Board’s Proposed Two Stage Approach 
2. Clarification on the Boundaries of the Proven Area Agreement 
3. Remediation Options Analysis 
4. Planned Engagement Structure 

 

1 Support for the Board’s Proposed Two Stage Approach 

Imperial supports the Board’s proposed multi-step process, to first work collaboratively with communities 

to define the Closure and Reclamation Plan (CRP), followed by a second phase that follows the more 

typical Board Environmental Assessment process. Imperial is aligned with comments that note the 

importance of including socioeconomic assessment within the EA and has initiated work to meet this 

requirement. Imperial recognizes the importance of including Indigenous Traditional Knowledge 

throughout the planning, permitting, and execution of closure activities for the Norman Wells Operations 

(NWO).   

2 Clarification on the Boundaries of the Proven Area Agreement 

A number of comments related to the spatial extent of the EA were submitted. The boundary described by 

the 1944 Proven Area is not the same as the area that may have been affected by activities that occurred 

within the Proven Area. There is no disagreement that effects outside of the Proven Area are expected to 

be included as part of the Closure assessment.   

For clarity, the Proven Area boundary outlines the production field from 1920 to present at Norman Wells. 

Referencing this boundary is intended to describe the location of Imperial’s production activities since 

1920 as the focus of the Closure EA. The Proven Area boundary does not limit the extent of assessment 

for historic, current, or future effects related to activities that occur within the boundary.  

A distinction of the Proven Area production field is important for multiple reasons. The Proven Area is 

identified in the Sahtu Dene and Metis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement with obligations unique to 

Sarah MacLaren 
Director, Norman Wells Operations Closure  
+1 (403) 804-1629 
sarah.j.mclaren@esso.ca 
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the development. The Proven Area is subject to unique Federal and Territorial legislation and regulations 

and was considered within devolution. Isolated exploration wells outside of the Proven Area are regulated 

separately from the Proven Area and are not intended to be included within the closure assessment.  

3 Remediation Options Analysis 

The Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan identifies preferred options for remediation. As Délı̨nę Got’ı̨nę 

Government and others noted in their comments, closure options should remain open for discussion. 

Imperial reaffirms that the closure options are open for discussion. No decisions have been made to limit 

the closure options under consideration in cooperation with communities. The purpose of developing an 

updated CRP is to work with communities to consider and assess all available options.  

Imperial intends to work actively with communities to share information, hear perspectives and opinions 

and to explore the range of closure options with communities to facilitate the development of a CRP.  

4 Planned Engagement Structure 

Imperial acknowledges that engaging Sahtú Dene and Métis communities in meaningful discussions is 

the foundation of planning the closure and reclamation of the NWO. We recognize the importance of early 

planning and the desire for communities to have holistic conversations in support of closure planning.  

Imperial supports the development of a defined structure and mechanism to assist communities and 

Imperial in meaningful engagement. Imperial is proposing to develop an updated engagement plan, with 

input from communities in 2026, that includes details for effective structures and mechanisms. Imperial 

proposes to undertake this commitment with the following steps: 

 

Task Target Date 

Imperial to send a list of possible engagement and enablement structures for 

community consideration and invite comments/suggested changes   

Q1 2026 

Imperial reviews suggestions and comments from communities Q2 2026 

Imperial issues a draft engagement plan for review by Sahtu communities Q2 2026 

Imperial reviews suggestions and comments from communities for draft engagement 

plan 

Q3 2026 

Imperial submits an updated engagement plan to SLWB, CER, and Board Q3 2026 

 

An Indigenous advisory and technical working group approach for Closure as suggested in the ORS 

comments by the Yellowknife Dene First Nation, is anticipated to be one of the proposed structures for 

consideration. Such a working group could potentially have dedicated community resources supported 

financially by Imperial that would facilitate the sharing of closure information more broadly in communities, 

and to facilitate input. Imperial encourages the Board to consider if it may have a role in convening such 

an indigenous advisory work group to work with Imperial. 

Imperial recognizes the stated desire of the Board to facilitate the development of Imperial’s updated 

Project Description and believes that the Board is uniquely positioned to build upon Imperial’s efforts with 

stakeholders. Imperial would encourage the Board to consider how it may do so in a manner that is 

complementary and avoids any potential confusion around parallel processes and conflicting priorities. 
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5 Closing 

Imperial wishes to thank the many Sahtú, Gwich'in and Inuvialuit community members and organizations 

who have taken the time to engage with the process to date. Imperial looks forward to the continuation of 

the scoping phase and the finalization of the scoping document in the coming months. 
 
Please contact Sarah MacLaren (Sarah.maclaren@esso.ca) or Neil Darlow (neil.darlow@esso.ca) should 
you have any further questions. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

 

Sarah MacLaren 

Norman Wells Operations Closure Lead  

Imperial 

 

Neil Darlow 

Norman Wells Operations Closure Environmental 

Assessment Lead 

Imperial 
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