GTC Grays Bay Port and Road Project — Yellowknife Workshop 08/12/2025

Workshop Discussion Points & Questions

The Gwitch’in Tribal Council (GTC) has identified the following knowledge gaps and
concerns with respect to how the Grays Bay Port and Road Project will proceed in the
Mackenzie Valley. These concerns relate to the process, the collaboration between the
Mackenzie Valley Environmental — and Nunavut Impact Review Boards (MVEIRB and NIRB
respectively), and the MVEIRB Revised Draft Supplemental Transboundary Report.

The following discussion points and questions aim to provide clarity on GTC’s understanding
of the Project and how GTC can effectively participate in the environmental assessment
process.

The questions below were developed in anticipation of the MVEIRB December 8
Transboundary Workshop in Yellowknife. Additional questions related to the NIRB process
and how GTC’s concerns and participation will be addressed in that process are included in
Appendix A. Those questions were developed for the NIRB Cambridge Bay Workshop, held
December 2-3.

Morning Session

Questions on the Review process and roles and responsibilities
PARALLEL PROCESS AND ASSESSMENT

¢ Slave Geological Province RSEA
o GTC would like to know how the Slave Geological Province Regional
Strategic Environmental Assessment is progressing and how it will feed into
this EA.

= The SGP RSEA was originally requested by the Thchg Government in
2021. MVEIRB held a 2-day workshop on it in 2022. The study was
endorsed by the Federal Minister in February 2023.

» The reasons for the study are important and should make up the
registry. GTC requests the original request letter, workshop summary,
and Ministerial letter be added to the registry.

= Areferenced MoU between NIRB and MVEIRB on this study is also of
interest and potentially relevant to this EA and should be added to the
registry.

= These documents highlight the need to wisely consider how
development can occur in this region prior to approving any major
project developments. This included how caribou herds are on the
brink of collapse, how they are threatened by further development
pressures, concerns over climate change and induced development
activities. It was also acknowledged by MVEIRB in the workshop
summary that cumulative effects assessments from standard EAs are
not up to the task of investigating these complex and broader issues.

¢ Quote from MVEIRB staff “MVEIRB has expressed concerns
about cumulative effects that cannot be mitigated at a project
level.” (Workshop Summary report, p9)

= GTC concerned that the value and wisdom of the SGP RSEA is
undermined by proceeding with this EA, and with a likely constrained
scope of induced developments and cumulative effects.

Question:


https://reviewboard.ca/sites/default/files/news/files/sgp_-_rsea_workshop_report.pdf
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o Whatis the status of the MVEIRB led Regional Strategic Environmental Assessment
for the Slave Geological Province?
e Are there, or will there be preliminary findings with that study that can be used to
inform the Grays Bay EA?
¢ In the absence of a completed SGP RSEA, how will MVEIRB work to meaningfully
consider induced developments and responsible stewardship of the Slave Geological
Province?
e Can MVEIRB add to the public registry relevant documents of the SGP RSEA to the
public registry, including:
o The 2021 letter of request by the Ticho Government
o The MVEIRB 2022 SGP RSEA Workshop Summary Report
o The 2023 Ministerial Letter approving the study
o The Memorandum of Understanding regarding the study between NIRB and
MVEIRB

COLLABORATION “PLAN” (E.G., ITIS NOT AN “AGREEMENT”)

The GBPR Project lacks an EA# on the MVEIRB website and registry and is referred to on
MVEIRB’s website as an “Other Board Decision”.

e Presumably the title of the Collaboration Plan is deliberate; it is not called an
Agreement, as per s. 141(1) of the MVRMA on Transregional and External
Developments.

o Please clarify how binging the plan is and MVEIRB’s role in fulfilling its
mandate under MVRMA for impacts experienced in the Mackenzie Valley.

e Has MVEIRB conducted an actual preliminary screening for Project components in
the Mackenzie Valley of the Grays Bay Port and Road Project?

Question to Developer

e There are maps on the Environmental Impact Screening Committee’s public registry
that infer the Project intends to barge supplies down the Mackenzie River to
Tuktoyaktuk. NWT Highways 8 and 10 are also noted on the maps, suggesting they
may be planned for use during the construction mobilization phase.

o Can West Kitikmeot Resources confirm what Project Components are being
planned that would traverse the Gwich’in Settlement Area or Inuvialuit
Settlement Region, and clarify if those are direct project components or
contingencies (e.g., as alternatives) for logistical planning?

Revised Draft Supplemental Transboundary Report
1.2 Roles and Responsibilities in this Review, MVEIRB (p3)

o Footnote 10 — MVEIRB does not have jurisdiction in the ISR and “cannot consider
potential coastal or marine impacts.

o It cannot consider those impacts on the environment, but it is mandated to
consider how those impacts might affect communities in the Mackenzie
Valley, including the protection of social, cultural and economic wellbeing, and
the importance of conservation to the well-being and way of life of Gwich’in
residents.

o As is the case with the consideration of socio-economic and impact
assessment to well-being and way of life for any of the Review Board’s EAs,
MVEIRB carefully considers how the overall well-being and way of life of
community members are affected by Project activities and cumulative effects.


https://new.reviewboard.ca/en/registry
https://ors.screeningcommittee.ca/submission/B79EAC88-2E9A-F011-B485-000D3AF38FAC
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o This is reflected in Footnote 27, where MVEIRB recognizes harvesting, food
security, cultural continuity and language as deeply interconnected with the
land and, in past EAs, as potential impacts to Indigenous Rights.

¢ In same context, marine & coastal impacts are expected to
have rights issues affecting Gwich’in residents in the
Mackenzie Valley.

o This is also reflected in Footnote 32, p10, which describes MVEIRB responsibilities
for statutory consultation — MVEIRB assesses impacts on Section 35 Treaty and
Aboriginal rights through its assessment of impacts on valued components of the
biophysical and human environment.

o There is a likelihood that Gwich’in residents stand to have harvesting rights
and interests affected by Project interactions with the marine or coastal
environments, the impacts of which will be impacts experienced in the
Mackenzie Valley.

o GTC therefore requests that MVEIRB reframe how they will consider
transboundary impacts on communities and peoples of the Mackenzie Valley,
including those incurred on harvesters and communities as a result of
adverse Project impacts to the coastal and marine environments (including
via induced development activities).

e RECOMMENDATION:

GTC suggests the Report and its footnotes be reframed to consider Rights-based
impacts affecting communities and harvesters in the Mackenzie Valley as a result of
transboundary Project impacts.

2. Direction on how to assess transboundary impacts (p5)

e We have heard that there are direct project components planned for the NWT that
might affect communities and peoples in the Mackenzie Valley, including in the
Gwich’in Settlement Area.

e RECOMMENDATION:

This section should reflect the nuance between impacts experienced from events
occurring in Nunavut that have ripple effects in the Mackenzie Valley, versus direct
Project activities that occur in the Mackenzie Valley and stand to affect socio-
economic or environmental valued components.

3. Summary of Potential Transboundary Impacts (p9)

e “For the key lines of inquiry, and for each valued component, the proponent will also
consider cumulative effects, climate change, and the risks associated with accidents
and malfunctions.”

o How will MVEIRB consider different warming scenarios and future
environment of the region in combination with the Project?

¢ RECOMMENDATION:

Climate change considerations and assessments for this environmental assessment
should adhere to the Government of Canada’s Draft Technical quide related to the
Strateqic Assessment of Climate Change: Assessing Climate Change Resilience,
March 2022. This document identifies the need to consider a range of climate
projections under different future scenarios as the best way to consider future
uncertainties (see page 5 of the report).

o MVEIRB should also adopt NIRB’s precautionary and holistic principles and

apply them to climate change considerations and the selection of a multi-

" Canada (2022:5). “... project proponents must consider projections from a multi-model ensemble,
when available, for a range of forcings (at minimum a low and high and forcing scenario) in their
climate change resilience assessment.”


https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
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model range of future climate scenarios, based on the latest and peer-
supported climate models for Canada’s Arctic.

i. For example, the WMO anticipates the 1.5C “benchmark” global
warming target will be exceeded within the next five years. Predictions
for the year 2100 should therefore consider more likely warming
scenarios. The IPCC’s intermediate GHG emissions scenario of 2.7C
warming by 2100 (SSP? 2-4.5C) is recommended because it
represents current CO2 emission levels remaining roughly the same
until around 2050.

3.1 Key Line of Inquiry: Caribou and traditional harvesting

e Board to confirm that they are excluding consideration of direct and indirect impacts
on the Dolphin-Union and Porcupine caribou herds? But will consider impacts on
harvesters and to Gwich'in rights?

3.2 Other Valued Components to assess

e Draft report identifies numerous VCs in the table, but has no direction to the
proponent with which to assess impacts to these VCs. Should NIRB opt to not
include direction of these components in their impact statement guidelines report, the
proponent will not need to investigate these VCs.

e Conversely, the Collaboration Plan directs MVEIRB and not NIRB to investigate
transboundary impacts in the Mackenzie Valley.

e This offers no comfort for Mackenzie Valley residents and Indigenous groups
that these VCs will be investigated to a high standard, or even at all.

o How will the MVEIRB ensure that these issues are looked at given it is not
seeking to direct the proponent and has no ability to guarantee the
investigation of these elements via NIRB’s process?

3.2 Other Valued Components to assess — footnote 32

¢ MVEIRB’s responsibilities for statutory consultation — MVEIRB assesses impacts on
Section 35 Treat and Aboriginal rights through its assessment of impacts on valued
components of the biophysical and human environment.
e How does MVEIRB fulfill its duties if assessments are limited to those items
the proponent and NIRB deem relevant, and not necessarily those of affected
Indigenous groups?

2 SSP = Shared Scoio-economic Pathways. These cover the range of possible future development of
anthropogenic drivers of climate change found in the literature. The intermediate GHG emissions
scenario (SSP2-4.5 has CO2 emissions remaining around current levels until the middle of the
century. Reference from |PCC Climate Change 2023 Synthesis Report, which is based on - the most
recent - 6" Assessment Report.



https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_FullVolume.pdf
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Appendix A

GTC Focus QUESTIONS FOR THE CAMBRIDGE BAY WORKSHOP
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GTC Focus Questions

Cambridge Bay Workshop, December 2" and 3’9, 2025

In regard to the environmental assessment of the Grays Bay Port and Road Project (the
Project), as proposed by the West Kitikmeot Resources Corporation (the Proponent or
WKR).

Overview

The Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) has identified six key areas of interest to focus our
discussions on during this first workshop. The briefing note identifies these as the main GTC
and Gwich'’in concerns anticipated for the Grays Bay Port and Road project (the Project).
The current Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) Guidelines lack detail or assurances that
these concerns will be adequately investigated and assessed during the impact statement
phase of the environmental assessment (EA). GTCs focus, therefore, is to ask questions
and seek amendments to the guidelines to address GTCs concerns.

The following focus point topics have been identified:

o Clarity on project components that will be assessed, with attention on components
that may occur in either the Gwich’in Settlement Area (GSA) or Inuvialuit Settlement
Region (ISR), and clarity on how marine shipping and the airstrip will be assessed.

e The scope of the cumulative effects assessment and how it incorporates induced
development scenarios and climate change.

o Engagement requirements that include all affected communities, including those in
the GSA.

¢ Clarity on employment and contracting opportunities in the GSA.

o Clarity on the process and split review between three jurisdictions, with focus on how
NIRB intends to consider impacts occurring in the ISR region and how it plans to
collaborate with the EISC and EIRB to ensure a streamlined review.

Questions for these focus point topics have been put together and are organized according
to the workshop agenda.

Discussion Point 1. Induced Development Scenarios

1.Impact Statement requirements (p2); 1.3 Precautionary Principle
(p6); 6.2 Project Purpose, Need and Alternatives (p25); 6.3 Scope
of the Project; 6.4 Future Development (p27)

The first bullet on p2 calls for a full description of the proposed project and its resulting
potential biophysical and socio-economic impacts. The full description and potential impacts
must include the stated purpose and outcome of the project, which is to induce development
over a 75-year timeframe.

An accurate assessment of the Project’s potential impact on communities and the
environment can only occur by considering a future with the Project where the Project has
met its goals and objectives. Induced development should be considered a Project
component because it is the purpose of the Project. Meaningful consideration of induced
development will require the consideration of different scenarios.


Ruari Carthew
This is consistent with Section 6.3 Scope of the Project, which requires inclusion of “any other work or activity that the Board considers sufficiently related to the proposed project.” 
NIRB is supposed to consider “all phases, components, activities, and works and/or alternative means to undertake the project identified in the scope of the proposed project as part of the impacts assessment.” (p26)
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Recommendations:

1. The Impact Statement guidelines (ISG) should consider Induced Development as a
Project component given that it is the stated purpose and economic rationale for the
Project.

2. The scenarios should incorporate the Guiding principles, which includes the
precautionary principle (p6) and a holistic lens.

a. This would entail erring on the side of caution by considering growth
scenarios up to the maximum capacity of the proposed Project infrastructure,
including the road, port, airstrip, and facilities.

b. Growth scenarios should cover the full extent of the anticipated 75-year
lifetime. It might be useful to consider snapshots over time to provide a notion
of potential growth. For example, scenarios might consider maximum growth
by the year 2050, 2075, 2100.

c. A minimum growth scenario is recommended that considers the minimal
forecasted induced development for the proponent to recoup its investment
via levies or other toll fees. This should also be tracked over time to the year
2100.

d. Growth scenarios and capacity should include basic details on the anticipated
volume of marine, road, and air traffic making use of Project infrastructure.

e. Induced development can be inferred by estimating the likely volume of traffic
and demand from current and reasonably foreseeable projects, and
identifying the relative difference between supply and demand, with supply
being depicted by the maximum growth/capacity scenario.

Discussion Point 2: Climate Change

1.0 Guiding Principles (p2); 2.1Study Strategy and Methodology
(p10); 6.2.1 Alternatives; 7.4.2.1 Climate Change (p40); 7.4.3
Cumulative Effects Assessment (p45); 8.1.2 Climate and
Meteorology (p57)

If the guiding principles are going to accurately reflect future potential impacts according to a
holistic and inter-related systems understanding of biotic and abiotic components, it must
deliberately incorporate climate change predictions over the course of the Project’s 75-year
timeframe.

Climate change represents a transformational shift to Arctic ecosystems and the
communities and peoples that live there. The likely impacts and changes of climate change
will also directly affect Project infrastructure integrity — affecting everything from soil stability
to flight conditions, marine navigation, and sea level. How these changes interact with the
Project, environment, and communities, should be reported in parallel to the induced
development scenarios. For example, at the years 2050, 2075, 2100.

Recommendation:

1. Consideration of climate change needs to be incorporated as a guiding principle to
ensure the Project’s operations over 75 years are paired to anticipated climate
changes affecting biological, physical, human, health, and cultural components.

a. Climate change modelling should be based on the latest reports and findings
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the World
Meteorological Organization (WMO).

2. Climate change considerations and assessments for this environmental assessment
should adhere to the Government of Canada’s Draft Technical quide related to the



https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
Ruari Carthew
Section 6.2.1 Alternatives has a line item identifying the vulnerability of the Arctic ecosystem to the accelerated pace of climate change. This discussion also applies there. 
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Strategic Assessment of Climate Change: Assessing Climate Change Resilience,
March 2022. This document identifies the need to consider a range of climate
projections under different future scenarios as the best way to consider future
uncertainties (see page 5 of the referenced report)”.

a. The precautionary principle and holistic principles used by NIRB should apply
to climate change considerations and the selection of a future climate
scenario. For example, the WMO anticipates the 1.5C “benchmark” global
warming target will be exceeded within the next five years. Predictions for the
year 2100 should therefore consider more likely warming scenarios. The
IPCC’s intermediate GHG emissions scenario of 2.7C warming by 2100
(SSP? 2-4.5C) is recommended because it represents current CO2 emission
levels remaining roughly the same until around 2050.

Discussion Point 3: Indigenous Knowledge

1.1 Inuit Qaujimajatugangit (p3); Inuit Qaujimaningit, Indigenous
Knowledge, and Community Knowledge (p92)

The Impact Statement Guidelines emphasize IQ and not the more general use of Indigenous
Knowledge that might also be considered and used in assessing impacts and making
decisions. Various parties have called attention to this.

1. GTC supports recommendations made by other parties to include Indigenous
Knowledge. For example, YKDFNSs:

a. Any mention of Inuit Qaujimaningit in the ISG should also include the
consideration of Indigenous Knowledge and Community Knowledge. This is
appropriate for this Project, given the potential for transboundary impacts and
in light of the cooperation plan for assessing transboundary/transregional
impacts with the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board.

Discussion Point 4: Engagement

1.2 Public Engagement (p5); 7.4 Impact Assessment Approach
(p36); Public Engagement (p91)

The ISG lists what NIRB will consider as a minimum for meaningful public engagement. The
list is helpful but does not specify which communities and Indigenous groups the Proponent
must engage with.

Recommendation:

1. The ISG list (pg. 5) should include all communities identified or that will be directly
and indirectly affected by anticipated future development scenarios. Engagement
must be carried out with the responsible and respective Indigenous Government
Organization(s) overseeing the rights and interests of those communities.

' Canada (2022:5). “... project proponents must consider projections from a multi-model ensemble,
when available, for a range of forcings (at minimum a low and high and forcing scenario) in their
climate change resilience assessment.”

2 SSP = Shared Scoio-economic Pathways. These cover the range of possible future development of
anthropogenic drivers of climate change found in the literature. The intermediate GHG emissions
scenario (SSP2-4.5 has CO2 emissions remaining around current levels until the middle of the
century. Reference from |PCC Climate Change 2023 Synthesis Report, which is based on - the most
recent - 6" Assessment Report.



https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html#toc22
https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar6/syr/downloads/report/IPCC_AR6_SYR_FullVolume.pdf
Ruari Carthew
Canada. 2022. Draft technical guide related to the Strategic Assessment of Climate Change: Assessing climate change resilience - Canada.ca 
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a. For example, in the Gwich’in Settlement Area, this would include engaging
with the Gwich’in Council and the Gwich’in Tribal Council for each community.
2. Impact Assessments involving significance predictions and cumulative effects should
be made in close collaboration with affected Indigenous communities when the
valued component is an Indigenous Valued Component.
a. NIRB should require validation of Indigenous support in significant
determinations, or a statement of why the Proponent and Indigenous
determinations are not in sync.

Discussion Point 5: Cumulative Effects Assessment

1.4 Sustainability of Sustainable Development (p8); 7.4.3
Cumulative Effects Assessment (p50);7.4.6 Significance
Determination (p52)

The Project is being built to support induced development and has a 75-year lifespan
(though it is planned to be permanent). This means the Project will be in operation for the
year 2100. One of the main hopes with the Project is to make Arctic Economic and Security
Corridor a reality. At the same time, the Arctic is warming approximately four times faster
than the rest of the planet®. Such changes would transform the Arctic.

This poses a central question on sustainability for NIRB and parties: can affected peoples
and the environment deal with two transformational processes simultaneously, and what
would that look like?

Recommendation:

1. NIRB to incorporate anticipated climate change impacts into its sustainability analysis. A
central question of the review should be:

a. Can and how will communities and valued components contend with climate
change impacts PLUS those anticipated by induced developments?

2. The significance determination for cumulative impacts should consider the contrast
between different development pressure scenarios (re. for reasonably foreseeable
induced developments) and a future with and without the Project.

a. For example, under an expected future scenario, the significance determination
would consider how conditions are likely to be for valued components in 75 years
time without the project (but with climate change impacts) versus with the project
(plus climate change) and the corresponding induced development activities in
the Regional Study Area.

Discussion Point 6: Permanency of the Project
2.1 The Study Strategy and Methodology (p10)

Elaboration or clarification on list item (d)(iv). This item references measures to restore
ecosystemic integrity after the permanent closure of the project. However, the Proponent
has stated that it has no intention to close the road or port, and that they are effectively
intended to be permanent infrastructure. This should be accounted for in the ISG.

Recommendation:

1. The ISG should identify aspects of the Project that can be progressively reclaimed.

3 Disappearing landscapes: The Arctic at +2.7°C global warming | Science



https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126/science.ads1549
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2. The ISG should identify anticipated maintenance and replacement schedules for
project components over the 75-year timeline.

3. The ISG statement should include consideration of compensation and
accommodation for permanent undesired changes resulting from the Project.

Discussion Point 7: GSA Project Components and Alternatives

3.4 The Main Document of the IS (p17); 6.2.1Alternatives (p25); 6.5
Economic and Employment Information (p28); 8.2.1 Economic
Development and Opportunities (p78); 8.4 Accident and
Malfunctions Assessment (p90)

Item 4 discussions Project Purpose, Need and Alternatives. Section 6 discusses
Alternatives. Current Project descriptions are unclear if and how they will traverse the GSA
or ISR. There are possible direct Project interactions during the construction phases via
mobilization of materials to Tuktoyaktuk for barging onwards to Grays Bay. Such activities
would rely on transportation along NWT Highways No. 8 and 10 (i.e., the Dempster and ITH)
or barging along the Mackenzie River. These components would have direct and indirect
effects on Gwich’in communities and members.

The Proponent needs to clarify and qualify what activities will occur in the GSA and ISR. If
activities are only planned as contingencies, then they should be considered in the
Alternatives scenario.

Recommendation:

1. The ISG needs to specify what Project components might occur in the GSA and ISR.
Those components need to undergo a socio-economics assessment to ensure
affected communities and vulnerable groups are appropriately considered and
protected from undesirable Project interactions and impacts.

2. The ISG should identify potential Project benefits related to employment and
contracting for any activities traversing through the GSA.

a. Employment and economic opportunities should be reflective of where the
works will be occurring.

3. If contingency plans for the mobilization of goods and materials involve use of
transportation networks or infrastructure in the GSA or ISR, those items need to be
specifically identified and assessed as part of the alternatives assessment.

4. NIRB should identify risk scenarios associated with the Project. Chief amongst these
is the risk for marine accidents and spills over the lifetime of the Project.

a. The ISG should qualify how risk factors for spills will increase with increased
shipping activities and under different climate change scenarios.

Discussion Point 8: Future Development
6.4 Future Development (p27)

This section discusses Project expansions. There should be a very deliberate effort to
distinguish between Project expansions and induced development scenarios. These are
separate topics. Focusing on Project expansion over induced development arbitrarily
narrows the scope to the Project footprint. That is not the dominating concern of Parties and
Peoples who are concerned about the Project.

Recommendation:


Ruari Carthew
The Proponent is looking to benefit financially from developing the ability for marine shipping through the Northwest Passage to become viable. In doing so, it should shoulder some of the burden of responsibility to ensure conditions for shipping are safe and sound. 
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1. NIRB to very clearly distinguish and delineate between the ISG requirements for
induced development scenarios versus future Project expansion.

a. The former should be subject to rigorous scenario planning at the capacity of
Project infrastructure, with consideration to parallel climate changes.

b. Project expansion scenarios should discuss the implications and potential
impacts and interactions with valued components related to expansion of the
road, port, or airstrip, and what those expansions entail to induced
development scenarios.

Discussion Point 9: Assessment Boundaries
7.2.2.1 Assessment Boundaries (p32)

“The extent to which traditional and contemporary land and/or aquatic use activities,
including hunting, harvesting, gathering, and land uses such as for cultural practices, travel
and camps, and cultural connection (past, present, and future) could potentially be affected
by the proposed project...” is entirely based on how cumulative effects are assessed,
including interactions with Induced Development and Climate Change.

Similarly, “potential ecosystemic or socio-economic impacts outside of Nunavut” are also
dependent on the cumulative effects and climate change considerations.

Recommendation:

1. NIRB to incorporate basin-opening potential to the spatial and temporal boundaries,
including the potential for interactions with basin opening activities in the Mackenzie
Valley and for marine shipping due to changing ice conditions in a warming climate.

2. NIRB to incorporate the likely change associated with impacts over the Project’s 75-
year lifetime. Environmental and socio-economic interactions will look entirely
different at year 1 of operations versus year 75.

3. The ISG should consider the role of time and the interaction with climate change
scenarios at different points in time.

Discussion Point 10: Review Process Efficiencies
Other

This Project is currently being assessed in three separate review processes and
jurisdictions: Nunavut, Mackenzie Valley, and Inuvialuit Settlement Region. NIRB is focused
on Nunavut, MVEIRB on Mackenzie Valley, and the Environmental Impact Review Board
(EIRB) not yet engaged in the process*. The Project has not yet formally begun the
screening phase for EISC because it lacks an approved application from WKR (e.g., the
application remains incomplete).

The Memorandum of Agreement between NIRB and MVEIRB does not add clarity for
Gwich’in members. Nor does it appear to have any legal binding. Rather, it seems to absolve
NIRB of some of its review responsibilities outside of Nunavut by delegating review of
impacts in the Mackenzie Valley to MVEIRB. Geographically, this includes the GSA.
However, MVEIRB does not consider transboundary impacts in the ISR and along the Arctic
coast. This excludes many of GTC’s and Gwich’in concerns. As the Project is not yet being
assessed in the ISR, GTC is concerned that those transboundary impacts are not receiving
adequate consideration.

4 Though the Project but is being screened by the Environmental Impact Screening Committee
(EISC).
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Questions:

1. NIRB to confirm how it intends to ensure transboundary impacts occurring in the ISR

region of the NWT will be fairly and meaningfully considered.
2. NIRB to work with the EISC and EIRB during their review of the Project to ensure that all
efforts will be taken to harmonize the reviews and limit the extent of duplication amongst

the Review Boards.
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