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November 4, 2025 
        NIRB FILE: 24XN038 

Dionne Filiatrault 
Executive Director 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
29 Mitik Street, PO BOX 1360 
CAMBRIDGE BAY, NU, X0B 0C0 
Via Email: info@nirb.ca 
 
RE: Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines for the West 
Kitikmeot Resources Corporation’s “Grays Bay Road and Port” Project Proposal (NIRB 
File No.: 24XN038) 
Dear Dionne Filiatrault, 
 
On September 12, 2025, the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) issued correspondence 
acknowledging additional ongoing work on the Revised Draft Scope List and Revise Draft Impact 
Statement (IS) Guidelines for the West Kitikmeot Resources Corp.’s (the Proponent) “Grays Bay 
Road and Port” Project (the Project). The NIRB requested parties provide any additional 
submissions on or before November 4, 2025. 
 
The Northern Projects Management Office is responding on behalf of Crown-Indigenous 
Relations and Northern Affairs Canada, Environment and Climate Change Canada, Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada, Health Canada, Natural Resources Canada and Transport Canada. The 
Government of Canada has reviewed the documents and is providing the attached additional 
comments for consideration by the NIRB. 
 
The first section of this submission provides general comments from the Government of Canada. 
The second section deals with department-specific comments on the Revised Draft Scope List 
and the Revised Draft IS Guidelines.  
 
Federal officials also reviewed the Comments Table and note that NIRB identified several 
previously submitted comments as proposed workshop discussion topics. While no additional 
comments on these topics are included in this submission, federal officials look forward to 
discussing them further with the NIRB and other parties during the IS Guidelines Workshop. 
 
The Government of Canada appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments on the Project. 
If you have any questions regarding this correspondence, please contact Melissa Alexander, 
Senior Project Manager at Melissa.Alexander@cannor.gc.ca. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Adrian Paradis, Projects Director 
Northern Projects Management Office 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 

mailto:info@nirb.ca
mailto:Melissa.Alexander@cannor.gc.ca
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Cc Spencer Dewar, Regional Director General, Nunavut Region, Crown-Indigenous 
Relations and Northern Affairs Canada 

 
Jody Small, Regional Director Prairie and Northern Region, Environmental 
Protection Operations Directorate, Environment and Climate Change Canada 

  
Thomas Hoggarth, Regional Director of Aquatic Ecosystems, Arctic Region, 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
 

 Chantal Roberge, National Director, Environmental Health Programs, Regulatory 
Operations and Enforcement Branch, Health Canada 

 
 Deborah Yu, Director General, Explosives, Regulatory and Business Services 

Branch, Geoscience and Earth Monitoring Sector, Natural Resources Canada  
  
 Shari Currie, Regional Director General, Prairie and Northern Region, Transport 

Canada 
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Specific Comments  
Government of Canada (GC) 
Comment GC-01 
Subject/Topic Spatial Scope  
References • Revised Draft Scope List, Scope of the Proposed Project, 

Section 1 Description and the purpose of and the need for, the 
proposed project (pg. 1) 

• Proposal, Section 2.2.2 Materials and Equipment Staging (pg. 
2.14) 

Summary Section 1 of the Scope of the Proposed Project portion of the 
Revised Draft Scope List includes an inappropriate addition 
regarding spatial scoping. 

Importance of the Issue to 
the Impact Assessment 
Process 

A clear, consistent, and not unnecessarily-restrictive scope is 
important for appropriate development of the IS and a fulsome 
assessment in support of decision-making. 

Detailed Comment Section 1 of the Scope of the Proposed Project portion of the 
Revised Draft Scope List includes the following newly added text: 
“…and occurring within the Nunavut Settlement Area.” Given that 
some project activities are likely to occur outside the Nunavut 
Settlement Area (i.e., as acknowledged in bullet z, “Transboundary 
effects” on page 6), this is not an appropriate addition. For 
example, the Proposal describes that construction materials will be 
transported to the Jericho Mine site on the Tibbitt to Contwoyto 
Winter Road during winter prior to construction and annually 
thereafter.  
 
Restricting the spatial scope to works and activities occurring 
within the Nunavut Settlement Area does not account for those that 
are planned to occur outside of Nunavut.   

Recommendation GC recommends that the newly added text be cut. 
 
Comment GC-02 
Subject/Topic Induced Development 
References • Revised Draft Scope List, Scope of the Proposed Project, 

Section 4 Exclusion to Scoping List (pg. 3-4) 
Summary Future activities and/or infrastructure set out in newly added 

Section 4 of the Scope of the Proposed Project portion of the 
Revised Draft Scope List should be considered in the context of 
potential induced development. 
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Importance of the Issue to 
the Impact Assessment 
Process 

A clear, consistent, and not unnecessarily-restrictive scope is 
important for appropriate development of the IS and a fulsome 
assessment in support of decision-making. 

Detailed Comment Section 4 of the Scope of the Proposed Project portion of the 
Revised Draft Scope List describes future activities and/or 
infrastructure that the Proponent feels to be outside the scope of 
the proposed Project. 
 
While it is acknowledged that future proposed projects will require 
separate assessments, the items identified in Section 4 should 
nonetheless be considered in the context of potential induced 
development for the purposes of the current assessment.  

Recommendation GC recommends that the NIRB update Section 4 of the Scope of 
the Proposed Project portion of the Revised Draft Scope List to 
indicate that the identified items should be considered in the 
context of potential induced development. 

 
Comment GC-03 
Subject/Topic Caribou Herds 
References • Revised Draft Scope List, Scope of the Assessment, Section 1 

Anticipated ecosystemic and socio-economic impacts of the 
proposed project (pg. 4-6)   

Summary The Beverly herd should be included in the list of potentially 
affected caribou herds. 

Importance of the Issue to 
the Impact Assessment 
Process 

A clear, consistent, and not unnecessarily-restrictive scope is 
important for appropriate development of the IS and a fulsome 
assessment in support of decision-making. 

Detailed Comment • The text of bullet k) i) in Section 1 of the Scope of the 
Assessment portion of the Revised Draft Scope List now 
references the Bathurst, Dolphin-Union, and Bluenose-East 
caribou herds. It is unclear why reference to the Beverly 
caribou herd was not also added. 

Recommendation GC recommends that the Beverly herd be included in the list of 
potentially affected caribou herds. 
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Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
Comment DFO-01 
Subject/Topic Revised Draft Scope – Wording under Fisheries Act 
References Revised Draft Scope – Scope of the Assessment – Items 1) i-iv and 

m-v 
Follow-up on DFO-01 (b) 

Summary The Revised Scope wording regarding “commercial, recreational, 
and Aboriginal fisheries” was not accurately updated in the 
response to DFO’s previous comments (DFO-01). 

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The modernized (2019) Fisheries Act provides full protection for all 
fish and fish habitat, not only fisheries with commercial, 
recreational, or aboriginal value. 

Detailed Comment The definition of 'fisheries' was not updated in item 1) i-iv as 
requested in DFO’s previous comments. The marine environment 
definition in Item 1) m-v has been updated appropriately. 

Recommendation/Request DFO recommends item 1) i-iv be updated to “All fisheries as 
defined in the Fisheries Act (2019)”. 

 
Comment DFO-02 
Subject/Topic Revised Draft Scope – representative fish 
References Revised Draft Scope – Scope of the assessment – Section 1) i-ii 

Follow-up on DFO-02 (b) 
Summary Assessment of impacts should account for all fish, as per the 

Fisheries Act (2019). 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

An assessment of impacts should account for all fish as defined in 
the Fisheries Act. 

Detailed Comment The assessment of impacts should account for all fish as defined in 
the Fisheries Act and the word “representative” should be removed 
as per DFO’s previous recommendation (DFO-02). The addition of 
“invertebrates, plankton, benthic organisms, and aquatic 
vegetation” is not necessary. Note that aquatic vegetation is not 
part of the definition of fish under the Fisheries Act.  

Recommendation/Request DFO recommends item 1) i-ii be updated to “Fish as defined by the 
Fisheries Act (2019).”  

 
Comment DFO-03 
Subject/Topic Revised Draft Scope – Winter Road construction, maintenance, 

and decommissioning 
References Revised Draft Scope – Project Components (Item 1a bullet 4 and 

Item 4) 
Follow-up on DFO-04 (b) 
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Summary DFO previously recommended (DFO-04) that wording be included 
on the construction, inspection, maintenance and decommissioning 
of temporary bridges, culverts, ice bridges, and snow fills, as well 
as on the rehabilitation of impacted streams.  
 
Recommended edits were not accurately integrated into the 
Revised Scope. 

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The construction, operation, and decommissioning of temporary 
water crossings may impact fish and fish habitat by disturbing the 
beds and banks, releasing sediments or other deleterious 
substances, damaging riparian vegetation, and impeding fish 
passage. 

Detailed Comment Temporary winter roads and water crossings are expected during 
the construction of the all-season road for movement of equipment 
and supplies. A winter road will be built every year of the 
operational phase to connect the Jericho Station to the winter road 
at the Northwest Territories/Nunavut border (operational phase 
expected to be at least 75 years). DFO recommends wording be 
included in the Revised Scope relating to the construction, 
maintenance and decommissioning of bridges and culverts, as well 
as the rehabilitation of impacted streams, for any temporary winter 
roads.  
 
DFO recommended item 2, sub-item a, bullet 3 be modified as 
follows: “Temporary winter road and water crossings to assist with 
movement of equipment and supplies, including their construction, 
use, maintenance, and decommissioning”. DFO also 
recommended a second bullet be added to item 4 reading as 
follows: “Maintenance and decommissioning of water crossings 
associated with the winter road.” 

• The first recommendation regarding item 2 was not 
integrated into the document.  

• The second recommendation regarding item 4 was 
integrated but into the “Port at Grays Bay (Item 1)” instead 
of “Staging at Jericho Mine site”. 

Recommendation/Request DFO recommends making the following changes under Scope of 
the Proposed Project Section 2: 

• Move the edit in 1.a bullet 5 down to 2.a and 2.b as it is 
more relevant to the “Staging at Jericho Mine site 
(construction and operation)” and not to the “Port at Grays 
Bay” (previous DFO-04 comment suggested the edit be 
placed in item 4, which has now been incorporated into 
item 3).  
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• Edit item 2.a bullet 3 to "Temporary winter road and water 
crossings to assist with movement of equipment and 
supplies, including their construction, use, 
maintenance, and decommissioning”.  

 
Comment DFO-04 
Subject/Topic Revised Draft Scope List – Water Use and withdrawal 
References Revised Draft Scope List – Project Components – Section 2 

Follow-up on DFO-07 (b) 
Summary DFO recommends adding clarification to the project description on 

the use of water and the locations of water withdrawal.  
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Excessive amounts of water withdrawn from ice-covered 
waterbodies can impact fish through oxygen depletion, loss of over-
wintering habitat and/or reductions in littoral habitat. In addition, 
water extraction and flow alteration can impact physical attributes 
of rivers and cause ecological changes which can impact Canadian 
fisheries resources. 

Detailed Comment Section 2, item 1.a of the Revised Draft Scope states the Project 
“may use desalinated marine water as a water source” during the 
construction phase. It is unclear if this is for domestic use (camp 
facilities) or operational purposes (e.g. drilling, dust suppression). 
 
It is unclear whether water withdrawal will be required for the 
construction or operations of the other project components, 
including the all-season road (Section 2, Item 2), Jericho Mine site 
(Section 2, Item 3), and winter road (Section 2, Item 4). 
  
DFO is of the view that clarification regarding water withdrawal 
throughout the Project should be added. The Proponent should 
consider the effects of water withdrawal when reporting on their 
anticipated ecosystemic impacts of the Project. 
 
In response to DFO’s previous comment (DFO-07), NIRB added 
the need for impacts from water withdrawal to be assessed within 
the IS Guidelines, but did not add a requirement for the Proponent 
to clarify water withdrawal purposes or locations. 

Recommendation/Request DFO still recommends clarity be provided in the project description 
regarding water use (i.e., water withdrawal is proposed only for 
domestic use and/or for operational needs), and water withdrawal 
locations (marine and freshwater) for each project component.  
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Comment DFO-05 
Subject/Topic Revised Draft Scope – Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) 
References Revised Draft Scope – Scope of the Assessment – Section 1 

Follow-up on DFO-11 (b) 
Summary Assessment of the presence and abundance of aquatic invasive 

species at the project site. 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Impact Assessment Process should include considerations for the 
potential increased abundance of AIS due to project activities and 
their effects upon the marine and freshwater environment. 

Detailed Comment Following DFO’s recommendation, NIRB added AIS to the Scope 
of the Assessment for the marine environment as recommended. 
Upon a second review, DFO also recommends adding AIS under 
the freshwater aquatic environment section. 

Recommendation/Request DFO recommends adding a sub-item to item i. reading as “v) 
Aquatic Invasive Species”.   

 

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) 
Comment ECCC-01 

Subject/Topic Follow-up regarding fuel storage and refueling facilities 

References Revised Draft Scope List 
- Scope of the Project 
- Section 2: Project Components 
- Part (b): Operations Phase 

Follow-up to ECCC-07 and ECCC-08 
Summary The Scope of the Project should include any fuel storage and 

refueling facilities associated with the different project components. 
It is unclear how ECCC’s original comments on fuel storage and 
refueling facilities (ECCC-07, ECCC-08) were addressed in the 
Revised Draft Scope List. 

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Given the potential for fuel leaks and spills from fuel storage and 
refueling facilities, it is important that the Project Components 
identify all of these facilities. 

Detailed Comment ECCC notes that both the original and revised scope lists contain an 
item listing “10 million litres fuel storage including unloading and 
reloading facilities”; however, it is not clear whether this item 
describes fuel that would be stored at a single storage/refueling 
facility, or if it is describing the total amount of fuel that would be 
stored across multiple facilities (e.g., located at the airport, small 
craft harbour, and/or elsewhere). 
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If multiple fuel storage and refueling facilities are to be present 
as part of the Project, they should be individually listed in the 
Scope List. Fuel distribution at a project site has implications for the 
assessment of risk (e.g., assessing impacts of spills, leaks, and 
drips at one central storage and refueling site vs. several sites, 
considering any potentially impacted valued components or 
environmental sensitivities near the location(s) of the storage sites, 
etc.). It may also influence the application of regulatory measures, 
such as the Environmental Emergency Regulations, 2019 under the 
Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999. 
  
A detailed breakdown of fuel distribution at a project site provides 
clearer insight into the types of mitigation measures that would be 
appropriate for storage of various quantities of fuel (e.g., one central 
tank farm would likely require a high-capacity berm, while smaller 
quantities of fuel located at other sites may be stored in double-
walled tanks). 
  
A previous comment from ECCC regarding NIRB’s Draft Scope List 
requested clarification on whether the Project would have separate 
refueling facilities for aircraft, marine vessels, and terrestrial vehicles 
(ECCC-07). In another comment, ECCC recommended that any fuel 
storage facilities at the airport (noting that this recommendation 
would also be applicable for the small craft harbour and any other 
planned fuel storage facilities) be specifically included in the Scope 
List (ECCC-08).  
  
NIRB indicated that one of the comments (ECCC-07) was 
“acknowledged”, and that revisions had been made where 
appropriate regarding the other comment (ECCC-08). When 
reviewing the Revised Draft Scope List, it is not clear how these 
comments have been addressed. 

Recommendation/Request ECCC recommends that if multiple fuel storage and refueling 
facilities are to be used, NIRB consider including them separately in 
the Scope List. If the details are known at this time, consider 
specifying the planned storage capacity at each location (e.g., 
number of litres stored at airport, harbour, etc.). 
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Comment ECCC-02  
Subject/Topic Scope of the Assessment: potential permits and authorizations 
References Revised Draft Scope List 

- Scope of the Assessment 
- Section 8: The interests in lands, waters and other resources 

which the Proponent has acquired or seeks to acquire 
New comment  

Summary The table in Section 8 of the Scope of the Assessment refers to 
ECCC approvals related to dredging and Environmental Emergency 
Plans. The text should be revised to focus on potential permitting 
requirements for disposal at sea, and to remove reference to 
Environmental Emergency Plans.  

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

It is important for the Scope List to provide clear information 
regarding potential permitting requirements for the Project. 

Detailed Comment The table in Section 8 of the Scope the Assessment lists potential 
permits and authorizations for the proposed Project. The entry for 
ECCC indicates “Approval for dredging, Environmental Emergency 
Plan approval”.  
 
“Approval for dredging” should be clarified to refer to disposal at sea 
permits pursuant to the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 
1999.  
 
An Environmental Emergency Plan may be required pursuant to the 
Environmental Emergency Regulations, 2019; these regulations are 
administered by ECCC, however ECCC does not approve these 
plans. Given that the table primarily includes permits and 
authorizations, it may be inconsistent to refer to the Environmental 
Emergency Plan in this context. 

Recommendation/Request ECCC recommends NIRB revise the wording from the table in 
Section 8 of the Revised Draft Scope List from: “Environment and 
Climate Change Canada - Approval for dredging, Environmental 
Emergency Plan approval”, to “Environment and Climate Change 
Canada - Disposal at sea permit, pursuant to the Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act, 1999, Part 7, Division 3, if applicable”. 
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Health Canada (HC) 
Comment HC-01 
Subject/Topic Assessment of potential impacts to human health  
References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.3 
Summary Language in the draft IS Guidelines remains unchanged, 

suggesting that it is at the discretion of the Proponent as to whether 
a human health risk assessment (HHRA) is needed. Health 
Canada (HC) continues to recommend that clear guidance be 
provided within the IS Guidelines to indicate that an HHRA is 
required for assessing Project-related health impacts. This would 
allow a full assessment of potential health impacts. 

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The absence of an HHRA limits the assessment of potential 
Project-related impacts on human health which could result in 
underestimating human health risks and/or introducing additional 
uncertainty into the technical review of the Project. 

Detailed Comment A well-documented HHRA can provide increased scientific 
support for the conclusions of an assessment and can be 
especially useful for determining the level of potential health 
effects. 
 
HC considers this comment partially addressed, acknowledging the 
references to HC’s updated guidance documents in Section 8.3 
and their inclusion in the list of Literature Cited as previously 
requested. 
 
However, the language in Section 8.3 remains unchanged, stating 
that “The Proponent shall consider the following when 
determining the need for and level of detail of a Human Health 
and Environmental Risk Assessment for a proposed project, 
including but not limited to Health Canada’s Guidance Documents 
for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in Impact Assessment”. 
 
HC would like to re-emphasize that the results of a well-
documented HHRA can provide increased scientific support for the 
conclusions of an assessment. The findings of an HHRA can be 
especially useful for determining the level of potential health 
effects, for identifying appropriate mitigation measures and 
monitoring plans, and for establishing remediation and/or risk 
management needs. 

Recommendation/Request HC recommends adjusting the language in the IS Guidelines to 
indicate that an HHRA is required for the Project. 
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Comment HC-02 
Subject/Topic Editorial  
References Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.3 
Summary Minor typo to be corrected 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

N/A 
 

Detailed Comment HC recommends that the NIRB consider the following revision 
(additions in bold, deletions in strikethrough): 
 
The Proponent shall consider the following when determining the 
need for and level of detail of a Human Health and Environmental 
Risk Assessment for a proposed project, including but not limited to 
Health Canada’s Guidance Documents for Evaluating Human 
Health Impacts Effects in Impact Assessment”. 

Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 
Comment NRCan-01 
Subject/Topic General comment 
Summary The proposed guidelines, in several places, refer to project 

components that are not included in this project such as mining 
infrastructure. The suggested requirements in these sections are 
not relevant to the proposed Port and Road Project.  

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The proposed guidelines should be relevant to the proposed project 
to ensure that adequate and appropriate information is provided in 
the impact statement to inform the decision-making process for the 
Project. Guidelines must therefore be clear and focused.  

References Revised Scope List and Revised IS Guidelines 
(follow up on NRCan-01 comments on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request NRCan suggests that the document be read carefully to ensure no 
reference to mining project facilities etc. Some references to mining 
projects still remain as identified in NRCan-05 and NRCan-09 
(comments below), and perhaps elsewhere in the document. 

 
Comment NRCan-02 
Subject/Topic Impact of the environment on the Project 
Summary Clarification is required regarding the term “subsidence” to ensure 

adequate information is provided in the impact statement. 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The term “subsidence” can refer to ground movements resulting 
from different causes and the process needs to be clarified to 
ensure the Proponent provides the correct information in 
the Impact Statement.  

References Revised IS Guidelines, Section 7.4.2, pg. 39, 5th bullet 

https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
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(follow up on NRCan-04 comment on draft guidelines) 
Recommendation/Request Note that while the revision specified the two potential causes of 

subsidence, although that was not necessarily intended in the 
comment, NRCan was asking for clarification on the specific type 
of subsidence and would note that crustal movements don't always 
lead to subsidence but can lead to uplift depending on the glacial 
history of the region. 

 
Comment NRCan-03 
Subject/Topic Terrestrial environment – impact assessment 
Summary Revisions to the requirement are suggested to ensure terminology 

is correct and adequate information is provided.   
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Revisions to the requirement will ensure that it is clear and that 
adequate information is provided in the impact assessment. 

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.4.2, pg. 60 
(follow up on NRCan-10 comment on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request Text related to this is now bullet viii. This bullet essentially repeats 
most of what is now the revised text in bullet vi that addressed 
previous comment, NRCan-09. It also does not include NRCan's 
revision with respect to talik occurrence. NRCan suggests bullet viii 
be deleted and the following be added to the end of bullet vi: "and 
occurrence of taliks in the vicinity of waterbodies” 

 
Comment NRCan-04 
Subject/Topic Terrestrial environment – impact assessment 
Summary The requirement should be revised to be relevant to the proposed 

project.  
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Revisions to the requirement will ensure that it is clear and that 
adequate information is provided in the impact assessment. 

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.4.2, pg. 61, bullet (vii) 
(follow up on NRCan-12 comment on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request Reference to facilities associated with mining projects still remain 
in bullet vii and should be deleted: In the first sentence, NRCan 
suggests deleting text related to pits during mining and operation 
of tailings management facilities and disposal of waste rock. In the 
third sentence, NRCan suggests deleting reference to predictions 
of artesian inflow into tailings management facilities. 

 
 
 
 

https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
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Comment NRCan-05 
Subject/Topic Terrestrial environment – impact assessment 
Summary Editorial change to eliminate repetition. 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Revisions to the requirement will ensure that it is clear and that 
adequate information is provided in the impact assessment. 

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.4.1, pg. 61, bullet xv 
(follow up on NRCan-13 comment on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request NRCan suggests an editorial revision to bullet xv to remove 
repetition: Remove the second reference to "terrain hazards" 

 
Comment NRCan-06 
Subject/Topic Impact assessment - hydrological features and hydrogeology 
Summary Editorial changes to eliminate repetition and improve clarity. 
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Revisions to the requirement will ensure that it is clear and that 
adequate information is provided in the impact assessment. 

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.6.2, pg.64, bullet iv 
(follow up on NRCan-17 comment on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request NRCan suggests an editorial revision to bullet iv to correct errors, 
remove repetition and improve clarity. Revise bullet to "…from the 
construction and operation of proposed Project infrastructure". 

 
Comment NRCan-07 
Subject/Topic Baseline information - Groundwater and surface water quality 
Summary Clarifications are required to ensure the requirements are relevant 

to the proposed project.  
Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

Revisions are required to ensure that the impact assessment 
provides information that is relevant and adequate for the 
assessment of the effect of the project on the environment.  

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.7.1, pg.65 
(follow up on NRCan-18 comment on draft guidelines) 

Recommendation/Request NRCan recommends that bullets vii to xi to focus on requirements 
relevant to the proposed Project (similar to the Terms of Reference 
for the Inuvik Tuktoyaktuk Highway and the Mackenzie Valley 
Highway and recommendation in NRCan-16 for the draft 
guidelines) including replacing existing bullets with ones focusing 
on: permafrost and talik occurrence in the vicinity of water 
crossings and potential for surface discharge and occurrence of 
icings; description and/or maps of groundwater resources and 
hydrogeology in the near surface and deeper as applicable to the 
proposed Project. 

 

https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
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Comment NRCan-08 
Subject/Topic Impact assessment - groundwater and surface water quality 
Summary There is a reference to project components that are not relevant to 

the proposed infrastructure. Revision of the requirements is 
suggested to ensure they focus on the proposed project. 

Importance of Issue to 
Impact Assessment 
Process 

The requirements regarding impact assessment need to be clear 
and relevant to the proposed project to ensure the Proponent 
provides adequate and appropriate information for assessment of 
potential impacts.  

References Revised Draft IS Guidelines, Section 8.1.7.2, pg. 66 
(follow up on NRCan-19 comment on draft guidelines)  

Recommendation/Request NRCan suggests that "stockpiles" be deleted from bullet vi. 
 

Transport Canada (TC) 
Comment TC-01 

Subject/Topic Proper Identification of relevant legislation 

References Revised Draft Scope List (p. 8) 

Summary The table in section 8 of the Revised Draft Scope List (8) The 
interests in lands, waters and other resources which the 
Proponent has acquired or seeks to acquire) does not list the 
correct Transport Canada legislation.  

Importance of Issue to Impact 
Assessment Process 

High 

Detailed Comment The table in Section 8 of the Revised Draft scope list should 
identify that an approval under the Canadian Navigable Waters 
Act (CNWA) is required. The CNWA replaced the Navigation 
Protection Act in 2019. In addition, Transport Canada reviews Oil 
Pollution Prevention/Emergency Plan that are required under the 
Canada Shipping Act, but does not provide “approvals” for these 
plans. 

Recommendation/Request TC recommends the Revised Draft Scope List be revised as 
follows:  

Navigable Waters Approval(s) and/or Exemption(s) and Oil 
Pollution Prevention/Emergency Plan as per the Canada 
Shipping Act, Approval under the Navigation Protection Act 

Canadian Navigable Waters Act approval; submission of Oil 
Pollution Prevention/Emergency Plan as per the Canada 
Shipping Act. 

 

https://www.nirb.ca/portal/dms/script/dms_download.php?fileid=357355&applicationid=125987&sessionid=81pjfslbrmgp9koijcn6hvg541
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Kugluktuk 
ᖁᕐᓗᖅᑐᖅ 

Bathurst Inlet 
Kingaok 
ᕿᙵᐅᓐ 

Bay Chimo 
Umingmaktok 
ᐅᒥᖕᒪᒃᑑᖅ 

Cambridge Bay 
Ikaluktutiak 
ᐃᖃᓗᒃᑑᑦᑎᐊᖅ 

Gjoa Haven 
Okhoktok 
ᐅᖅᓱᖅᑑᖅ 

Taloyoak 
ᑕᓗᕐᔪᐊᕐᒃ 

Kugaaruk 
ᑰᒑᕐᔪᒃ 

November 4, 2025 

Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU X0B 0C0 
Sent via email: info@nirb.ca  

Re: NIRB File No. 24XN038 – Kitikmeot Inuit Association Comments Regarding the 
Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines for the Grays 
Bay Road and Port Project Proposal 

Dear Ms. Gillard, 

The Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KitIA) appreciates the Nunavut Impact Review Board’s 
continued efforts to refine the Draft Scope List and Draft Impact Statement Guidelines 
for the Grays Bay Road and Port Project. We recognize the thoughtful consideration 
given to submissions and welcome the strengthened emphasis on Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit, traditional and community knowledge, and clear articulation of 
spatial and temporal boundaries. 

At the same time, KitIA remains of the view that the assessment would benefit from 
clarity regarding how anticipated operational use will be reflected. While future 
proponents will be subject to independent reviews, the infrastructure’s intended 
purpose suggests that a reasonable minimum assumption of use should be recognized. 
KitIA is not seeking detailed forecasting at this stage; however, ensuring the scope 
acknowledges that the project is expected to be used would align with the precautionary 
principle and support a complete understanding of potential effects at this early stage. 

Ensuring the scope reflects a realistic minimum use assumption promotes clarity and 
predictability for all parties and supports confidence in the overall review process. 

Similarly, we appreciate the inclusion of specific existing and proposed regional projects 
for cumulative effects consideration and encourage maintaining flexibility to incorporate 
updated information as it becomes available throughout the review. This approach will 
ensure cumulative effects are considered meaningfully and adaptively over time. 

In KitIA’s view, recognizing a reasonable minimum level of operational activity in the 
scope also supports meaningful cumulative-effects analysis. While future projects will 
undergo their own reviews, a precautionary minimum-use assumption helps ensure that 
cumulative effects are evaluated from a realistic starting point rather than a hypothetical 
no-use scenario. 

mailto:info@nirb.ca
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KitIA acknowledges and supports the July submission from Nunavut Tunngavik 
Incorporated, which reinforces many of these themes. Alignment among Inuit 
organizations contributes to a clear, principled, and collaborative review process that 
reflects Inuit land responsibilities and values. 

We thank the NIRB for its diligence and continued engagement and look forward to 
constructive dialogue at the upcoming workshop. 

If you have any question regarding the attached submission, please contact the 
undersigned directly at cbarker@lands.kitia.ca.  

Regards,  

 

Cory Barker, M.Sc. 
Interim Director, Lands, Environment and Resources 
Kitikmeot Inuit Association 
 

mailto:cbarker@lands.kitia.ca
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November 04, 2025 

 

Nunavut Impact Review Board 

P.O. Box 1360,  

Cambridge Bay, NU  

X0B 0C0 

 

NIRB File No.: 24XN038 

NPC File No.: 150467 

 

Attention: Kelli Gillard, Senior Impact Assessment Officer 

 

Re: Revised Draft Scope List and Draft Impact Statement Guidelines for the West Kitikmeot 

Resources Corp.’s “Grays Bay Road and Port” Project Proposal 

 

Dear Ms. Gillard, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit additional comments to the Nunavut Impact Review Board 

(NIRB) regarding the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft Impact Statement (IS) Guidelines. 

 

WKR would like to express our gratitude to all interested parties for their comments and feedback on 

the Draft Scope List and Draft IS Guidelines. These insights help us better understand concerns, 

allowing us to create a stronger IS. After reviewing the Draft Scope List and Draft IS Guidelines, WKR 

is pleased with the revisions and appreciates the NIRB’s efforts in incorporating this feedback.  

 

After review of the documents, WKR wishes to provide the following comments for consideration 

ahead of the workshop to clarify the following items associated with the Revised Draft Scope List: 

 

Project Component Addition 

 

WKR would like to add a new Project Component, a Medium Vessel Wharf, to the Operations Phase 

in Section 2.1.b. The Medium Vessel Wharf is designed to accommodate tugs, support vessels, and 

other medium-sized craft, such as smaller Coast Guard vessels. This addition is a design adjustment 

based on a marine geotechnical drilling program and assessment conducted in 2025. We had 

previously planned to base tugs and other support vessels in the harbour on the east side of the port 

area, but further study with the benefit of new geotechnical data indicates that these medium-sized 

vessels would be better situated on the west side of the port, with only smaller vessels using the east 

side harbour. 

 

Tibbitt to Contwoyto Winter Road (TCWR) 

 

Furthermore, WKR would like to clarify the scope of the effects assessment related to the Tibbitt to 

Contwoyto Winter Road (TCWR), indicating that the Project scope should include construction of the 

http://www.westkit.ca/
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TCWR to the Nunavut/Northwest Territories Border. We believe that the scope regarding the TCWR 

should be described as follows: 

 

• Project Scope - Grays Bay Port to the turn-off to Lupin mine, where it connects to the 

historical TCWR corridor. This scope includes annual construction of a winter road from 

Jericho to a point on Contwoyto Lake just east of Lupin Mine. 

 

• Cumulative Effects Scope - Construction, operations, maintenance, closure, and use of the 

TCWR from Lupin mine onwards to the border of NU/NT and beyond.  

 
Project-level effects associated with construction, operations, maintenance, closure, and use 
activities of the TCWR from Lupin mine onwards to the border of NU/NT and beyond have already 
been assessed. Active authorizations for these activities are currently in place, as follows: 

 
• The Tibbitt to Contwoyto Winter Road Joint Venture (TCWR JV) currently holds licenses of 

occupation to construct the TCWR to from Tibbitt Lake to Lupin Mine: 

o 075M/11-01 – Tibbitt to the NU/NT border 

o 02RN037 – NU/NT border to Lupin mine 

 

• Lupin Mines Incorporated holds active Land Use Permits to construct the winter road from Lac 

De Gras to Lupin mine, which were issued in 2024 as a result of a screening conducted by 

MVLWB (MV2024F0031) and a review conducted by the NPC (150434). Specific to the review 

conducted by the NPC, the review cited associated NIRB files 02RN037, 19RN005, and 

related files 00RN085 and 04RN111, deeming the project proposal decision exempt from 

screening by the NIRB. 

 

We thank you for the opportunity to provide further comments on the revised documents and look 
forward to discussing these items, along with the revised documents, in the upcoming Scope and 
Guidelines Workshop. 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
Gavin Law 
Manager, Environment 
West Kitikmeot Resources Corp. 
 
Cc:  Elliot Holland, Chief Operating Officer, West Kitikmeot Resources Corp. 
 Kassidy Koaha-Laube, Community Engagement Coordinator, West Kitikmeot Resources Corp. 

Kelli Gillard, Manager, Impact Assessment, Nunavut Impact Review Board 
Amir Pourmahabadian, Senior Impact Assessment Officer, Nunavut Impact Review Board 

http://www.westkit.ca/
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November 4, 2025  
 

Via email info@nirb.ca  

 

 

Nunavut Impact Review Board 

PO Box 1360 

Cambridge Bay, NU X0B 0C0  

C/O Kelli Gillard, Manager, Impact 

Assessment, Nunavut Impact Review 

Board 

 

Dear Ms. Gillard:  

 

Re: Feedback on Draft Scope List and Draft Impact Statement Guidelines for Grays Bay 

Road and Port Project Proposal (NIRB File No 24XN038) 

 

The Yellowknives Dene First Nation (“YKDFN”) writes in response to your letter dated 

September 12, 2025 in which the Nunavut Impact Review Board (“NIRB”) seeks feedback on 

the updated Draft Scope List (“Scope List”) and Draft Impact Statement Guidelines (“IS 

Guidelines”) for the Grays Bay Road and Port Project Proposal (the “Project”).  

 

In sections II and III below we provide our detailed feedback on the Scope List and IS 

Guidelines organized by theme.1 We also include additional specific recommendations for 

changes in Appendix A and B to this letter.   

 

I. YKDFN is potentially significantly adversely affected by the Project  

The Project has the potential to significantly adversely affect YKDFN’s traditional territory and 

constitutionally-protected rights in Nunavut and the Northwest Territories (“NWT”). Since time 

immemorial, YKDFN members have used and relied on, and continue to use and rely on, the 

Project area to exercise YKDFN’s rights and support YKDFN’s way of life, including through 

reliance on the caribou herds whose calving and post-calving grounds are proposed to be 

traversed by the Project. YKDFN is in the advanced stages of negotiations with the Crown about 

these rights in the Akaitcho Treaty process.     

 

 
1 General and specific recommendations are included with the corresponding pinpoint citations.  

 

mailto:info@nirb.ca
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The Project crosses “the calving/post-calving grounds of the Bathurst caribou herd” and is within 

“the range of the Dolphin Union herd”.2 In the Screening Decision, the NIRB recognized that 

“the potential for impact from the Project could be significant for caribou” and noted that the 

location of the Project in relation to the Bathurst herd’s migratory route could impact most of the 

current herd.3 The NIRB also recognized the potential for migratory disruption and impacts on 

Indigenous harvesters in the Northwest Territories.4 YKDFN is concerned about the direct 

impacts of the Project to areas of importance to YKDFN’s rights and caribou in Nunavut and the 

transboundary impacts of the Project, including the diversion of the caribou from migrating to 

other areas where YKDFN have hunted them for generations and the prevention of the recovery 

of the Bathurst herd.  

 

Further, the Project is proposed to be connected to the Tibbitt to Contwoyto winter road and 

eventually the Arctic Economic and Security Corridor, influencing the terminus for that project 

in YKDFN’s territory, and significantly opening up YKDFN’s territory to outsiders, which could 

result in significant adverse impacts to YKDFN’s rights, including self-governance rights, socio-

economic impacts, transboundary impacts, and cumulative impacts. YKDFN has been negatively 

impacted by outsiders accessing YKDFN’s territory, without respect for YKDFN’s rights, or the 

species on which YKDFN depends, or meaningful benefits sharing. YKDFN set out our further 

concerns about the potential impacts of the Project in this regard in our letter dated July 14, 

2025. 

 

To facilitate a meaningful Project review, the potential impacts of the Project as set out above 

need to be properly scoped into the Project review.  

 

II. Feedback on Scope List  

A. Description of the Project must include connection to NWT  

 

The description of the Project must include the connection to the winter road system in the 

NWT.5 The Scope List acknowledges that the ice road will go beyond the Nunavut/NWT border 

to connect with the seasonal road system in the NWT, but this is not reflected in the Project 

description or consistently acknowledged throughout the Scope List or IS Guidelines.6 The 

NIRB must consistently scope into the review the impacts beyond the Nunavut Settlement Area 

and to the well-being of residents of Canada, particularly impacts to the Indigenous peoples 

whose rights stand to be adversely affected in the NWT.7 We request that the Project description 

be amended to add the following “the entire project life and occurring within the Nunavut 

Settlement Area and the NWT”8 and that the Project components be clarified to delineate any 

components in the NWT. 

 

  

 
2 Nunavut Impact Review Board Screening Decision Report, NIRB File No.: 24XN038 dated December 4, 2024 (the 

“Screening Decision”), p. 15. 
3 Screening Decision, pp. 16, 20-21. 
4 Screening Decision, pp. 16, 20. 
5 Nunavut Impact Review Board, Revised Draft Scope List, NIRB File No.: 24XN038 (“Scope List”), p. 1.  
6 Scope List, p. 1.  
7 Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act, SC 2013 c 14 s 2, at s. 23(2); Nunavut Agreement, 25 May 1993, 

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, art 12.2.5, online at: https://nlca.tunngavik.com/.  
8 Scope List, p. 1. Note: Underlined text represents YKDFN’s changes throughout this letter.  

https://nlca.tunngavik.com/
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B. Transboundary impacts need to be consistently scoped in 

 

The significance of the potential transboundary impacts for the Project has been acknowledged 

in the Screening Decision and the Minister of Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 

Canada’s response letter, which noted they need to be given “careful consideration” through the 

assessment process to ensure that they are properly understood and, if necessary, mitigated.9  

 

The Scope List and IS Guidelines currently do not consistently scope in the transboundary 

impacts to the NWT, including the impacts to the Bathurst caribou herd, to the constitutionally-

protected rights of Indigenous peoples, to the socio-economic well-being of Indigenous peoples, 

and on other infrastructure projects in the NWT. For example, the Scope List currently focuses 

exclusively on projects within Nunavut when considering induced development and cumulative 

effects.10 This is too narrow, especially in light of the cooperation plan for assessing 

transboundary/transregional impacts with the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 

Board. Generally, we request that there are express references incorporated to the assessment of 

impacts and projects in the NWT, particularly the Arctic Economic and Security Corridor, 

throughout the Scope List and IS Guidelines.11  

 

Specifically, we recommend the following additions:  

 

• “Specific focus is required for proposals and projects in Nunavut and the NWT, such as 

the…. and Arctic Economic and Security Corridor.”12 

• “Cumulative effects, giving specific consideration to existing, proposed, and reasonably 

foreseeable future mining and transportation infrastructure projects and impacts in 

Nunavut and the NWT.”13 

• “Specific focus is required for ongoing proposals and foreseeable projects in Nunavut and 

the NWT, including but not limited to…and the Arctic Economic and Security 

Corridor.”14 

 

C. Provision of benefits to Indigenous governments in NWT need to be considered  

 

The consideration of the steps that the Proponent has taken to optimize the benefits of the Project 

or compensate persons whose interests are adversely affected by the Project should expressly 

include consideration of persons in Nunavut and the NWT, including impact and benefit 

agreements with Indigenous peoples in the NWT with rights that stand to be adversely affected 

by the Project. For example, we request the following additions:  

 

• “The scope of the assessment will include the steps that the Proponent proposes to take to 

compensate interests of parties in Nunavut and the NWT adversely affected by the 

Project including all non-confidential details pertaining to any Inuit Impact and Benefit 

 
9 February 12, 2025, Letter from Honourable Gary Anandasangaree to Kaviq Kaluraq, Nunavut Impact Review 

Board re Minister Decision on Nunavut Impact Review Board Screening Recommendation, p. 2.  
10 Scope List, pp. 5-6.  
11 See also section II(H) below (The factors to be considered in the assessment need to be expanded).  
12 Scope List, p. 5.  
13 Scope List, p. 6.  
14 Scope List, p. 6.  
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Agreement or similar agreements with other groups pursued in connection with the 

Project.”15 

• “The scope of the assessment will include steps that the Proponent proposes to take to 

optimize benefits of the project in Nunavut and the NWT, and should include, but not be 

limited to…”16 

 

D. The consideration of alternatives for the Project must expressly include the 

technical and economic feasibility of alternative routes for the Project  

 

Section 9 of the Scope List addresses the requirement to consider the “alternative means of 

carrying out the proposed project that might be economically and technically feasible and the 

environmental effects of those alternative means”.17 This includes consideration of alternate 

“development options”.18 However, section 9 does not expressly reference the need to consider 

alternate routes for the road for the Project. Further, the IS Guidelines do not make the 

consideration of alternative routes for the road mandatory.19 

 

The assessment of alternate routes for the road is necessary information for the NIRB’s review, 

given that the proposed route traverses key calving/post-calving grounds of the Bathurst caribou 

herd and could interrupt the herd’s migration, with potentially devastating impacts to YKDFN’s 

harvesting rights, way of life, and culture. There has also already been significant public concern 

raised over the potential impacts to caribou of the Project. As such, for this review, it is 

imperative that the NIRB expressly require consideration of alternative routes for the road and 

that those routes are developed taking into account Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous 

Knowledge, Community Knowledge and Indigenous peoples’ values.  

 

Specifically, we request the following addition to section 9:  “This  assessment  must  include  

alternate  timing  and  development options, including the assessment of the technical and 

economic feasibility, and the environmental effects, of alternative routes for the road, as well as 

presenting the ‘no-go’ or ‘no-build’ alternative, and the ‘preferred alternative’, taking into 

account Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous Knowledge and Community Knowledge and 

Indigenous peoples’ values.”20 
 

E. Project components to be assessed must include road and shipping traffic 

 

The Project includes the development and operation of an all-season access road and winter road/ 

ice road, which will significantly increase vehicle traffic during the construction and operation 

phases. This increase in vehicle traffic has the potential to cause significant adverse impacts, 

including on critical species such as caribou – yet the volume of anticipated traffic is not 

properly scoped into the Project components. Generally, the Project components for the 

 
15 Scope List, p. 7.  
16 Scope List, p. 7.  
17 Scope List, p. 9.  
18 Scope List, p. 9. 
19 Nunavut Impact Review Board, Revised Draft Guidelines for the Preparation of an Impact Statement, NIRB File 

No.: 24XN038, dated September 12, 2025 (“IS Guidelines”), p. 25. 
20 Scope List, p. 9. 
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construction and operation phases must be updated to include vehicle traffic, including any 

anticipated use by third parties, on the all-season road and winter road/ ice road.21  

 

Specifically, we recommend the following additions:  

 

• Under Project Components, section 2(a), during the construction phase, add in traffic 

during construction.22 

• Under Project Components, section 2(b), during the operation phase, add in traffic during 

operations.23 

• Under Project Components, section 3(a), during the construction phase, add in traffic 

during construction.24 

• Under Project Components, section 3(b), during the operation phase, add in traffic during 

operations.25 

 

Further, the Project includes the development and operation of a new port, which will increase 

marine shipping. This increase in shipping traffic has the potential to cause significant adverse 

impacts, including as acknowledged by the Government of the Northwest Territories on caribou 

migration across the ice.26 However, the volume of increased marine shipping is not currently 

scoped into the Project components, with the marine shipping by third parties expressly being 

proposed to be excluded.27 Shipping traffic must be included in the list of Project components to 

be assessed during the review.28 Specifically, we recommend that the increase in marine shipping 

be added as a fourth Project component and removed from the exclusions list.29  

 

Without expressly scoping in the road and shipping traffic for the Project components, the NIRB 

risks unreasonably and unjustifiably limiting the scope of the review and not accurately 

capturing the extent of the potential impacts of the Project.30 The impacts of the increased road 

and shipping traffic are direct impacts of the Project that are necessary considerations for the 

NIRB. The IS Guidelines in turn reference back to assessing the impacts of the “project 

components”, so including these activities within the project components is critically important.  

 

F. Project splitting should be avoided 

 

In connection with the above, any anticipated use of the Project by third parties should be 

explicitly scoped in and not excluded from the Project components. The use of this Project by 

third parties is contemplated in the IS Guidelines as indirect or induced effects, and these effects 

stand to have significant impacts on communities in Nunavut and the NWT. To keep these 

impacts scoped out amounts to project splitting and would limit the NIRB’s ability to 

 
21 Scope List, pp. 2-3.  
22 Scope List, p. 2.  
23 Scope List, p. 3.  
24 Scope List, p. 3. 
25 Scope List, p. 3. 
26 See, for example, October 15, 2024, Letter from Lorraine Seale, Government of Northwest Territories, to Francis 

Emingak, Nunavut Impact Review Board, p. 2.  
27 Scope List, pp. 3-4.   
28 Scope List, p. 2.  
29 Scope List, p. 4.  
30 See for example, Tsleil-Waututh Nation v Canada (Attorney General), 2018 FCA 153 at paras. 470, 764-766.    

https://canlii.ca/t/htq8p
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meaningfully and accurately assess the true impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the 

Project.  

 

G. The Project assessment must include consideration of a closure and reclamation 

plan 

 

Despite the Project being considered permanent infrastructure, there should still be a closure and 

reclamation plan for the Project at the outset. YKDFN has experienced the consequences of 

abandoned projects in YKDFN’s territory, where there was not appropriate planning for closure 

and reclamation from the outset. The Scope List notes that the Project assessment will include 

“any closure and reclamation plans”, but the Project proposal summary notes that there are “no 

plans for closure and reclamation other than areas used solely for pre-construction/construction 

activities that are not required for ongoing operations and maintenance.”31 The Scope List and IS 

Guidelines should be updated to reflect the need to plan for long-term closure and reclamation 

beyond the pre-construction/construction activities, including preparation for the costs of doing 

so.  

 

H. The factors to be considered in the assessment need to be expanded  

 

We request that the factors to be considered in the assessment of the ecosystemic and socio-

economic impacts for the Project be updated to include the following factors as set out below.   

 

The scope of the assessment on the terrestrial environment should include habitat fragmentation 

and the scope of the assessment on the hydrological features should include watershed 

integrity.32 These are aspects of the terrestrial and aquatic environments that influence 

environmental resilience and the success of species on the landscape, including the caribou on 

which YKDFN rely.  

 

The terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat should include in the list of caribou herds the 

Beverley herd.33 This is a critical herd of barren-ground caribou to YKDFN and one which 

traverses the Project area.  

 

The terrestrial and marine species at risk section requires clarity. The term “at risk” should be 

defined and part ii should be split into two sections (species under consideration and species 

designated by COSEWIC).34 Due to the critical importance of the species to YKDFN, this 

section should explicitly list barren-ground caribou, including the Bathurst, Dolphin-Union, 

Bluenose-East and Beverly herds. The classification of these herds by the federal government 

and COSEWIC has been underway for many years and the finalization of classification should 

not be a barrier to these species being included in this assessment as species at risk, whether 

listed or not, given the state of certain herds.  

 

 
31 Scope List, p. 1; Scope List, p. 8.  
32 Scope List, p. 4; Scope List, p. 4. 
33 Scope List, p. 5. 
34 Scope List, p. 5. 
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The socio-economic factors should include impacts on well-being (both individual and 

community), culture, community infrastructure, public services, and health and safety.35 Many of 

these factors are contemplated in the IS Guidelines and should be included here as well.  

 

The traditional activity section should be expanded to include traditional trails, culture and 

health, and constitutionally protected rights.36  

 

Transboundary effects should expressly include “effects on development in the NWT”, such as 

the routing of the winter road system and proposed Arctic Economic and Security Corridor, and 

“Indigenous peoples’ rights in the NWT”.37 The Project is planned to directly connect to the road 

system in the NWT and will therefore impact routing. This in turn has impacts on YKDFN’s 

rights, including participation in decision-making in YKDFN’s territory with respect to roads. 

The transboundary impacts have also been recognized by NIRB to include potential impacts to 

caribou populations and migration, and Indigenous harvesters in the NWT.38   

 

III. Feedback on IS Guidelines  

A. Consideration of Indigenous groups, Indigenous Knowledge and Community 

Knowledge 

 

YKDFN’s traditional territory encompasses parts of what is now known as the NWT and 

Nunavut. YKDFN has constitutionally protected rights in the NWT and Nunavut that stand to be 

potentially adversely impacted by the Project. The IS Guidelines state that NIRB considers 

knowledge provided “by various knowledge-holders and Indigenous groups asserting s. 35 rights 

in the Nunavut Settlement Area”, which the document goes on to define as Indigenous 

Knowledge and Community Knowledge.39 For this Project, we recommend that NIRB remove 

the qualifying clause “asserting s. 35 rights in the Nunavut Settlement Area”, as even though this 

would include YKDFN as an Indigenous group, it may exclude important knowledge relevant to 

transboundary impacts, which should be carefully considered for this Project.  

Any mention of Inuit Qaujimaningit in the IS Guidelines 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. This has been done in some instances in the IS Guidelines, but is not consistent 

throughout. Appendix A includes a list of pinpoint recommendations where Indigenous 

Knowledge and Community Knowledge should be added.  

Further, any mention of Inuit in the IS Guidelines should also include other Indigenous groups. 

This has been done in some instances in the IS Guidelines, but there are many sections that were 

not updated. Appendix B includes a list of pinpoint recommendations where other Indigenous 

groups should be added or where the Northwest Territories should be referenced. 

 
35 Scope List, p. 5.  
36 Scope List, p. 5. 
37 Scope List, p. 6.  
38 Screening Decision, pp. 30-31.  
39 IS Guidelines, p. 3. 
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Finally, the definition of Indigenous Knowledge is overly specific and may exclude important 

aspects of this knowledge. We recommend updating the definition to be broader in order to 

adequately allow for the inclusion of this knowledge. We request that the definition is amended 

as follows “Indigenous Knowledge, which is information held by Indigenous peoples, and which 

may include…”40  

 

B. Clarify definition of Transboundary Impacts 

 

Transboundary impacts are not clearly or consistently defined in the IS Guidelines. The 

definition in the definitions section should match the definition in section 7.4.4.41   

Transboundary impacts should be defined broadly to include direct effects as set out in section 

7.4.4, as well as indirect effects, induced effects and cumulative effects in the Regional Study 

Area.42 Further, the qualifier that the Proponent only consider these impacts “[w]here] feasible” 

for all valued components should be removed.43 

C. Update Valued Ecosystem Components definition to include section 35 rights 

 

The Valued Ecosystem Components definition includes resources that are legally recognized as 

important, but does not explicitly include resources that support the exercise of section 35(1) of 

the Constitution Act, 1982 rights.44 We request that you include in the list of examples of legally 

recognized important resources: “resources that support the exercise of section 35(1) of the 

Constitution Act, 1982 rights.”  

D. Baseline data gathering  

 

Inuit Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, and Community Knowledge are not consistently 

included as considerations for the proponent when determining baseline conditions across all 

valued components. We recommend that the collection and consideration of this information is 

included for all valued components.  

Further, the baseline data section currently demonstrates a preference for scientific data over 

Inuit Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, and Community Knowledge. The IS Guidelines 

state that only where there is no long-term scientific data or there is uncertainty should Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, and Community Knowledge be prioritized.45  This 

approach undervalues Indigenous knowledge, which has been gathered over generations and 

provides a critical perspective on the long-term health of valued components. 

  

 
40 IS Guidelines, p. 3. 
41 IS Guidelines, pp. viii, 51. 
42 IS Guidelines, p. 51. 
43 IS Guidelines, p. 51. 
44 IS Guidelines, p. viii. 
45 IS Guidelines, p. 35. 
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E. Guidance on spatial boundary for cumulative and transboundary impact 

assessment section  

 

The spatial boundary for the cumulative impact assessment and transboundary impact 

assessment should be developed in collaboration with Indigenous groups.46 Further, sufficient 

direction should be included in the IS Guidelines to direct the Proponent to select a sufficiently 

large spatial boundary to ensure proper consideration of cumulative impacts and transboundary 

impacts. For example, the IS Guidelines as drafted are currently too permissive, merely noting 

that “[a] larger special boundary enables Proponents to assess the proposed project impacts in 

relation to other projects or activities in the geographical region, that have been or that are likely 

to be carried out”.47 

F. Expand noise and vibration impact 

 

The impact assessment of noise and vibration should include terrestrial impacts, in particular 

blasting/construction and traffic on the road. These are direct impacts of the Project, which are 

recognized to impact caribou.48  

G. Update terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat impact  

 

We recommend updating the Terrestrial Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat impact section to 

explicitly include references to caribou and their life-cycle migration, given the critical 

importance of caribou to YKDFN, and other Indigenous groups, and the risk this Project poses to 

them. Specifically, we recommend including the following in section 8.1.11.1: 

 

(i) This description should include reference to species having significant ecological 

functions, and/or of importance for Inuit and/or Inuvialuit, First Nations, and Metis ways of 

life and culture, including caribou…  

(vii) Identification of habitats of any rare or sensitive species, such as Species at Risk, or 

those with similar designations or federal and territorial status habitats, including caribou…49 

 

We also recommend the following be included for section 8.1.11.2 impact assessment: 

 

(i) Potential  general  impacts  on  terrestrial  wildlife  in  the  Local  Study  Area and 

Regional Study Area, including interference with migratory routes; lifecycle… disruption 

caused by Project activities and indirect effects, induced effects and cumulative effects… 

(ii) Direct and indirect loss of habitat or degradation of habitat… 

(vi) Potential impacts of noise and vibration on wildlife from construction, including 

blasting, re-contouring  topography, and  other  activities  as  results  of  proposed project 

construction and operation, including vehicle traffic;  

(xv) Potential impacts of induced developments on wildlife and wildlife habitat…50  

 
46 IS Guidelines, pp. 48, 51. 
47 IS Guidelines, p. 48. 
48 IS Guidelines, p. 59.  
49 IS Guidelines, p. 71.  
50 IS Guidelines, pp. 72-73. 





 

 

Appendix A 

 

The following table provides pinpoint references to areas in the IS Guidelines where mention of Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit or similar knowledge should also include the consideration of Indigenous Knowledge and 

Community Knowledge. This is appropriate given the potential for transboundary impacts and in light of the joint 

process with the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board. 

 

Page  Section Current Text  Recommended Change 

2 Part 1 Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit shared must 

inform all phases of the proposed project 

and Impact Statement and final 

conclusions, including the design phase, 

operations, monitoring through to 

closure, as well as baseline development 

and impact analysis. 

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous 

Knowledge, and Community Knowledge 

shared must inform all phases of the proposed 

project and Impact Statement and final 

conclusions, including the design phase, 

operations, monitoring through to closure, as 

well as baseline development and impact 

analysis. 

7 1.3 identify any information or technical 

gaps and plans to understand and/or 

mitigate these gaps based on the current 

state of technical knowledge and Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit for the Project area; 

identify any information or technical gaps and 

plans to understand and/or mitigate these gaps 

based on the current state of technical 

knowledge and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, 

Indigenous Knowledge, and Community 

Knowledge for the Project area; 

7 1.3 demonstrate that Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 

and Community Knowledge is 

considered in a fulsome way that is 

consistent with the precautionary 

principle of not requiring “certainty” 

to establish the potential for harm to 

ecosystemic components such as the: 

demonstrate that Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, 

Indigenous Knowledge, and Community 

Knowledge is considered in a fulsome way 

that is consistent with the precautionary 

principle of not requiring “certainty” to 

establish the potential for harm to ecosystemic 

components such as the: 

11 2.1 how scientific, engineering, Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous, 

Community, and any other knowledge 

was used or incorporated in method 

design and conclusions reached. 

how scientific, engineering, Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, 

Community Knowledge, and any other 

knowledge was used or incorporated in 

method design and conclusions reached. 

11 2.1 The Proponent shall identify all 

significant gaps in knowledge (including 

Inuit Qaujimaningit… 

The Proponent shall identify all significant 

gaps in knowledge (including Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge and 

Community Knowledge… 

11 2.1.1 Where the conclusions drawn from 

scientific, engineering, and technical 

knowledge are inconsistent with the 

conclusions drawn from Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, the Impact Statement 

shall… 

Where the conclusions drawn from scientific, 

engineering, and technical 

knowledge are inconsistent with the 

conclusions drawn from Inuit Qaujimaningit, 

Indigenous Knowledge and Community 

Knowledge, the Impact Statement shall… 

12 2.1.1 Knowledge holders were involved in 

both the collection and interpretation of 

Inuit Qaujimaningit and other 

knowledge shared; 

Knowledge holders were involved in both the 

collection and interpretation of Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge and 

Community Knowledge and other knowledge 

shared; 

13 2.1.2 …which are often qualitative and 

culturally defined through the lens of 

Inuit Qaujimaningit into all phases of 

project development. 

…which are often qualitative and culturally 

defined through the lens of Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, and 

Community Knowledge into all phases of 

project development. 
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49 7.4.3(a) Evidence of engagement with potentially 

impacted parties, the NIRB, and 

reflection of Inuit Qaujimaningit, 

Indigenous Knowledge, or Community 

Knowledge to determine spatial and 

temporal boundaries for each valued 

component selected. 

Evidence of engagement with potentially 

impacted parties, the NIRB, and 

reflection of Inuit Qaujimaningit, Indigenous 

Knowledge, and Community Knowledge to 

determine spatial and temporal boundaries for 

each valued component selected. 

51 7.4.3(c) Discussion of how engagement with 

potentially impacted parties and 

reflection of Inuit Qaujimaningit, 

Indigenous Knowledge, or Community 

Knowledge informed the design and 

proposed implementation plan for 

proposed follow-up measures. 

Discussion of how engagement with 

potentially impacted parties and reflection of 

Inuit Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, 

and Community Knowledge informed the 

design and proposed implementation plan for 

proposed follow-up measures. 

94 10 …as well as the protocols for the 

collection, protection, and use of Inuit 

Qaujimaningit will differ by regions and 

even communities. 

…as well as the protocols for the collection, 

protection, and use of Inuit Qaujimaningit, 

Indigenous Knowledge and Community 

Knowledge will differ by regions and even 

communities. 

96 10.1 Before Proponents present Inuit 

Qaujimaningit in public forums or in 

their submissions to the NIRB, it is 

expected that all contributions of Inuit 

Qaujimaningit… 

Before Proponents present Inuit 

Qaujimaningit, Indigenous Knowledge, or 

Community Knowledge in public forums or in 

their submissions to the NIRB, it is expected 

that all contributions of Inuit Qaujimaningit, 

Indigenous Knowledge, or Community 

Knowledge … 

 

 

Appendix B 

 

The following table provides pinpoint references to areas in the IS Guidelines where a reference to Inuit groups 

should also include other Indigenous groups, and where a reference to Nunavut should also include the Northwest 

Territories. This has been done in some instances in the IS Guidelines, but there are many sections that have not 

been not updated. 

 

Page  Section Current Text  Recommended Change 

viii Definitions  Connection to the land (including Inuit 

food harvesting and Inuit food 

security/food sovereignty) 

Connection to the land (including Inuit and 

other Indigenous groups food harvesting and 

Inuit and other Indigenous groups food 

security/food sovereignty) 

7 1.3 Inuit rights such as harvesting and self-

determination… 

Inuit and other Indigenous groups rights such 

as harvesting and self-determination… 

9 1.4 The attainment of durable social and 

economic benefits, particularly in 

Nunavut. 

The attainment of durable social and 

economic benefits, particularly in Nunavut 

and the Northwest Territories.  

9 2 Further, depending on the nature and 

location of the proposed project, the 

Proponent is reminded to also engage 

with transboundary government 

departments and agencies as well as 

local government and regional 

Indigenous organizations in areas whose 

members may be impacted or have 

interest in the Project. 

Further, depending on the nature and location 

of the proposed project, the 

Proponent is reminded to also engage with 

transboundary government departments and 

agencies as well as local government, 

Indigenous governments and regional 

Indigenous organizations in areas whose 

members may be impacted or have interest in 

the Project. 
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12 2.1.2 The IS shall explain how the Proponent 

incorporated Inuit observations… 

The IS shall explain how the Proponent 

incorporated Inuit and other Indigenous 

groups’ observations… 

19 5.1 Its record of any corporate policies, 

codes of practice, programs, or plans 

concerning the proponent’s environment 

and sustainability. Information shall also 

be provided on how its plans, polices, 

and programs align with and recognize 

the importance of Inuit laws, norms, and 

societal values 

Its record of any corporate policies, codes of 

practice, programs, or plans concerning the 

proponent’s environment and sustainability. 

Information shall also be provided on how its 

plans, polices, and programs align with and 

recognize the importance of Inuit and other 

Indigenous groups laws, norms, and societal 

values 

21 5.3 Current land and/or aquatic uses (refers 

to both freshwater and marine water 

uses) in the area and the relationship of 

the proposed project facilities and 

components with any Crown 

land, Inuit Owned Land, and 

Commissioner’s Land; 

Current land and/or aquatic uses (refers to 

both freshwater and marine water uses) in the 

area and the relationship of the proposed 

project facilities and components with any 

Crown land, Inuit Owned Land, and 

Commissioner’s Land, and Indigenous 

groups’ traditional territories 

22 5.4 This would include laws, standards, 

Inuit societal laws, regulations, policies, 

guidelines, resource management plans, 

land use plans, any relevant regional 

studies or strategic assessments relating 

to project approval, site preparation/pre-

construction, construction, operations 

(including reduced operation), 

maintenance, any potential 

modifications, temporary closure (care 

and maintenance), final closure 

(decommission and reclamation), and 

post-closure activities. 

This would include laws, standards, Inuit 

societal laws and other Indigenous groups’ 

laws, regulations, policies, guidelines, 

resource management plans, land use plans, 

any relevant regional studies or strategic 

assessments relating to project approval, site 

preparation/pre-construction, construction, 

operations (including reduced operation), 

maintenance, any potential modifications, 

temporary closure (care and maintenance), 

final closure (decommission and 

reclamation), and post-closure activities. 

22 5.5 The Proponent shall describe in general 

terms the regional biophysical and 

socio-economic (including health, 

social, economic, and cultural) 

environments as well as well-being of 

the region and Nunavut as a whole. 

The Proponent shall describe in general terms 

the regional biophysical and socio-economic 

(including health, social, economic, and 

cultural) environments as well as well-being 

of the region, Nunavut as a whole and the 

Northwest Territories.  

24 6.2 An assessment of the longer-term 

strategic implications of the proposed 

project, and how it may affect or 

contribute to transportation and other 

infrastructure networks (existing and 

proposed) in Nunavut.  

An assessment of the longer-term strategic 

implications of the proposed project, and how 

it may affect or contribute to transportation 

and other infrastructure networks (existing 

and proposed) in Nunavut and the NWT.  

25 6.2 The Proponent is expected to provide 

evidence that it engaged Inuit 

Organizations as early as possible in the 

identification of alternative means to 

undertake the proposed project, and 

where Inuit showed interest, how it 

involved those parties in developing 

criteria, weighing and assessment 

structures for – and the conduct of the – 

alternative means assessment. 

The Proponent is expected to provide 

evidence that it engaged Inuit Organizations 

and other Indigenous groups to be affected by 

the proposed project as early as possible in 

the identification of alternative means to 

undertake the proposed project, and where 

Inuit or other Indigenous groups showed 

interest, how it involved those parties in 

developing criteria, weighing and assessment 

structures for – and the conduct of the – 

alternative means assessment. 

25 6.2.1 …Inuit Qaujimaningit, …Inuit Qaujimaningit, 
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Indigenous Knowledge, and Community 

Knowledge, and avoidance of impacts 

on Inuit values. 

Indigenous Knowledge, and Community 

Knowledge, and avoidance of impacts on 

Inuit and other Indigenous groups’ values. 

28 6.5 If applicable, this should include any 

assistance the Proponent will complete 

with Inuit and local entrepreneurs; 

If applicable, this should include any 

assistance the Proponent will complete with 

Inuit, other Indigenous groups and local 

entrepreneurs; 

29 7.1 whether, and to what extent, the project 

would protect and enhance the existing 

and future well-being of the residents 

and communities of the designated area, 

taking into account the interests of all 

Canadians 

whether, and to what extent, the project would 

protect and enhance the existing and future 

well-being of the residents and communities 

of the designated area, taking into account the 

interests of all Canadians and transboundary 

impacts.  

29 7.1 whether the project reflects the priorities 

and values of the residents of the 

designated area 

whether the project reflects the priorities and 

values of the residents of the designated area 

and the NWT.  

29 7.1 whether the project reflects the priorities 

and values of the residents of the 

designated area 

whether the project reflects the priorities and 

values of the residents of the designated area 

and the NWT.  

31 7.2.2.1 Further, depending on the nature and 

specific location of the proposed project, 

the Proponent is encouraged to also 

engage with government departments 

and agencies as well as local 

government, Designated Inuit 

organizations and Regional Wildlife 

Boards in areas whose members may be 

impacted or have interest in the 

proposed project. 

Further, depending on the nature and specific 

location of the proposed project, the 

Proponent is encouraged to also engage with 

government departments and agencies as well 

as local government, Designated Inuit 

organizations, Indigenous governments, and 

Regional Wildlife Boards in areas whose 

members may be impacted or have interest in 

the proposed project. 

34 7.3 …the Proponent shall consider other 

types of information in addition to data, 

such as Inuit and other Indigenous 

stories and myths, perception 

of the land, well-being, food security, 

cultural practices, and land use. 

…the Proponent shall consider other types of 

information in addition to data, such as Inuit 

and other Indigenous groups’ stories and 

myths, perception of the land, well-being, 

food security, cultural practices, and land use. 

35 7.3 …holistic view of what the current state 

of the environment is, not just for a 

scientific view, but from an Inuit lens. 

…holistic view of what the current state of 

the environment is, not just for a scientific 

view, but from an Inuit and other Indigenous 

groups lens. 

83 8.2.6.2 Potential impacts that the contamination 

of traditional food sources, including 

those trapped, fished, hunted, harvested, 

or grown for subsistence or medicinal 

purposes (i.e., berries, etc.), may have 

on individuals, families, communities, 

and the ability of Inuit to engage in 

traditional lifestyles. 

Potential impacts that the contamination of 

traditional food sources, including those 

trapped, fished, hunted, harvested, or grown 

for subsistence or medicinal purposes (i.e., 

berries, etc.), may have on individuals, 

families, communities, and the ability of Inuit 

and other Indigenous groups to engage in 

traditional lifestyles. 

95 10.1 While the NIRB has identified 

requirements for Proponents and 

guidance to consider, how Proponents 

work with Inuit and how these 

relationships and resulting knowledge 

and information informs project 

development and the impact statement is 

up to the discretion of Proponents. 

While the NIRB has identified requirements 

for Proponents and guidance to consider, how 

Proponents work with Inuit and other 

Indigenous groups and how these 

relationships and resulting knowledge and 

information informs project development and 

the impact statement is up to the discretion of 

Proponents. 
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96 10.1 …be verified with Inuit communities to 

ensure that it was appropriately and 

accurately documented, 

analyzed/interpreted, used, and 

disclosed. 

…be verified with Inuit and/or Indigenous 

groups (as appropriate) to ensure that it was 

appropriately and accurately documented, 

analyzed/interpreted, used, and disclosed. 

96 10.1 Community and regional verification 

and validation methods may differ from 

one another – and the Proponent is 

expected to clarify these expectations 

with the Kitikmeot Inuit Association and 

community organizations as necessary. 

Community and regional verification and 

validation methods may differ from one 

another – and the Proponent is 

expected to clarify these expectations with the 

Kitikmeot Inuit Association and 

community organizations, and other 

Indigenous governments or organizations, as 

necessary. 

97 10.3 Proponents should work with 

Knowledge holders and the application 

organizations, such as the Regional Inuit 

Associations, 

Proponents should work with Knowledge 

holders and the application organizations, 

such as the Regional Inuit Associations and 

other Indigenous governments or 

organizations… 

99 11.2 The Proponent shall also discuss how it 

engaged and will continue to engage 

Inuit in the development and 

implementation of its Environmental 

Protection Plan. 

The Proponent shall also discuss how it 

engaged and will continue to engage Inuit and 

other Indigenous groups in the development 

and implementation of its Environmental 

Protection Plan. 

101 11.3 The Proponent shall also discuss how it 

engaged and will continue to engage 

Inuit in the development and 

implementation of its monitoring and 

mitigation plans,… 

The Proponent shall also discuss how it 

engaged and will continue to engage Inuit and 

other Indigenous groups in the development 

and implementation of its monitoring and 

mitigation plans,… 

102 11.3.1 

 

 

Plans for how Inuit and local 

communities will be involved in 

adaptive management 
planning and implementation, including 

in the future development of 

management objectives, indicators, 

thresholds (or triggers) and responses in 

monitoring;  

 

 

 

Plans for how Inuit, other Indigenous groups,

and local communities will be involved in 

adaptive management planning and 

implementation, including in the future 

development of management objectives, 

indicators, thresholds (or triggers) and 

responses in monitoring;  
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Nunavut Impact Review Board  

P.O. Box 1360  

Cambridge Bay, NU X0B 0C0  

Sent via email: info@nirb.ca; kgillard@nirb.ca 

 

 

 

RE:  Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) review of NIRB File No. 

24XN038: Revised Draft Scope List for the Grays Bay Road and Port Project Proposal 

 

 

Dear Nunavut Impact Review Board.  

 

The Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) has reviewed the Draft Scope and 

Impact Statement Guidelines for the proposed Gray’s Bay Port and Road Project and we have a 

number of comments and recommendations. Overall, we are very concerned about the current 

artificially narrow scope of the project description and project assessment and recommend that, 

given the significance of the proposed project and its likelihood to create permanent and 

profound transformational impacts on the landscape, wildlife, and communities, an assessment of 

the full range of possible future development scenarios and regional impacts resulting from this 

project must be undertaken.  We cannot properly review the long-term cumulative impacts of 

this proposed project and its potential impact on our communities and future generations, without 

the review explicitly acknowledging that it is a growth-inducing project that is likely to initiate 

potentially rapid development and transformational change in the region.   

 

mailto:info@nirb.ca
mailto:kgillard@nirb.ca
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The Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) represents the Fond-du-Lac, 

Black Lake, and Hatchet Lake Denesųłiné First Nations. Our present-day communities are 

located in Northern Saskatchewan and our lands since time immemorial, Nuhenéné, extend into 

what are now known as Northwest Territories and Nunavut. Barren-ground caribou are the life-

blood of our people and the foundation of our culture and way of life.  Migratory caribou are a 

part of every aspect of our lives and are central to our physical, spiritual, and cultural well being. 

Our language, food security, spirituality, relationships, art, ceremony, tools, games, livelihoods, 

stories, families and traditions are all a result of our deep relationship with the lands and caribou 

and depend on thriving healthy caribou populations. Our communities have lived in relationship 

with the Bathurst and Beverly caribou herds, both of which are likely to be impacted by this 

proposed project, for countless generations until population declines and range contractions have 

recently meant they no longer reliably spend part of their annual cycle in Nuhenéné. We have 

already witnessed the staggering 98% decline in the Bathurst Caribou population and have 

serious concerns about how this herd would survive the disturbance to their critical habitat 

caused by the proposed project. Given what is at stake, the precautionary principle must be 

applied and the scope of the review must capture the true cumulative impacts of the proposed 

project which requires understanding potential scenarios of future development in the region 

induced by the Project as well as all potential use of the road and port.  

 

 

Specific Comments and Recommendations  

 

1. Project should be described in its entirety as part of a larger corridor and not 

artificially contained.  

 

The Project as described in the current draft scope document is too narrow and does not provide 

adequate information in order to properly assess the reality of the potential impacts of a project 

that would have profound, permanent, and landscape transforming implications.  The 

scope of the Project must include the wider context within which the Project sits, such as the 

future planned connection to the Slave Geological Province Corridor, as well as the growth-

inducing nature of the Project that will have regional and possibly national effects as more 

development will stem from this initial project.  

 

Recommendation: The Project Scope must acknowledge that this project is part of a bigger plan 

to connect to the Slave Geological Province Corridor and acknowledge and describe the 

likelihood of future induced developments stemming off this road.  As currently described in the 

scope as a stand alone and contained project, it does not adequately capture the landscape-level 

transformational changes that the proposed Project would create.  It is misleading and inadequate 

to describe or review this project in isolation from future projects that it will connect to and 

induce.  

 

 

2. The Project description and analysis should include all planned and potential future 

use of the road and port.   
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The current project description lacks a description and assessment of the usage of this road and 

port and should include description and analysis of levels of expected or potential traffic, types 

of traffic, and the potential for any impacts as a result of usage of the road and port, as well as 

potential for ongoing and future growth and evolution of usage of the road and port. Potential 

impacts of road use include transport of chemicals and other dangerous or toxic materials, 

potential increased hunting pressure, increased possibility of fires, spread of invasive species, 

noise generation, increased human activity, disturbance to wildlife, and impacts to safety and 

well being of traditional land users. Analysis of this infrastructure cannot be separated from 

analysis of the impacts of the use of the infrastructure.   

 

In Section 4, Exclusions to Scoping list, we disagree that future third party use of the road should 

be excluded from the scope of this analysis. Understanding how this road and port will induce a 

wide range of potential future scenarios of use must be an important part of this review and how 

we understand the long-term cumulative impacts.  This review must not diminish the importance 

and magnitude of the proposed project, which would be the first transportation corridor cut 

through this landscape, and crossing critical habitat and important caribou migration routes.  

Long-term evolving use of the road and port need to be considered in this review.   

 

Recommendation: Short-term planned use of and potential future use scenarios of the road and 

port should be clearly described and any and all associated risks and impacts must be analyzed as 

part of the project review. Long-term cumulative impacts of a wide range of possible future-use 

scenarios should be included as part of the scope of the review in order for everyone to have as 

clear an understanding as possible of how use of the Project may impact the landscape and 

wildlife over the long term.  

 

3. Project description and assessment should not be narrowed by a limited definition 

of “reasonably foreseeable” future development or induced development.  

 

Throughout the Draft Scope List, there are many comments about ‘induced development’ and 

‘reasonably foreseeable development.’ Both of these terms have been defined in the Draft IS 

Guidelines and based on the definitions provided, we are concerned that the cumulative impacts 

of potential future growth stemming from this project will not be adequately understood, 

described, planned for, or analysed as part of the review of this project. This is a critical point, in 

our opinion, that leaves the scope of the review of this project too narrow to adequately 

understand the impacts on future generations, on the landscape and wildlife.  Rather than narrow 

the focus to foreseeable future projects, which in the given definition appears to mean only 

projects that are currently or soon-to-be submitted to NIRB for review, we need to see the 

application of the best available tools and practises to create an analysis of a range of possible 

future scenarios of regional development induced by the Project and the long-term cumulative 

impacts of such growth.   

 

Recommendation: It is well established and known that transportation corridors created through 

a landscape have the potential to completely change that landscape and all ecological, biological, 

socio-economic, and cultural processes within that landscape. The scope of assessment for this 

project should not be constrained by narrow definitions of what is ‘reasonably foreseeable.’ Best 
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practises, methods, planning, and analysis of future scenarios should be used to evaluate 

potential scenarios of growth induced by this project and the potential ecosystemic, social, 

cultural and other impacts of those potential future scenarios.  Without this information, we have 

no way to adequately review this proposal and the potential impact to the landscape, the caribou, 

and to our culture, way of life, and future generations.   

 

 

4. Inclusion of Indigenous Knowledge throughout the IS Guidelines document.  

 

In reviewing the IS Guidelines document, we noted that there are inconsistencies in the 

requirement or recommendation to the proponent to use Indigenous Knowledge to inform the 

assessment.  There are many instances where Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous Knowledge 

and Community Knowledge are all included in the guidance, however, there are many where 

only IQ is acknowledged.  In the very first section of the document, Section 1, the bullet point 

copied below demonstrates our concern and our recommendation that Indigenous Knowledge 

should be added into any passage such as the one below:  

 

• “Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit shared must inform all phases of the proposed project and 

Impact Statement and final conclusions, including the design phase, operations, 

monitoring through to closure, as well as baseline development and impact analysis”  

 

Recommendation: Indigenous Knowledge should be added to any section in the IS Guidelines 

where it is currently missing alongside Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit or Qaujimaningit in order to 

ensure that all knowledge systems are acknowledged and respected and used to inform and guide 

all stages of this review.   

 

As caribou people, we are deeply concerned by the enormous implications of the proposed 

project and the transformational changes it would induce on a landscape that has one of the last 

remaining long distance terrestrial migrations on earth, the barren-ground caribou, as well as the 

implications for our communities and future generations of caribou people.  We cannot allow the 

environmental assessment process to fail us once again and we hope to see our recommendations 

reflected in the final scope of the project.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 
 

Ron Robillard,  

Chief Negotiator, Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC):  

rrobillard@adnlc.ca 

 

 

mailto:rrobillard@adnlc.ca


Chief Joseph Custer Reserve # 201 

Mailing address: Box 23126 South Hill PO, Prince Albert, Sask.  S6V 8A7 

Phone: (306) 953-7287 Fax: (306) 763-2973 

 

CC: 

 

Katie Rasmussen, Ecological Consultant, ADNLC: 

katiebeth.rasmussen@gmail.com 
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Grays Bay Road and Port Project: Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines Comments 
Submitted by the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board 
November 4, 2025 

Party 
Comm
ent 

Subject 
or Topic 

Reference to 
Draft 
Documents 

Comment: Issues or 
Questions, including 
rationale 

Comment: 
Recommendation 
and/or justification 

NIRB 
Action 
and/or 
justificati
on 

BQCM
B1 

General 
Comme
nt 

General 
Comment 

The BQCMB has had 
a mandate to 
manage the Beverly 
and Qamanirjuaq 
caribou herds since 
1982.The Grays Bay 
road has the 
potential to aQect 
the Beverly herd in a 
significant way. A 
number of the 
BQCMB Indigenous 
board members have 
spoken about the 
importance of all 
caribou and all 
caribou herds. In this 
case the BQCMB has 
taken the 
opportunity to 
consider all the 
caribou herds that 
may interact with the 
proposed road: 
Beverly, Bathurst, 
Bluenose-East and 
Dolphin-Union. We 
note that all of these 
herds are trams-
boundary between 
NT and NU. As a 
caribou 
management board, 
however, we have 
largely limited our 
comments to 
caribou. 

BQCMB requests that 
NIRB consider the BQ 
board’s comments for all 
caribou herds that may 
be aQected by the road 
proposal and to bear in 
mind that these herds 
are trans-boundary and 
of high value outside 
Nunavut as well as 
within Nunavut. 

 

BQCM
B2 

Protecti
on of 
Caribou 
Calving 
Grounds 

General 
Comment 

In 2004 the BQCMB 
issued a position 
paper that stated 
that the calving and 
post-calving ranges 
of these two herds 
should be protected 
long-term from all 
development. 
Caribou cows with 
young calves are 
known to be 

BQCMB requests that 
NIRB support long-term 
protection of calving and 
post-calving ranges for 
the Beverly and 
Qamanirjuaq herds, and 
that NIRB consider 
supporting protection of 
calving and post-calving 
ranges of the Bathurst 
and Bluenose-East 
herds. 
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particularly sensitive 
to disturbance. 

BQCM
B3 

Cumulat
ive 
Impacts 

p.47 draft 
guidelines 

The Grays Bay road 
proposal has one 
main purpose, which 
is to enable mining. 
The cumulative 
eQects assessment 
should include all 
reasonably 
foreseeable 
developments that 
may become viable 
as a result of the GB 
road being built.  

Proponent should 
provide maps of 
reasonably foreseeable 
mineral developments 
and include these in the 
cumulative eQects 
assessment. 

 

BQCM
B4 

Valued 
Compon
ents 

p.47 draft 
guidelines 

All caribou herds 
that may interact 
with the Grays Bay 
road proposal, 
including the 
Bathurst, Beverly, 
Bluenose-East and 
Dolphin-Union 
should be included 
as Valued Ecosystem 
Components. We 
note that the 
Dolphin-Union herd 
is listed in the NWT 
and federally as 
Endangered. We 
note further that the 
Bathurst herd has 
declined from about 
470,000 in 1986 to 
less than 7,000 in 
2022. The 
management plan 
for this herd 
considers a 
threshold of 30,000 
caribou (or less) as 
critically low.  

All caribou herds that 
may be aQected by the 
Grays Bay should be 
considered as Valued 
Ecosystem 
Components; the 
Bathurst and Dolphin-
Union herds require 
special attention given 
their critically low 
numbers. 

 

BQCM
B5 

Transbo
undary 
Impacts 

p. 51 draft 
guidelines 

BQCMB appreciates 
the inclusion of 
potential impacts to 
other harvester 
groups, including 
those in other 
jurisdictions. We 
note again that the 
Bathurst, Bluenose-
East, Beverly and 
Dolphin-Union herds 
are transboundary 
between NWT and 
NU. 

We do not have specific 
recommendations here 
but we note that several 
transboundary Dene, 
Inuvialuit and Métis 
harvester groups may be 
aQected, and these 
eQects will need to be 
considered through 
engagement and 
consultation processes. 
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BQCM
B6 

Alternati
ve 
options 
for the 
road 
proposal 

Draft scope 
list, section 
9 

The currently 
proposed road 
corridor for the Grays 
Bay road runs 
essentially north-
south from the north 
end of Contwoyto 
Lake to Grays Bay. 
This road corridor 
would cut through 
the western portion 
of the Bathurst 
herd’s calving 
ground. Given the 
herd’s extreme 
decline to date, with 
no sign of recovery, 
adding a significant 
disturbance at a time 
of great sensitivity 
(cows with newborn 
calves) could have a 
substantial 
demographic eQect 
on the herd. 

It is unclear how much 
eQort has been made to 
consider an alternative 
road corridor. We 
request NIRB to 
consider asking for a 
comprehensive 
assessment of 
alternative road options 
that minimize 
disturbances to caribou. 
 
 

 

BQCM
B7 

Marine 
Wildlife 

Draft scope 
list, section 
1 

The endangered 
Dolphin-Union herd 
migrates twice 
annually from 
southern Victoria 
Island in early winter 
to the mainland 
where it spends the 
winter, then travels 
back north across 
the sea-ice before 
spring. The migration 
south happens as 
soon as the sea ice 
forms, and losses of 
caribou going 
through thin ice have 
been reported 
frequently by 
hunters. 

The proponent should 
clearly specify how early 
and how late the 
shipping season for 
ocean-going ships would 
be and whether the 
caribou migration south 
or north across the sea-
ice could be aQected. 
We note also that 
hunters from 
communities like 
Kugluktuk and 
Cambridge Bay travel 
extensively by snow-
machine and they might 
want some assurance 
that their travel and 
harvesting activities on 
the sea-ice would not be 
aQected. 

 

BQCM
B8 

230 km 
all 
season 
road 

Draft scope 
list, p. 2 

Experience in the 
NWT has shown that 
in situations where 
caribou are readily 
accessible by road 
and harvest is not 
limited, harvest rates 
can be high and 
some hunters use 
poor hunting 
practices. There 
have been cases 

The proponent should 
explain how traQic on 
this proposed road 
would be managed, 
particularly hunter 
traQic. 
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where a road that 
was supposed to be 
private became a 
public road. There is 
potential for the 
Grays Bay road to 
provide abundant 
access to caribou at 
certain times of 
years. 

BQCM
B9 

Exclusio
n to 
Scoping 
List 

Draft 
scoping list 
p. 3 

The proponent states 
that further road 
development and 
third parties (e.g. 
mines and utilities) 
would not be 
considered under 
the present NIRB 
process. It is the 
BQCMB’s 
perspective that 
cumulative impacts 
associated with this 
road should be 
comprehensive and 
include all possible 
developments that 
may arise from the 
enabling eQects of 
this road. 

We request that NIRB 
require a comprehensive 
cumulative impacts 
analysis of all expected 
and/or likely factors 
potentially aQecting 
caribou (all herds in the 
area), rather than a 
piece-meal approach. 
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November 4, 2025 

Amir Pourmahabadian           by EMAIL 
Acting Manager, Impact Assessment 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
29 Mitik Street, P.O. BOX 1360 
CAMBRIDGE BAY, NU  X0B 0CO 
 
Dear Amir Pourmahabadian, 

GNWT review of Revised Draft Scope and Revised Draft EIS Guidelines for the West Kitikmeot 

Resources Corporation’s Grays Bay Road and Port project (NIRB file number 24XN038) 

On September 12, 2025, the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) invited parties to review and 

provide additional comments/feedback on the Revised Draft Scope List and/or Revised Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Guidelines developed for the Grays Bay Road and Port 

(GBRP) project. The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) has reviewed these 

documents as they relate to our mandate, jurisdiction and areas of expertise, and officials have 

attended scoping sessions in Yellowknife and Inuvik. 

At this time, GNWT has no additional comments. GNWT looks forward to participating in the 

remainder of the scoping phase, including the Guidelines workshop in December, and the 

subsequent phases of NIRB’s review. 

Should NIRB or any participants have any questions about this submission, please contact Hannah 

Ponsonby, Project Assessment Analyst by email at Hannah_Ponsonby@gov.nt.ca or by phone at 

867-767-9180 ext. 24024 or Alison Heslep, Manager, Project Assessment Branch by email at 

Alison_Heslep@gov.nt.ca or by phone at 867-767-9180 ext. 24021. 

Lorraine Seale 
 
 
 
 
Director 
Impact Assessment and Security Management 
Department of Environment and Climate Change 
Government of the Northwest Territories 

http://www.gov.nt.ca/
mailto:Hannah_Ponsonby@gov.nt.ca
mailto:Alison_Heslep@gov.nt.ca
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Gwìch’inat Eenjit 
Gàdatr’igwijìlcheii Gidilii 
Gwìch’in nan, nakhwek’yùu ts’àt gwitr’it 

tthak nakhwidavee gwiheezàa eenjit 

Gwich’in Tribal Council 
Gwich’in land, culture & economy for a better future 

 
November 4, 2025 
 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
200 Scotia Centre200 Scotia Centre 
Box 938, 5102-50th Ave 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 
 
 
24XN038 Comments on the Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines  
 
Dear Tara Arko,  

The Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) is an interested party to the proceedings of 24XN038, 
the Grays Bary Port and Road Project environmental assessment (the Project) and is actively 
engaged in the scoping phase of the environmental assessment (EA).  

GTC has reviewed the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB)’s September 12, 2025, 
Revised DRAFT Guidelines for the Preparation of an Impact Statement for West Kitikmeot 
Resources Corp’s Grays Bay Road and Port Proposal (draft Guidelines) document.  

GTC’s review time and capacity have been challenged by parallel EA processes, and the 
comments herein represent GTC’s main concerns and thoughts on the draft Guidelines and 
concerns with the Project. These comments are not considered exhaustive of GTC’s concerns 
with the project or the draft Guidelines. 
GTC completed community scoping sessions in three of its four communities during 
September 2025. Comments from those community scoping sessions were considered when 
preparing this response. A summary report from the community scoping sessions will be 
submitted to NIRB once it has been validated by the communities.   

Overview of GTC Concerns 

GTC’s review of the draft Guidelines are informed by the concerns that Gwich’in 
Participants have regarding the Project and its potential impact on broader Gwich’in valued 
components, rights and interests. These concerns are identified briefly below.  

Based on its review and the EA process to date, GTC is very concerned with the Project’s 
potential impact on the Gwich’in Settlement Area (GSA) and on the rights and interests of 
Gwich’in Participants. Gwich’in community members anticipate direct Project-related 
effects during the pre-construction and construction phases of the Project, and significant 
impacts to Gwich’in rights and interests over the operational lifetime of the Project due to 
induced development activities in the West Kitikmeot region and along the coastline due to 
project-induced impacts to shipping. The draft Guidelines do not currently provide sufficient 

http://www.gwichintribal.ca/
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terms of reference that these components will be given appropriate consideration by the West 
Kitikmeot Resources Corp (the proponent) or NIRB such that potentially significant and 
adverse impacts can be understood and responsibly managed.  

Gwich’in ancestors have travelled through lands in the western Kitikmeot region for hunting. 
Members are also inter-married and have strong connections with Inuvialuit in the Inuvialuit 
Settlement Region (ISR). These lands and waters along the coastline continue to play an 
important role in the cultural health and well-being of Gwich’in Participants. Gwich’in have 
long relied on the Porcupine caribou herd, for example, whose calving grounds are along the 
Arctic coastline and are very sensitive to disturbance. Gwich’in Participants are very 
concerned about the risk of accidents and malfunctions of shipping along the Northwest 
Territories, Yukon Territories, and Alaskan coastlines, and how this might affect calving 
grounds. These concerns extend to the health and well-being of migratory birds, fish, and 
marine mammals. However, neither the draft Guidelines nor the recently published October 
10th, 2025, Cooperation Plan between NIRB and the Mackenzie Valley Environmental 
Impact Review Board (MVEIRB)1 provide reference to the Porcupine herd or related coastal 
values as part of the focus of assessment.  

Gwich’in elders and Knowledge Holders at community meetings expressed how the health 
of the land and water is affected by disturbances that are near and far. These Participants 
were concerned that the Project might adversely affect its immediate environment, the ripple 
effects of which would eventually impact and affect the integrity of valued components in 
the GSA. Risks of adverse impacts increase with every induced development project that 
arises from the Project. Gwich’in Participants are very worried about the basin-opening 
nature of the Project and the cumulative effects of induced development on a sensitive and 
stressed environment.  

Gwich’in Participants also anticipate that Highway 8 (the Dempster Highway) and Highway 
10 (the Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway) will make up an important part of the logistics chain 
to supply construction materials and equipment for the Project. This includes the transport 
of goods and materials via the road network to Tuktoyaktuk, where it could be transferred to 
barge and shipped to the Grays Bay site. Road conditions are currently poor, and community 
members worry what a significant increase in road traffic might do to the roadbed, and how 
transport workers might affect local communities, infrastructure, and services.  

Gwich’in Participants are also frustrated from a history of resource development in the GSA 
that sees few employment and contracting opportunities for Gwich’in members, despite 
putting GSA lands and resources at risk. Gwich’in Participants are not interested in Projects 
that benefit from the GSA but result in impacts to social, economic, or cultural values without 
corresponding benefits. The draft Guidelines should clearly describe potential work and 

 
1 Nunavut Impact Review Board and Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board Cooperation 
Plan for Assessing Transboundary/Transregional Impacts of the Proposed Grays Bay Road and Port Project 
in the Mackenzie Valley, NIRB File No. 24XN038.  
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contracting opportunities in the Regional Study Area while also considering impacts on local 
economies and communities affected by pre-construction, construction mobilization and 
transport. In a similar vein, impacts to community infrastructure and public services should 
consider how the transportation of goods to shipping facilities in Tuktoyaktuk will impact 
the local services and socio-economics. If significant traffic loads and workers will be 
traversing through the GSA and ISR, undesirable impacts to vulnerable populations and to 
health and safety need also be considered.  

The draft Guidelines provide no clear requirement for the proponent to explore and 
characterize direct and indirect impacts likely to be experienced in the GSA and to Gwich’in 
valued components.  

Consideration of Induced Developments   

The Grays Bay Project is irregular in that it is a mega project with no viable purpose except 
to induce development. The project itself is massive in scope with serious potential impacts 
to consider. However, unlike classic resource development projects, the main impacts will 
occur during construction and not during operations. The proponent has stated there is no 
defined closure phase for the project. In theory, it will be a permanent bit of infrastructure 
intended for maintenance and operation for a minimum of 75 years, with no end in sight. 
Based on the draft Guidelines, this is what is being assessed.  

However, the project is not feasible unless it spurs economic and resource development, 
inclusive of Nation-building and sovereignty-fueled military projects. The intent of the 
Project is to serve as a catalyst for greater development and to facilitate a resource 
extraction corridor along this stretch of the Kitikmeot region, with product being shipped 
east and west to markets. Additional security considerations for military staging and 
sovereignty goals, in addition to real world strategic placement of military bases and 
defensive/offensive infrastructure will add to the change this part of the world will 
experience because of this project being built.  

The draft Guidelines do not currently weight this reality with enough gravitas. Cumulative 
effects and regional study areas are directed to consider indirect and induced developments, 
but there is little standard identified for how much induced development should be 
considered.  

GTC believes this represents a significant gap in the draft Guidelines and recommends for 
NIRB to demand an assessment process that meaningfully considers the effects of induced 
development on the terrestrial and marine environments at different scales.  

At minimum, cumulative effects scenarios should consider the development of active 
mines and exploration projects, ones currently in the regulatory process, and mines that lie 
within the local study area or zone of influence from the road and port that might become 
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economically viable with a permanent road to the south and port to global markets. This 
scenario should also include the completion of the Arctic Security Corridor.  

The draft Guidelines should also demand that the proponent identify the induced 
development scenario required for the project to break-even financially. This is effectively 
a minimum anticipated scenario the proponent has for induced development.  

Finally, the draft Guidelines should consider what an optimistic induced development 
scenario would look like after 75 years of resource development projects starting, 
operating, and even closing in the broader region.  

These scenarios are not standard ways of conducting a cumulative effects assessment. 
However, they are reflective of the unique nature of this Project, whose purpose is to 
promote and expand economic development opportunities in this region.  

Such assessments should be directed to consider the development of military infrastructure 
and operations over a 75-year lifetime and how low-flying jets, artillery testing, and naval 
exercises might affect terrestrial and marine life and valued components.  In a similar vein, 
these scenarios should consider the likely proliferation of road networks, traffic use, and 
marine shipping associated with each scenario and new project. How these induced 
development projects interact with anticipated climate change scenarios and other 
development pressures over 75 years and affect struggling caribou herds are a key concern 
for Gwich’in Participants.  

These cumulative effects scenarios play an important role in establishing a more plausible 
future with and without the Project. The incorporation of more a robust cumulative effects 
assessment into the guidelines will also affect the temporal and spatial boundaries being 
considered. As more induced development is considered, likely impacts and interactions 
with Gwich’in rights and interests are likely to increase. This will affect the selection of a 
Regional Study Area, which must deliberately be selected to consider potential risks to 
Indigenous lands, rights and interests because of potential future development scenarios 
and cumulative effects development scenarios. For Gwich’in members, this includes 
potential impacts to sensitive calving grounds on the coastline for the Porcupine caribou 
herd and Union caribou herd, which could be affected by shipping activities and spills.  
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Cumulative Effects from Climate Change  

Gwich’in participants are very concerned about the rate of change that has been experienced 
in communities over the past few decades. During community sessions in Aklavik and 
Tsiigehtchic, community members expressed to GTC their concerns related to climate 
change.  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. Climate change is making it hard to predict weather and natural patterns and making 
it more challenging to be on the land and subsist from the land.  

In addition to cumulative effects experienced from the Project and induced development, 
Gwich’in participants are also concerned about future development pressures. The proposed 
Mackenzie Valley Highway (MVH) and Norman Wells Closure and Reclamation (NWCR) 
EA are two such projects. Both are in the environmental assessment process and represent 
significant risk to Gwich’in values and interests. The MVH project could open up the region 
south of the GSA for development. Alongside the Grays Bay Project, the area east of the 
GSA for development while simultaneously risking coastal values as a result of marine 
shipping and transport. The NWCR project, by contrast, risks changing water flows and 
quality of the Mackenzie River to downstream users. Collectively, these projects could 
significantly restrict Gwich’in cultural health and well-being. 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 draft 
Guidelines must account for these cumulative stressors and contribute to the resilience of 
stressed valued components. 

Baseline information  

The concerns expressed by Gwich’in members related to the degree and rate of change 
point to baseline health and well-being levels for valued components that are already 
compromised. Understanding the state of a valued component relative to a point in time 
when that valued component was considered healthy is crucial to understanding baseline 
conditions. The draft Guidelines’ description of baseline information should include 
conclusions on the relative state of health of each valued component relative to a point of 
“well-being”. This should include a description of how vulnerable that valued component 
is to change, its sources of resilience, and key components that contribute to its existing 
well-being.  
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Meaningful Gwich’in engagement and participation in the EA 

During community scoping sessions in the GSA, community members expressed a desire to 
stay informed about the Project and EA and to have more opportunities to voice their 
thoughts and concerns.  GTC would like to see commitments for further engagement 
reflected in a final Guidelines document.   

GTC also believes it important for the draft Guidelines to expand on engagement 
expectations. At a minimal, this should include all communities identified or that will be 
directly and indirectly affected by anticipated future development scenarios, and engagement 
must be carried out with the responsible and respective Indigenous Government Organization 
overseeing the rights and interests of those communities. 

Duty to Consult and Accommodate 

GTC is concerned that Indigenous rights and interests are not actively captured or protected 
under the NIRB process. The draft Guidelines state the reliance on the Federal Crown to 
provide direction in relation to these issues, including identifying relevant Indigenous 
Groups with asserted and/or established aboriginal and/or Treaty rights affected by the 
Project, and to determine the scope of the Crown’s Duty to Consult and assess the adequacy 
of consultation. GTC is concerned though, that these duties, and any corresponding 
obligations to study rights and interests outside of Nunavut will be marginalized if NIRB 
does not explicitly define its expectations for the Crown. For example, if GTC is not 
specifically named by the Federal Crown, need the proponent investigate GTC concerns? 

GTC therefore recommends that the draft Guidelines clearly describes the roles and 
expectations of the Federal Crown and MVEIRB in fulfilling the Duty to Consult and 
Accommodate.  

Towards this end it is also important to understand how NIRB will incorporate input from 
non-Inuit Indigenous groups and the Federal Crown in decisions related to the Project.  

 

  



 

Page | 7  
  

Closing Comments 

GTC thanks NIRB for its works to date on this project and for joining GTC remotely for 
community scoping sessions to hear from Gwich’in community members as part of the 
scoping phase. GTC has considered comments heard from these sessions, 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.   

Should you require any further information or clarification regarding our submission, please 
do not hesitate to contact me at the contact info below. 
 
Mahsi (thanks) for your time and attention to this matter.  
 
Regards, 
 
 
Kanda Gnama 
Senior Manager 
Lands and Resources Department 
Gwich’in Tribal Council 
E: kanda.gnama@gwichintribal.ca   
T: (867) 777-7912  

mailto:eleonoras.mazzoneschi@gwichintribal.ca
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