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Kahsho Got'ine Committee com
ments attached as PDF.

Norman Wel
Is Proven Ar
ea and
Contaminati
on Manage
ment

Figure 1, P.
6
Table 1, P. 7

Figure 1 shows the extent of the
Proven Area and components of |
mperial’s oil field. However, Figu
re 1 Proven Area boundaries do
not include all operations infrastr
ucture (and transportation corrid
ors) that should be included/asse
ssed in the Operations EA. Furth
er definition of known/suspected
contamination occurs that may r
equire management during Oper
ations, should be provided to en
sure the EA spatial scope is corre
ct; this concern was raised durin
g the Technical Sessions. The ext
ent should include vertical exten
ts of contamination and/or opera
tions infrastructure. Although th
e Terms of Reference notes that t
he project does not include closu
re, remediation, or final reclamat
ion of project components, mana
gement of contaminated soil/sed
iment should be included in the
scope of the EA for on-going ope
rations and contamination, inclu
ding Line 490 is repaired/replace
d.

IR1-1a: The developer should mo
dify the Proven Area boundaries
to include all infrastructure and
all areas related to operations, in
cluding key transport corridors, a
nd the extents of all known or su
spected contamination.

IR1-1b: It is recommended that a
ctive monitoring and manageme
nt of contaminated, soil, ground

water, sediment and surface wat
er be included in the Scope of D

evelopment.

Key Lines of
Inquiry and

Effects Path
ways

Section 2.2.
2. Key
Lines of Inq
uiry, P. 8

The key lines of inquiry are defin
ed as areas of concern that have
been identified as requiring the
most attention during the EA, an
d are listed as 1) keeping water
safe and clean in the Mackenzie
River, and 2) protecting tradition
al harvesting. The lines of inquir
y do not include additional path
ways of effects, including poor/i
mproper communication of impa
cts, or poorly assessed or comm
unicated environmental effects
monitoring results. These are ke
y and ongoing effects pertaining
to Norman

Wells Operations, which should b
e given appropriate attention in t
he EA.

IR1-2: The developer should incl

ude additional effects pathways

(improper communication of imp
acts to communities, poorly asse
ssed/communicated environmen
tal effects monitoring results), a

nd clarify whether key lines of in
quiry will be supported by appro
priate protection and incident re
sponse plans, as well as monitori
ng and communication.

Aquatic Imp
acts

Section 2.3.
Geographic
scope, P. 9

The Terms of Reference for Norm
an Wells Operations EA indicate t
hat the EA study area (i.e., inclu
ding spatial extent of water and
aquatic life impacts) will be furth
er defined by the developer in it
s Developer’s Assessment Repor
t. It is unclear if the spatial exten

IR1-3: The Board should clarify w
hat its responsibility will be if the
developer has not sufficiently de
fined the EA study area.

The EA study area should includ

e all downstream effects areas t

hat are covered by the Aquatic E




t of impacts will be defined by th
e Board, if the developer’s asses
sment is insufficient.

ffects Monitoring Program - (AE
MP), at a minimum.

Baseline Da
ta Collectio
n

Section 3.1.
Describe ba
seline condi
tions and th
e existing e
nvironment,
P. 10.

The Terms of Reference state tha
t IORL is encouraged to use exist
ing data when available, and tha
t if data is lacking, IORL will colle
ct new information (i.e., baseline
data). There have been significa

nt concerns with Imperial’s data

collection (methods, frequency, r
esolution, and locations)

and quality, particularly regardin
g environmental effects monitori
ng (e.g., the AEMP).

It would be beneficial for the KG
C and other third parties to be c
onsidered for baseline/monitorin
g data collection, to foster relati
onships with the communities, e
nsure that data is collected to sa
tisfy community concerns, and i
mprove data robustness and reli
ability.

IR1-4a: The Board should ensure
that any existing data used by |
mperial (as baseline) is reliable a
nd comprehensive (see previous
concerns with IORL environment
al effects monitoring

data quality).

IR1-4b: The Board should consid
er engaging the KGC or other thi
rd parties to collect baseline dat
a, to ensure the process reflects
community concerns and that ba
seline data is robust and reliable.

Impact Asse
ssment

Section 3.2.
Assess imp
acts on the
environmen
t, P. 10

The Terms of Reference state tha
t the developer will consider exis
ting and predicted impacts and e
valuate any additional mitigation
s that might be necessary to avo
id/reduce impacts. Consideration
s should also include third-party

and community scientific inform

ation and observations, whereve
r possible, to adequately address
community concerns.

IR1-5: The EA should include thir
d-party scientific information in t
he developer’s evaluation of curr
ent and future impacts.

Community
Consultatio
n

Section 3.3.
Incorporate
Indigenous
Traditional
Knowledge,
P. 11

The Terms of Reference state tha
t “if Indigenous Traditional Knowl
edge is obtained from previous i
nformation from potentially affec
ted communities, the developer
will present it to each associated
Indigenous group for comment a
nd confirmation before including
it in the DAR.” (P. 11). It was
unclear which potentially affecte
d communities would be consult
ed during this process, and what
the minimum notice period woul
d be for community consultation
s.

IR1-6: The Terms of Reference sh
ould specify which communities

will be consulted by Imperial, an
d specify the

minimum notice and effort for th
e community consultations.

Cumulative
Impact Asse
ssment

Section 3.4.
Consider cu
mulative eff
ects

from histori
c operation
s,P. 12

The Terms of Reference states th
at “the developer will describe i
mpact pathways by which a cum
ulative effect may occur and its
potential spatial and temporal sc
ope. It will identify any baseline t
rends relevant to cumulative imp
acts.” (P. 12). It was unclear wha
t data would be relied upon to ev
aluate cumulative effects, and w
hether external reports (i.e., fro
m communities and other third p
arties) as well as peer-reviewed |
iterature would be used to infor
m cumulative effects.

IR1-7: The developer’s cumulativ
e effects assessment should incl
ude external reports and peer-re
viewed scientific literature.

Groundwate
r Valued Co
mponent

Section 4.1.
2.
Groundwate
r quality, P.
14

The Terms of Reference list some
specific concerns with groundwa
ter raised during scoping, includi
ng deterioration of groundwater
quality from historic spills and w
astes and re-injection of produce
d water, potential impacts of Im
perial operations on seepages, a
nd accidents/malfunctions
impacting groundwater quality.
Groundwater concerns raised do
not include concerns related to i

IR1-8a: Impacts to groundwater
due to legacy contamination at t
he Norman Wells site should be i
ncluded in the scope of evaluatin
g the groundwater quality value
d component.

IR1-8b: Clarify whether a baselin
e definition study will be require
d for the Norman Wells site, or if
a regional reference dataset will
be developed for evaluating gro




mpacts caused by legacy conta
mination in soils.

The Terms of Reference state tha
t the developer will describe anti
cipated physical and chemical ch
anges to the receiving groundwa
ter environment caused by proje
ct activities. The extent of baseli
ne groundwater data for the Nor
man Wells site has many gaps, a
nd the state of knowledge is evol
ving, as Imperial described durin
g the Technical Sessions. It was
unclear if a baseline definition st
udy (or similar) would be provide
d for the EA, or if a regional refer
ence dataset would be develope
d

for the purpose of evaluating gro
undwater trends more broadly (i
ncluding aquatic receiving enviro
nments).

undwater trends in the receiving
environment.

10

Operations
AEMP

Section 4.3.
Mackenzie
River and B
osworth Cre
ek water qu
ality. P. 15

The Terms of Reference states th
at the DAR will identify, describ
e, and assess impacts of the proj
ect on surface water quality in th
e Mackenzie River and Bosworth
Creek, “at a scale and resolution
that allows for the application of
results to the assessment of imp
acts on other parts of the enviro
nment.” (P. 15). Frequency/resol
ution of monitoring is a persisten
t concern with Imperial’s existing
AEMP for Norman Wells. It was u
nclear how previous/ongoing mo
nitoring frequency concerns wou
Id berectified in the DAR, and wh
ether an updated operations-sta
ge AEMP would be developed to
rectify preexisting concerns with
data collection. Third-party data
should supplement IORL data.

IR1-9: Clarify whether the DAR w
ill include an updated operations
-stage AEMP. Third-party data sh
ould be

considered, particularly informati
on that directly reflects communi
ty concerns.

11

Sediment C
ontaminatio
n and

Aquatic Life

Section 4.1.
4,
Fish and aq
uatic life. P.
16

The Terms of Reference acknowl
edge that the project may impac
t fish and aquatic life due to cha
nges in surface water and groun
dwater quality. However, it does
not address ongoing (and future)
sediment contamination, or expo
sure of aquatic life to contaminat
ed sediment under changing cli
mate conditions. This is a particu
lar concern for contaminants tha
t bioaccumulate or exhibit toxicit
y to aquatic life that forages in s
ediment. The EA should evaluate
the risks associated with contam
inated sediment and subsequent
ecological impacts, including pat
hways of exposure and long-ter
m effects on aquatic life.

IR1-10: The EA should consider i

mpacts and risks of ongoing and

future sediment contamination o
n aquatic life, or exposure of aqu
atic life to contaminated sedime

nt under changing climate condit
ions.

12

Changes in
Community
Food
Sources

Section 4.2.
2.

Social and ¢
ommunity ¢
onditions. P.
20.

The Terms of Reference list socia
| and community conditions that
will be assessed in the EA, butd
oes not include the effects of ch
anges in community food source
s, as traditional country food is n
o longer obtained from the land

due to community concerns with
fish/wildlife health. This concern
was also raised several times du
ring the technical sessions. The

effects of western processed foo
ds replacing traditional foods fro
m the land should be assessed i

n the EA.

IR1-11: The EA should assess the
effects of western processed foo
ds replacing traditional foods tha
t community

members would obtain from the

land.




13

Human Hea
Ith

Section 4.2.
4,

Human Hea
Ith. P. 22.

The Terms of Reference list hum
an health-related concerns that
will be assessed in the EA (partic
ularly future impacts), but does
not include existing/ongoing com
munity issues, such as increased
rates of cancer and other gastroi
ntestinal diseases in community
members. The EA should include
more specific studies addressing
community member health impa
cts and increased

rates of diseases, in addition to a
nticipated future health impacts.

14

Assessing D
rinking Wat
er Quality C
hanges

Section 4.3.
1.

Keeping wat
er safe and

clean. P. 24.

The Terms of Reference require t
hat the DAR include an evaluatio
n of water quality, along with thr
esholds for determining effects, i
ncluding any available communit
y criteria. The threshold for acce
ptable change in water quality s
hould be based on changes over
background conditions, rather th
an solely relying on exceedances
of numerical guidelines. Standar
d water quality guidelines may
not adequately reflect site-speci
fic changes in water quality, and
therefore are insufficient for asse
ssing localized impacts.

IR1-12: The EA should specificall
y assess key existing community
health concerns (such as increas
ed rates of

diseases), in addition to anticipa
ted future health impacts.

IR1-13: The EA should include a t
hreshold for acceptable change i
n water quality over background

conditions, rather than solely co

mparing water quality to standar
d guidelines.
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Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency (CanNor) - Mr. Alain Gagnon

The temporal scope of assessme
nt (section 2.4) states that the te
mporal boundaries should reflect

Recommend that the Terms of R

CIRNAC-01 [the length of time of impacts, an
Temporal sc | d “also capture any potential lon eferetr;ce acl<|now|fegige thtat thgre
ope of asse |[g-term impacts of the remaining m?t?/gasi:r:/se;oarptk?e Irrglsosgcii\?: EA
f:;?ﬁ?&aﬁor gpaer:)?t;cérllfwgvgl\e/ggserﬁ\évrlltl (E?(:[r]ee?) s that could affect the temporal Please see attached letter for Im
1 Operations | otential overlap of impacts and scope chose.n (e.g., the temporal | perial's comments / responses to
- Draft Term | mitigations proposed for Operati scope o'f'an |.mpact and any prop the Draft Terms of Reference.
s of Referen | ons versus Closure? For exampl ozfgtirg;]tslg;'gongef?nrntgggg)lnfgto
ce; section |e, could there be a limit on how | Ee miti ationsy roposed in %/heuc%
2.4, p.6 ong an impact must be mitigate ntext o% cIosurg) P
d in the case where a mitigation ’
proposed in the context of Closur
e may resume (the) mitigation?
CIRNAC-02 |Section 5.4 of the draft Terms of
Temporary |Reference includes a requiremen
closure and [t for the DAR to describe what w |Recommend that the Terms of R
maintenanc |ould happen if the project were n | eference set out expecations for
e; Norman |ot to go ahead. Additional detail [information requirements regardi
2 Wells Opera [should be included in the Terms | ng activities and impacts that w
tions - Draft | of Reference for information req |ould occur if the project were not
Terms of Ref [ uirements regarding this scenari |to go ahead (e.g., temporary clo
erence; sect|o (e.g., temporary closure and m | sure and maintenance).
ion 5.4, p.2 [aintenance pending Closure and
5 Reclamation).
CIRNAC-03
General Co |[There is a lot of technical termin
mment on T | ology used when discussing Imp
erminology |erial's ongoing operations and pl .
- applicable |ans for future closure and reclam Eﬁcc;?er‘gigd;?i?itciérrzmg%h I|sg
to both the |ation that may not be commonly o pre Jared ?or both roceed?g S
Draft Terms |used by all parties. A thorough li anF::l tgchnical terms%eﬁned ingtﬁ
3 of Referenc |st of agreed upon terminology a e draft Scoping Document and T
e for contin. nd deﬁnition of project-speciﬁc_t erms of Reference so that all par
ued Operati | echnical terms should. be consnd' ties have the same context and
ons and Sco | ered for both proceedings. Consi understanding
ping Docum | deration should also be given to ’
ent for Clos | how these terms could be transl
ure and Rec | ated into traditional language.
lamation
4 CIRNAC-04 |Section 2.1 suggests that the sc | Recommend that construction-re

ope of development includes the

lated components of flow line re




Scope of de
velopment;

Norman Wel
Is Operation
s - Draft Ter
ms of Refer
ence; Sectio
n21,p34

CIRNAC-05

operation of the existing Norman
Wells operations and all associat
ed activities, including maintena

nce works that would include flo

w line maintenance and flow line
repair - including Line 490. Flow |
ine maintenance and flow line re
pair are likely to include construc
tion activities which are not typic
ally considered part of normal op
erations. There would also be so

me level of final closure and clea
n-up associated with the end of t
he construction activity. Suggest
that additional consideration for

how these components of operat
ional activities will be assessed b
e included in the terms of refere

nce.

Scope of de
velopment;

Norman Wel
Is Operation
s - Draft Ter
ms of Refer

ence; Sectio
n2l,p4

Section 2.1 states that closure a
ctivities are not in the scope of t
he operations EA; however, it is
unclear how progressive reclama
tion will be considered, if Imperia
| will continue to progress some
of the existing progressive recla
mation activities during operatio
ns, and how these activities may
impact future closure.

pair and maintenance that may
be required during operations be
included in the scope of develop
ment and scope of assessment i
n the terms of reference.

Recommend that progressive rec
lamation is considered in the sco
pe of development for the opera
tions EA.

ECCC-01 Cli
mate chang
e resilience
and the Str
ategic Asse
ssment of C
limate Chan
ge Referenc
e: Draft Ter
ms of Refer
ence, Imper
ial Oil NWT
Ltd., Norma
n Wells Ope
rations (Ma
ckenzie Vall
ey Review B
oard; July 2
5, 2025) -Se
ction 3.5. C
onsider clim
ate change

The draft Terms of Reference (To
R) references the Strategic Asse
ssment of Climate Change (SAC
C) in Section 3.5, footnote 2, wh
ereby the Developer is directed t
o consider the SACC. It is unclea
r if the reference to the SACC rel
ates only to the emissions/green
house gases (GHG) aspects of th
e project or also to evaluating th
e project's resilience to climate ¢
hange. Section 5.1.5 of the SACC
describes requirements for consi
dering climate change resilience,
and a draft technical guide for as
sessing a project's resilience to ¢
limate change is available on the
SACC webpage. Additionally, foo
tnote 2 refers to Sections 5.6 an
d 5.7 of the ToR. ECCC was unabl
e to locate Section 5.7. Additiona
| references: Strategic Assessme
nt of Climate Change (ECCC, Oc
t. 2020) https://www.strategicass
essmentclimatechange.ca/ Draft
technical guide related to the Str
ategic Assessment of Climate Ch
ange: Assessing climate change
resilience (ECCC) https://www.ca
nada.ca/en/services/environmen
t/conservation/assessments/strat
egic-assessments/draft-second-t
echnical-guide-strategic-assess
ment-climate-change.html

ECCC recommends the Mackenzi
e Valley Review Board (MVRB) cl
arify if the requirement to consid
er the SACC applies only to the e
missions/GHG aspects or also th
e climate change resilience aspe
ct of the project. If so, the MVRB
is recommended to add the resili
ence aspect of the SACC and the
associated draft technical guide
as a useful reference in Section
3.5 of the ToR.

ECCC-02 Gr
eenhouse g
as emission
s Referenc
e: Draft Ter
ms of Refer
ence, Imper
ial Oil NWT
Ltd., Norma
n Wells Ope
rations

The ongoing operation and deco
mmissioning of the proposed Pro
ject may result in GHG emissions
or impact on carbon sinks. Altho
ugh the Strategic Assessment of
Climate Change (SACC) does not
apply to northern jurisdictions, t
he SACC and its technical guides
provide guidance on how to cons
ider climate change throughout
an environmental assessment. T
he SACC and the draft Technical
Guide can be found at: https://w
ww.strategicassessmentclimatec
hange.ca/

ECCC recommends the MVRB an
d the Developer consult the SAC
C and technical guides in assessi
ng the GHG emissions of the proj
ect and impact on carbon sinks.

ECCC also encourages the Devel
oper to develop a plan to achiev
e net-zero emissions by 2050 if t
he Project’s lifetime, including d

ecommissioning, is anticipated t
0 go beyond 2050.




ECCC-03 Ba
seline water
quality con
ditions Refe
rence: Draft
Terms of Ref
erence, Imp
erial Oil NW
T Ltd., Nor
man Wells
Operations
-Section 2.
2.1. Valued
component
s -Section
3.1. Describ
e baseline c
onditions an
d the existi
ng environ
ment

The draft Terms of Reference (To
R) identifies water quality of the
Mackenzie River and Bosworth C
reek as a Valued Component (V
C) for the environmental assess
ment, specifying requirements w
ith respect to baseline conditions
for VCs in Section 3.1: “The DAR
[Developer’'s Assessment Repor
t] will describe baseline conditio
ns for each VC in enough detail t
0 accurately describe and assess
potential impacts of the develop
ment.” The ToR also requests inf
ormation be provided regarding t
he data used to describe baselin
e conditions: “Imperial is encour
aged to use existing data where
available. If data is lacking, Impe
rial will collect new information a
nd describe the methods used, a
nd the accuracy and precision of
measurements. If baseline data f
or a VC has not yet been collecte
d, Imperial will explain how and
when it will be obtained. If Imper
ial believes baseline data for a V
C is unnecessary, it must provid
e a clear rationale.”

The Draft Guidelines for Develop
ing Baseline Water Quality Monit
oring Programs (MVLWB 2018) st
ate: “Baseline water quality mon
itoring programs must provide a
platform to characterize pre-dev
elopment conditions...” The requ
irement of the ToR to describe b
aseline water quality conditions
does not seem to account for the
project being in operation for 10
0 years. Given the different legis
lative requirements at the time t
he project began operations, pre
-development scientific data wo
uld likely be very limited. Moreov
er, any water quality data collect
ed prior to operations is unlikely
to be accurate enough to compa
re with current measurements gi
ven advances in methodology an
d analytical chemistry.

In some cases, upstream referen
ce areas can be used as surrogat
es for baseline conditions. Howe
ver, in this case the use of adjac
ent upstream areas as surrogate
s may be complicated by the pre
sence of natural oil seeps in the
project area, which may have in
fluenced water quality prior to th
e start of operations. As a result,
upstream reference areas locate
d outside the area of natural oil s
eeps may not be representative
of baseline water quality conditi
ons in the project area, particula
rly for hydrocarbons.

From a scientific perspective, de
scribing detailed water quality ¢
onditions prior to operations ma
y not be possible, in which case i
t would not be possible to charac
terize and assess project impact
s relative to baseline water quali
ty conditions. In this case, the as
sessment of project impacts may
need to be limited to changes in
water quality relative to more re
cent periods in the operational hi

ECCC recommends the MVRB re
vise the ToR to clarify the definiti
on of baseline conditions for wat
er quality and adjust the require
ments for describing baseline co
nditions, to ensure the requirem
ents are achievable.




story of the project, subject to th
e availability of reliable monitori
ng data.

Additional reference:

Draft Guidelines for Developing
Baseline Water Quality Monitorin
g Programs in the Northwest Terr
itories (Mackenzie Valley Land a
nd Water Board (MVLWB); May 2
018)

- Section 1.3. Regulatory Authori
ties and Review Process

ECCC-04 ClI
arification o
f geographi
c scope Ref
erence: Dra
ft Terms of
Reference, |
mperial Oil
NWT Ltd., N
orman Wells
Operations
-Figure 1. N
orman Wells
Proven Area
and compo
nents of Im
perial’s oilfi
eld -Section
2.3. Geogra
phic scope
(spatial bou
ndaries)

Section 2.3 of the draft Terms of
Reference (ToR) states that the g
eographic scope will include the

“Norman Wells Operations (the P
roven Area)”, among other area

s. Figure 1 is captioned “Norman
Wells Proven Area and compone

nts of Imperial’s oilfield” and incl
udes a red line encircling the op

erations and some of the town si
te; however, it is not evident wh
at the red line represents. The g

eographic scope should include t
he town of Norman Wells.

ECCC recommends the MVRB cla
rify what the red line denotes in
Figure 1, and that the town of No
rman Wells be included in the ge
ographic scope.

10

ECCC-05 Air
quality as a
valued com
ponent Refe
rence: Draft
Terms of Ref
erence, Imp
erial Oil NW
T Ltd., Nor
man Wells
Operations
-Section 2.
2.1. Valued
component
s -Section
4.2.4. Huma
n health

Air quality is not listed as a value
d component in Section 2.2.1 of
the draft Terms of Reference (To
R), despite concerns related to fl
are stacks. As noted in the Norm
an Wells Scoping Session Report
(MVRB 2025), community memb
ers reported that flare stacks ha
ve caused impacts to air quality.
There is also the potential for de
position of airborne pollutants on
to soils and subsequent impacts
to traditional harvesting. Given t
hat Section 4.2.4 of the ToR requ
ires the Developer to assess hu
man health impacts related to fl
aring, it would seem prudent to
also include air quality as a valu
ed component. Additional refere
nce: Environmental Assessments
- Imperial Oil: Norman Wells Ope
rations and Norman Wells Operat
ions Closure and Reclamation, Tt
egdht; (Norman Wells) Scoping S
ession Report (Mackenzie Valley
Review Board (MVRB) July 11, 20
25. Available at: https://new.revi
ewboard.ca/sites/default/files/pr
oject_document/summary-of-co
mmunity-scoping-session-in-nor
man-wells_june-25.pdf

ECCC recommends that air quali
ty be included as a valued comp
onent in the ToR.

11

ECCC-06 As
sessment of
residual risk
Reference:
Draft Terms
of Referenc
e, Imperial
Oil NWT Lt
d., Norman
Wells Opera
tions -Secti
on 5.5. Pote
ntial accide

Section 5.5 of the draft Terms of
Reference requires the Develope
r to conduct a risk assessment re
lated to potential accidents and
malfunctions. Assessment of resi
dual risk is a key component of a
comprehensive risk assessment
for accidents and malfunctions,
yet it is not currently included in
the requirements for the Develo
per’'s Assessment Report (DAR).
Assessing residual risk bridges t
he gap between planned mitigati

ECCC recommends the MVRB inc
lude residual risk in the DAR req
uirements by modifying the third
bullet of Section 5.5 from: “asses
s likelihood and severity of each
risk identified” to: “assess the lik
elihood, severity, and residual ris
k, taking into account the propos
ed mitigation measures of each i
dentified risk”. This addition will
ensure the Developer evaluates
residual risks associated with pot




nts and mal
functions

on measures and actual remaini

ng exposure. It ensures risks are
not underestimated and that info
rmed, responsible decisions can

be made.

FECC-07De
scription of

major histor
ical acciden
ts and malf
unctions in

the sector R
eference: D
raft Terms o

Section 5.5 of the draft Terms of

Reference requires the Develope
r to describe mitigation measure
s that may prevent potential acci
dents or malfunctions. It is impor
tant that any previous accidents

and malfunctions that resulted in

ential accidents and malfunction
S.

ECCC recommends the MVRB ad
d a new bullet in Section 5.5 tor
equire the Developer to evaluate
historical events in the sector an
d describe how the proposed mit
igation measures will reduce the

12 f Referencg, major releases at this site be con Ilkellhooq of lll'ecurrelznce. Su_ggest
Imperial Oil sidered when proposing mitigati ed wording: “Describe previous
NWT Ltd., N proposing gatl major accidents and malfunction

on measures to minimize potenti . -
orman Wells | . li fth s at the Project site and assess h
Operations al environmental iImpacts of the ow the proposed mitigation mea
; Project. This will help to ensure t ) =

-Section 5. hat similar events are not repeat | SUreS will prevent similar events
5. Potential ed P from occurring in the future.”
accidents a )
nd malfunct
ions

13 ECCC-08 De | Section 3.2 of the draft Terms of | ECCC recommends the MVRB inc
scription of [Reference (ToR) requires the Dev |lude the term 'restore' in the miti
mitigation | eloper to describe proposed miti |gation hierarchy listed in the ToR
measures R | gation measures to mitigate pot |(Section 3.2, p. 7) after the term
eference: D |ential environmental effects via |‘minimize’ (i.e.: “...avoid, minimi

raft Terms o
f Reference,
Imperial Oil
NWT Ltd., N
orman Wells
Operations
-Section 3.
2. Assess i
mpacts on t
he environ
ment

avoidance, minimization or offse
tting. ECCC notes that restoratio
n is missing from the mitigation
hierarchy. Restoration is a mitiga
tion measure that occurs on-site,
before offsetting measures are i
mplemented (i.e., outside the de
signated project area).

Mitigations should follow the miti
gation hierarchy (in order of pref
erence) for species at risk and m
igratory bird species:

1. AVOID: Describe all measures

that will be taken to avoid effect

s to the species and avoid the de
struction or alteration of its impo
rtant and/or critical habitat.

2. MINIMIZE: Describe all measur
es that will be taken to minimize
the effects on the species and m
inimize the destruction of its imp
ortant and/or critical habitat.

3. RESTORE ON-SITE: describe th
e measures that will be taken to

restore disturbed areas of the pr
oject (related to construction, op
eration and maintenance) on the
species’ important and/or critical
habitat remaining after consideri
ng the avoidance and minimizati
on measures.

4. Characterize the risk of the ad
verse effects that are likely to re

sult from the project on the speci
es and its important and/or critic
al habitat after avoidance minimi
zation, and onsite restoration me
asures have been considered.

5. OFFSET: Describe the measure
s that will be implemented outsi

de the Designated Project area t

o mitigate adverse effects, destr
uction or alteration of the specie
s’ important and/or critical habit

at by the Project during construc
tion and operation.

6. Characterize the risk of the ad
verse effects that are likely to re

ze, restore, or offset predicted i
mpacts”).

Additionally, ECCC recommends
the MVRB consider expanding th
e current text to incorporate how
the mitigation hierarchy should b
e followed (see our description i
n the comment column).




sult from the project on the speci
es and its important and/or critic
al habitat after avoidance, mini
mization, onsite restoration, and
offset measures have been consi
dered.
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Deline Got'ine Gove

rnment (DGG) - Todd Slack

Line 490 - E
A Restart

DGG certainly understands the B
oard’s perspective, as Line 490
may form part of the operations
for this site. However, DGG note
s that Imperial has indicated that
the decisions around 490 are ind
ependent of the operations, thus
the two projects are not linked. |
n this case, our view is that cons
olidation is not required to avoid
project splitting. When consideri
ng analogs in the Sahtu, the pro
cesses are more administratively
independent than others the Boa
rd has chosen to allow to move f
orward in distinct proceedings (e
xample: MVH and the Great Bear
River Bridge).

Line 490 - E
A Restart

While DGG understands that the
efficiency and simplicity of DG
G’s internal processes are not si
gnificant decision drivers for the
Board, given the current status o
f the EA, administratively it woul
d be more efficient if the Line 49
0 EA is completed as a single pro
ject. As the Board knows, we are
already funded through the heari
ng, with financial reporting and a
ccounting already established. C
ompleting the process would be
simple for our internal managem
ent. In capacity limited organizat
ions, financial clarity and efficien
cy matters.

Line 490 - E
A Restart

The Environmental Assessment i
s almost complete. The propone
nt sought to adjourn the hearing
after DGG had already submitted
its intervention. While this raises
significant procedural fairness is
sues that need to be resolved, th
ere should be no misunderstandi
ng that the bulk of Parties’ work
already being complete. Comple
ting the hearing and moving tow
ards a Report of Environmental A
ssessment is the Déljne Got'|ne
Government’s preference, as op
posed to restarting an assessme
nt where Line 490 is just one of s
everal potential issues.

DGG believes that the Line 490
EA should address the outstandi
ng issues of fairness and then re
commence the proceeding, holdi
ng the hearing in the near futur
e.

Line 490 - E
A Restart

Finally, we note that the propone
nt raised considerable concern a
nd released public communiques
that this EA needed to be compl

eted quickly. The Board, and con
sequently the Parties, adjusted t
he initial EA timelines with this u
rgency as a driving factor. From

DGG's perspective, we observed
the EA process abridged from its
usual steps and considerations t
o one shortened to respond to th
at urgency. And then we saw this

proponent ask for the EA to be a

DGG understands that MVEIRB h
ad reasons in scheduling the pas
t rushed hearings, but an operati
onal note, we recommend that t
he hearing(s) be held in such a

way that allows participants to a
ttend without requiring a charter
to observe both sessions. The ur
gency that drove the events of E
A2425-01 to date has clearly ab
ated and a more pragmatic appr




djourned (notably after the subm
ission of interventions from Indig
enous community organizations
and governments) - after so muc
h push to move faster - causes f
urther concern with regard to th
e proponent’s supposed improve
d/good faith approach to engagi
ng and working with the Sahtu G
otine.

The potential impacts related to
Line 490 were of sufficient conce
rn for the Sahtu Secretariat Incor
porated (SSI) used its authority t
o refer this to an Environmental
Assessment. This was a first for
SSI. Unless they, as the referral
body, believe that this topic can
be appropriately addressed withi
n the Terms and References of E
A2425-02, DGG believes that the
process should be restarted, adj
usted to address any procedural
fairness matters, and completed.

Imperial has largely succeeded i

n bending this EA to its interests
- limited EA steps and considera

tion, control of the timeline, and

then altering the procedural fair

ness. Though DGG remains unco
nvinced that Imperial actually int
ends to meaningfully engage, th

e restart of this EA would be an i
deal opportunity to test the prop
onent’s new approach, looking fo
r demonstration on the intent, b

eyond just promises.

MVERIB: Dr
aft Terms of
Reference -
Section 2.1
Scope of De
velopment

Section 2.1 of the draft Terms of

Reference (ToR) states that the s
cope of development includes all
the physical works and activities
required for the project to proce

ed. DGG finds this statement to |
ack specificity and believes that

it is inconsistent with other secti
ons of the ToR.

Depending on a reader’s interpre
tation, current wording allows for
the scope of this assessment to
be limited to only those parts of
the Norman Wells Operation that
are required for the remaining lif
e of the operation. Various sectio
ns throughout the document refe
rence the possible need to consi
der past, present and future ope
rations when assessing potential
effects of and mitigations for the
operation.

For example, when considering p
otential impacts to wildlife assoc
iated with the project, it is not cl

ear how habitat connectivity and
the permeability of the operation
s area would appropriately be as
sessed if the effects of historical

exploration and development ar

e not considered over the entire

life of this operation. Furthermor
e, these effects are not consider

ed in conjunction with the effect

s of current and future operation
s.

oach recognizing flight schedule
s can be employed.

Section 2.1 should be updated to
be consistent with other sections
of the ToR and clarify that, where
appropriate, the assessment will
consider all historical impacts in

the Norman Wells Proven Area.

MVERIB: Dr

The proponent has repeatedly st

Section 4.2.3 should be updated




aft Terms of
Reference -
Section 4.2.
3 Economy
and Employ
ment

ated that they are “committed to
maximizing local business oppor
tunities”. In order to understand

what that may look like, it is nec

essary to understand exactly ho

w this commitment has been rea
lized in past practice. To have m

eaningful conversations, clear inf
ormation is required.

The DGG has previously asked fo
r a clear reporting on Imperial’s
socioeconomic performance, abs
ent any need for interpretation.
During the Canada Energy Regul
ator (CER) process, DGG asked f
or this same information and wa
s frustrated by the responses, w
hich refused to provide informati
on or data asked for. The fact th
at DGG has been required to rep
eatedly ask for this information h
as driven the need for more spec
ific wording in the ToR and rigor i
n applying those ToR. Without su
fficient specificity, Imperial’s trac
k record has demonstrated that t
he information provided will be b
oth insufficient and difficult to int
erpret when attempting to asses
s the effect of the Norman Wells
Operation to the socioeconomic
well-being of Sahtu Gotine.

DGG appreciates that there are s
ignificant advantages associated
with keeping wording and requir
ements of the ToR general. Howe
ver, in this instance increased pr
ecision will improve the likelihoo
d that the information provided i
n the DAR is useful for DGG's ass
essment of proposed future econ
omic benefits.

to require that the developer pro
vide 10 years of transparent soci
oeconomic performance data th

at allows for simple and meaning
ful comparisons with other opera
tions in the Territory. To facilitate
this comparison, the summary ta
ble should be completed in a ma
nner that, at minimum, provides
performance/activities, associate
d target/metric, and potential mi
tigations that were considered, v
ersus what action was taken. Thi
s should be standardized with inf
ormation detailing production.

MVERIB: Dr
aft ToR - Se
ction 4 Asse
ss Impacts

DGG believes that the sections o
f the ToR related to monitoring a
nd management plans are suffici
ently comprehensive. However, t
here isn’t anything that specifica
Ily requires the developer to disc
uss the sensitivity and power of

a program to detect change, int
he context of observed backgrou
nd variability.

Where appropriate, proposed mo
nitoring program design and des
cription in the DAR should includ
e a discussion of statistical sensi
tivity, power and observed envir
onmental variability. This is impo
rtant in order to allow DGG to un
derstand if these programs are d
esigned to with sufficient rigor to
detect changes in the receiving
environment and accurately det
ermine the source of change.

MVERIB: Dr
aft Terms of
Reference-

General

Throughout the scoping process
Imperial has often referred to var
ious management plans and mo
nitoring programs as approved b
y the Sahtd Land and Water Boar
d (SLWB). In some instances, the
se documents have only been co
nditionally approved by the SLW
B. This is an extremely important
distinction, when the conditions
of that approval have not been
met by the developer, the docu
ment is not approved and still re
quires substantive changes to m
eet Water Licence requirements
for approval. This practice is misl
eading.

The developer must be required
to differentiate between approve
d and conditionally approved do
cuments in the DAR and through
out the entire EA process.
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GNWT-ECC (Environment and Climate Change) - Kelvin Igwe

1

Page 1-2, S
ection 1.1 -

The draft Terms of Reference (To
R) includes a non-exhaustive list

The Government of the Northwe |

st Territories (GNWT) recommen




Potentially
Affected Ind
igenous Gro
ups

of Indigenous groups and comm
unities that have the potential to
be adversely impacted by the Pr
oject. There are additional Indige
nous governments and Indigeno
us organizations with Aboriginal
and/or Treaty rights that overlap
with or are downstream of the M
ackenzie River watershed that h
ave the potential to be impacted
by the project. An expanded list
will facilitate adequate and robu
st engagement by the developer.

ds that the Mackenzie Valley Env
ironmental Impact Review Board
(MVEIRB) amend the ToR to inclu
de the following Indigenous gove
rnments and Indigenous organiz

ations who have the potential to
be adversely impacted by the pr
oject. Specifically: a) First Nation
of Na-Cho Nyak Dun b) Nunavut

Tunngavik Incorporated c) Down

stream communities in the Inuvi

aluit Settlement Region d) Inuvia
luit Regional Corporation.

Page 3, Sec
tion 2.1 - Sc
ope of Deve
lopment - (I
nclusion of
Line 490 re
pair)

MVEIRB is seeking parties’ feedb
ack on incorporating Line 490 EA
(EA2425-01) into Operations EA
(EA2425-02). MVEIRB has stated
that “doing so will make it easier
for parties to look at the entire o
peration, while still thoroughly a
ssessing the impacts of the Line
490 replacement and reduce par
ties’ confusion between the thre
e different EAs” (Line 490, Opera
tions, and Closure and Reclamati
on (EA2526-01). While the Gover
nment of the Northwest Territori
es (GNWT) promotes efforts that
support regulatory efficiency, th
e GNWT is concerned with the a
mount of time that has lapsed si
nce the environmental assessme
nt was initiated for both EAs, an
d with the progress made in the
EA process for Operations EA to
date.

The GNWT notes that the “scope
of development” for the Operati
ons EA is the expected remainin
g operating life of the field, whic
h is 5-10 years (2024-2034). The
GNWT notes that the EA for the

Line 490 commenced in Septem
ber 2024, and the Operation EA

on October 4, 2024. As of Octob
er 2025, Operations EA is in the

scoping phase. During the scopi

ng session, MVEIRB clarified that
scoping is considered to be part

of the legislated timeline calcula
tions for the EA. MVEIRB staff als
o stated that MVEIRB will be issu
ing a revised draft scoping docu

ment to allow parties another op
portunity to review.

During the technical scoping ses
sions, representatives of the dev
eloper provided their views on th
e inclusion of Line 490 in the dra
ft ToR for the Operations EA (EA2
425-02) and agreed to file a for
mal written statement on the ma
tter with MVEIRB. As of the date
of these comments, this stateme
nt has not been filed. GNWT sup
ports effectiveness and efficienc
y in the EA process and does not
have a position to advance at thi
s time on the inclusion of the Lin
e 490 repairs in the ToR for EA24
25-02.

The GNWT requests that when M
VEIRB issues a revised draft wor
kplan for the Operations EA, that
MVEIRB provide an updated calc
ulation of how much board time i
s left in the EA, and how board ti
melines will be calculated going

forward.

Page 4, Sec
tion 2.1 - Sc
ope of Deve
lopment: Ta
ble 1

The CER regulates the F-31X wel
| as the only 'downhole injection'
type site at Norman Wells and it

is not considered a 'disposal facil
ity'. The Terms of Reference shou

The GNWT recommends MVEIRB
review the wording in the draft T
oR to ensure it is clear and conci
se regarding disposal of waste vi
a injection well and how that rela




Page 5, Sec
tion 2.2.1, P
ara. 2

Id be clear that this is not a disp
osal facility as per CER, although
it may still be considered a dispo
sal of waste under the Mackenzi
e Valley Resource Management
Act (MVRMA).

tes to the CER authorization(s) a
nd the MVRMA.

The list of Valued Components (V
Cs) identified by MVEIRB does no
tinclude wildlife (other than "wa
terfow!" and "species at risk"). H
owever, Section 2.2.2, Key lines
of inquiry, clearly identifies “Prot
ecting traditional harvesting” as
a key line of inquiry based on inp
ut from the community scoping s
essions in Fort Good Hope and N
orman Wells. Aside from the trad
itional harvest of aquatic specie
s, moose and caribou are both “t
raditionally hunted” in the projec
t area and are not captured in th
e current list of VCs in the ToR.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB include wildlife, such as mo
ose and caribou as VC.

Pages 5-6, S
ection 2.3 -

Geographic

scope (spati
al boundari

es)

The draft ToR states that the geo
graphic area relevant for each V

C must be appropriate for the ch
aracteristics of the VC, or the im

pact and nature of the impact so
urce. The draft ToR also state tha
t at a minimum the geographic s
cope will include all Sahtd comm
unities. Not all Sahtl communiti

es are downstream of the Norma
n Wells Operations (NWO), maki

ng it unclear why they would be

scoped into the geographic asse
ssment area for some of the biop
hysical VCs, such as soils and wa
ter quality (e.g., why would base
line soil conditions in a communi
ty not downstream of Norman W
ells need to be included in the E

A?).

The GNWT recommends confirmi
ng that the geographic scope of

the biophysical assessment shou
Id include all appropriate Sahtu c
ommunities when relevant to the
particular biophysical VC being a
ssessed. Not that all communitie
s should be included in all VCs.

Page 7, Sec
tion3.1-D

escribe bas

eline conditi
ons and the
existing env
ironment, P
ara 3

"If data is lacking, Imperial will
ollect new information..." This st
atement leaves it unclear as to
who is doing the assessment of
whether data is lacking.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB clarify within the ToR wheth
er it is MVEIRB or Imperial that w
ill determine if data is lacking in

relation to specific ToR requirem

ents.

Page 7, Sec
tion3.1-D

escribe bas

eline conditi
ons and the
existing env
ironment

Section 3.1 outlines requirement
s for describing baseline environ
mental conditions. During the te
chnical session, it was mentione
d that the baseline condition was
to cover the entire duration of |
mperial’s operation (100 years).
The section also mentions that “I
mperial is encouraged to use exi
sting data where available. If dat
a is lacking, Imperial will collect
new information and describes t
he method used, and the accura
cy and precision of measuremen
t”.

Community members have consi
stently identified trust as a key b
arrier to meaningful engagemen
tin the EA process. Indigenous a
nd local knowledge as well as in
dependent third-party data and
studies will be essential to the c
ompletion of a sound baseline.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB update the ToR to explicitly
mention that Indigenous Traditio
nal knowledge should inform the
completion of baseline data. This
could be done by updating the fi
rst sentence of the third paragra
ph of Section 3.1 with the bolded
text, so it reads “Imperial is enco
uraged to use existing data wher
e available, including the use of |
ndigenous Traditional Knowledg
e, as outlined in Section 3.3.” Th
e GNWT encourages Imperial to i
ncorporate existing data from co
mmunity-based monitoring and t
hird parties, including academic
research and environmental non-
governmental organizations, into
the Developer’s Assessment Rep
ort (DAR). Data from community-
based monitoring and third parti
es should be clearly identified to
assist reviewers in determining
when external sources support d
ata and/or conclusions produced
by Imperial. The GNWT encourag
es Imperial to work with an inde




Page 7, Sec
tion 3.1, De
scribe basel
ine conditio
ns and the
existing env
ironment

Section 3.1 of the draft ToR requi
res the DAR to describe baseline
conditions for each VC. The DAR

could include water monitoring r
esults from the community-base
d monitoring (CBM) programs in

the area. Both Fort Good Hope a

nd Norman Wells have long-term
CBM monitoring sites, and all dat
a is publicly available on the Mac
kenzie DataStream platform.

pendent third-parties academia
and Indigenous governments an
d Indigenous organizations to col
lect new information required to
address any gaps in available ba
seline information.

The GNWT recommends that Im
perial review the CBM data that i
s publicly available on the Macke
nzie DataStream platform and us
e that information to inform the
DAR, where appropriate. Link: ht
tps://mackenziedatastream.ca.

Page 7, Sec
tion 3.2 - Mi
tigation of ¢
oncerns rais
ed during e
ngagement

Section 3.2 of the draft ToR direc
ts the developer to include mitig
ations to address concerns identi
fied during engagement. This dir
ection may not be achievable if ¢
onflicting concerns are identified
during engagement and does no
t consider if the concerns raised

are substantiated or within the s
cope of the environmental asses
sment.

The GNWT recommends that 'rel
evant' be inserted after 'address'
in the last sentence of the third
paragraph on page seven of the
ToR so it reads "The developer wi
Il include mitigations to address
relevant concerns identified duri
ng engagement."”

10

Page 8, Sec
tion 3.2 - Si
gnificance a
ssessment i
n the DAR

Section 3.2 of the draft ToR direc
ts the developer to assess and d
escribe the residual impacts, aft
er mitigation, of the project on V
Cs but states that the developer
“is not required to provide its opi
nion on impact significance at th
is point in the EA." This direction
is contradictory to direction in th
e MVEIRB's Environmental Impac
t Assessment Guidelines that sta
te "(...However, the developer’s
perspective on significance shou
Id be stated in the Developer’s A
ssessment Report). This will help
to characterize the importance o
f each impact." The GNWT ackno
wledges that MVEIRB has the aut
hority to vary the direction provi
ded in the Guidelines. The GNWT
also acknowledges that MVEIRB i
ndicated at the September 16, 2
025, scoping sessions in Yellowk
nife that MVEIRB is intentionally
moving away from requiring dev
elopers to assess significance in
the DAR and that significance wil
| be discussed in later stages of t
he EA. However, the GNWT finds
it useful to know what impacts t
he developer thinks will be signi
ficant and why or why not. Unde
rstanding the developer’s perspe
ctive on significance helps revie
wers to identify areas of agreem
ent/disagreement and informs in
formation requests and intervent
ions.

The GNWT recommends that the
developer be required to provide
their opinion on impact significa
nce in the DAR.

If MVEIRB does not accept this re
commendation, GNWT requests t
hat MVEIRB provide, before the r
eview of the next draft of the To
R, an explanation of how and wh
en the developer will be required
to provide their opinion on impac
t significance and what opportun
ities parties will have to review a
nd discuss this opinion.
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Page 10, Se
ction4.1-U
nderstandin
g the antici

pated additi
ve impacts

to the bioph
ysical envir
onment

The first bullet under Section 4.0
outlines that subsection 4.1 is to
focus on direct physical changes
to the (primarily abiotic) environ
ment, including water and land a
nd that "these are part of the ba
sis for assessment of how the dir
ect impacts on the physical envir
onment combine with direct imp
acts on other individual valued c
omponents (i.e. the VCs listed in
subsection 4.2). As the "project"

The GNWT recommends that sub
section 4.1 be reviewed to ensur
e the developer is required to de
scribe and provide a qualitative

estimate of any anticipated addit
ive changes (impacts) to the bio

physical VCs listed for the durati
on of the project (continued oper
ations). Understanding the scope
of the anticipated additive chang
es to the environment from conti
nued operations is important to
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Page 10, Se
ction4.1-A
ssess impac
ts to the bio
physical en
vironment

being assessed is the production
and operation for the remaining |
ife of Imperial's Norman Wells O

perations, it is important that th

e developer is required to descri
be and quantify any additive (po
sitive or negative) changes to th
e VC's listed in Subsection 4.1. F
or example, Subsection 4.1.1 req
uires the developer to describe:

soil and hydrological conditions,

areas of natural seepage, and ar
eas of contamination. These thre
e bullets could be improved by i

ncluding the requirement to des

cribe the anticipated additive ch
anges to soil and hydrological co
nditions and areas of contaminat
ion as a result of continued oper
ations.

understand the scope of the dev
elopment.

Section 4 requires the developer
to assess impacts from the proje
ct on several individual biophysi
cal VCs such as soils, groundwat
er quality, fish and aquatic life,
waterfowl and species at risk. Ho
wever, air quality, which is also a
n important component of the bi
ophysical environment, is missin

g.

The GNWT recommends that air

dispersion modelling be conduct
ed for the Central Processing Fac
ility (CPF) including the flare stac
k to assess the impact of emissio
ns on ambient air quality. All sign
ificant emissions sources should

be included in the model for bot

h the normal operating condition
s and worst-case emergency sce
narios.
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Page 10, Se
ction4.1-A
ssess impac
ts to the bio
physical en
vironment

Section 4 requires the developer
to assess impacts from the proje
ct on several individual biophysi
cal VCs such as soils, groundwat
er quality, fish and aquatic life,
waterfowl and species at risk. Ho
wever, Sections for habitat and
wildlife (for species not captured
under "waterfowl" and "species
at risk") are not included.

The GNWT recommends MVEIRB
amend the ToR to include sectio
ns for both wildlife and habitat.

14

Page 10-12,
Sections 4.

1.2 and 4.1.
3 - Predicte
d vs. known
effectivenes
s of mitigati
on measure
3

Various sections of the draft ToR
direct the developer to describe
plans to mitigate adverse impact
s and describe and estimate how
well Imperial expects those mitig
ations to work. In cases where th
e mitigations being proposed are
existing plans and/or programs c
urrently being implemented at t
he NWO, then Imperial should be
required to describe the actual/o
bserved effectiveness (not just t
he estimate of the effectivenes
s).

Sections this comment applies to
include:

-Section 4.1.2 Groundwater quali
ty: "The developer will describe t
he plans to mitigate both anticip
ated and unanticipated adverse i
mpacts on groundwater, includin
g...an estimate of how well Impe
rial expects these mitigations to
work"

- Section 4.1.3 Mackenzie River a
nd Bosworth Creek water quality:
"With respect to mitigations, the
DAR will describe the plans to mi
tigate both anticipated and unan
ticipated adverse impacts on sur
face waters including...an estima
te of how well Imperial expects t
hese mitigations to work,"

The GNWT requests that MVEIRB
amend the ToR to require Imperi
al to provide information on the

effectiveness of mitigations curr
ently being used at the NWO.
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Page 12, Se
ction 4.1.3 -
Impacts fro

Water quality of the Mackenzie R
iver and Bosworth Creek is listed
in the draft ToR as a VC identifie
d by MVEIRB. On page 12 of the

The GNWT recommends that the
reference to Bosworth Creek’s pr
oximity to an Imperial flare stack
be removed from Section 4.1.3 o




m flare stac
ks

draft ToR it is stated that "Boswo
rth Creek, which passes near an
Imperial flare stack, is used recr
eationally by Norman Wells resid
ents." It is unclear if water qualit
y in Bosworth Creek has been id
entified as a VC because of its pr
oximity to the NWO as a whole,
noting that Bosworth Creek has
been identified in Imperial's 202
4 SNP Groundwater Quality Moni
toring Report as a potential rece
ptor of groundwater from the N
WO and that Imperial owns and
operates the Lower and Upper B
osworth Creek bridges, or becau
se of its proximity to an Imperial
flare stack.

Reference:

Imperial Qil Ltd. 2025. 2024 SNP
Groundwater Quality Monitoring
Report. Report prepared for Impe
rial Oil Ltd. by TtegQ ht Reclamati
on Services Advisian. March 20,
2025. Available at: https://lwb-re
gistry-867.s3.ca-central-1.amazo
naws.com/Documents/S13L1-00
7/S13L1-007%20-%202024%20N
orman%20Wells%20Annual%20
Water%20Use%20Report%20-%
20Mar31_25.pdf

f the draft ToR to avoid confusion
as to why a flare stack is being r
eferenced.
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Page 12, Se
ction 4.1.3,
Para 3

The draft ToR requires the propo
nent to “...assess how any impac
ts on water quality from the proj
ect may affect the ecological an
d spiritual integrity of Ts'ude Nili
ne Tuyeta, the Indigenous and te
rritorial protected area downstre
am of Imperial that is also know
n as “the Ramparts." Ecological i
ntegrity and cultural continuity a
re the dual purposes of the prote
cted area and are more appropri
ate terms to use in the draft ToR
and to assess potential impacts
on water quality from the projec
t. These concepts are clearly defi
ned in the Protected Areas Act a
nd should be assessed by the pr
oponent.

The GNWT suggests that MVEIRB
replace “ecological and spiritual

integrity” with “ecological integri
ty and cultural continuity” in the
first sentence of third paragraph
of this section. These are more s
tandard phrases.
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Page 15, Se
ction 4.2 -
Assess imp
acts on peo
ple and co
mmunities -
(Municipal s
ervice and |
nfrastructur
e delivery i
mpacts on t
he Town of
Norman Wel
Is)

Section 4.2.2 of the draft ToR req
uires the developer to describe t
he social and community impact
s that could result from the rema
ining years of operation. To supp
ort and meaningfully assess imp
acts on people and the communi
ties from ongoing operations, it i
s important for parties to unders
tand how municipal service deliv
ery and Infrastructure operations
and maintenance for the Town of
Norman Wells is interconnected
with Imperial’s operations.

The GNWT recommends that sec
tion 4.2.2 of the ToR be amende
d to require the developer to des
cribe the social and community i
mpacts that could result to local
government service delivery wit
hin the Town of Norman Wells in
the absence of continued operati
ons at the Norman Wells site in o
rder to provide the necessary co
mparison of the potential impact
s from ongoing operations to peo
ple and communities in this secti
on.
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Page 16, Se
ction 4.2.1,
2nd bullet p
oint

"Changes to culturally important
species or harvested species (co
nsidering the results of the wate
r quality and fish assessments u
nder sections....) - implies that o
nly fish and aquatic species are
"culturally important/harvested".
Moose and caribou are both “tra
ditionally hunted” in the project
area.

The GNWT recommends MVEIRB
amend the ToR to specifically list
other wildlife, such as moose an
d caribou, as a "culturally import
ant/harvested species."
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Pages 16-1
7, Section
4.2.2 - Soci

The draft TOR requires the devel
oper to assess the impacts of th
e project on "the safety of Indige

he GNWT recommends that MVEI
RB edit the fourth bullet in subse
ction 4.2.2 to reflect the most re




al and com
munity con
ditions - im
pacts on th
e safety of |
ndigenous
women and
girls

nous and non-Indigenous wome
n, girls, LGBTQ+ and two-spirite
d people, and impacts on any ot
her vulnerable groups", and refe
rences Call to Justice 13.1 of the
Inquiry into Missing and Murdere
d Indigenous Women and Girls. T
he GNWT is supportive of this re
quirement in the draft ToR. The
GNWT considers the safety and s
ecurity of Indigenous women, gir
Is, and 2SLGBTQQIA+ people at
all stages of resource extraction
planning, assessment, implemen
tation, management and monito
ring.

cent acronym adopted by the Na
tional 2SLGBTQQIA+ Committee
to designate sexual and gender

diverse communities in Canada,

which is 2SLGBTQQIA+.
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Page 17, Se
ction 4.2.3 -
Economy &
Employmen
t - list of fac
tors to be a
ssessed rela
ted to econ

omy and e

mployment

The GNWT has committed to Indi
genous procurement and employ
ment. This section recognizes e
mployment impacts but doesn’t
clearly address Indigenous and |
ocal procurement or contracting
opportunities, nor economic dive
rsification during operations. Cle
ar linkages to skill transfer, traini
ng, or business readiness for clo
sure should be included and a de
scription of how Imperial plans t
o collaborate with communities t
o identify training needs and deli
ver programs that develop transf
erable skills that are relevant to
closure and post-closure econom
ic opportunities.

The GNWT recommends MVEIRB
amend the ToR to include the foll
owing additional factors: i) Indig

enous procurement ii) local proc

urement and contracting iii) eco

nomic diversification during oper
ations iv) training and programs

to develop transferable skills rel

evant to closure and post closur

e economic opportunities.
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Page 17, Se
ction4.2.3 -
Economy &
Employmen
t- list of fac
tors to be a
ssessed rela
ted to econ

omy and e

mployment

The draft ToR requires the develo
per to assess “barriers to emplo
yment, retaining, or advancing |
ndigenous people and other nort
hern residents..." The descriptio
n of groups of people in this quot
e could be interpreted in differen
t ways.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB update the ToR to provide
more specificity regarding which
Indigenous people and other nor
thern residents the developer is
to consider.
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Page 18, Se
ction 4.2.3 -
Economy &
Employmen
t - existing

and planne

d mitigation
s

The draft ToR requires the develo
per to list "any plans for annual r
eporting on hiring, employment,

value of goods and services, part
icipation in training, termination

s, business forecasts or other inf
ormation." Information on these

metrics is currently not easily ac
cessible to the general public.

The GNWT recommend that the
ToR request inclusion of where th
e annual reports will be publishe
d and the audience they will be
available to.
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Page 24, Se
ction5.3-C
ompliance r
ecord for N
WO

Section 5.3 of the draft ToR direc
ts the developer to provide envir
onmental compliance records of
other projects it has undertaken.
This direction is logical when tryi
ng to assess the likely complianc
e of a developer who is proposin
g a new project that has not yet
started. In this case the develop
er has been operating the NWO f
or a number of decades and has
the ability to demonstrate wheth
er or not the project has a histor
y of environmental and regulator
y compliance. Past environmenta
| compliance by the developer fo
r the project being assessed is m
ore relevant than the develope
r's environmental compliance for
projects operated in a different g
eographic or socio-economic sett
ing.

The GNWT suggests that the req
uirement for the developer to pr
ovide environmental compliance
records of other projects it has u
ndertaken be removed from the

ToR and instead require the deve
loper to provide environmental a
nd regulatory compliance record
s for the NWO.
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Page 24, Se
ction5.3-C
ompliance r

MVEIRB may impose mitigation
measures to reduce or avoid sig
nificant adverse impacts if MVEI

The GNWT suggests the develop
er provide environmental compli
ance records for the NWO and us




ecord for N

WO and sig
nificant adv
erse impact
s

RB finds that the development is
likely to cause significant advers
e environmental impacts. In imp
act assessments, positions from
parties are often based on predic
tions and/or modeling, as the pro
ject is not yet in existence and t
here is no existing data docume
nting the project's impact. In the
case of the NWO, the project has
been operating for decades and
there is a history of environment
al compliance records available t
o parties. Parties will require the
environmental compliance recor
ds for the NWO, as a starting poi
nt to determine if a significant a
dverse impact is likely to occur.

es those compliance records to d
iscuss significance issues.

As noted in a previous comment,
the GNWT would like the develop
er to discuss the significance of t
he impacts from the project. In p
articular, the GNWT is interested
in knowing the developer’s view

s on whether the existing enviro

nmental compliance record indic
ate any significant adverse impa
ct on the biophysical environme

nt.
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Page 25, Se
ction5.5-A
ccidents an
d Malfunctio
ns

Section 5.5 requires the develop
er to conduct a risk assessment f
or the project using best practice
s for the project including compo
nents, systems, hazards and fail
ure modes and to describe the p
otential impacts to all relevant v
alued components if an accident
or malfunction were to occur. Giv
en the referral of this project to
EA included concerns about clim
ate change, and that the draft To
R requires the approach to asses
sing impacts consider climate ch
ange (Section 3.5 of the draft To
R), climate change should be list
ed under Section 5.5 as an adde
d bullet.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB add a bullet be added to su
bsection 5.5 to state: "ensure th
e risk assessment consider how

current climate trends may affec
t the project design, the resilienc
e of components, and the efficac
y of any existing mitigations."
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Page 13, Se
ction4.1.4 -
Fish and Aq
uatic Life

Bullet three in Section 4.1.4 requ
ires the developer to describe th
e potential for contamination of

fish and bioconcentration of cont
aminants in fish downstream of t
he project or their prey. The dev

eloper should also look at seaso

nal differences of contaminants i
n fish tissues, such as muscle an
d liver (e.g. PAHs in muscle will fl
uctuate depending on water qua
lity), especially if there is the pot
ential for contaminated soil was

hing into streams. Looking at sm
all-bodied fish would also be val

uable, as they don’t move aroun
d as much as the large-bodied fi

sh.

Bullet three in Section 4.1.4 sho
uld be expanded to require Impe
rial to describe seasonal differen
ces of contaminants in fish tissu
es, such as muscle and liver.
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Wildlife Man
agement an
d Monitorin
g Plan

Currently Imperial does not have
a Wildlife Management and Moni
toring Plan (WMMP) in place for t
his project.

The GNWT recommends that as
a best practice, Imperial submit
a tier 1 WMMP for this project. |
mperial should provide a WMMP
for the operations of the Norman
Wells facilities when they submit
their Developer’s Assessment Re
port for the Norman Wells Opera
tions environmental assessment.
The WMMP Process and Content
Guidelines and a template for a t
ier 1 WMMP can be accessed on
Environment and Climate Chang
e’s website at: https://www.gov.n
t.ca/ecc/en/services/wildlife-man
agement-and-monitoring-plans
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Page 16, Se
ction 4.2.2 -
Social and
Community
conditions

The section has a bullet that stat
es "potential for the project tow
orsen existing social issues in co
mmunities" The term “worsen” is
presumptive. Suggest a more ne
utral term.

The GNWT recommends that MV
EIRB replace “worsen” with “hav
e an adverse impact on."

29

GNWT Cover Letter - Draft Terms
of Reference - EA2425-02




30

4.2.4. Huma
n health

Bullet 2 under the third paragrap
h of Section 4.2.4 reads: “any wa
ys that contaminants from the pr
oject could be absorbed into trad
itional foods or introduced to inh
abited areas (consider the result
s of the groundwater and water
quality assessments in sections
4.1.2 and 4.1.3).

Bullet 2 under the third paragrap
h of Section 4.2.4 should read:
“any ways that contaminants fro
m the project could be absorbed
into traditional foods or introduc
ed to inhabited areas (consider t
he results of the groundwater an
d water quality assessments in s
ections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3 and avail
able air quality data).

Back to top

No. [Topic

| Reviewer Comment

| Reviewer Recommendation

| Proponent Response

Sahtu Renewable Resources Board - Catarina Owen

Section 1.1.
Potentially
Affected Ab
original Gro
ups

This section lists Sahtd communi
ties, governments, and Indigeno
us Nations that may be affected

by the proposed project. SRRB is
not listed, but the document stat
es that additional Indigenous gro
ups may be identified.

Please include SRRB in the list of
potentially affected groups and e
nsure full engagement with SRR

B throughout the EA process, for
both MVEIRB and Imperial Oil.

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes that the scope of developme
nt includes "repair of Line 490"
(p. 4) and "repair options for da
maged flowlines" (p. 25). During
the technical scoping session in
Yellowknife on September 16, M
VEIRB and Imperial shared ration
ale for why the Line 490 EA woul
d or would not be joined with the
OA Variance EA.

Please clarify if "repair" means t

he replacement of Line 490 (i.e.,
construction of a new flowline) o
r the mending of existing flowlin

es. If this does refer to the replac
ement of flowlines, please use th
e term "replace" throughout the

document for clarity.

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

In Table 1, under the project com
ponent "Operations", several sub
jects to consider are listed.

In addition to the subjects alread
y included, please add settling a
nd retaining ponds, contaminate
d groundwater collection and re

mediaiton areas, drilling areas, a
nd well maintenance.

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

In Table 1, under the project com
ponent "Waste management", se
veral subjects to consider are list
ed.

In addition to the subjects alread
y included, please add the ongoi
ng management of remediation
pilots and facilities (e.g., biocell
s, any in situ remediation faciliti
es).

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

In Table 1, under the project com
ponent "Water and water manag
ement", several subjects to cons
ider are listed.

In addition to the subjects alread
y included, please add injected
water (fresh and processed), wat
er released to the environment,
surface water management, and
groundwater management.

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

Table 1 includes the project com
ponents "Water and water mana
gement", but does not include ¢
onsideration of land and land ma
nagement.

Please add "Land and land mana
gement" to the project compone
nts column in Table 1. This would
include soil disturbance and rem
ediation; plant disturbance, colle
ction, and revegetation; footprint
management (i.e., any additiona
| disturbance through ongoing o

perations activities), and wildlife
habitat.

Section 2.1.
Scope of de
velopment

In Table 1, the project componen
t "Monitoring and management
plans" includes "The effectivene
ss of these plans".

Please add clarity to what measu
res of effectiveness inlcudes. Eff

ectivess should include measure
s of environmental integrity and

health of the environment, and b
enefits to Sahtu beneficiaries (e.

g., inclusion in monitoring and m
anagement plans).

Section 2.2.
1. Valued co
mponents

This section proposes the followi
ng valued components: water qu
ality of the Mackenzie River and

Bosworth Creek; fish and aquatic
life; waterfowl; Indigenous land u
se and relationship to the land; s
ocial and community conditions;
economy and employment; hum
an health; and species at risk.

To the list of valued components,
please add add: soil quantity (e.
g., erosion) and quality (e.g., con
tamination); wildlife and wildlife
habitat (in addition to fish and a
quatic life and waterfowl); veget
ation; biodiversity; air quality; en
ergy use; geology (associated ris
ks and integrity), particularly in t
he Line 490 replacement EA will




be merged with the OA Variance
EA; and cumulative effects. SRR
B notes that a thorough assessm
ent of wildlife and wildlife habita
t will be required to inform the k
ey line of inquiry related to prote
ction of traditional harvesting (p.
5).

Section 2.2.
1. Valued co
mponents

This section proposes "water qua
lity of the Mackenzie River and B
osworth Creek" as a valued com
ponent.

In addition to water "quality", ple
ase include water "quantity". In
addition to the "Mackenzie River
and Bosworth Creek", please incl
ude all surface water (including r
unoff) and groundwater.

10

Section 2.3.
Geographic

scope (spati
al boundari

es) and Sec
tion 2.4. Te

mporal scop
e

The draft Terms of Reference dir
ects the developer to select spat
ial and temporal boundaries for
each valued component, but doe
s not refer to methods for this se
lection.

Please ensure the process for sel
ecting spatial boundaries include
s the developer releasing draft s
patial and temporal boundaries f
or comment, prior to conducting
the EA. This should include the s
patial and temporal boundaries s
elected for assessing cumulative
effects.
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Section 2.4.
Temporal sc
ope

The draft Terms of Reference dir
ect the developer to consider "o
perations only" for project-speci
fic impacts, stating that a separa
te EA will be conducted on closur
e activities (p. 6).

Please require that the develope
r describe the impacts of continu
ing operations on closure and re
clamation timelines. For instanc
e, operations' contributions to co
ntaminated materials may impac
t how long remediation and recla
mation will take as well as mater
ials available for use in reclamati
on. This should include providing
baseline and projected volumes
of contaminated materials, avail
ability of reclamation materials,
etc. Another linkage between pr
oject operations and closure is pr
ojected timelines and pace of pr
ogressive reclamation, as progre
ssive reclamation during operati
ons reduces reclamation timelin
es post-closure (MVLWB 2013,
"Guidelines for the Closure and
Reclamation of Advanced Minera
| Exploration and Mine Sites in th
e Northwest Territories").
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Section 3.1.
Describe ba
seline condi
tions and th
e existing e
nvironment
and Section
4. Assess i
mpacts

The draft Terms of Reference req
uire the developer to "describe p
roject specific baseline condition
s and trends that exist now (for
understanding impacts of the pr
oject)" (p. 7). In addition to the li
sted valued components, Sectio
n 4. lists components that requir
e assessment; some component
s in Section 4 are not included in
the list of valued components (e.
g., soils).

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes: "The DAR will also assess cu
mulative effects resulting from t

he project in combination with p
ast, present, and reasonably fore
seeable developments and activi
ties" (p. 10). In the technical sco
ping session in Yellowknife on Se
ptember 16, MVEIRB (Alan Ehrlic
h) confirmed that for the cumula
tive effects assessment MVEIRB

will "completely consider past, p
resent, and reasonably foreseea

ble future activities"; communica
ting that MVEIRB is seeking to u

nderstand the total effects exper
ienced; and suggesting that, bec
ause cumulative effects assessm

In addition to baseline, please re
quire a description of pre-disturb
ance conditions for each valued
component and for each compon
ent addressed in Section 4. This i
s requisite to completing a cumu
lative effects assessment that co
nsiders past disturbance and sho
uld address historic spills and se
epages in particular.




ents are typically conducted whe
re mutiple projects exist, it may
be useful to approach the cumul
ative effects assessment as if "p
ast activities" were another proje
ct to be considered in the cumul
ative effects assessment.
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Section 3.1.
Describe ba
seline condi
tions and th
e existing e
nvironment
and Section
4.1.4. Fish a
nd aquatic |
ife

Regarding spatial boundaries, th
e draft Terms of Reference propo
se: "The baseline descriptions wi
Il include the Norman Wells Prov
en Area and any surrounding or
other areas (e.g. downstream for
water, fish, and harvesting) wher
e VCs may be affected (the 'stud
y area')" (p. 7). The developer is
also required to describe: "the p
otential for contamination of fish
and bioconcentration of contami
nants in fish downstream of the
project or their prey" (p. 13).

Please remove the word "downst
ream", as impacts are also incurr
ed upstream of the Proven Area
(e.g., for fish and harvesting).
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Section 3.1.
Describe ba
seline condi
tions and th
e existing e
nvironment

The draft Terms of Reference dir

ects the developer to collect new
information where knowledge ga
ps exist.

Where new information collectio

n is required, please provide opp
ortunities to include Sahtu bene

ficiaries and co-management org
anizations, including SRRB.
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Section 3.1.
Describe ba
seline condi
tions and th
e existing e
nvironment

This section does not specify exp
ectations regarding the role of In
digenous Knowledge in describin
g pre-disturbance and baseline ¢
onditions.

Please require that the develope
r work with Knowledge Holders a
nd co-management bodies, inclu
ding SRRB, to describe baseline
conditions for relevant valued co
mponents, especially for vauled
components and components in
Section 4 directly related to Indi
genous Knowledge (e.g., wildlife
and wildlife habitat, Indigenous |
and use and relationship to the |
and, "assessment of the availabil
ity of species for traditional use
purposes" [p. 14]).
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Section 3.2.
Assess imp

acts on the

environmen
t, Section 4.
Assess imp

acts, and Se
ction 5. Dev
eloper's Ass
essment Re
port general
requiremen

ts

The draft Terms of Reference dir
ects the developer to "describe a
nd provide its rationale for any
methods, including models, used
in its assessment" (p. 7). Section
4. lists components that require
assessment; some components i
n Section 4 are not included in th
e list of valued components (e.
g., soils). Section 5 includes asse
ssments requiring detailed com
munication of methods used (e.
g., potential accidents and malfu
nctions).

Please require that the develope
r release its proposed methods f
or comment, prior to conducting

the EA. This could be done in co

njunction with seeking feedback

on draft spatial and temporal sco
pes (see comment above). Pleas
e require the the developer work
with co-management bodies, incl
uding SRRB, to develop methods
for the assessment of valued co

mponents and their linkages. Ple
ase do this for each valued comp
onent and for each component a
ddressed in Sections 4 and 5.
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Section 3.2.
Assess imp
acts on the
environmen
t

Regarding communicated concer
ns, the draft Terms of Reference

states: "The developer will identi
fy any public concerns related to
the project based on its past eng
agement, the information now a

vailable from EA proceedings suc
h as community scoping session

s, and the results of any ongoing
engagement" (p. 7).

In addition to concerns shared in
community scoping sessions and
the comments in the present sub
mission in response to the draft T
erms of Reference, please includ
e previous submissions on the O
A Variance EA from both the MVE
IRB and CER processes. If the Lin
e 490 EA becomes merged with t
he OA Variance EA, please also i
nclude submissions from the Lin
e 490 MVEIRB EA.
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Section 3.2.
Assess imp

acts on the

environmen
t, Section 4.
Assess imp

acts, and Se
ction 5. Dev
eloper's Ass
essment Re

The developer is required to: "de
scribe the predicted effectivenes
s of mitigation measures in a bri
ef narrative" (p. 8). Quantitative
information would be useful whe
re available. No direction regardi
ng methods is provided. In additi
on to the listed valued compone
nts, Section 4. lists components

that require assessment; some ¢

In addition to or instead of a "bri
ef narrative", please provide qua
ntitative and qualitative results o
f mitigation measure assessmen
ts. Please provide draft methods
for comment prior to conducting
the assessment, and describe fin
al methods used to conduct the

assessment of mitigation measu
re effectiveness. Please do this f




port general
requiremen
ts

omponents in Section 4 are not i
ncluded in the list of valued com
ponents (e.g., soils). Section 5 in
cludes assessments requiring de
tailed communication of method
s used (e.qg., potential accidents
and malfunctions).

or each valued component and f
or each component addressed in
Sections 4 and 5.
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Section 3.2.
Assess imp

acts on the

environmen
t, Section 4.
Assess imp

acts, and Se
ction 5. Dev
eloper's Ass
essment Re
port general
requiremen

ts

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes: "residual impacts will be des
cribed in terms of the nature of t
he impact, magnitude, direction,
spatial extent, timing, frequency,
duration, reversibility and likelih
ood of each impact" (p. 8). In ad
dition to the listed valued compo
nents, Section 4. lists componen
ts that require assessment; som
e components in Section 4 are n
ot included in the list of valued ¢
omponents (e.g., soils). Section
5 includes assessments requirin
g detailed communication of met
hods used (e.g., potential accide
nts and malfunctions).

Please also require a description
of methods used to assess resid
ual impacts, and provide draft m
ethods for comment prior to con
ducting the assessment. Please

do this for each valued compone
nt and for each component addr
essed in Sections 4 and 5.
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Section 3.3.
Incorporatio
n Indigenou
s Traditional
Knowledge

The draft Terms of Reference req
uire the developer to incorporate
"available" Traditional Knowledg

e throughout the assessment an
d to "describe what approach wa
s taken in working with Indigeno
us Traditional Knowledge holders
to identify and use Indigenous Tr
aditional Knowledge". Section 3.

1 specifies that new information

is to be collected where data ga

ps exist.

If knowledge gaps exist, please r
equire the developer to seek to
address these gaps in collaborati
on with relevant parties, includin
g SRRB.
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Section 3.4.
Consider cu
mulative eff
ects from hi
storic opera
tions, Sectio
n 4. Assess

impacts, an
d Section 5.
Developer's
Assessment
Report gene
ral requirem
ents

The draft Terms of Reference dir
ects the developer to consider:
"the effects of the project in com
bination with the effects of other
past, present and reasonably for
eseeable future developments" a
nd "[t]he effects of the project in
combination with legacy effects
of Imperial’s Norman Wells Oper
ations to date, and from other pa
st developments" (p. 9). Section
5 includes assessments requirin
g detailed communication of met
hods used (e.g., potential accide
nts and malfunctions).

Please confirm that consideratio
n of "legacy effects" includes eff
ects since pre-development, and
that pre-development informatio
n (including Indigenous Tradition
al Knowledge) will be used in the
EA. Please pre-disturbance condi
tions for each valued component
and for each component address
ed in Sections 4 and 5.
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Section 3.5.
Consider cli
mate chang
e

The developer is required to con
sider impacts of thawing permafr
ost.

SRRB recommends that consider
ation of impacts of thawing perm
afrost include, at a minimum, im
pacts on riverbank stability and
buried waste (see MVEIRB 2025,
"Ttegdht) [Norman Wells] Scopin
g Session Report").
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Section 3.5.
Consider cli
mate chang
e

The developer is required to: "de
scribe how current climate trend
s affected project design, the res
ilience of components and any
mitigations related to climate ad
aptation" (p. 9).

Please include any changes that
will be made to existing project ¢
omponents to increase resilienc
e, in addition to any new develo
pment (i.e., describe on ongoing
operations will be adapted in res
ponse to climate change).
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Section 4.1.
1. Soils

The developer is required to des
cribe areas of contamination (p.
10).

In "areas of contamination", plea
se include information about the
biocells including but not limited
to contaminated soil quantity (a
dditions to volumes and loss of v
olumes through erosion or remo
val from biocells) and soil qualit
y. Please develop a baseline soil
map identifying existing areas of
contamination and areas that wo
uld be disturbed through the pro
posed project, and characterize t
hese disturbances.
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Section 4.1.
2. Groundw
ater quality

This section focuses on groundw
ater "quality". Groundwater that
flows through contaminated site
s is contained and redirected fro
m entering the Mackenzie River.

In addition to groundwater "quali
ty", please include an assessme
nt of impacts to groundwater "qu
antity" entering natural systems,
particularly the Mackenzie River
and tributaries.
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Section 4.1.
2. Groundw
ater quality

The developer is required to des
cribe: "existing and conceptual
monitoring programs for charact
erizing future groundwater qualit
y, including principles of the mo
nitoring and how the monitoring
will be used to compare actual ¢
hanges to the predicted effects"
(p. 11).

In addition to describing monitori
ng, please describe triggers for a
nd processes associated with ad
aptive management resulting fro
m any changes detected through
monitoring.
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Section 4.1.
2. Groundw
ater quality

In the technical scoping session i
n Yellowknife, on September 16,

Imperial Oil (Ben Fraser) describ

ed active groundwater remediati
on at the former Refinery Bank a
nd B-38X site. It is SRRB's under
standing that the B-38X is a cont
aminated site where groundwate
r is allowed to move through coll
ecting hydrocarbons from the soi
I, and is then captured to avoid c
ontamination to the Mackenzie R
iver.

Please provide information (e.g.,
spatial, water quality) on current
and forecasted groundwater con
tamination and describe long-ter
m management of contaminated
areas that may impact groundwa
ter. In the description of plans to
mitigate adverse imapcts on gro
undwater, please include metho
ds that would protect groundwat
er, as opposed to using groundw
ater as a soil remediation metho
d.
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Section 4.1.
2. Groundw
ater quality

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes: "If the developer considers a
ttenuation mechanisms importa
nt to transport and fate of consti
tuents of concern, mechanisms
will be described in detail and su
pported by data" (p. 11, footnote
2).

If attenuation mechanisms are n
ot deemed important, please req
uire that the developer explain h
ow they arrived at this conclusio
n.
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Section 4.1.
3. Mackenzi
e River and
Bosworth Cr
eek water q
uality

The draft Terms of Reference pro
vides examples of potential haza
rds to project components for as

sessment, including "leaks, equi

pment malfunctions, line rupture
s, corrosion failures, sticking valv
es, seal failures, or environment

al conditions such as wildfires or
ice scour" (p. 12, footnote 2).

In addition to these examples, pl
ease also include hazards associ
ated with climate change (e.g., p
ermafrost thaw) and riverbed sc

our.
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Section 4.1.
4. Fish and
aqautic life

The developer is directed to asse
ss "fish-bearing tributaries in the
Proven Area" (p. 13). Fish are mo
bile and may move in and out of
the Proven Area, both up- and do
wnstream.

Please remove the phrase, "in th
e Proven Area", and require that,
in setting the spatial boundaries
for this assessment, the develop
er consider the fish species pres
ent or potentially present in the

Proven Area that has the largest
range.
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Section 4.1.
5. Waterfow
I

The developer is directed to incl
ude species of importance to Ind
igenous and local communities i
n its assessment on waterfowl.

Please require that the develope
r describe how Indigenous and lo
cal communities were engaged t
o determine species of importan
ce. Please ensure co-manageme
nt bodies, including SRRB, are e

ngaged in determining species o
f importance.
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Section 4.1.
5. Waterfow
[

The developer is required to con
sider potential changes to impor
tant waterfowl habitat (p. 14).

In its consideration of potential ¢
hanges to important waterfowl h
abitat, please require a descripti
on of historic spills, contaminatio
n, and releases and associated i

mpacts to these habitats, and de
scribe potential to these areas th
rough the proposed activities.
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Section 4.1.
5. Waterfow
I

This section focuses on waterfow
I, and there is not currently a val
ued component for wildlife and
wildlife habitat.

Please clarify where important bi
rd species in addition to waterfo
wl species will be included in the
assessment, and consider broad
ening Section 4.1.5 to include all
bird species of importance.
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Section 4. A
ssess impac

Section 4 describes how the dev
eloper must assess impacts from

In assessing impacts of project a
ctivities, please describe impacts
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ts

project activities to identified co
mponents of importance, such a
s valued components (noting tha
t some compenents listed in Sec
tion 4 are not listed as valued co
mponents, e.qg., soils).

by activity type or phase (e.g.,
onstruction, operation). This will
be especially important if the Lin
€ 490 EA is to be included in the
OA Variance EA, and should infor
m mitigation measures (e.g., tim
ing of activities to avoid impacts
to important bird species).

Section 4.1.
5. Waterfow
I

This section lists potential chang
es to consider when assessing i
mpacts to waterfowl. The draft T
erms of Reference require the de
veloper to "describe project spec
ific baseline conditions and trend
s that exist now (for understandi
ng impacts of the project)" (p.
7).

When considering trends in the a
ssessment of impacts to waterfo
wl (and other relevant species),
please require that the develope
r address how ongoing monitorin
g will address uncertainties in th
e EA, given regional trends. This
should include consideration of h
ow changes in waterfow| migrati
on times will be monitored, and
how monitoring will inform the ti
ming of project activities to avoi
d impacts.
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Section 4.2.
1. Indigeno
us land use
and relation
ship to the |
and

The draft Terms of References st
ates: "The developer will assess
the following potential impacts o
f the project on Indigenous land
use:

* changes to harvesting, gatheri
ng and food security

¢ changes to culturally important
species or harvested species (co
nsidering the results of the wate
r quality and fish assessments u
nder sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5) an
d resulting impacts on culture

e changes to the perception of a
nd connection to the land (includ
ing observed experience on the |
and) by traditional users, includi
ng any impacts on the safety, qu
ality and health of the area

e changes in the quality of water
for drinking and cultural uses (co
nsidering the results of the wate
r assessments under 4.1.3)" (p.
16).

In addition to the potential impa
cts to Indigenous land use listed
on p. 16, please include: access
(including postponed return of a
ccess resulting from additional y
ears of operations) and peaceful
enjoyment of the land (including
consideration of sound, light).
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Section 4.2.
3. Economy
and employ
ment

This section lists considerations t
hat the developer must include i

n its assessment of economy an

d employment.

In addition to these consideratio
ns, please include effects on miti
gation measures relating to tradi
tional economy and impacts to t
he diversity of jobs and careers
available, especially the diversit
y of careers to which youth are e
xposed including careers and ot
her opportunities to learn cultura
| practices, traditional harvest, a
nd Sahtld Dene and Métis way of
life.
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Section 4.2.
3. Economy
and employ
ment

The developer is directed to asse
ss: "indirect and induced econo
mic effects of the project" (p. 1
7).

As part of the assessment of "ind
irect and induced economic effec
ts of the project", please require
that the developer include a qua
ntitative assessment of impacts
to cost of living, compared to pre
-disturbance and base-line condi
tions. Please collaborate with co
mmunities and co-management
bodies, including SRRB, to under
stand impacts to Sahtl beneficia
ries and the Dene and Métis way
of life. This would include impact
s to accessing the land and abilit
y to carry out cultural activities s
uch as road conditions, availabili
ty of fuel, and any other require
ments for a traditional way of |if
e to be sustainable and meet sta
ndards for healthy living.
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Section 4.2.

The developer is directed to asse

In addition to physical, mental, a




4. Human h
ealth

ss physical, mental, and social h
ealth (p. 19).
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Section 4.2.
4. Human h
ealth

The developer is directed to asse
ss physical, mental, and social h
ealth (p. 19).

nd social health, please also req
uire that the developer assess sp
iritual and psychological health.

Please require that the develop e
ngage with Sahtu beneficiaries a
nd co-management bodies, inclu
Iding SRRB, to understand impac
ts to health. The developer shoul
d how community engagement o
n this topic was sought and carri
ed out.
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Section 4.2.
4. Human h
ealth

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes: "The developer will assess t
he following related to human he
alth:

* how any predicted effects to w
ater could affect human health
(considering the results of the w
ater quality assessment in sectio
n4.1.3)

* any ways that contaminants fr
om the project could be absorbe
d into traditional foods or introdu
ced to inhabited areas (consider
the results of the groundwater a
nd water quality assessments in
sections 4.1.2 and 4.1.3)

* any health impacts related to fl
aring" (p. 19).

In addition to these consideratio
ns, please require that the devel
oper also identify valued compo
nent linkages to assess non-phys
ical health (i.e., mental, social, p
sychological, and spiritual healt
h). These valued component link
ages should be identified throug
h engagement with Sahtu benefi
ciaries and co-management bodi
es, including SRRB.
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Section 4.2.
4, Human h
ealth

This section links groundwater a
nd surface water quality to tradit
ional foods (p. 19).

Please also include soils, vegetat
ion, and wildlife in the assessme
nt of contamination of traditional
foods.
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Section 4.3.
Using a holi
stic lens an
d systems t
hinking

The developer is directed to "pro
vide the reasons for its answers,
and identify the evidence it used
to reach its conclusions" (p. 20).

In addition to reasons and evide
nce behind these answers, pleas
e require that the developer incl
ude how it collaborated with Sah
tu beneficiaries and co-manage
ment bodies, including SRRB, to
conduct the EA using a holistic le
ns and systems thinking.
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Section 4.3.
1. Keeping
water safe
and clean

The developer is required to con
sider impacts on keeping water s
afe and clean, including uses of
water by people, culture, Indigen
ous and other land use, human h
ealth, fish and aquatic life, and
waterfowl (p. 21).

To this list of valued component |
inkages, please add "contaminat
ed areas".
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Section 4.3.
1. Keeping
water safe
and clean

The developer is required to des
cribe: "the uses of water in the a
rea" (p. 21). It is not clear what
"uses" refers to in this context.

Please clarify whether "uses of w
ater" refers to only Imperial Oil's
usage of water or all uses in the

area, including but not limited to
other industry, municipal, and tr
aditional uses. It is recommende
d that all uses are considered, es
pecially Imperial Qil's.
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Section 4.3.
1. Keeping
water safe
and clean

The developer is required to des
cribe: "potential impacts from th
e project directly on surface wat
er and groundwater and on othe
r valued components" (p. 21).

Please require that the develope
r also consider previous and ong
oing effects from historic impact
s to surface water, groundwater,
and other valued components
(e.g., past and ongoing seepage,
spills).
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Section 4.3.
1. Keeping
water safe
and clean

In both Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2,
the developer is directed to ans
wer a list of questions. Section 4.
3.2 states: "These [questions] ap
ply both to the impacts of the pr
oject and the cumulative impact
s of the project in combination w
ith past and current operations"
(p. 23).

Please add the sentence "These
apply both to the impacts of the
project and the cumulative impa
cts of the project in combination
with past and current operation
s" to Section 4.3.1 after "Using t
he information required elsewher
e in the ToR, and considering the
results of engagement, the devel
oper will answer the following qu
estions" (p. 21).
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Section 4.3.
1. Keeping

Section 4.3.2. includes the quest
ion: "Will Imperial change its pro
posed activities to avoid repeati

Please include this same questio
n in Section 4.3.1, changing "tra
ditional harvesting" to "water qu
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water safe
and clean

ng any past impacts on tradition
al harvesting and related cultura
| well-being? If so, how?" (p. 23).

ality": "Will Imperial change its p
roposed activities to avoid repea
ting any past impacts on water q
uality and related cultural well-b
eing? If so, how?".

Section 4.3.
2. Protectin
g traditional
harvesting

The draft Terms of Reference sta

tes: "Protecting traditional harve
sting requires a consideration of

several components in a holistic

system:

* groundwater quality

« surface water quality

 the relationships between wate
r quality and other parts of the e
nvironment, regardless of the re

sults of the individual effects ass
essment, including:

0 uses of water by people

o culture

o Indigenous and other land use

o human health

o fish and aquatic life

o waterfowl!" (p. 22).

It is not clear why only water qu
ality considerations are listed.

Please add considerations beyon
d those dealing with water qualit
y. This should include wildlife an
d wildlife habitat; fish and fish ha
bitat; soils; vegetation; culturally
important plants and landscape
characteristics such as physical
environments, acoustic, and visu
al considerations; access; air qu
ality and flaring; etc.
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Section 4.3.
2. Protectin
g traditional
harvesting

The draft Terms of References st
ates: "Assessing impacts of the p
roject on cultural well-being inclu
des considering impacts on intan
gible cultural resources, like lang
uage and customs, that help tra
nsmit culture, knowledge, skills
and values between generation
s. It will require the developer to
work with culture holders of indi
vidual Indigenous groups and co
mmunities to identify, characteri
ze, and assess the impacts on cu
lture" (p. 22, footnote 2).

In addition to "individual Indigen
ous groups and communities", pl
ease add co-management bodie
s, including SRRB.
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Section 4.3.
2. Protectin
g traditional
harvesting

The developer is directed to ans
wer: "How will the continuation o
f Imperial’s proposed operations
change the quality and safety of
traditionally harvested fish and
waterfowl downstream of the pro
ject?" (p. 23). Knowledge Holder
s have expressed concerns abou
t impacts of NWO to traditionally
harvested species additional to fi
sh and waterfowl.

It is recommended that "traditio
nally harvested fish and waterfo
wl" be changed to "traditionally
harvested species".
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Section 4.3.
2. Protectin
g traditional
harvesting

The developer is directed to ans
wer: "How might physical and m
ental health be affected by any p
redicted changes to traditional h
arvesting and the availability, us
e, consumption and quality of tr
aditional foods (which can lead t
o changes to cost of living, food
security and food sovereignty)?"
(p. 23). Other types of health im
pacts, especially psychological,
may affect traditional harvestin
g, and vice-versa.

In addition to "physical and ment
al health", please add psychologi
cal, emotional, and spiritual heal
th.
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Section 5.2.
Public enga
gement

The developer is required to pro
vide: "an engagement log descri
bing dates, individuals and orga
nizations engaged with, the mod
e of communication, discussion t
opics and positions taken by part
icipants" (p. 24).

In addition to these elements of
an engagement log, please also i
nclude the length of time of eac
h engagement (e.g., number of
hours) and location as applicabl
e.
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Section 5.4.
Project purp
ose, needs,
and alternat
ives

The draft Terms of Reference sta
tes: "Because this project is a co
ntinuation of ongoing activities, t
he Review Board requires inform
ation on alternatives within the p
roject only with regard to repair

options for damaged flow lines"

In addition to flowline repair, ple
ase provide a rigorous assessme
nt of project alternatives for flow
line replacement, drilling of new
wells of any kind, and the "no pr
oject" alternative.
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Section 5.5.
Potential ac
cidents and
malfunction
3

(p. 25). It is noted that the "conti
nuation of ongoing activities" inv
olves activities in addition to flo
wline repair for which alternative
s must be assessed, including bu
t not limited to the "no project" a
Iternative.

The developer is required to con
sider: "the impacts of such event
s in conjunction with the conditio
ns at site that existed prior to thi
s project" (p. 25).

Please require that the develope
r include a map of all previous sp
ills, which can be coded to demo
nstrate the response method de
ployed at the time (e.g., natural
recovery, clean-up methods liste
d in the NWO Spill Contingency a
nd Response Plan).
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Section 5.5.
Potential ac
cidents and
malfunction
S

The developer is required to con
sider: "the age, past years of op
eration and condition of equipm
ent that will be used by the prop
osed project in conjunction with
past and current operations by |
mperial when evaluating failure r
isks (e.g. flowline corrosion)" (p.
25).

Please require that the develope
r include a map showing all infra
structure, coded by age, and an
associated schedule of maintena
nce and replacement activities.
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Section 5.6.
Monitoring,
evaluation,
and follow-u

p

The Developer's Assessment Rep
ort in required to describe comp

onents of monitoring and adapat
ive management plans and prog

rams (see list of components on

p. 26).

To this list, please add progressiv
e reclamation monitoring; monit

oring and research of remediatio
n techniques and areas; Sahtu b

eneficiary and co-management b
ody inclusion in monitoring, inclu
ding SRRB inclusion in monitorin
g for wildlife, wildlife habitat, an

d way of life impacts; and ensure
monitoring programs capture all

valued components and compon
ents in Sections 4 and 5.
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Section 5.6.
Monitoring,
evaluation,
and follow-u

p

This section requires that climat
e change considerations in moni
toring and adaptive managemen
t plans and programs include a d
escription of "environmental thre
sholds that will trigger adaptive
management actions" (p. 26).

Please require that the develope
r describe "thresholds that will tr
igger adaptive management acti
ons" for all monitoring and adapt
ive management plans and prog

rams, so as not to restrict consid
eration of thresholds to climate c
hange considerations. This shoul
d include monitoring and adaptiv
e management of all potential e

nvironmental, social, and cultura
| effects.
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Appendix A:
Assessment
methodolog

Yy

The developer is required to: "Di
fferentiate between natural fluct
uations in conditions and the eff
ects of human activity" (p. 30 of
pdf). Imperial has previously pro
vided its interpretation of natural
seepage versus NWO impacts (fo
r example, see Imperial's 2023
"Aquatic Effects Monitoring Progr
am Summary"). Community con
cerns continue to be raised regar
ding the presence of continued ¢
ontamination of the Mackenzie R
iver (for example, see MVEIRB's
2025 "Radey)l| K¢ (Fort Good Ho
pe) Scoping Session Report").

Please consider requiring a third
party to undertake the differenti
ation of "natural fluctuations in c
onditions and the effects of hum
an activity".
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Appendix A:
Assessment
methodolog

y

The developer is required to: "Co
nsider Traditional Knowledge in i

mpact predictions where appropr
iate" (p. 30 of pdf).

Please also require that the deve
loper describe how it determined
when considering Traditional Kno
wledge was or was not appropria
te, and provide a rationale for w
hen Traditional Knowledge was d
eemed not appropriate or other
wise necessary.
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Section 3.5.
Consider cli
mate chang
e

Section 3.5 acknowledges the po
tential impacts of thawing perma
frost on project operations, but n
ot the impacts of the project on
permafrost thaw.

Please require climate change a
daptation planning for operation
s, remediation, and reclamation
activities to mitigate any potenti
al of triggering permafrost thaw,




and to describe how Imperial will
manage areas where permafrost
has occurred.
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October 17, 2025

Attn: Simon Toogood, Senior Environmental Advisor

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board

Box 938, 200 Scotia Centre

5201 - 50 Avenue, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 Back to top

Dear Mr. Toogood,

RE: EA2425-02, Comments on Terms of Reference - K’ahsho Got’ine Committee

The K’ahsho Got’ine Committee submits the attached comments on the terms of reference for the
Norman Wells Operations Environmental Assessment, EA2425-02.

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

Respectfully,
<
o A .
) fleeen ,&ﬁ/% %%{ % Aoy
/ / A—‘ﬁ‘; = ﬂT
Shawn Grandjambe Joseph Tobac Aurora McNeely
Fort Good Hope Dene Yamoga Lands Fort Good Hope Métis
Community Council Corporation Nation Local #54 Land

Corporation

) DS

Bonny Kakfwi Darcy Edgi
Fort Good Hope Renewable K’ahsho Got’ine
Resources Council Foundation
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www.environmentalsciences.ca

Memorandum

Date: October 17, 2025

Back to top
To: K’'ahsho Got'ine Committee
From: Emily Ham and David Leeder
Re: Imperial Oil Norman Wells Operations EA Terms of Reference — Comments for Technical Scoping

Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd. (HESL) was retained by the K’ahsho Got'ine Committee (KGC) to
provide an environmental technical review of the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board’s
(MVEIRB) documents related to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Imperial Oil NWT Limited (IORL)
Norman Wells:

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

HESL attended the MVEIRB Technical Scoping Sessions for the EA and scoping for the eventual
Reclamation and Closure EA (September 16 to 18, 2025). The content of the Sessions, including the
summary documents (MVEIRB “Environmental Assessments — Imperial Oil: Norman Wells Operations and
Closure and Reclamation — Imperial’s Norman Wells Facilities Yellowknife Scoping Session” October 10,
2025), also informed the technical review.

HESL prepared comments/information requests pertaining to uncertainties and/or concerns with the Terms
of Reference of Imperial’s new Operations EA for MVEIRB to consider in EA Scoping.

Overall, the Operations EA Terms of Reference identified commonly known community concerns and
valued components important to the KGC, including potential effects of IORL operations on human health,
water quality, and fish and aquatic life. The Terms of Reference considered at an introductory level, indirect
effects by IORL operations on traditional and modern lifestyle and culture, that depends upon a non-
impacted environment.

A key concern with the Terms of Reference was an overreliance on IORL to define EA scopes, specifically

the spatial and temporal impacts of operations on aquatic resources and downstream users of the land and
water. Past experience with IORL at Norman Wells has demonstrated that Imperial has not consistently

2025-10-17_240177 Imperial Oil Operations EA Comments_IRs.docx



acted transparently or had clear communication when considering its potential environmental effects or its
effects downstream communities, nor has Imperial always been forthcoming when incidents related to
operations occur (e.g., the Line 490 spill). These concerns were raised repeatedly in the Technical
Sessions, by several parties. While Imperial made renewed commitments to community consultation and
more fulsome consideration of their operations on the environment during the Technical Sessions, the
MVEIRB must take a firm lead in defining the EA scope, with rigorous community consultation, and
consideration of community concerns and environmental values. This will help to improve transparency,
accountability and effective community EA input.

The Operations EA Terms of Reference allows for heavy weighting of IORL-derived environmental
monitoring and effects data to consider operations environmental effects. |IORL data has repeatably been
found to have substantial inadequacies in its technical approach, consideration of traditional knowledge
and community concerns, and communication. Incorporating third-party data sources into the EA is
recommended and should be specifically identified in the scoping documents to comprehensively identify
potential effects, environmental sensitivity and community valued components. Specific comments
pertaining to the Terms of Reference for Norman Wells Operations are presented in Table 1 (attached).

During the technical sessions, IORL provided presentations that described important elements of their
operations, past and present, as an education piece to help participants understand potential legacy risks.
This was a positive element of the sessions, and similar presentations should be conducted with
communities to help with current and long-term environmental knowledge, and allow communities to have
informed input on EA Scope as well as its eventual effects assessments.

Thank you for the opportunity to conduct this review on behalf of the KGC. Should you have any questions
or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,

S S . et =

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

‘g?r Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd.
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Table 1. Norman Wells Operations EA Terms of Reference — Comments.

Norman Wells Proven
Area and
Contamination
Management

Reference
Figure 1, P. 6

Table 1, P. 7

Comment

Figure 1 shows the extent of the Proven Area and components of Imperial’s oil field. However,
Figure 1 Proven Area boundaries do not include all operations infrastructure (and transportation
corridors) that should be included/assessed in the Operations EA. Further definition of
known/suspected contamination occurs that may require management during Operations, should
be provided to ensure the EA spatial scope is correct; this concern was raised during the Technical
Sessions. The extent should include vertical extents of contamination and/or operations
infrastructure. Although the Terms of Reference notes that the project does not include closure,
remediation, or final reclamation of project components, management of contaminated soil/sediment
should be included in the scope of the EA for on-going operations and contamination, including Line
490 is repaired/replaced.

Recommendation

IR1-1a: The developer should modify the Proven Area

boundaries to include all infrastructure and all areas related to
operations, including key transport corridors, and the extents of
all known or suspected contamination.

IR1-1b: It is recommended that active monitoring and
management of contaminated, soil, groundwater, sediment
and surface water be included in the Scope of Development.

Key Lines of Inquiry
and Effects Pathways

Section 2.2.2. Key
Lines of Inquiry, P.
8

The key lines of inquiry are defined as areas of concern that have been identified as requiring the
most attention during the EA, and are listed as 1) keeping water safe and clean in the Mackenzie
River, and 2) protecting traditional harvesting. The lines of inquiry do not include additional pathways
of effects, including poor/improper communication of impacts, or poorly assessed or communicated
environmental effects monitoring results. These are key and ongoing effects pertaining to Norman
Wells Operations, which should be given appropriate attention in the EA.

IR1-2: The developer should include additional effects
pathways (improper communication of impacts to communities,
poorly  assessed/communicated environmental effects
monitoring results), and clarify whether key lines of inquiry will
be supported by appropriate protection and incident response
plans, as well as monitoring and communication.

Aquatic Impacts

Section 2.3.
Geographic scope,
P.9

The Terms of Reference for Norman Wells Operations EA indicate that the EA study area (i.e.,
including spatial extent of water and aquatic life impacts) will be further defined by the developer in
its Developer’'s Assessment Report. It is unclear if the spatial extent of impacts will be defined by
the Board, if the developer’s assessment is insufficient.

IR1-3: The Board should clarify what its responsibility will be if
the developer has not sufficiently defined the EA study area.
The EA study area should include all downstream effects areas
that are covered by the Aquatic Effects Monitoring Program —
(AEMP), at a minimum.

Baseline Data
Collection

Section 3.1.
Describe baseline
conditions and the
existing

environment, P. 10.

The Terms of Reference state that IORL is encouraged to use existing data when available, and
that if data is lacking, IORL will collect new information (i.e., baseline data). There have been
significant concerns with Imperial’s data collection (methods, frequency, resolution, and locations)
and quality, particularly regarding environmental effects monitoring (e.g., the AEMP).

It would be beneficial for the KGC and other third parties to be considered for baseline/monitoring
data collection, to foster relationships with the communities, ensure that data is collected to satisfy
community concerns, and improve data robustness and reliability.

IR1-4a: The Board should ensure that any existing data used
by Imperial (as baseline) is reliable and comprehensive (see
previous concerns with IORL environmental effects monitoring
data quality).

IR1-4b: The Board should consider engaging the KGC or other
third parties to collect baseline data, to ensure the process
reflects community concerns and that baseline data is robust
and reliable.

‘g%r Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd.
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Topic
Impact Assessment

Reference

Section 3.2. Assess
impacts on the
environment, P. 10

Comment

The Terms of Reference state that the developer will consider existing and predicted impacts and
evaluate any additional mitigations that might be necessary to avoid/reduce impacts. Considerations
should also include third-party and community scientific information and observations, wherever
possible, to adequately address community concerns.

Recommendation

IR1-5: The EA should include third-party scientific information
in the developer’s evaluation of current and future impacts.

Community
Consultation

Section 3.3.
Incorporate
Indigenous
Traditional
Knowledge, P. 11

The Terms of Reference state that “if Indigenous Traditional Knowledge is obtained from previous
information from potentially affected communities, the developer will present it to each associated
Indigenous group for comment and confirmation before including it in the DAR.” (P. 11). It was
unclear which potentially affected communities would be consulted during this process, and what
the minimum notice period would be for community consultations.

IR1-6: The Terms of Reference should specify which
communities will be consulted by Imperial, and specify the
minimum notice and effort for the community consultations.

Cumulative
Assessment

Impact

Section 3.4.
Consider
cumulative effects
from historic
operations, P. 12

The Terms of Reference states that “the developer will describe impact pathways by which a
cumulative effect may occur and its potential spatial and temporal scope. It will identify any baseline
trends relevant to cumulative impacts.” (P. 12). It was unclear what data would be relied upon to
evaluate cumulative effects, and whether external reports (i.e., from communities and other third
parties) as well as peer-reviewed literature would be used to inform cumulative effects.

IR1-7: The developer’s cumulative effects assessment should
include external reports and peer-reviewed scientific literature.

Groundwater Valued Section 4.1.2. The Terms of Reference list some specific concerns with groundwater raised during scoping, | IR1-8a: Impacts to groundwater due to legacy contamination at
Component Groundwater including deterioration of groundwater quality from historic spills and wastes and re-injection of | the Norman Wells site should be included in the scope of
quality, P. 14 produced water, potential impacts of Imperial operations on seepages, and accidents/malfunctions | evaluating the groundwater quality valued component.
impacting groundwater quality. Groundwater concerns raised do not include concerns related to
impacts caused by legacy contamination in soils. IR1-8b: Clarify whether a baseline definition study will be
required for the Norman Wells site, or if a regional reference
The Terms of Reference state that the developer will describe anticipated physical and chemical | dataset will be developed for evaluating groundwater trends in
changes to the receiving groundwater environment caused by project activities. The extent of | the receiving environment.
baseline groundwater data for the Norman Wells site has many gaps, and the state of knowledge is
evolving, as Imperial described during the Technical Sessions. It was unclear if a baseline definition
study (or similar) would be provided for the EA, or if a regional reference dataset would be developed
for the purpose of evaluating groundwater trends more broadly (including aquatic receiving
environments).
Operations AEMP Section 4.3. The Terms of Reference states that the DAR will identify, describe, and assess impacts of the project | IR1-9: Clarify whether the DAR will include an updated

Mackenzie River
and Bosworth
Creek water quality.
P.15

on surface water quality in the Mackenzie River and Bosworth Creek, “at a scale and resolution that
allows for the application of results to the assessment of impacts on other parts of the environment.”
(P. 15). Frequency/resolution of monitoring is a persistent concern with Imperial’s existing AEMP for
Norman Wells. It was unclear how previous/ongoing monitoring frequency concerns would be

operations-stage AEMP.
considered, particularly
community concerns.

Third-party data should be
information that directly reflects

Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd.
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# Topic Reference Comment Recommendation

rectified in the DAR, and whether an updated operations-stage AEMP would be developed to rectify
preexisting concerns with data collection. Third-party data should supplement IORL data.

10 | Sediment Section 4.1.4. Fish | The Terms of Reference acknowledge that the project may impact fish and aquatic life due to | IR1-10: The EA should consider impacts and risks of ongoing
Contamination and | and aquatic life. P. | changes in surface water and groundwater quality. However, it does not address ongoing (and | and future sediment contamination on aquatic life, or exposure
Aquatic Life 16 future) sediment contamination, or exposure of aquatic life to contaminated sediment under | of aquatic life to contaminated sediment under changing

changing climate conditions. This is a particular concern for contaminants that bioaccumulate or | climate conditions.
exhibit toxicity to aquatic life that forages in sediment. The EA should evaluate the risks associated

with contaminated sediment and subsequent ecological impacts, including pathways of exposure

and long-term effects on aquatic life.

11 | Changes in Section 4.2.2. The Terms of Reference list social and community conditions that will be assessed in the EA, but | IR1-11: The EA should assess the effects of western
Community Food Social and does not include the effects of changes in community food sources, as traditional country food is no | processed foods replacing traditional foods that community
Sources community longer obtained from the land due to community concerns with fish/wildlife health. This concern was | members would obtain from the land.

conditions. P. 20. also raised several times during the technical sessions. The effects of western processed foods
replacing traditional foods from the land should be assessed in the EA.
12 | Human Health Section 4.2.4. The Terms of Reference list human health-related concerns that will be assessed in the EA | IR1-12: The EA should specifically assess key existing
Human Health. P. (particularly future impacts), but does not include existing/ongoing community issues, such as | community health concerns (such as increased rates of
22. increased rates of cancer and other gastrointestinal diseases in community members. The EA | diseases), in addition to anticipated future health impacts.
should include more specific studies addressing community member health impacts and increased
rates of diseases, in addition to anticipated future health impacts.
13 | Assessing Drinking Section 4.3.1. The Terms of Reference require that the DAR include an evaluation of water quality, along with | IR1-13: The EA should include a threshold for acceptable

Water Quality
Changes

Keeping water safe
and clean. P. 24.

thresholds for determining effects, including any available community criteria. The threshold for
acceptable change in water quality should be based on changes over background conditions, rather
than solely relying on exceedances of numerical guidelines. Standard water quality guidelines may
not adequately reflect site-specific changes in water quality, and therefore are insufficient for
assessing localized impacts.

change in water quality over background conditions, rather
than solely comparing water quality to standard guidelines.

@

Hutchinson Environmental Sciences Ltd.
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JoAnne Deneron

Chair

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board
Yellowknife, NT

Via: Online Review System and Email

Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Terms of Reference for Imperial Qil
NWT Ltd.”s Norman Wells Operations Environmental Assessment (EA2425-02)

Dear Ms. Deneron,

To support the Mackenzie Valley Environment Impact Review Board’s (Review Board) development of
a Terms of Reference (TOR) for Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s (Imperial) Norman Wells Operations
Environmental Assessment (EA2425-02; Operations Assessment), the Northern Projects Management
Office (NPMOQ), on behalf of the Government of Canada, submits the attached comments to the Review
Board. Comments have been provided by Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada
and Environment and Climate Change Canada. Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Natural Resources
Canada, Health Canada, and Transport Canada have reviewed the draft TOR but do not have any
comments at this time.

The Commission of the Canada Energy Regulator (CER) has heard from participants on matters related
to the Norman Wells Operations and Line 490 through its hearing process. Hearing process steps
included filing evidence and information requests, providing oral Indigenous knowledge, commenting
on conditions and final argument. This process is presently paused, pending the outcome of EA 2425-
02 and EA2425-01. The Commission will resume its assessment after it has received the associated
environmental assessment report(s) from the Review Board.

On November 22, 2024, the Review Board issued a Notice of Proceeding regarding the transfer of
materials from the CER’s registry. The CER registry includes information collected and shared through
the Commission’s process, including the draft conditions which were informed by input from
participants (C31031). Additional information regarding the Commission’s hearing process and the
development of the draft conditions is available in its letter pausing the hearing process (C31697).

As provided in the Online Review System’s Item for Review on the draft TOR, it is understood that the
TOR identifies all topics that must be completely and clearly described by Imperial in its Developer's
Assessment Report. The Review Board is encouraging reviewers to provide comments and
recommendations to help define the scope of development and scope of the Operations Assessment.
The Government of Canada notes the Review Board’s suggestion to include the Line 490 Replacement
Project into the scope of the Operations Assessment.

It is understood that there will be future opportunities to provide comments and recommendations as
the Operations Assessment proceeds. The Government of Canada appreciates the opportunity to
provide these comments on the draft TOR.

-1
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https://reviewboard.ca/registry/ea2425-02
https://new.reviewboard.ca/en/registry/ea2425-01
https://new.reviewboard.ca/sites/default/files/project_document/Notice%20of%20Proceeding-%20updated%20timeline%20for%20Board%20response%202.pdf
https://docs2.cer-rec.gc.ca/ll-eng/llisapi.dll/fetch/2000/90464/2487702/4096739/4418517/4418852/4479798/C31031-1_Commission_-_Imperial_-_Applications_for_Variance_of_OA-1210-001_and_Line_490_Replacement_Activities_-_Revised_Draft_Conditions_for_Comment_-_OH-001-2023_-_A9D0F0.pdf?nodeid=4479799&vernum=-2
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdocs2.cer-rec.gc.ca%2Fll-eng%2Fllisapi.dll%2Ffetch%2F2000%2F90464%2F2487702%2F4096739%2F4418517%2F4418852%2F4492742%2FC31697-1_Commission_%25E2%2580%2593_PU_No._11_%25E2%2580%2593_Imperial_%25E2%2580%2593_Variance_of_OA-1210-001_and_Line_490_Replacement_Activities_%25E2%2580%2593_Next_steps_following_referral_to_the_Mackenzie_Valley_Environmental_Impact_Review_Board_for_Environmental_Assessment_-_A9E0A1.pdf%3Fnodeid%3D4493291%26vernum%3D-2&data=05%7C02%7CMelissa.Bard%40cer-rec.gc.ca%7Cd53690ef414a423c44f508de0c37cdf7%7C56e9b8d38a3549abbdfc27de59608f01%7C0%7C0%7C638961631035407810%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=6X8iDCqxxUEwK0sdiqkUxl4DarobaibQKmyl630Kzdc%3D&reserved=0

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

Sincerely,

Shannon Allerston

Senior Project Manager

Northern Projects Management Office (NPMO)

Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency (CanNor)

Attachment: Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Terms of Reference for
Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s Norman Wells Operations Environmental Assessment (EA2425-
02)

CC. Distribution List:

Ron Pankratz, A/Regional Director General
Northwest Territories Region, Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada

Tom Hoggarth, Regional Director
Aguatic Ecosystems, Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Daniel Wolfish, Director General
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate, Environment and Climate Change Canada

Chantal Roberge, National Director
Environmental Health Program, Health Canada

Rinaldo Jeanty, Director General
Environmental Protection Operations Directorate, Natural Resources Canada

Shari Currie, Director General
Prairie and Northern Region, Transport Canada

Carly Milne, Vice President
Indigenous Relations and Reconciliation, Transparency and Strategic Engagement, Canada
Energy Regulator

Paula Futoransky, Vice President
Energy Adjudication, Canada Energy Regulator
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Canadian Northern Economic
Development Agency

Agence canadienne de développement
économique du Nord

Table 1: Government of Canada’s Consolidated Comments on the Draft Terms of Reference for Imperial Oil NWT Ltd.’s Norman Wells
Operations Environmental Assessment (EA2425-02)

Topic | Reference | Comment | Recommendation
Crown Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC)
CIRNAC-01 Draft TOR; The temporal scope of assessment (section 2.4) states that the temporal boundaries Recommend that the
Temporal section 2.4, should reflect the length of time of impacts, and “also capture any potential long-term | Terms of Reference
scope of page 6. impacts of the remaining operations on VC’s [Valued Components]”. Will there be any acknowledge that there
assessment; acknowledgement of the potential overlap of impacts and mitigations proposed for may be overlap of impacts
Norman Wells Operations versus Closure? For example, could there be a limit on how long an impact | and mitigations for the
Operations must be mitigated in the case where a mitigation proposed in the context of Closure respective Environmental
may resume (the) mitigation? Assessments that could
affect the temporal scope
chosen (e.g., the temporal
scope of an impact and
any proposed mitigations
from ongoing operations
may be limited by future
mitigations proposed in
the context of closure).
CIRNAC-02 Draft TOR; Section 5.4 of the draft Terms of Reference includes a requirement for the Developer’s | Recommend that the
Temporary section 5.4, Assessment Report to describe what would happen if the project were not to go ahead. | Terms of Reference set out
closure and page 25. Additional detail should be included in the Terms of Reference for information expectations for
maintenance; requirements regarding this scenario (e.g., temporary closure and maintenance information requirements
Norman Wells pending Closure and Reclamation). regarding activities and
Operations impacts that would occur
if the project were not to
go ahead (e.g., temporary
closure and maintenance).

L

of Canada

Government Gouvernement
du Canada
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Canada




CIRNAC-03 Draft TOR; There is a lot of technical terminology used when discussing Imperial's ongoing Recommend that a
General General operations and plans for future closure and reclamation that may not be commonly thorough list of project-
terminology used by all parties. A thorough list of agreed upon terminology and definition of specific terminology be
project-specific technical terms should be considered for both proceedings. prepared for both
Consideration should also be given to how these terms could be translated into proceedings, and technical
traditional language. terms defined in the draft
Scoping Document and
Terms of Reference so that
all parties have the same
context and
understanding.
CIRNAC-04 Draft TOR; Section 2.1 suggests that the scope of development includes the operation of the Recommend that
scope of section 2.1, existing Norman Wells operations and all associated activities, including maintenance construction-related
development; page 3,4 works that would include flow line maintenance and flow line repair - including Line components of flow line
Norman Wells 490. Flow line maintenance and flow line repair are likely to include construction repair and maintenance
Operations activities which are not typically considered part of normal operations. There would that may be required
also be some level of final closure and clean-up associated with the end of the during operations be
construction activity. Suggest that additional consideration for how these components | included in the scope of
of operational activities will be assessed be included in the Terms of Reference. development and scope of
assessment in the Terms
of Reference.
CIRNAC-05 Draft TOR; Section 2.2 states that closure activities are not in the scope of the Operations Recommend that
scope of section 2.1, Environmental Assessment; however, it is unclear how progressive reclamation will be | progressive reclamation is
development; page 4. considered, if Imperial will continue to progress some of the existing progressive considered in the scope of

Norman Wells
Operations

reclamation activities during operations, and how these activities may impact future
closure.

development for the
Operations Environmental
Assessment.

Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC)

ECCC-01
Climate change
resilience and
the Strategic
Assessment of
Climate
Change;

Draft TOR;
section 3.5
Consider
climate
change

The draft Terms of Reference (TOR) references the Strategic Assessment of Climate
Change (SACC) in Section 3.5, footnote 2, whereby the Developer is directed to
consider the SACC.

It is unclear if the reference to the SACC relates only to the emissions/greenhouse
gases (GHG) aspects of the project or also to evaluating the project's resilience to
climate change. Section 5.1.5 of the SACC describes requirements for considering
climate change resilience, and a draft technical guide for assessing a project's resilience

ECCC recommends the
Mackenzie Valley Review
Board (MVEIRB) clarify if
the requirement to
consider the SACC applies
only to the emissions/GHG
aspects or also the climate




Norman Wells

to climate change is available on the SACC webpage.

change resilience aspect of

Operations the project. If so, the
Additionally, footnote 2 refers to Sections 5.6 and 5.7 of the TOR. ECCC was unable to MVEIRB is recommended
locate Section 5.7. to add the resilience

aspect of the SACC and the
Additional references: associated draft technical
Strategic Assessment of Climate Change (ECCC, Oct. 2020) guide as a useful reference
https://www.strategicassessmentclimatechange.ca/ in Section 3.5 of the TOR.
Draft technical guide related to the Strategic Assessment of Climate Change: Assessing
climate change resilience (ECCC)
https://www.canada.ca/en/services/environment/conservation/assessments/strategic-
assessments/draft-second-technical-guide-strategic-assessment-climate-change.html

ECCC-02 Draft TOR; The ongoing operation and decommissioning of the proposed project may result in ECCC recommends

Greenhouse general GHG emissions or impact on carbon sinks. Although the Strategic Assessment of MVEIRB and the Developer

gas emissions; Climate Change (SACC) does not apply to northern jurisdictions, the SACC and its consult the SACC and

Norman Wells technical guides provide guidance on how to consider climate change throughout an technical guides in

Operations environmental assessment. The SACC and the draft Technical Guide can be found at: assessing the GHG
https://www.strategicassessmentclimatechange.ca/ emissions of the project

and impact on carbon
sinks. ECCC also
encourages the Developer
to develop a plan to
achieve net-zero emissions
by 2050 if the Project’s
lifetime, including
decommissioning, is
anticipated to go beyond
2050.

ECCC-03 Draft TOR; The draft Terms of Reference (TOR) identifies water quality of the Mackenzie River and | ECCC recommends the

Baseline water | section 2.2.1 | Bosworth Creek as a Valued Component (VC) for the environmental assessment, MVEIRB revise the TOR to

quality Valued specifying requirements with respect to baseline conditions for VCs in Section 3.1: “The | clarify the definition of

conditions; components | DAR [Developer’s Assessment Report] will describe baseline conditions for each VCin baseline conditions for

Norman Wells | and section enough detail to accurately describe and assess potential impacts of the development.” | water quality and adjust

Operations 3.1 Describe | The TOR also requests information be provided regarding the data used to describe the requirements for




baseline
conditions
and the
existing
environment.

baseline conditions: “Imperial is encouraged to use existing data where available. If
data is lacking, Imperial will collect new information and describe the methods used,
and the accuracy and precision of measurements. If baseline data for a VC has not yet
been collected, Imperial will explain how and when it will be obtained. If Imperial
believes baseline data for a VC is unnecessary, it must provide a clear rationale.”

The Draft Guidelines for Developing Baseline Water Quality Monitoring Programs
(MVLWB 2018) state: “Baseline water quality monitoring programs must provide a
platform to characterize pre-development conditions...” The requirement of the TOR to
describe baseline water quality conditions does not seem to account for the project
being in operation for 100 years. Given the different legislative requirements at the
time the project began operations, pre-development scientific data would likely be
very limited. Moreover, any water quality data collected prior to operations is unlikely
to be accurate enough to compare with current measurements given advances in
methodology and analytical chemistry.

In some cases, upstream reference areas can be used as surrogates for baseline
conditions. However, in this case the use of adjacent upstream areas as surrogates may
be complicated by the presence of natural oil seeps in the project area, which may
have influenced water quality prior to the start of operations. As a result, upstream
reference areas located outside the area of natural oil seeps may not be representative
of baseline water quality conditions in the project area, particularly for hydrocarbons.

From a scientific perspective, describing detailed water quality conditions prior to
operations may not be possible, in which case it would not be possible to characterize
and assess project impacts relative to baseline water quality conditions. In this case,
the assessment of project impacts may need to be limited to changes in water quality
relative to more recent periods in the operational history of the project, subject to the
availability of reliable monitoring data.

Additional reference:

Draft Guidelines for Developing Baseline Water Quality Monitoring Programs in the

Northwest Territories (Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB); May 2018)
- Section 1.3. Regulatory Authorities and Review Process

describing baseline
conditions to ensure the
requirements are
achievable.




ECCC-04 Draft TOR; Section 2.3 of the draft Terms of Reference (TOR) states that the geographic scope will | ECCC recommends the
Clarification of | Figure 1. include the “Norman Wells Operations (the Proven Area)”, among other areas. Figure 1 | MVEIRB clarify what the
geographic Norman is captioned “Norman Wells Proven Area and components of Imperial’s oilfield” and red line denotes in Figure
scope; Norman | Wells Proven | includes a red line encircling the operations and some of the town site; however, it is 1, and that the town of
Wells Area and not evident what the red line represents. The geographic scope should include the Norman Wells be included
Operations components | town of Norman Wells. in the geographic scope.
of Imperial’s
oilfield;
section 2.3
geographic
scope
(spatial
boundaries).
ECCC-05 Draft TOR; Air quality is not listed as a Valued Component (VC) in Section 2.2.1 of the draft Terms ECCC recommends that air
Air qualityasa | section 2.2.1 | of Reference (TOR), despite concerns related to flare stacks. As noted in the Norman quality be included as a VC
valued Valued Wells Scoping Session Report (MVEIRB 2025), community members reported that flare | in the TOR.
component; Components | stacks have caused impacts to air quality. There is also the potential for deposition of
Norman Wells and section airborne pollutants onto soils and subsequent impacts to traditional harvesting. Given
Operations 4.2.4 Human | that Section 4.2.4 of the TOR requires the Developer to assess human health impacts
health. related to flaring, it would seem prudent to also include air quality as a VC.
Additional reference:
Environmental Assessments — Imperial Oil: Norman Wells Operations and Norman
Wells Operations Closure and Reclamation, Ttegdht; (Norman Wells) Scoping Session
Report (Mackenzie Valley Review Board (Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact
Review Board) July 11, 2025. Available at:
https://new.reviewboard.ca/sites/default/files/project_document/summary-of-
community-scoping-session-in-norman-wells_june-25.pdf
ECCC-06 Draft TOR; Section 5.5 of the draft Terms of Reference requires the Developer to conduct a risk ECCC recommends the
Assessment of | section 5.5 assessment related to potential accidents and malfunctions. Assessment of residual risk | MVEIRB include residual
residual risk; Potential is a key component of a comprehensive risk assessment for accidents and risk in the DAR
Norman Well accidents malfunctions, yet it is not currently included in the requirements for the Developer’s requirements by modifying
Operations and Assessment Report (DAR). Assessing residual risk bridges the gap between planned the third bullet of Section

malfunctions.

mitigation measures and actual remaining exposure. It ensures risks are not
underestimated and that informed, responsible decisions can be made.

5.5 from: “assess
likelihood and severity of




each risk identified” to:
“assess the likelihood,
severity, and residual risk,
taking into account the
proposed mitigation
measures of each
identified risk”. This
addition will ensure the
Developer evaluates
residual risks associated
with potential accidents
and malfunctions.

ECCC-07
Description of
major historical
accidents and
malfunctions in
the sector;
Norman Wells
Operations

Draft TOR;
section 5.5
Potential
accidents
and

malfunctions.

Section 5.5 of the draft Terms of Reference requires the Developer to describe
mitigation measures that may prevent potential accidents or malfunctions. It is
important that any previous accidents and malfunctions that resulted in major releases
at this site be considered when proposing mitigation measures to minimize potential
environmental impacts of the Project. This will help to ensure that similar events are
not repeated.

ECCC recommends the
MVEIRB add a new bullet
in Section 5.5 to require
the Developer to evaluate
historical events in the
sector and describe how
the proposed mitigation
measures will reduce the
likelihood of recurrence.
Suggested wording:
“Describe previous major
accidents and
malfunctions at the
Project site and assess
how the proposed
mitigation measures will
prevent similar events
from occurring in the
future.”

ECCC-08
Description of
mitigation
measures;

Draft TOR;
section 3.2
Assess

impacts on

Section 3.2 of the draft Terms of Reference (TOR) requires the Developer to describe
proposed mitigation measures to mitigate potential environmental effects via
avoidance, minimization or offsetting. ECCC notes that restoration is missing from the
mitigation hierarchy. Restoration is a mitigation measure that occurs on-site, before

ECCC recommends the
MVEIRB include the term
‘restore' in the mitigation
hierarchy listed in the TOR




Norman Wells
Operations

the
environment

offsetting measures are implemented (i.e., outside the designated project area).

Mitigations should follow the mitigation hierarchy (in order of preference) for species
at risk and migratory bird species:

1. AVOID: Describe all measures that will be taken to avoid effects to the species and
avoid the destruction or alteration of its important and/or critical habitat.

2. MINIMIZE: Describe all measures that will be taken to minimize the effects on the
species and minimize the destruction of its important and/or critical habitat.

3. RESTORE ON-SITE: describe the measures that will be taken to restore disturbed
areas of the project (related to construction, operation and maintenance) on the
species’ important and/or critical habitat remaining after considering the avoidance
and minimization measures.

4. Characterize the risk of the adverse effects that are likely to result from the project
on the species and its important and/or critical habitat after avoidance minimization,
and onsite restoration measures have been considered.

5. OFFSET: Describe the measures that will be implemented outside the Designated
Project area to mitigate adverse effects, destruction or alteration of the species’
important and/or critical habitat by the Project during construction and operation.

6. Characterize the risk of the adverse effects that are likely to result from the project
on the species and its important and/or critical habitat after avoidance, minimization,
onsite restoration, and offset measures have been considered.

(Section 3.2, p. 7) after the
term ‘minimize’ (i.e.:
“...avoid, minimize,
restore, or offset predicted
impacts”).

Additionally, ECCC
recommends the MVEIRB
consider expanding the
current text to incorporate
how the mitigation
hierarchy should be
followed (see our
description in the
comment column).
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Mark Cliffe-Philips BY ONLINE REVIEW SYSTEM
Executive Director
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board
200 Scotia Centre, 5102-50th Avenue
Yellowknife NT X1A 2N7

Back to top
Dear Mark Cliffe-Phillips:

The Government of the Northwest Territories Comments on the Draft Terms of Reference
for Imperial Oil Resources NWT Limited’s Norman Wells Operations (EA2425-02)

The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) appreciates the opportunity to provide
inputs to the draft Terms of Reference (ToR) for Imperial Oil Resources NWT Limited’s (Imperial)
Norman Wells Operations (EA2425-02). The GNWT has reviewed the draft ToR and submitted
comments and recommendations using the “Online Review System” (ORS) table format, as
requested.

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

Should the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board or other parties have any
questions about the GNWT’s submission, please contact Kelvin Igwe, Project Assessment Analyst
by email at Kelvin Igwe@gov.nt.ca or by phone at 867-767-9180 (ext. 24025) or Alison Heslep,
Manager, Project Assessment Branch, by email at Alison Heslep@gov.nt.ca or by phone at867-767-
9180 (ext. 24021).

Sincerely,

Lorraine Seale
Director
Impact Assessment and Security Management

Attachment
GNWT Comments in ORS format - Draft Terms of Reference - Imperial Oil Norman Wells
Operations (EA2425-02)

P.O. Box 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9 www.gov.nt.ca C. P. 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9
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*x Josh Hutchings
I m perla I Conventional Oil & Gas Assets Manager

+1 (587) 962-4531
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October 31, 2025

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board

Attn: JoAnne Deneron, Chairperson

Box 938, 200 Scotia Centre

5102 — 50 Avenue

Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7 Back to top

Submitted via Online Review System

Dear Ms. Deneron,

Re: Norman Wells Operations EA2425-02, Imperial comments on draft terms of
reference for the Environmental Assessment of continued operations.

Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T Limited (Imperial) thanks the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact
Review Board (Board) and staff for the opportunity to review the draft terms of reference for EA2425-02.

The comments below provide 1) context to Imperial’s comments and recommendations, 2) a summary of
Imperial’'s key recommendations on the terms of reference, and 3) discussion supporting Imperial’s
recommendations.

1 Context

Imperial’s Norman Wells Operations (NWO) operate under the Canada Energy Regulator (CER)
Operations Authorization OA-1210-001 and the Sahtu Land and Water Board (SLWB) Type A Water
Licence S13L1-007. Applications for renewal of these permits through the SLWB (S24L1-005)" and the
CER (OH-001-2023)?, are the subject of this Environmental Assessment (EA), EA2425-02.3

The proposed Line 490 Replacement Project, for a section of a flowline crossing a channel of the
Mackenzie River, is the subject of a second EA (EA2425-01).* The EA for the Line 490 Replacement
Project was adjourned at Imperial’s request at the start of the hearing phase in May 2025.

A third EA is before the Board (EA2526-01)5 for final closure and reclamation of Imperial’s Norman Wells
facilities and is currently in the scoping phase in parallel with the EA for continued NWO. Imperial will
provide a separate submission to the Board with comments on the draft scoping document.

Imperial understands that there are some common concerns relevant to the three EAs despite the scope,
scale, and duration of each proposed activity being materially different.

The Board developed the draft terms of reference for EA2425-02 from the initial community scoping
sessions held in Fort Good Hope and Norman Wells. Imperial submits the comments within this letter and
in the response table on the Board’s Online Review System with the benefit of hearing additional views
and perspectives from subsequent community and technical scoping sessions held in September 2025.

" Type A Water Licence Application, Imperial Qil Resources N.W.T. Limited - $24L.1-005, Sahtu Land and Water Board.

2 Imperial Oil Application for Variance of Operations Authorization 1210-001and Line 490 Replacement Project, Canada Energy
Regulator.

3 E?wironmental Assessment Norman Wells Operations — EA2425-02, Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board.

4 Environmental Assessment Line 490 Replacement Project — EA2425-01, Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board.
5 Environmental Assessment Closure and Reclamation — Imperial’'s Norman Wells Facilities — EA2526-01, Mackenzie Valley
Environmental Impact Review Board.

Imperial Oil Resources N.W.T. Limited 750 Mackenzie Drive Bag 5000 Norman Wells, NT XO0E 0V0


https://slwb.com/registry/s24l1-005
https://apps.cer-rec.gc.ca/REGDOCS/Item/View/4418517
https://reviewboard.ca/registry/ea2425-02
https://new.reviewboard.ca/en/registry/ea2425-01
https://new.reviewboard.ca/en/registry/ea2526-01

2 Summary of Key Recommendations

Imperial’s key recommendations on the draft terms of reference can be summarized as follows:
A. Maintain separate assessments for EA2425-01 and EA2425-02;

B. Rationalize assessment scope and method by i) focusing on the operations phase, ii) accounting
for existing mitigation, and iii) focusing on any residual significant adverse environmental effects
to valued components (VCs) once existing mitigation is accounted for; and

C. Leverage existing information and reduce duplication by employing a Summary Impact Statement
(SIS) rather than a Developer’'s Assessment Report (DAR).

Each of these recommendations is discussed below.

3 Discussion
A. Maintain separate assessments for EA2425-01 and EA2425-02

Imperial thanks Board staff for the proposal to combine EA2425-01 and EA2425-02 and acknowledges
the reasons underlying the proposal. However, Imperial agrees with the Déljne Got'jne Government’s
(DGG) recommendations in this respect and recommends maintaining the two separate assessments.
While the two assessments are related, the Line 490 replacement project (EA2425-01) is limited in scope,
scale, and duration. Furthermore, the assessment process for the Line 490 replacement activity has
progressed significantly beyond the preliminary scoping stage of EA2425-02 for continued NWO.
Restarting the Line 490 EA from a preliminary scoping stage would require rework for intervenors, the
Board and Imperial.

Imperial therefore recommends that wording within the draft terms of reference for EA2425-02 that is
inclusive of the replacement of Line 490 be removed in order to avoid confusion with activities conducted
for general flowline maintenance and repair. Imperial notes that, as stated within the applications for
continued NWO submitted to the CER and SLWB, Imperial has applied to renew the existing permits
without changes to previously approved activities. To be clear, Imperial does not intend to conduct
horizontal directional drilling activities other than for the Line 490 replacement, and therefore
recommends that references to horizontal directional drilling activities within the terms of reference for
EA2425-02 be removed.

Concurrent with this submission, Imperial is providing an update to the Board under separate cover
regarding the ongoing adjournment status of the Line 490 replacement EA.8

B. Clarify and Rationalize Assessment Scope
Tailor Scope and Method to the Ongoing Nature of the Operations and Existing Mitigations

Imperial’s position continues to be that conducting an EA for the renewal of a permit with no new
infrastructure is not common and perhaps unprecedented. Such processes create a significant additional
regulatory component that most proponents assume will only occur once in the span of a project. Adding
an EA at the permit renewal stage for activities that are often based on a multi-permit project span
creates a significant degree of investment uncertainty. Imperial submits that it is important that an EA for
an existing project with no new infrastructure be appropriately scoped.

The scope of EA2425-02 should therefore be limited to the operational phase of the existing NWO and
associated activities. As set out above, replacement of Line 490 should be assessed separately.
Additionally, as noted in the draft terms of reference, closure and reclamation activities are outside the
scope of EA2425-02 as they are subject to a separate assessment.

6 Request for adjournment granted of the Line 490 Replacement EA, MVEIRB, May 8, 2025.
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Imperial recommends that the operation’s effects to VCs be assessed in a principled manner, accounting
first for mitigations that are already in place for the existing operations. The potential impacts of the NWO
are well understood given its long operations history with significant regulatory oversight. The mitigation
measures that are being applied are also well known. The assessment should be focused on assessing
the significance of any residual effects to VCs, once existing mitigation is accounted for. In keeping with
standard EA methodologies, the EA should then determine whether any reasonable additional mitigation
should be recommended.

Focus on VCs That Have Realistic Potential of Significant Adverse Environmental Effects

Consistent with this approach, the Board should rationalize the scope detailed in the draft terms of
reference to focus on VCs that have a realistic potential of significant adverse environmental effects that
could alter a Board decision. Notwithstanding the value of an individual VC or cumulative value of
interlinked VCs, if the realistic magnitude of effects on those VCs is negligible, the Board can reduce the
volume of low value information required by the terms of reference. In particular, Imperial recommends
that the EA focus on VCs that are identified as ones subject to residual effects once existing mitigations
are applied. These assessment decisions during the scoping phase would improve focus and align
expectations for all parties going forward.

C. Leverage existing information and reduce duplication

Use Existing Documentation

Imperial is concerned that the scope and scale of the draft terms of reference are the same as would be
required for a new project. In “directing the developer to organize existing material, and conduct additional
study and analysis as appropriate, and include all material in one stand-alone Developer's Assessment
Report (DAR) submission” the Board is following the same approach as would be used for a proposed
greenfield project. Imperial is not aware of any other instances in which a Canadian regulator has taken
this approach to the assessment of an existing operation where there are no new proposed activities.
Requiring that existing information be reproduced in a new format within a DAR is unnecessary and
discounts the considerable amount of information already available with respect to the NWO, the role of
regulators over the previous decades of regulated and monitored activities, as well as the thousands of
community comments currently available on the public record.

In section 5.6, Monitoring, evaluation, and follow-up of the draft terms of reference, the Board identifies
the importance of mechanisms to mitigate potential issues during the operational phase of an approved
project:

“Monitoring helps the developer recognize problems early, before they cause
significant adverse impacts, and can direct timely preventive measures to ensure that
small problems do not grow into unacceptable ones.”

“To help detect and prevent significant adverse impacts on the environment and
people, the Review Board will analyze the adequacy of monitoring and management
programs.”

For an EA of any project with existing regulatory oversight, Section 5.6 effectively describes the rationale
to incorporate consideration of the tools and data already available.

The NWO has had continuous formal regulatory oversight for more than four decades. This regulatory
oversight has evolved with modernized conditions and compliance expectations over that time. The same
principles underlying the requirements described in the draft terms of reference have been used for
regulatory oversight, namely:

1. assessment and identification of possible risks,

2. review and implementation of appropriate mitigations, and

3. confirmatory monitoring and reporting.



The requirement for the developer to “describe all mitigations that will be put into effect during operations
to mitigate potential environmental effects” is indicative of wording that may be appropriate for a new
development but ignores the existing systems and documents already developed, reviewed, and
demonstrated in practice. The Board has previously stated that it does not believe the EA duplicates CER
or SLWB proceedings.” Because the existing plans and monitoring reports are intended to fulfil these
objectives, an environmental assessment of an existing operation should be focused on addressing
potential meaningful information gaps within those plans.

Imperial notes that existing third-party data is available to the Board and could be used in the context of
the continued NWO EA. For example, the Board could further assess community concerns using
information such as socioeconomic reports produced by Sahtu Secretariat Incorporated® and the
Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT)? that outline the existing conditions in the region. The
Board could use the NWT Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program to assess existing operations with
independent data.

VCs and baseline conditions that are addressed within operational documents previously provided
through regulatory reporting mechanisms such as the Online Review System or available within
independent sources should not be required to be restated in a new format.

Trust

During scoping sessions the Board identified that many people in Sahtu communities lack trust in
information provided by Imperial and government agencies. By focusing on existing information as the
primary means of evaluation, the Board should evaluate the reliability of existing information as it relates
to concerns raised by communities. Where existing information does not address the concerns raised, a
report by the Board could make recommendations for mitigations to address these specific concerns.

Comments from multiple parties including the GNWT, Sahti Renewable Resources Board, K’ahsho
Got'ine Committee, regarding the draft terms of reference state a desire to have data and analysis
completed by organizations other than Imperial.'* These comments highlight the limited value for the
proponent to rearrange and reconstruct the format of information previously submitted to regulators in a
new “stand-alone assessment for all identified key lines of inquiry...without using multiple documents.”

An assessment approach that relies primarily on the existing information could improve trust in the
agencies and systems that the Board relies on to resume the roles described in Section 5.6 following its
assessment.

Format of Key Information

In light of the considerations above, it is Imperial’s view that a typical DAR is not necessary or appropriate
to assess effects of the continued NWO for the purpose of EA2425-02. Risk assessments, risk
management plans, and regulatory reviewed monitoring reports already exist on the public record. The
results of these activities have been demonstrated over a period of decades and shaped the iterative
evolution and improvement of site management and monitoring to protect the environment and human
health. Imperial therefore recommends that a revised terms of reference remove the expectation for a
DAR or single “stand-alone” document.

Instead, Imperial recommends that a Summary Impact Statement (SIS) that identifies potential impacts of
the project to VCs, and directs reviewers to the existing documentation designed to address the individual
components, should be required in place of a DAR. Where specific potential impacts are not addressed
within existing documents, the SIS could provide new information to fill a gap, describe how and when

7 Paragraph 167 Review Board Decision with reasons regarding Imperial Oil NWT Limited’s Request for Ruling EA2425-02.
December 3, 2024.

8 Impact Economics Report — Economic Conditions for Families in the Sahtu Region — For Sahtu Secretariat Inc., June 30, 2024

9 Regional Economic Development Plan — Sahtu. Prepared for the GNWT Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment. August
9, 2023.

0 Summary of Community Scoping Session in Fort Good Hope — EA2425-02, July 11, 2025.

" EA 2425-02 Terms of Reference — Online Review System
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currently unobtainable information could be collected, or why baseline data for a VC is unnecessary. This
would allow the Board to efficiently and thoroughly assess the key lines of inquiry by using existing
documents and focusing new document creation only on information for VCs not otherwise currently
available and which have a realistic potential significance to meaningfully affect Board conclusions.

Imperial considers that implementing this recommendation is necessary to meet existing regulatory
timelines applicable to the NWO. Without substantial reconsideration and rationalization of the terms of
reference, it is unlikely that the EA can be completed in a timely manner to renew operating permits with
the CER and SLWB prior to their expiry in 2028. It would be challenging to produce a DAR that
adequately meets the draft terms of reference in less than 10 to 12 months. It is reasonable to believe
that the subsequent public review, hearings, comments, responses and board review of a DAR as
described in the draft terms of reference would take significantly longer than the 6 months required to
develop the terms of reference. In that scenario, a decision by the Board might be expected in late 2027
at best. This leaves little leeway for potential issuance of permits from the CER and SLWB prior to expiry
of the existing NWO permits.

4 Closing

Imperial appreciates the opportunity to provide input on the draft terms of reference and remains
committed to supporting an effective environmental assessment process and respectfully requests that
the Board implement the recommendations outlined above to facilitate a focused and efficient EA for the
existing NWO. As described above and in comments submitted through the response table in the Board’s
Online Review System, the Board should consider the extensive regulatory oversight and documentation
already in place for the NWO, and to use this foundation to guide EA2425-02. A streamlined approach
that uses existing materials and targets meaningful information gaps through a SIS, can support the
Board’s mandate, address community concerns and enable continued regulatory compliance without
interruption.

Please contact Ben Fraser (benjamin.fraser@esso.ca) if you have any questions.

Sincerely,
i
%/J—-——/- i
Josh Hutchings Benjamin Fraser
Conventional Oil & Gas Assets Manager Environment and Regulatory Technical Lead

Imperial Imperial
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