
 

    

  
 

February 28, 2025  
 
JoAnne Deneron 
Chairperson 
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board 
200 Scotia Centre  
PO Box 938, 5102-50th Ave  
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N7      Via: Online Review System 
 
Government of Canada’s Responses to Second Round Information Requests for the proposed 
Mackenzie Valley Highway Project (EA1213-02)  

Dear Ms. Deneron, 

To support the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board’s (Review Board) 
environmental assessment of the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) 
Department of Infrastructure’s (INF) proposed Mackenzie Valley Highway (MVH) Project, the 
Government of Canada is pleased to provide responses to information requests (IR) submitted 
by the Gwich’in Tribal Council (GTC) and the Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę́ Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable 
Resources Board (SRRB).  

In the second round of IRs, the following requests were addressed to the Government of 
Canada:  

• GTC IR #15 (Project Benefits to National Security and Arctic Sovereignty); and 
• SRRB IR #1 (Fish Passage and Fish Habitat).  

Responses submitted through the Online Review System and attached reflect input received 
from Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada, the Department of National 
Defence, and Fisheries and Oceans Canada.  

It is understood that there will continue to be opportunities to address concerns, and provide 
comments and recommendations on the proposed MVH Project as the environmental 
assessment continues. The Government of Canada appreciates the opportunity to respond to 
these IRs. If you have any questions related to this correspondence, please contact Shannon 
Allerston at Shannon.allerston@cannor.gc.ca or 867-445-7230. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
Shannon Allerston 
A/Senior Project Manager 
Northern Projects Management Office 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 
 
Attached: Government of Canada Information Request Responses  
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cc. Distribution List  
 
Ron Pankratz  
A/Regional Director General  
Northwest Territories Region  
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada  
 
Andrew Randall 
Regional Director  
Aquatic Ecosystems  
Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
 
Nicole Cote 
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 



 

      
 

No.  Topic Reviewer Preamble Reviewer Information Request Response 

Gwich’in Tribal Council 

15. Project 
Benefits to 
National 
Security 
and Arctic 
Sovereignty 

During the Technical Session, 
GTC asked the Government 
of Canada on the Project’s 
role in National Security and 
Arctic Sovereignty (e.g., 
PR284:127). GTC is thankful 
for the response provided by 
CANNOR (e.g., PR285:173) 
and the invitation to more 
specific information of Global 
Affairs Canada and the 
Department of National 
Defence.  
 
GTC understands that the 
originally proposed highway 
through the Mackenzie 
Valley, which would connect 
Wrigley to Inuvik, plays an 
important role in advancing 
National Security interests 
and Arctic Sovereignty. These 
reasons have been advanced 
as supporting factors for a 
highway to proceed. 
However, based on the DAR, 
the GNWT’s discussions on 
cumulative effects, a narrow 
scope on reasonably 
anticipated foreseeable 
developments, the general 
lack of consideration of 

Directed to the Government of 
Canada – Global Affairs Canada 
and the Department of 
National Defence 
 
1. If the Highway stops in 
Norman Wells and does not 
continue to Inuvik, what 
contribution and value will it 
have to National Security and 
Arctic Sovereignty? 
 

As noted in the response provided by the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development 
Agency during the Technical Session on 
November 21, 2024, the Government of Canada’s 
Arctic and Northern Policy Framework (ANPF) 
includes amongst its goals enhancing economic 
opportunity and prosperity for northerners by 
closing transportation infrastructure gaps and 
strengthening the North's regional infrastructure 
to help exercise Canadian sovereignty.  
 
The Government of Canada generally agrees with 
the Developer that the Mackenzie Valley 
Highway, as proposed, could support Canadian 
sovereignty in the North by providing reliable 
access to a relatively isolated region of the 
territory, incentivizing resource exploration and 
development, and promoting social and 
economic opportunities.  
 
The Mackenzie Valley Highway could significantly 
facilitate transportation for residents, businesses, 
and emergency services, as well as help to unlock 
new economic opportunities, stimulate 
investment, and strengthen the regional 
economy and food security. This is particularly 
relevant in the context of climate change and 
recent challenges posed by wildfires, reduced 
durations for winter road use, and low water 
levels (which limit the ability of barges to 
resupply communities). The continued safety and 
security of the North depends on strengthened 



 

      
 

induced projects, and the 
extended timeline within 
which to complete the 
Project, future plans to 
extend the highway to Inuvik 
appear unreasonable. It is 
therefore relevant to 
question the value of the 
Project to National Security 
and Arctic Sovereignty.  

emergency management and community safety 
(as noted in the ANPF), which the Mackenzie 
Valley Highway has the potential to enhance. 
 
Officials are still working to receive further 
information from Global Affairs Canada and the 
Department of National Defence relating to this 
request and recognize that a fulsome response 
from those departments would be beneficial. 
Once the additional information is received, 
officials will ensure that it is shared to the 
Gwich’in Tribal Council as well as to the Board’s 
public registry. 

Ɂehdzo Got’ın̨ę Gots’ę ́Nákedı/Sahtú Renewable Resources Board 

1. Fish 
Passage and 
Fish Habitat 

Volume 3 (11), Appendix 17A, 
the Fish and Fish Habitat 
Technical Data Report.  
 
This question focuses on 
whether the information on 
hand will be enough to assess 
impacts down the road. In 
section 4.2, at the bottom of 
the first page, the text notes 
that no contaminant studies 
have been conducted for the 
Project area. 

For DFO: In considering the 
length of the road being 
discussed and the number of 
culverts being planned, does 
DFO believe that the mitigation 
measures proposed in section 
17.4.4.3 will be sufficient to 
maintain fish 
passage/movement in the 
northern climate? 

In the Developer’s Assessment Report (DAR), the 

Developer proposed the following mitigation 
measures to maintain fish passage and 
movement:  

• Designing and constructing culverts to 
maintain water flow and fish passage (Section 
17.4.4.3). 

• Conducting regular culvert maintenance 
(Section 17.4.4.3). 

• Thawing ice in culverts by steaming, as 
needed, to maintain flow (Table 17.8) 

• Ensuring flow velocity in culverts meets fish 
passage requirements for the species present 
(Table 17.8). 

• Maintaining water flow and fish passage 
during construction (Table 17.8). 

• Using bedding materials and geotextile at 
culverts to protect surrounding permafrost 
from thaw (Table 14.5). 

 



 

      
 

Additionally, Section 17.9 states that culvert 
monitoring will include routine periodic 
inspections to assess functionality (e.g., fish 
passage) and identify erosion and sedimentation 
issues. If a barrier to fish passage or erosion and 

sedimentation concerns arise, the Developer 
committed to implementing corrective actions. 
 
DFO’s review comments and information 
requests related to fish passage focused on the 
layout and completeness of the baseline data, 
the need for additional details at each crossing, 
lessons learned from recent highway 
construction projects, the effectiveness of 
geotextile membranes for permafrost protection, 
the nature of corrective measures would be 
implemented if culverts do not function as 
intended (e.g., perched culverts), and the 
preparation of post-construction monitoring and 
response plans. 
 
Culvert design and permafrost protection: The 
Proponent responded that it is developing 
updated design guidelines for large-diameter 
culverts, which will address fish passage design 
requirements, including considerations for 
embedment, camber, permafrost, and 
construction practices. 
 
Lessons-learned from the Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk 

Highway: The Developer noted that culvert 
embedment was intentionally minimized due to 
concerns about a shallow active zone and 
permafrost degradation, which are not expected 



 

      
 

to be a concern for this project. It also highlighted 
the importance of proper culvert cover, accurate 
elevation placement, and caution with snow-
obscured substrates. It also acknowledged that 
relying on LIDAR over ground surveys can cause 
design inaccuracies.  
 
Baseline data: To assist parties understanding the 
potential impacts at water crossings, DFO 
requested that baseline information be compiled 
in table format, including additional details for 
each crossing (e.g., stream type, channel 
dimensions, gradient, culvert specifications, fish 
assessment, fish species [confirmed and 
potential], rationale for non-fish bearing 
classification [i.e., downstream barrier to fish 
passage], connecting waterbodies).  
 
Monitoring/Response Plans: DFO also 
recommended post-construction field monitoring 
(e.g., velocity readings and fish sampling) at high-
risk crossings (e.g., where sensitive migratory 
species such as Bull Trout and Arctic Grayling may 
be present) to demonstrate that the culverts do 
not impede fish passage. DFO suggested the 
Proponent develop a Conceptual Post-
Construction Fish Monitoring Plan as part of the 
Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Plan to verify 
that culverts allow fish passage throughout the 
open-water season. This Plan may include: 

• Summary of pre-construction conditions. 

• Sampling schedule. 

• Description of success criteria and associated 
measures of success. 



 

      
 

• Monitoring methods, including locations, 
target species, and data to be collected. 

• Description of data analysis to be performed. 

• Reporting schedule. 

• Thresholds for acceptable performance. 

• Response Plans for addressing any issue 
identified. 

 

The Developer responded that the information 
requested (e.g., additional baseline, culvert 
designs, monitoring plan, response plan) would 
be provided to DFO for review as part of the 
Fisheries Act regulatory review process, following 
the environmental assessment (EA), as the road 
alignment is not finalized and information about 
watercourse crossings will be used to inform the 
detailed design phase of the Project.  
 
At this stage, DFO cannot determine whether the 
proposed mitigation measures will be sufficient 
to maintain fish passage and movement in the 
northern climate at every crossing. However, this 
determination can be made after the EA during 
DFO’s regulatory review process.  This approach 
is consistent with how DFO typically proceeds 
with highway  projects. When the Proponent 
provides the final designs, DFO will assess each 
crossing and ensure the mitigation measures 
proposed will be sufficient to maintain fish 
passage, and that a response plan is in place in 
the event fish passage is not maintained. 

 


