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R2-PKFN-JH-01 to 04 
 
Topic: Clarifications re existing Dehcho watercrossings 

Preamble from the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (PKFN): 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR01 
The existing watercrossings on the proposed route are outside the scope of the Project. However, they are 
within the scope of the EA as existing infrastructure affecting the Project.  
  
PKFN seeks to understand what watercrossing upgrades or replacements can reasonably be anticipated, 
and when.  
  
GNWT-INF has stated that the watercrossings in the Dehcho have a design life of 75 years,[1] meet all-
season use requirements, and that although they were built for the winter road, “consideration of future 
utilization would have been built into the design”.[2]  
  
GNWT-INF states in its response to MVRB IR 66 that:  
  
“Ochre River Bridge, Whitesand Creek Bridge, Vermillion Creek South Bridge, Blackwater River Bridge, 
and Saline River Bridge were built in 2001 (Blackwater in 2010). These, and most other bridges along the 
MVWR built since 2014 have a design life of 75 years” [emphasis added], and  
  
“the GNWT’s intention is to retain the existing bridges located along the MVWR that are functioning as 
intended, and that accommodate the design criteria of the highway” [emphasis added].  
  
[1]“PR262 Responses”, GNWT response to MVRB IR 66, s. B, at pdf p. 20.  
[2] “PR283 Transcription – Technical sessions Day 1”, Seth Bohnet for GNWT-INF at p. 84, lines 2-3.  
  

Request from PKFN: 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR01 
Which bridges built along the MVWR in the Dehcho, if any, do not have a design life of 75 years? 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR02 
Is it correct to infer that the estimated lifespan for each watercrossing is 75 years minus the current age 
listed in Table DFO021 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR03 
Which bridges in the Dehcho, if any, do not accommodate the design criteria of the Project? 
 
R2-PKFN-JH-IR04 
GNWT-INF has commissioned a bridge study, to be completed in 2025. Please provide details about the 
scope, purpose, and anticipated completion date. 
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Response from the Government of the Northwest Territories: 

The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) has prepared the following response for each of the 
four questions related to the preamble provided by the Pehdzéh Ki First Nation (PKFN) Round 2-PKFN-JH 
IR # 1.  

1. As mentioned in Round 2 MVEIRB IR #12, all of the bridges located within the Project footprinti

have a design life of 75 years.

2. No. The 75 year design life is the intended period for which each bridge is expected to function
safely with normal maintenance.  The life span is the actual period of time each bridge remains in
use, which can be longer, or shorter and depends on factors such as maintenance, environmental
conditions, load demands, and unforeseen damage. Please see the response to Round 2 IR MVEIRB
#11 for additional information.

3. As the Project does not include the construction and operation of bridges along the route, bridge
design criteria were not included in the GNWT’s Highway design criteria outlined in Table 5.1 of
the Developer’s Assessment Report. Only structural bridge-culverts (greater than 1,500 mm in
diameter) have design criteria outlined.

With the exception of one bridge at Dam Creek, all bridges within the Project footprint have been
designed for a gross weight of 61,000 kgs or more (CS600 Standards). This capacity has been
determined by the GNWT to be appropriate for the long-term operation of the bridges and the all-
season road.  The Dam Creek bridge will need to be replaced as part of the operations and
maintenance of the MVWR (as outlined in Section 1.4.3 of the DAR). Funding for the replacement
of this bridge has not been obtained; as a result, the timeline for replacement of this bridge is not
yet known.

4. The GNWT-Department of Infrastructure (INF), Structures Division completed a Condition
Assessment of structures on portions of the Mackenzie Valley Highway (MVH) in 2024. This
assessment was performed to evaluate bridge conditions and determine the required actions and
associated costs to upgrade the load capacity of the bridges between Fort Simpson and Norman
Wells to 64,000 kg. The assessment has been completed, and INF is in the process of evaluating
the load-carrying capacity of structures which were evaluated below 64,000 kg. This analysis will
be completed mid-2025.

i The Project footprint extends 281 km between Hodgson Creek (1km north of Wrigley) and Prohibition Creek 
(located 28 Km southeast of Norman Wells). The Hodgson Creek Bridge, located outside of the Project footprint, 
does not meet the capacity requirements for all-season use. Similar to Dam Creek, funding for the replacement of 
this bridge has not been obtained; as a result, the timeline for replacement of this bridge is not yet known. 
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R2-PKFN-JH-05 and 06 
 
Topic: Contradictions in Project statements and watercrossing permit applications 
Preamble from the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (PKFN): 
R2-PKFN-JH-05 
The land use and water permitting applications for the watercrossings in the Dehcho listed in the DAR[1] 
do not describe potential future all-season use. Each project’s rationale states that the purpose is to 
improve the winter road.[2] Potential all-season use is not mentioned in the applications, in their 
consideration by the Land and Water Board, or in the GNWT’s communications to PKFN.  

There is one exception, in the 2010 Water Licence and Land Use Permit applications for the permanent 
Blackwater Bridge, which state that “use of the bridge is only anticipated between December and April 
each year for the foreseeable future.”[3]  
  
However, these watercrossings now determine the MVH route.  
  
[1] MV2010L8-0010, MV2010X0003, MV2010L8-0002, MV2004L8-0004, MV2004X0047, MV2000E0050, 

and MV2000E0048 (DAR, Table 26.2).  
 
[2]  
MV2010L8-0010: GNWT Department of Transportation, Environmental Impact Report, s. A, p. 1 (pdf p. 8), 

in MV2010L8-0010 - Revised WL Application - Nov29-10.pdf,, MVLWB Registry  
 
MV2010X0047: GNWT Department of Transportation, Environmental Impact report, s. A, p.1, (pdf p. 8) in 

MV2010X0047 - Revised LUP Application - Nov29-10.pdf 
 
MV2010X0003: “Land Use Permit Application” s. 5(a), “Summary of operation”, pdf p. 4-5, in 

MV2010X0003 LUP Application Feb10-10.pdf 
 
MV2010L8-0002: “Application for a new Water licence, Amendment of Licence, or Renewal of Licence”, s. 

4, “Description of Undertaking”, pdf. 12, in MV2010L8-0002 WL Application Feb10-10.pdf on MVLWB 
Registry.  

 
MV2004L8-0004: “GNWT Department of Transportation” Environmental Information Report, s. 3.1 

“Rationale”, pdf p 22 in Application-MV2004L8-0004-Blackwater Bridge-Oct04.pdf posted Sept 30, 
2004 to MVLWB Registry ; and “Application for extension”, pdf p. 3, posted Jan. 9, 2008, in “MV04L8-
04 - Amendment Request for Review - Jan24-08.pdf”, MVLWB Registry.  

 
MV2010L8-0002: “Application for a new Water licence, Amendment of Licence, or Renewal of Licence”, s. 

4, “Description of Undertaking”, pdf. 12, in MV2010L8-0002 WL Application Feb10-10.pdf on MVLWB 
Registry.  

 
[3]  
MV2010X0003: “Land Use Permit Application” s. 5(a), “Summary of operation”, pdf p. 4-5, in 

MV2010X0003 LUP Application Feb10-10.pdf, MVLWB Registry; and MV2010L8-0002: “Application 
for a new Water Licence, Amendment of Licence, or Renewal of Licence”, s. 4, “Description of 
Undertaking”, pdf. 12, in MV2010L8-0002 WL Application Feb10-10.pdf on MVLWB Registry. 

 

https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010L8-0010/MV2010L8-0010%20-%20Revised%20WL%20Application%20-%20Nov29-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010X0047/MV2010X0047%20-%20Revised%20LUP%20Application%20-%20Nov29-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010X0003/MV2010X0003%20LUP%20Application%20Feb10-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010L8-0002/MV2010L8-0002%20WL%20Application%20Feb10-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2004L8-0004/Application-MV2004L8-0004-Blackwater%20Bridge-Oct04.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2004L8-0004/MV04L8-04%20-%20Amendment%20Request%20for%20Review%20-%20Jan24-08.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2004L8-0004/MV04L8-04%20-%20Amendment%20Request%20for%20Review%20-%20Jan24-08.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010L8-0002/MV2010L8-0002%20WL%20Application%20Feb10-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010X0003/MV2010X0003%20LUP%20Application%20Feb10-10.pdf
https://mvlwb.ca/Documents/MV2010L8-0002/MV2010L8-0002%20WL%20Application%20Feb10-10.pdf
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Request from PKFN: 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR05 
Please provide documentation explaining how all-season use was considered in the Dehcho 
watercrossings’ original design and/or upgrading, given that it is not explicit in project applications or 
MVLWB reasons, and was not communicated to PKFN. 
 
R2-PKFN-JH-IR06 
How does the GNWT account for the failure to notify and consult with PKFN regarding the potential all-
season use, routing implications, and all-season impacts of these water crossings? 
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Response from the Government of the Northwest Territories: 

The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) wishes to clarify that while some work will be 
required around existing Mackenzie Valley Winter Road bridges to tie into them, they are not included 
within the scope of the proposed Mackenzie Valley Highway (MVH) project. 
 

5. The GNWT wishes to reaffirm that construction of each of the existing Mackenzie Valley Winter 
Road bridges advanced with all necessary permits and authorizations in accordance with 
regulatory requirements and appropriate engineering standards. These approvals were secured 
through established environmental and regulatory processes, which included engagement with 
Indigenous governments and organizations. Records are publicly available on the Mackenzie Valley 
Land and Water Board public registry. 

 
The GNWT has acknowledged that the existing Mackenzie Valley Winter Road bridges were 
originally constructed to support the winter road network. The GNWT can further confirm that 
while all-season use may not have been explicit in the application or regulatory review of some of 
these structures, all of the structures were designed to be permanent.   

 
The GNWT's responses to R2-MVEIRB-11, R2-MVEIRB-12, and R2-PKFN-1-4, provide additional 

 information on the GNWT’s efforts to determine the all-season suitability of existing Mackenzie 
 Valley Winter Road bridges.  
 

6. The GNWT acknowledges the importance of ensuring that key design elements are clearly 
communicated to affected parties, including the Pehdzéh Ki First Nation (PKFN), as projects 
advance.  

 
As it relates to the MVH project, several constraints have been considered in the design of the 
project alignment, including avoiding bodies of water, reducing potential negative effects on 
sensitive components, passing over existing bridges and improving the general safety of the road 
by respecting key design parameters. These constraints were developed collaboratively with the 
PKFN and informed the Project Description Report (PDR) “Mackenzie Valley Highway Extension 
Pehdzéh Ki Ndeh – Dehcho Region” which was completed by Pehdzéh Ki Contractors Ltd. and Dessau 
(Dessau 2012) in 2011 and 2012 based on a Memorandum of Understanding between PKFN and 
GNWT, and approved by PKFN prior to submission to the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact 
Review Board.  
 
The MVH Project alignment includes optimizations and improvements to the Mackenzie Valley 
Winter Road alignment based on additional design considerations established in conjunction with 
the PKFN throughout the development of the PDR. The GNWT has engaged with and continues to 
engage with PKFN towards the advancement of the MVH project through the formal environmental 
assessment process, and additional bi-lateral discussions.   
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References  
 
Dessau. 2012. Mackenzie Valley Highway Extension Pehdzeh Ki Ndeh – Dehcho Region. Project 

Description Report. Prepared for Government of the Northwest Territories, Department of 
Transport. PR#10. 

 

 

 

https://new.reviewboard.ca/sites/default/files/project_document/EA1213-02_Project_Description_Report__Pehdzeh_Ki_Ndeh_-_Dehcho_Region.PDF
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R2-PKFN-JH-07  
Topic: ISC bridge standards 

Preamble from the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (PKFN): 

ISC policy is clear that single-lane bridges are not acceptable for roads connecting Indigenous 
communities.[1]  
  
Most bridges on the proposed route are single-lane.  
  
[1] Canada, Indian Programs Manual, vol. 1, “Capital Facilities Maintenance: Roads and Bridges”, Appendix 
B: “Levels of Service Standard: Bridges”, s. 2.3. Available online: https://www.sac-
isc.gc.ca/eng/1100100010628/1533652010591   

Request from PKFN: 

R2-PKFN-JH-IR07 
What will the GNWT do to bring the Project watercrossings to ISC’s standard, and when?  
 
Response from the Government of the Northwest Territories: 

Preamble 
 
The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) wishes to clarify that the “Levels of Service Standard: 
Bridges” referenced by the Pehdzéh Ki First Nation (PKFN) is specifically applicable to infrastructure 
constructed or operated by First Nations, where said infrastructure is on Reserve or Federal Crown Land, 
or connects public infrastructure to a Reserve; and where Indigenous Services Canada (ISC), is providing 
funding to the First Nation, for the construction or operation of the infrastructure under the First Nation 
Infrastructure Fund.   
 
Further, the GNWT wishes to clarify that while some work will be required around existing Mackenzie 
Valley Winter Road bridges to tie into them, they are not included within the scope of the proposed MVH 
project.  
 
Response 
 
7. Section 5.4.7 “Watercourse Crossings” of the Developers Assessment Report (DAR) confirms that 

the MVH project requires the installation of small (less than 1.5m diameter) and large (greater than 
1.5m diameter) culverts where the project crosses intermittent and permanent watercourses. DAR 
Table 5.1 “Road and Bridge-Culvert Design Criteria/Standards for the Project” in Section 5.2.2, 
summarizes the specific design criteria that will be applied to these crossings. None of these 
watercrossings meet the criteria for which the referenced “Levels of Service Standard: Bridges” 
applies.  

 
The GNWT can also confirm that the existing Mackenzie Valley Winter Road bridges do not meet the 
criteria for which the referenced “Levels of Service Standard: Bridges” applies. 
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In preparation of this response, the GNWT reached out to Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) to obtain additional information on the ISC guidelines. 
 

References  

Government of Canada; Indigenous Services Canada. (2024, December 19). First Nation Infrastructure 
Fund Guide. https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1497275878022/1533645265362  

Government of Canada; Indigenous Services Canada; (2010, September 15). Roads and bridges. 
https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1100100010628/1533652010591 
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R2-PKFN-JH-08 
 
Topic: Contradictions in Project statements and watercrossing permit applications 

Preamble from the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation (PKFN): 
Same as previous. 

Request from PKFN: 
What are the implications for GNWT’s funding requests to Canada for the Project if the existing 
infrastructure that the Project relies upon does not meet ISC’s standards?  
 
Response from the Government of the Northwest Territories: 
The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) has been in contact with the Government of 
Canada (Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC)) to clarify the potential 
implications of applying for federal funding if existing GNWT infrastructure does not meet Indigenous 
Services Canada (ISC) standards.  
  
The GNWT received information from CIRNAC, on behalf of ISC, that outlined details of the ISC-associated 
First Nation Infrastructure Fund (FNIF). The key eligibility requirement for the FNIF program is that the 
project must directly benefit an on-reserve First Nations community (M. Roesch, personal 
communications, February 3, 2025). As the proposed Mackenzie Valley Highway Project alignment does 
not cross Federal Lands or connect to the two Indian Band Acts (Kátł’odeeche First Nation and Salt River 
No. 195) in the Northwest Territories, the GNWT is not eligible to receive FNIF funding. For more 
information on the FNIF program, please refer to the First Nation Infrastructure Fund Guide 
(Government of Canada, 2024) and ISC’s Directive on Roads and Bridges (Government of Canada, 2010).  
 
No other potential funding is currently available from ISC for the Mackenzie Valley Highway Project. 
  
The GNWT will continue to explore funding options from different Federal Government Divisions beyond 
that of ISC (i.e., Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency). 
  
References 
Government of Canada; Indigenous Services Canada. (2024, December 19). First Nation Infrastructure 

Fund Guide. https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1497275878022/1533645265362  
  
Government of Canada; Indigenous Services Canada; (2010, September 15). Roads and bridges. 

https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1100100010628/1533652010591 

 

https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1497275878022/1533645265362
https://www.sac-isc.gc.ca/eng/1100100010628/1533652010591
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