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June 3, 2019  
 
Re: Thaidene Nene Screening  
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society – NWT Chapter  
Submitted by E-mail: conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca 
 
CPAWS-NWT Comment on Preliminary Screening Notification for the Establishment of the Thaidene Nëné 
Territorial Protected Area 

 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the establishment of Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Area.  We 
appreciate the thorough information provided in your Description of Proposal document.  
 

CPAWS-NWT has been engaged in the full length of the establishment process and at this stage we are confident 
that the Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Area will be successful to provide for ecosystems and biodiversity, 
cultural continuity, conservation compatible economic activity and allow for residents to enjoy a wide spectrum of 
recreational uses.  
 

We do not have any significant concerns and support that the establishment and regulation process is completed 
by August 2019. 

 

mailto:conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca


From: Michelle Swallow
To: Patrick Clancy
Cc: Loretta Ransom; Darin Bagshaw
Subject: RE: Preliminary Screening Notification for the Establishment of the Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Area
Date: Tuesday, June 04, 2019 9:03:43 AM

Thanks Patrick
 

From: Patrick Clancy 
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2019 8:42 AM
To: Michelle Swallow
Cc: Loretta Ransom
Subject: Preliminary Screening Notification for the Establishment of the Thaidene Nëné Territorial
Protected Area
 
Hi Michelle,
 
ENR has no comments or recommendations for the subject screening at this time….
 
Mársi | Kinanaskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | Qujannamiik | Quyanainni |
Mahsı | Mahsı | Mahsı ̀
 
Patrick Clancy
Environmental Regulatory Analyst
Environmental Assessment and Monitoring Section
Conservation, Assessment and Monitoring Division
Department of Environment and Natural Resources
Government of the Northwest Territories
 
5th floor, Scotia Building
PO Box 1320

5102 50th Avenue
Yellowknife, NT  X1A 2R3
 
Phone: 867-767-9233  Ext. 53096
www.gov.nt.ca
 
 

mailto:Michelle_Swallow@gov.nt.ca
mailto:Patrick_Clancy@gov.nt.ca
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mailto:Darin_Bagshaw@gov.nt.ca
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THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT 

The Reliance Adjustment (the “Adjustment”) is a land management proposal with a focus on the 
area in and around Reliance, Northwest Territories (“NWT”), in the context of the proposed 
Thaidene Nene National (“National Park Reserve”) and Territorial Park (“NWT Protected Areas 
Strategy”) designations for the greater surrounding area. 

This proposal was initially developed by members of the East Arm Property Owners Association 
(the “Association”). The Association is a group of concerned property owners from the East Arm 
area of Great Slave Lake. The proposal is now supported by numerous other stakeholder groups, 
associations and chambers, as outlined further below.1

The notion of creating a National Park in the East Arm of Great Slave Lake has been under 
discussion for 50 years. On July 14, 2015, the Government of the Northwest Territories (“GNWT”) 
convened a stakeholder meeting, and on July 29th, Parks Canada announced its proposed boundary 
for the National Park Reserve and initiated consultation on the boundary. Unfortunately, the most 
recent boundary proposed for the National Park Reserve now includes personal and commercial 
property interests, industry and stakeholder interests, sterilizes Reliance in its function as an inter-
modal hub and staging area, and restricts access to the entire south-east NWT from within the 
NWT. 

The Association requests that Reliance and its surrounding area2 be excluded from the proposed 
National Park Reserve and that it be maintained as Commissioners land to be administered by the 
GNWT as territorial crown/Commissioners lands. Further, the Association requests that the 
Reliance Administrative Area be administered and managed in a neutral manner that recognizes 
and respects the prior occupation and use of the area in a variety of aspects by all interested parties 
and stakeholders. 

In order to achieve this goal, the Association is seeking a small adjustment to the proposed National 
Park Reserve boundary (the “Reliance Adjustment”) that would exclude the Reliance 
Administrative Area from being included in any national or territorial park or park reserve. Parks 
Canada has made a commitment to “broad public consultations” including stakeholders and 
interested parties regarding the proposed park boundaries.3

A detailed description of the Reliance Adjustment and the rationale for this proposal are set out 
below in detail.4

1. What is the significance of Reliance and the surrounding area? 

Although generally in the same region and adjacent to each other, the area referred to as ‘Reliance’ 
is not in the immediate vicinity of the areas of historical importance held sacred to the First 
Nations. The modern day community known as Reliance is roughly 20 kilometres from the special 

1 Please also see Schedules K and Q. 
2 Please see Schedule E and hereinafter referred to as the “Reliance Administrative Area” and corresponding 
transportation corridor. 
3 See Schedule P. 
4 Please refer to Schedule M for a more complete chronology of events. 
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and spiritual place for the Dene and Metis known as “Old Fort Reliance”. This is an important 
distinction for the people involved: the two places have very different histories, and the two areas 
have importance to two distinct populations that have co-existed for approximately 100 years. Due 
to the remoteness of the area, historical documents often refer to the activities and facilities at 
Reliance, as taking place at Fort Reliance. This occurred in official documentation5  as well as 
those that were ‘less official’.6

Fort Reliance includes the mouth of the Lockhart River, the First Nations gathering site and the 
traditional Dene route to the barren ground. There are many Dene elders buried in the area and 
remains of an old Dene village as well as officially recognized sites of importance such as the Fort 
Reliance National Historic Site of Canada (remains of George Back’s Chimneys) and the spiritual 
site of Our Lady of the Falls on the Lockhart River. Fort Reliance is a special and spiritual place 
for the Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation (“LKDFN”) and should be protected according to their 
wishes. 

Reliance has historically been the place of private, commercial, government activities in the area 
and has several permanent structures that remain in use. For over a hundred years, Reliance has 
served as the key logistical staging ground for travel to the southeast NWT barren grounds and 
any government activity in the region.7 The settlement of Reliance hosts a sheltered deep-water 
port unique to the area for barge transportation allowing staging of supplies that has been in use 
dating back to Hudson's Bay Company operations and the Dominion Explorers Company in 1910. 
Reliance is still used as a staging ground for goods transported by aircraft and barge for activities 
in the east arm of Great Slave Lake including: local use, tourism, forest fire monitoring, wildlife 
counts, land inspections, search & rescue, meteorological activity and many other administrative 
purposes. 

Further, Reliance is a registered unmonitored aerodrome, designation YFL8. Reliance offers 
shelter for parking aircraft that is unparalleled elsewhere in the region, as well as options for take 
off and landing in several directions that are sheltered from large swells on McLeod Bay. There is 
also a vital refuelling area facilitated by the deep-water barge landing access that makes Reliance 
an inter-modal hub as the point of access to the eastern reaches of the NWT and beyond for aircraft. 

Significantly, Reliance has been excluded from proposed park boundaries in the past.9 It was, and 
continues to be, a fuel cache that to this day, has been an invaluable resource to Dene, Metis and 
non-Dene alike for trapping, hunting, exploration, and for all forms of transport in the region. 
Important historical events in the region include: 

 1910: Dominion Explorers Company built a trading post and expediting point in what is 
referred to locally as Police Bay; 

5 See http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/English/pet 199 e 28935.html
6 Note the photographs in Appendix A taken of facilities at Reliance that are labelled ‘Ft. Reliance’. 
7 See Schedule O. 
8 YFL operates under the name Fort Reliance as well as Reliance. Please refer to the aeronautical map in Schedule B. 
9 Please see Schedule C – a 1979 letter from NWT Member of Parliament, Dave Nickerson, to the then Minister of 
Parks Canada requesting exclusion of Reliance from the park reserve boundary that was under consideration at that 
time.  Please also refer to Schedule D, which includes Parks Canada documents circa 1985 showing Reliance and 
surrounding area as excluded from the proposed park. 
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 1927: RCMP established a detachment, and lent their name to the bay, across from the fuel 
cache. The detachment was established mainly to police, protect and monitor the newly 
created Thelon Game Sanctuary. The detachment was closed in 1960 as aircraft patrol 
utilizing the fuel cache became more efficient; 

 1935: Gus D'Aoust built and operated a trading post on the west side of Police Bay across 
from the RCMP detachment, which was operated until approximately 1972; 

 1944: Royal Canadian Core of Signals built a communication station on property adjacent 
to the RCMP detachment. Over the years, this evolved into a Ministry of Transportation 
(“MOT”) weather station that operated until 1990. The site is currently a Government of 
Canada property, which is undergoing environmental clean up. The site still contains an 
AES automated weather station in use today; 

 1964: The Finlayson family acquired the closed RCMP detachment and turned the site into 
a fishing lodge that opened in 1965. The Finlayson family is still operating Trophy Lodge 
on this site under a lease with GNWT; 

 1964: Logs from the old Dominion Explorers trading post were salvaged and repurposed 
to build new structures in Reliance, which still stand to this day. Of these, one cabin was 
built by Red Noyes (a Metis trapper whom Noyes Lake was named) and several of the 
Meteorologists from the nearby MOT Weather Station that is currently owned and 
maintained by Ray Decorby; 

 1974: Title was issued to a property at the end of Police Bay, which is currently owned by 
Roger Catling who, along with his family, lives on the property and uses it as his base for 
hunting and trapping; 

 1980: A lease was granted to a property on Charlton Bay in the Reliance area that was 
outside of the former proposed boundary. It was acquired by Spencer Decorby who uses 
the site year round as a personal and hunting and fishing camp (lease designation from the 
GNWT); 

 2016: The Arctic Institute of North America, which was created by an act of parliament in 
1945, sent a formal expression of interest to the GNWT for the establishment of a new 
scientific research station at the site of the abandoned MOT base at Reliance. Similar to 
their station at Kluane Lake in the Yukon, the base was to be located outside park 
boundaries.10

10 Please see schedule G. 
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2. What are the changes being sought in the Reliance Adjustment? 

The Reliance Adjustment would create a neutral area that would allow Reliance to continue to 
serve the NWT as a strategic logistical access point from which a wide variety of personal, cultural 
and commercial activities could continue. This can be accomplished by excluding the area outlined 
in Schedule E from the National Park Reserve and allowing for a corresponding transportation 
corridor to the east.11 In doing so, many site-specific interests would be addressed and a variety of 
valuable personal, cultural and commercial activities could continue.  

The boundary for ‘Reliance Administrative Area’ would start on the east side of Charlton Bay 
extending from a point just north of Glacier Creek, extending in a south-westerly direction for 
approximately 18 kilometers just past the southern end of Meridian Lake then north for 
approximately 13 kilometers to the Territorial/Federal Consultation Boundary line, north-easterly 
along that Boundary line then south-easterly above Fairchild Point to the northeast corner just 
above Glacier Creek.12

The Reliance Administrative Area encompasses numerous aircraft and marine landing sites, a fuel 
cache used by GNWT Department of Environment and Natural Resources (“ENR”) as well as 
commercial and private interests, a fishing lodge, a homestead (titled), a weather station, a private 
hunting and fishing camp, and cabins. Due to its location at the Eastern extremity of Great Slave 
Lake, Reliance is a vital staging area for accessing lands to the north and east, as far away as 
Nunavut, making it a valuable Public resource. Allowing Reliance to retain these functions with 
this minor boundary adjustment of approximately 130 km2 would bring continued benefit to 
government, industry, community and individuals alike.13

3. Rationale and Precedent for the changes being sought  

The Reliance Adjustment would result in a minor revision to the edge of the boundary of the 
proposed National Park Reserve that would be of long-term benefit to all stakeholders, and would 
preserve its function as an inter-modal hub which is a valuable public resource serving as a neutral 
staging area. It represents 0.03% of the overall land withdrawal, and 0.9% of the proposed National 
Park Reserve. The Reliance Adjustment would result in a significant cost-benefit saving for 
northern people, businesses, industries and governments alike. By excluding the Reliance 
Adjustment from of the National Park Reserve, Reliance can retain the functions that it has held 
for over 100 years, which make it a valuable public resource for the people, businesses and 
industries of the NWT. By keeping Reliance in the hands and control of Northerners, the area will 
be able to continue in this service for future generations. Historically Reliance was excluded from 
prior proposed park boundaries at the request of residents and government representatives for the 
very similar reasons as those being proposed herein.14

The Reliance Adjustment would be in keeping with precedent for park development in the NWT 
and Nunavut, as follows:  

11 Please see Schedule E.  
12 Please refer to maps contained in Schedule E. 
13 See Schedule J. 
14 See Schedules C and D. 
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1. The current boundaries proposed for the National Park Reserve exclude several areas15, 
primarily for mineral interests16. However, the Association understands that the exclusion 
area around Lutsel K’e was included for the same reasons proposed for the Reliance 
Adjustment, including unfettered access and operation of the settlement for the benefit of 
the public.  

2. Wager Bay in Nunavut was excluded from the park so that barges can continue to access 
the head of the bay where aircraft can stage from there. The Association submits that this 
is identical in nature to Reliance serving as a staging area for barges and aircraft.  

3. The exclusion area within Nahanni National Park is a key example that maintaining 
logistical access to resources can be integrated successfully in the establishment process of 
National Parks. For example, please see exclusion zone for Prairie Creek located in 
Nahanni National Park.  

4. Most recently, during the establishment process for Nááts'ihch'oh National Park Reserve 
in the NWT, the GNWT identified the continued and historical importance of O’Grady 
Lake as a valuable public resource for staging, landing aircraft, and accessing the general 
area. Subsequently, O’Grady Lake was not included in any of the boundary options for the 
park so that it could continue in its functions serving the public. The Association submits 
that Reliance should be excluded from the National Park Reserve for the same reasons. 

The Association submits that the rationale which has excluded Reliance from proposed park 
boundaries in the past has not diminished with the passing of time, and should be in and of itself 
adequate precedent for continuing to exclude Reliance from the proposed National Park Reserve. 

The Reliance Adjustment would respect all of the special interests that have been identified by 
governments and the Dene as being in need of protection. These interests were identified through 
consultations, including with the Lutsel K’e Dene during land claim negotiations since the 1980s 
and via a number of studies including: the federal Mineral and Energy Resource Assessment 
(MERA) conducted for the 2007 land withdrawal, the 2009 Parks Canada Assessment of 
Landscape Values (ecological goods and services) and the 2015 GNWT matrix of protected area 
designations. Reliance does not contain any of the ecological, cultural, wildlife, mineral, or energy 
interests identified as being of importance and in need of protection. 17

The Association is seeking to have Reliance maintained as Territorial land that is not restricted by 
National Park Regulations. It should simply be a neutral area where existing interests and functions 
are recognized and respected and maintained within the current Territorial regulatory regime.  

Retaining open and unfettered access to Reliance and its surrounding area would maintain the area 
as somewhere that people live, work and recreate. The Reliance Adjustment and corresponding 
transportation corridor would serve to maintain access to the southeast NWT into the future. It 
would preserve access to the Reliance Administrative Area for all parties and for key activities 
such as use of the fuel cache and aerodrome, a marine transportation port, staging for transportation 

15 Please refer to the area outlined in red on the first map in schedule E. 
16 See Schedule E (red shaded areas). 
17 See Schedule F. 
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of goods and people, tourism, economic development through mineral resource exploration and 
development, and government activities (wildlife monitoring, land inspections, forest fire fighting, 
water management support, search and rescue, environmental clean-up, access to the weather 
station, park management etc.). 

The Association would like to thank you for considering this change to the proposed boundary for 
the National Park Reserve, as outlined in the enclosed Reliance Adjustment. The Association 
respectfully requests that the Reliance Adjustment and corresponding transportation corridor be 
excluded from the National Park Reserve. 
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SCHEDULE A 
PHOTOS FROM THE SIGNAL CORPS OF THE SIGNAL STATION AND THE 

TRADING POST AT RELIANCE

VEU - Fort Reliance, NWT. 

Position: 62:45N-109:05W. Opened in July 1948 to provide weather information. It was 
transferred to the Department of Transport on 11 March 1959. 
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From: http://nwtandy.rcsigs.ca/stations/reliance.htm 

http://nwtandy.rcsigs.ca/stations/reliance.htm
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SCHEDULE B 
AERONAUTICAL MAP SHOWING THE UNMONITORED AERODROME AT 

RELIANCE
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SCHEDULE C 
1979 LETTERS FROM NWT MP, DAVE NICKERSON TO MR. LUEBBERT AND MINISTER FOR 

PARKS CANADA

Regarding a minor change to the proposed National Park boundary to exclude Reliance
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SCHEDULE D 
PARKS CANADA 1985/86 PROPOSAL, BOUNDARY MAP FOLLOWING PAGE 

EXCLUDING RELIANCE FROM PROPOSED PARK.
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Schedule D – cont’d (excluding Reliance) 
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SCHEDULE E 
MAPS (3) OF LANDS TO BE EXCLUDED FOR THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT, AS INDICATED BY 

THE DOTTED LINE OUTLINING THE RELIANCE ADMINISTRATIVE AREA, WHICH REPRESENTS 
0.38% OF THE LAND WITHDRAWAL
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Schedule E – cont’d 
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Schedule E – cont’d 

The Reliance Administrative Area represents 0.9% of the Proposed National Park Reserve. 

The corresponding transportation corridor to the southeast NWT indicated in Red. 
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SCHEDULE F 
GNWT MAP DEMONSTRATING THE AREA AROUND RELIANCE IS NOT OF HIGH IMPORTANCE 

FOR ACHIEVING ECOLOGICAL REPRESENTATION WITHIN THE PARK (AREAS OF HIGH 
IMPORTANCE IN THIS CONTEXT ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN ORANGE)
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SCHEDULE G 
CHAMBER OF MINES’ WORK ON POTENTIAL CORRIDOR ROUTING DEMONSTRATING 

RELIANCE AS THE BEST DEPARTURE POINT.
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Federal Government Mineral Resource Assessment for TDN acknowledging the area contains significant 
mineral resource potential 



24 

SCHEDULE H 
EXCERPT FROM THE ARCTIC INSTITUTE OF NORTH AMERICA’S RECENT EXPRESSION OF 
INTEREST FOR ESTABLISHING A SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH STATION AT RELIANCE THAT IS 

SPECIFIC TO EXCLUDING RELIANCE FROM PARK DESIGNATION
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SCHEDULE I 
GNWT STANDING COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT & INFRASTRUCTURE LETTER 

IN SUPPORT OF THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT TO THE GNWT MINISTER FOR ENR
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SCHEDULE J 
LETTER FROM MINISTER TO ASSOCIATION MEMBER SUGGESTING A SOLUTION IS POSSIBLE
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SCHEDULE K 
STAKEHOLDER LETTERS IN SUPPORT OF THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT.
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SCHEDULE L 
RELEVANT SECTIONS OF THE CANADA NATIONAL PARKS ACT,  SC 2000, C 32  

GRANTING GNWT AUTHORITY TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE PARK PROCEEDS, HOW BIG IT 
IS, AND WHERE THE BOUNDARIES LIE, BEFORE THEY AGREE
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SCHEDULE M 
CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS RELATING TO THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT

1979: The settlement of Reliance was proposed for exclusion from the land withdrawal for a new 
National Park. See attached letters from Hon. Dave Nickerson, MP. A close look at the old 
boundary lines shows it was just alongside the boundary of the land withdrawal area at the time. 

1985: Parks Canada issues a revised boundary proposal in their literature to exclude the area 
around Reliance from the proposed park. See attached Parks Canada map (circa 1986) ‘Schedule 
D’ herein. 

2007: A new, much larger land withdrawal is taken out, and Reliance is no longer excluded from 
the National park proposal. This expanded withdrawal area was set to expire March 31st, 2014. 

2010: The East Arm Property Owners Association (the “Association”)) is formed at an inaugural 
meeting in Reliance, NWT. It is described as a vehicle for the membership to engage on the 
proposed park initiative. 

May 2010: Parks Canada CEO wrote to Spencer Decorby, secretary of Association, committing to 
consultation on the creation of the park and its boundaries. 

2014: The new (2007) land withdrawal is renewed for two additional years the day before 
devolution in the NWT. Subsequently, the 2007 land withdrawal is divided into areas of interest 
for a National Park, Territorial Parks, and Territorial areas set aside for mineral development. 
Reliance is shown just inside the proposed National Park Reserve boundary despite no consultation 
with EAPOA. 

July 2015: GNWT holds stakeholder meetings in Yellowknife regarding the National Park 
Reserve. It was there that excluding the area around Reliance from park designation, in order to 
address numerous site-specific issues, was once again proposed, 35 years later. The Minister for 
ENR (present) was very receptive to the idea. 

July 2015: The Association endorses the proposed adjustment around Reliance. 

July 2015: GNWT Minister for ENR instructs their chief negotiator on the file to pursue the 
proposed Reliance Adjustment. 

August 2015: Members of the Association develop further detail on the proposal, dubbing it the 
Reliance Adjustment, and retain a legal counsel to help articulate their position and instruct her to 
work collaboratively with the GNWT’s chief negotiator. 

August 2015: Legal counsel for the Association sent the formal proposal for the Reliance 
Adjustment to the GNWT negotiator, as well as the Director for Protected Areas Establishment at 
Parks Canada. 

September2015: The Association wrote to the Chair of the GNWT Standing Committee on 
Economic Development and Infrastructure, submitting the Reliance Adjustment proposal for the 
committee’s consideration. 

September 2015: the GNWT Standing Committee on Economic Development and Infrastructure 
agreed to support the Reliance Adjustment. The Committee Chair sends a letter to the Minister for 
ENR to indicate this support on October 8th, 2015. 
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January 2016:The Northern Air Transport Association, the NWT Floatplane Association, and the 
NWT & Nunavut Chamber of Mines issue formal communications in support of the Reliance 
Adjustment (see Schedule I). 

April 2016: The Minister for ENR (Schumann) writes to the EAPOA suggesting a solution is 
possible (see Schedule J). 

September 2016: The Arctic Institute of North America approaches the GNWT (Department of 
Education, Culture and Employment) with an Expression of Interest for establishing a Scientific 
Research Station at the site of the former MOT Weather Station in Reliance. The document 
specifically calls for an adjustment to the proposed park boundaries to exclude Reliance & the 
surrounding area. 

November 2016: The Association wrote to the new Minister for ENR (McLeod) after recent media 
quotes him as saying the “negotiations are in the final stages” for TDN. The Minister responded 
and directed the Association to work with the new Chief Negotiator for TDN on the Reliance 
Adjustment. 

January and March 2017: The new Chief Negotiator for GNWT met with members of the 
Association re the Reliance Adjustment. The Chief Negotiator indicated at that time that the Land 
Transfer Agreement (would be signed within a matter of months, after which any adjustments to 
the boundary of the National Park Reserve would no longer be likely as the agreement would 
contain a legal description of the boundaries for the National Park Reserve. 

October 2017: Parks Canada released its consultation engagement report for the TDN 
establishment initiative. The report contained a section regarding NWT stakeholder meetings, as 
well as a section on written submissions. Although members of the Association had formally met 
with Parks Canada on numerous occasions, there was no mention of the Association alongside the 
other stakeholder groups listed. Further, of the stakeholder groups supportive of the Reliance 
Adjustment that were named, the report contained no mention of their support for the Reliance 
Adjustment in the summaries. Further, the ‘written submissions’ section of the report contains no 
mention of, or link to, the Reliance Adjustment proposal despite having formally sent it to the 
Director of the Establishment Branch of PC 2-1/2 years earlier, with receipt acknowledged at that 
time. 

November 17, 2017: The Association wrote to the Director of the Establishment Branch at Parks 
Canada to inquire about having been omitted from the consultation engagement report, and to ask 
a few basic questions about the establishment process. To date, there has been no response to that 
inquiry. 

January 2018: The NWT & Nunavut Chamber of Mines maps routing options for a corridor from 
Great Slave Lake to the known geological deposits in the eastern extremity of the NWT (Thelon 
geological basin). This work is shown in Schedule G herein. The results indicate departing from 
Reliance is the shortest route and traverses the least amount of the National Park Reserve. 

June 2018: The Reliance Adjustment is posted to five (5) supportive stakeholder organizations 
websites, as follows: 
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Northern Air Transport Association 

http://dnn.nata-yzf.ca/AboutUs/PublicInformationAdvocacy.aspx 

NWT Floatplane Association/COPA 108 

https://www.nwtfloatplane.com/east-arm-national-park-reserve.html 

NWT & Nunavut Chamber of Mines 

http://www.miningnorth.com/ rsc/site-content/library/protectedareas/ThaideneNene-Reliance-
Adjustment-Backgrd.pdf 

NWT Chamber of Commerce 

https://nwtchamber.com/news/reliance-adjustment 

NWT & Nunavut Construction Association 

https://nnca.ca/news/nnca-supports-reliance-adjustment

http://dnn.nata-yzf.ca/AboutUs/PublicInformationAdvocacy.aspx
https://www.nwtfloatplane.com/east-arm-national-park-reserve.html
http://www.miningnorth.com/%20rsc/site-content/library/protectedareas/ThaideneNene-Reliance-Adjustment-Backgrd.pdf
http://www.miningnorth.com/%20rsc/site-content/library/protectedareas/ThaideneNene-Reliance-Adjustment-Backgrd.pdf
https://nwtchamber.com/news/reliance-adjustment
https://nnca.ca/news/nnca-supports-reliance-adjustment
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SCHEDULE N 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE RELIANCE ADJUSTMENT
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SCHEDULE O 
BARGE LANDING & AIRCRAFT AT RELIANCE, NWT



49 



50 



51 



52 

SCHEDULE P 
PARKS CANADA CEO COMMITMENT TO CONSULT ON BOUNDARIES
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SCHEDULE Q 

Letter of broad public concern, supporting the boundary adjustment, by 6 organizations, 
representing a broad cross section of approximately 5000 NWT residents, business and stakeholders. 



54 



55 



May 30, 2019 

Michelle Swallow 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Government of Northwest Territories 
PO Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2L9 

conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca 
 

RE: Response to preliminary screening of the establishment of Thaidene Nëné 
Territorial Protected Area 

Dear Ms. Swallow: 

We are writing in response to the preliminary screening of the establishment of Thaidene Nëné 
Territorial Protected Area being conducted under section 124(2) of the Mackenzie Valley 
Resources Management Act.  

Nature United is dedicated to conserving nature as the foundation of strong communities, a 
prosperous economy and a future worth passing onto our grandchildren. We work in partnership 
with Indigenous people, industries and governments in the Northwest Territories, coastal British 
Columbia, and northern Manitoba. Our approach is to support local leadership and communities 
in their visions for improved local and regional economies and community well-being. 

Thaidene Nëné is an area of major cultural and ecological significance, having been part of the 
Dene peoples’ way of life for millennia. The Łutsël K’é Dene First Nation (LKDFN) relies on the 
region’s lands, waters and wildlife for physical and spiritual wellbeing. Securing Thaidene Nëné, 
in part as a Territorial Protected Area in addition to the establishment of the Territorial Wildlife 
Conservation Area and National Park Reserve, will help secure their way of life and is incredibly 
important for conservation of this regionally and globally significant area. 

Securing ecological values: Many conservation plans and surveys have documented the 
importance of conserving the region of Thaidene Nëné for water quality, species conservation 
including caribou, and climate change resilience.1 More specifically, ecological values include: 

• Water quality in Great Slave Lake watershed; 

• The presence of various climatic zones - from boreal forest, to tree-line, to tundra -
provide representation and climate change resilience; and 

• 42 mammals, 171 birds, 28 fish and 1 amphibian occur in the Thaidene Nëné area. 

Protecting caribou habitat: Thaidene Nëné also represents important caribou habitat for all 
three barren-ground caribou herds which use the proposed Territorial Protected Area area 

1 Preliminary Area of Interest for a National Park in the East Arm of Great Slave Lake (Claude Mondor, 2006); 

Thaidene Nëné State of Knowledge Report (SENES Consultants Ltd. and Ray Griffith, 2006); 

Healthy Land, Healthy Peoples’ Conservation Network Planning 2016-2021 Strategy (GNWT); 

The Northwest Territories Protected Areas Strategy (Government of Canada and GNWT); 

Thaidene Nene National Park Reserve Ecological Values Summary (Parks Canada); 
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during important stages of their annual migration cycles2. Increased human disturbance 
elsewhere in Canada, including road access into sensitive habitat as well as the effects of 
growing industrial pressures in the region, have impacted the caribou migration patterns, 
seasonal habitat use, and population cycles. Caribou require large ranges for their seasonal 
migration between the Boreal Forest and the calving grounds in the tundra plains north of the 
tree line. In particular, the Bathurst herd, which has recently drastically declined, relies on large, 
contiguous habitats like Thaidene Nëné to recover. 

Promoting cultural heritage and Indigenous rights: The establishment of Thaidene Nëné is 
a major step in realizing the LKDFN’s land use vision for their territory. Securing the Territorial 
Protected Area will ensure LKDFN can continue to practice their way of life, including 
maintaining their right to hunt, fish, travel, and other cultural and spiritual activities conducted on 
the land. The Establishment Agreement process that has been used to establish Thaidene 
Nëné implements a true co-management and nation-to-nation relationship between LKDFN, 
GNWT and the federal government. 

Ongoing management - planning and capacity: Appropriate conditions are in place to 
maintain the ecological and cultural integrity of the Territorial Protected Area into the future. 
Protected Area management agreements will prioritize local knowledge, clarify roles and ensure 
sustainable and fair management of the Territorial Protected Area through the Thaidene Nëné 
Management Board, a joint decision-making body of LKDFN, Canada, and GNWT. In addition, a 
$30 million stewardship endowment has been raised to support ongoing management of the 
complete Thaidene Nëné protected area system by LKDFN. 

Advancing and diversifying local economy: According to the AMEC cost/benefit analysis3, 
Thaidene Nëné is expected to have a net-benefit to local communities. Parks Canada, GNWT, 
and LKDFN will create approximately 8-20 jobs4 for the LKDFN community and Thaidene Nëné 
is expected to increase services, tourism, and transportation economies in Łutsël K’é, 
Yellowknife and Ft. Resolution. Nature United has seen the economic benefits of Indigenous-led 
conservation areas, such as in Great Bear Rainforest—where 1,000 new jobs were created, and 
100 new businesses created or expanded.5 Nature United supports the development of 
Indigenous Guardian programs as a fundamental means of economic diversification connected 
to stewardship of Indigenous lands and protected areas. An analysis of Indigenous Guardian 
programs has shown a return-on-investment of more than 10 to 16, in addition to substantial 
community and cultural benefits. The LKDFN Ni Hat’ni program, the Guardians of Thaidene 
Nëné, is expected to create economic benefit to the community on the order of $1M per year7. 

A long-time partner of the LKDFN, Nature United has provided technical and financial support, 
science expertise, and support for longer-term sustainable financing for the establishment and 
ongoing stewardship of Thaidene Nëné. Establishment of the Territorial Protected Area will 

2 Migratory Tundra Caribou Seasonal and Annual Distribution Relative to Thaidene Nëné (Anne Gunn, Kim Poole, 

and J. Wierzchowski, 2011) 
3 Thaidene Nëné Proposed National Park Reserve Landscape Values Summary (Parks Canada) 
4 Thaidene Nene: Land of the Ancestors, fact sheet created for NWT MLA and Canada Finance Committee MPs 

(LKDFN 2019) 
5 Coast Funds 2018 Annual Report, https://coastfunds.ca/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/Coast-Funds-Annual-Report-

2018.pdf 
6 Valuing Coastal Guardian Watchmen Programs: A Business Case (EPI EcoPlan International, Inc.) 
7 Thaidene Nene: Land of the Ancestors, fact sheet created for NWT MLA and Canada Finance Committee MPs 

(LKDFN 2019) 



protect this ecologically critical landscape, safeguard cultural connections to the land, uphold 
Indigenous rights, diversify the NWT economy and provide significant benefits to future 
generations, amid a changing northern and global climate. We strongly support the Thaidene 
Nëné Conservation Initiative. 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Hadley Archer 
Executive Director, Nature United 

















 

 

 

June 5, 2019 
 
By Email: Michelle_Swallow@gov.nt.ca 
 
Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
Government of the NWT 
P.O. Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT 
X1A 2L9 
 
Attention: Michelle Swallow, Manager, Conservation Planning 
 
Dear Ms. Swallow: 
 
Re: Preliminary Screening Notification - Proposed Thaidene Nene 

Territorial Protected Area 
  
Further your letter, dated May 8, 2019, regarding the preliminary screening for 
the Proposed Thaidene Nene Territorial Protected Area, this letter sets out the 
concerns of the Northwest Territory Métis Nation. 
 
The NWTMN has the following “public concerns” with the proposed Thaidene 
Nene Territorial Protected Area: 
 

1. What is the legal authority for GNWT to undertake a preliminary screening 
as the Protected Areas Act is not effective yet? 
 

2. The NWTMN has a right to be involved in any decisions in respect to 
planning and designation of the East Arm area on a Government to 
Government basis;   
 

3. The “Description of Proposal” references the intention of GNWT to partner 
with Indigenous Governments “to develop and support economic and 
social benefits from the establishment of the territorial protected area”.  
This screening process should be deferred until an impact and benefit 
agreement is concluded with the NWTMN.  GNWT is not providing any 
financial accommodation to the NWTMN for this Protected Area; 
 

4. The Protected Area will remove land from potential mineral development, 

N O R T H W E S T  T E R R I T O R Y  M É T I S  N A T I O N  

B O X  7 2 0  •  F O R T  S M I T H ,  N T  C A N A D A  •  X 0 E  0 P 0  

P H O N E :  ( 8 6 7 )  8 7 2 - 2 7 7 0  •  F A X :  ( 8 6 7 )  8 7 2 - 2 7 7 2  

T O L L - F R E E  P H O N E :  1  8 6 6  8 7 2  6 8 6 6  

W E B S I T E :  N W T M E T I S N A T I O N . C A  
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which conflicts with the NWTMN’s desire to support the Northern 
economy.  The NWTMN is requesting GNWT commission a mineral and 
energy resource assessment and a socio-economic assessment to inform 
the land use choices available to the GNWT and the NWTMN; and    
 

5. The Protected Area will prejudice land selection negotiations for the 
NWTMN Land Claim Agreement.  

 
Loss of Income from Development and Resource Royalties 
 
Another aspect of the lack of financial compensation is related to the loss of 
income for the NWTMN from development and resource royalties.  The Mineral 
and Energy Resource Assessment completed in 2013 (“MERA”) for Thaidene 
Nene noted mineral deposits, including kimberlite-hosted diamonds were found 
on or just outside the proposed boundary for Thaidene Nene.  The NWTMN 
considers the MERA to be incomplete as do others, including industry.  The 
establishment of the Proposed Thaidene Nene Territorial Protected Area will 
have a negative impact on the resource extraction in the NWT and negatively 
impact the economic development opportunities and future royalties of the 
NWTMN.   
 
Impact on NWTMN Land Selection 
 
As you know, the NWTMN is negotiating a land claim agreement and will be 
commencing land selection negotiations with the Government of Canada and the 
GNWT.  The proposed Thaidene Nene Territorial Protected Area will prejudice 
NWTMN land selection as the NWTMN anticipates the status of the area will 
make it very difficult to extract land to satisfy our legitimate Métis Land quantum 
requirements.   
 
Impact on Harvesting by Indigenous Métis Members 
 
Indigenous Métis Members find that their harvesting and cultural activities are 
monitored within these park areas, such as in Wood Buffalo National Park.  This 
deters Indigenous Métis Members from using the areas we’ve traditionally used 
for harvesting and other cultural purposes.   
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Opposition  
 
Until the foregoing concerns are addressed by the GNWT, the NWTMN will 
oppose the establishment of the proposed Thaidene Nene Territorial Protected 
Area. 
 
Sincerely, 
NORTHWEST TERRITORY MÉTIS NATION 
 

 
Garry Bailey,  
President 
 
 
c.c.: Lloyd Cardinal, President, Fort Resolution Métis Council 

Ken Hudson, President, Fort Smith Métis Council 
Trevor Beck, President, Hay River Métis Government Council 

 



June 3, 2019 
 
 
Att: Michelle Swallow  
Manager, Conservation Planning  
GNWT – Environment & Natural Resource  
P.O. Box 1320 
Yellowknife, NT     X1A 2L9  
By email to: conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca  
 
 
Dear Ms. Swallow,  
 
Re:  Preliminary Screening for Establishment of the Territorial Protected Area of 

Thaidene Nëné under the Proposed Protected Areas Act  
 
The NWT & Nunavut Chamber of Mines (Chamber) is writing to respond to the preliminary 
screening that the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) is conducting through your 
department in accordance with the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act (MVRMA) for 
the following development: Establishment of the Territorial Protected Area of Thaidene Nëné 
under the Proposed Protected Areas Act.  
 
We support the development of protected areas and recognize the important role they play in 
representing significant examples of the Northwest Territories (NWT) natural and cultural 
heritage, and in particular, maintaining healthy, diverse and whole ecoregions throughout the 
country.  
 
However, the success of the minerals industry to provide benefits to the NWT and its residents 
relies on access to land for exploration and development. Therefore, when large areas of land, 
whether as parks, sanctuaries or other protected areas, are proposed to be removed from non-
renewable resource development, we believe it is incumbent on governments to utilize diligent, 
open and transparent processes in determining and evaluating the consequences of such action. It 
is government’s responsibility to act in the public interest and to evaluate all the social and 
economic impacts of these decisions with a focus on opportunity costs.  
 
Under section 111(1) of the MVRMA, a territorial park is to be considered a “development.” It is 
our understanding and expectation that your preliminary screening will consider Thaidene Nëné 
like other developments, with strong attention to transparency, diligence and a full understanding 
of all of its impacts. These would not be limited to environmental impacts, but also to the 
impacts on the “economic well-being of residents and communities in the Mackenzie Valley” as 
required under the MVRMA.  
 

mailto:officemanager@miningnorth.com
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To this end, with this letter we are formally expressing our significant “public concern” over the 
Thaidene Nëné development process based on procedural and substantive concerns described 
herein, and we ask that GNWT refer the proposal to the Mackenzie Valley Review Board for an 
environmental assessment, where a more fulsome review of all aspects of the development can 
be reviewed and mitigated.  
 
For background and perspective, our Chamber represents a significant and important part of the 
northern public that participates in, relies on and benefits from the minerals industry for its 
economic well-being. Our direct corporate and individual membership numbers nearly 400, 
representing over 3,000 workers – Indigenous and non-Indigenous – directly employed in our 
industry, along with many additional businesses with their thousands of employees that rely on 
the NWT minerals industry. The minerals industry is the largest private sector industry in the 
NWT, and is the largest private sector employer of Indigenous northerners.  
 
Minerals industry benefits today have grown significantly important to the economic well-being 
of all northerners and the territory and are well described in the recent publication tabled by the 
Minister of Industry, Tourism and Investment.1 Over the past 21 years, these benefits include:  

• 60,000 person-years of employment, approximately half northern and half of those 
Indigenous workers;  

• Over $21 billion in business expenditures, of which 70% is northern, and an 
unprecedented $6.4 billion has been with Indigenous business;  

• Well over $100 million to communities in various impact and benefit agreements, in 
scholarships, and corporate social responsibility contributions; and  

• Billions of dollars in various taxes and royalties which are now being shared with 
Indigenous governments across the Northwest Territories in constitutionally entrenched 
land claim agreements and under the devolution royalty sharing agreement.  

• The minerals industry directly contributes over 37% of the gross domestic product of the 
NWT. This percentage is even higher when indirect benefits to other sectors of the 
economy are taken into account. For example, every direct job in diamond mining 
generates 2.8 other indirect jobs in the NWT.  

• The NWT Government (GNWT) reports that, over the past three years to 2018, diamond 
mines have contributed 44 percent of the GNWT’s tax revenue, through corporate, 
property, fuel, and payroll taxes.” If Federal transfer payments were not included, the 
mining industry’s contributions would increase significantly to the majority of the 
GNWT’s income.  

• Mineral exploration contributes many millions more in investment annually, supports 
additional employment and business benefits, and is a key component of a sustainable 
minerals industry.  

• The minerals industry plays an important role in furthering Indigenous reconciliation in 
the NWT. As in Canada, the NWT mineral industry is the largest private sector employer 
of Indigenous northerners.  

 
Of great importance to the discussion is that all of these significant mining benefits has come 
from a land footprint of less than 0.005% of the NWT. And this tiny footprint will be reclaimed 

1 Government of the Northwest Territories: 2018 Socio-Economic Agreement Report, for diamond mines operating 
in the Northwest Territories: https://www.assembly.gov.nt.ca/sites/default/files/td_432-183_1_0.pdf  
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by the mining companies once their work is completed. The public should be informed of the 
magnitude of the consequences of removing tens of thousands of square kilometres in parks as 
part of a fulsome analysis and discussion. Unfortunately, no such studies were done and shared 
with the public in advancing either of the huge Thaidene Nëné territorial protected area and 
federal park.  
 
The NWT is currently realizing a prolonged period of poor investor confidence and the Chamber 
believes that the process followed in advancing the Thaidene Nëné parks (National and 
Territorial) is not contributing to increasing this confidence. The Chamber and its members are 
very concerned that, as proposed, the Thaidene Nëné development has the potential to negatively 
affect the economic well-being of residents and communities in the entire NWT and will reduce 
the economic opportunities for generations to come. We have been actively submitting our 
concerns with this proposed development over the last several years but have found they have 
not been taken into consideration, especially as other current Federal legislation such as 
Conservation 2020 seeks to withdraw further prospective lands in Canada's north without 
considering the economic sustainability of the territory’s people and communities. As a result, 
we continue to have significant and substantive concerns, both procedural and with the content 
of the proposed development. We therefore recommend that the proposed development be 
referred to an environmental assessment.  
 
Procedural concerns with the proposed development include:  

• The Territorial candidate area was created in an unusual fashion. Whereas other 
candidate protected areas were advanced through the Protected Areas Strategy, the 
Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Area emerged from confidential discussions between 
the GNWT and Parks Canada. No boundary options were shared with the public for 
comment and consideration, as was done with Naats’ihch’oh Park, rather were negotiated 
and established by GNWT and Parks Canada behind closed doors. The NWT’s Minister 
of the Environments simply announced the boundaries as complete and provided the 
public with no ability to suggest changes. 

• The GNWT did not conduct a mineral and energy resource assessment of the candidate 
protected area to evaluate the economic potential that would be lost in removing such a 
significantly large area from development. Rather, GNWT relied on the Mineral & 
Energy Resource Assessment (MERA) that Parks Canada had conducted over the 
candidate areas. This MERA was insufficiently funded for such a large area, and has 
resulted in an inadequate resource assessment.  

• Discussions between the GNWT and Canada resulted in the proposed National Park 
Reserve being reduced to 14,000 sq.km. However, given the negotiation details are not 
public, from the outside it appears they were only able to do so by committing to the 
creation of a territorial park that essentially mirrors Parks Canada’s initial intent to close 
the much larger area of 26,500 sq.km to future potential resource development.  

• Much of the consensus building in support of both the territorial and federal Thaidene 
Nëné parks has been by Parks Canada with members of the public who do not live in the 
North. Parks Canada’s consultation and engagement report documents responses from 
many southern residents, who admitted they have never been to the north, and know little 
of the NWT. Presumably these respondents also know little of the state of the North’s 
environment or economy, nor the detrimental impact that land withdrawals of this 
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magnitude could have on economic opportunities for future generations of Northern 
citizens. Nor will they understand the unique and extensive environmental protections 
provided by the MVRMA. We are concerned that support expressed for the current park 
and protected area proposals has relied on an over-weighting of the views of southern 
observers who will not have to suffer any negative socio-economic consequences of 
either of the parks’ creation.  

Our substantive concerns with the proposed development include:  

• The thousands of square kilometres being proposed for closure to development in 
Thaidene Nëné is significant, and equals the areas of Vancouver Island, or that of Great 
Slave Lake, the tenth largest lake in the world. This will have significant negative 
economic effects on the NWT. Professional geologists familiar with the region have 
confirmed that high mineral potential was missed or disregarded in the MERA, including 
potential for minerals such as cobalt and lithium, important to the development of a lower 
carbon, green economy, with reduced greenhouse gas emitting power generation and 
power storage technologies. As a result, the MERA is an inaccurate resource assessment 
of this exceptionally large area of the NWT. The GNWT has also not conducted its own 
resource assessment of the candidate Territorial Thaidene Nëné Protected Area.  

• The benefits of resource development royalties in the NWT today are shared across the 
Territory. For example, royalties from diamond mining in the Tlicho-Akaitcho regions 
are shared with the Gwich’in and Sahtu regions, much farther away. We find no evidence 
of any economic studies on these potential economic losses to all residents of the NWT 
by the removal of such a significantly large area from future mineral and energy 
development.  

• We are unaware of any economic analysis or trade-off study of the economic impacts of 
Thaidene Nëné versus mineral development. ‘Conservation economy’ has been 
mentioned, but there is no analysis or definition of what that is, or its economic benefits. 
A business case2 conducted by the Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation revealed very small 
economic returns through employment and capital infrastructure investments – returns 
that are orders of magnitude smaller than those created by potential mineral development. 
For example, the effects of just one year of operations of a diamond mine would 
exponentially exceed multi-year benefits of the park as calculated in the Lutsel K’e study. 
We are unaware of any discussion or study led by GNWT or any other government 
agency on the economic trade-offs of establishing Thaidene Nëné protected area versus 
keeping land open for potential responsible mineral resource development. Perhaps the 
lack of such study or discussion is also a function of the inadequate mineral resource 
assessment and thus illustrates the need for a more extensive MERA to better inform the 
consultations and decisions. 

• There has been no public discussion of alternative land access options, combined with a 
smaller park area that could better balance cultural and economic objectives, while 
guaranteeing the preservation of indigenous rights. We do not believe that establishment 
of a conservation economy and responsible mineral development are mutually exclusive 
endeavours, but there has been little discussion or analysis in that regard.  

2 THAIDENE NENE –LAND OF OUR ANCESTORS BUSINESS CASE, Prepared by: Cathy Wilkinson, On 
behalf of: Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation, April 2013;  http://landoftheancestors.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2014/04/Business-case-FINAL-with-maps-April-2013-title.pdf 
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• It is our understanding there are financing arrangements contemplated by private interests 
and the community of Lutsel K’e as part of, or tied to, establishment of the Thaidene 
Nëné Park. Without providing any specific details, Parks Canada has recently informed 
us they are considering a contribution to a trust fund of an Indigenous government in 
relation to Thaidene Nëné. Given the proposed NWT Protected Areas Act would allow 
for similar arrangements, perhaps GNWT is considering similar financing arrangements. 
This has not been revealed. Confidential discussions around exchange of moneys with 
respect to protected areas could be construed as facilitation without full public disclosure, 
discussion and understanding of the details. This lack of transparency is highly 
concerning and speaks to areas of the current process that should be reviewed. 

• Environment and economy are not being balanced. The area east of the proposed 
Thaidene Nëné Park is already subject to the closure of significant areas to mineral 
exploration and development, including approximately 18,000 sq km of mineral 
prospective land in the nearby Upper Thelon watershed, approximately 62,000 sq km of 
lands under interim withdrawal for the Akaitcho Land Claim settlement, and 55,000 sq 
km of lands already closed to resource development in the neighbouring Thelon Wildlife 
Sanctuary, the largest such sanctuary in Canada. When combined with the proposed 
Thaidene Nëné Park area, these closures total in excess 165,000 sq km of land where 
potential mineral and other economic development is presently prohibited. There has 
been no public discussion on potential economic impact of some of these withdrawn 
lands, or their cumulative effects. This is contrary to the NWT Government’s Land Use 
and Sustainability Framework3 which commits GNWT to ensure that “Land-
management decisions consider ecological, social, cultural and economic values to 
ensure maximum benefits to current and future generations.” 

• There is no clarity on corridors through the Thaidene Nëné protected area / park area. 
Parks Canada has refused to consider industrial corridors or areas for transportation, 
power, fibre optic communications, or other logistical support through or within the 
proposed Thaidene Nëné National Park area to allow for access to significant mineral 
potential in the southeast portion of the NWT. The loss of this access is of great concern 
as it may effectively prevent future economic development in an area much larger than 
the proposed park. Such exclusion of logistical support areas will also reduce the 
sustainability of the proposed park as a tourism economic engine and thus limit potential 
economic benefits to communities considerably.  

• In addition, the GNWT Proposal for Thaidene Nëné protected area says the Protected 
Areas Act under which it would be established could allow corridors “when certain 
conditions are met”. However, these conditions appear to be controlled by Establishment 
Agreements that have not been released and cannot be shared. Thus, there is no guarantee 
that corridors will be allowed, and this will also have unknown economic implications.  

• We are unaware of any detailed discussion of navigable waterways that are a federal 
responsibility, through the lake portion of Thaidene Nëné park or protected area.  

• Float plane access via Ft. Reliance as has historically occurred to support industrial (e.g., 
exploration) purposes is not allowed. As per Parks Canada’s Development Description, 
the only allowance for float planes is for park visits. This will further affect exploration 

3 NORTHERN LANDS NORTHERN LEADERSHIP, The GNWT Land Use and Sustainability Framework, 
https://www.lands.gov.nt.ca/en/land-use-and-sustainability-framework-0  
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activities to the east and southeast beyond the park. These significant concerns have been 
raised but are absent from Parks Consultation & Engagement Report. We are uncertain 
how this will also occur in the protected area.  

• An additional concern raised by our members is that the proponents of both the Thaidene 
Nëné Park and Protected Area are also the Preliminary Screeners, creating a reasonable 
apprehension of bias and potential for a perceived conflict of interest. While we 
understand that the MVRMA allows it, this increases our public concern given the lack of 
transparency and the many, various concerns outlined above. 

 
Our members are well versed in preliminary screenings of development projects. They observe 
that the level of detail and the transparency that they are required to provide for what are often 
much, much smaller development proposals, far exceeds what they have witnessed with both the 
proposed Thaidene Nëné park and the protected area development. This is creating the 
impression that there is a double standard at work: one for industry development and one for 
park development.  
 
We very much understand the community’s interest in having some kind of park development 
from which it can benefit and feel assured the values of the region are protected. We also 
understand Parks Canada’s interest in advancing this national park reserve. However, we are 
becoming confused with the added complexity that combining a Territorial Protected Area into 
the discussion now also brings. There has been no fulsome discussion on the implications of 
using two protection tools, and what effects – positive and negative – they bring.  
 
It is important that northerners and other public have comfort that a full, fair and transparent 
process has been used in proposing the establishment of this territorial protected area, and also 
the park. More fulsome and transparent consideration of economic values will allow for a land 
management decision that ensures maximum benefits to current and future generations of 
residents in the NWT and Canada.  
 
Therefore, on behalf of our many members, we ask that GNWT refer the Thaidene Nëné 
protected area development proposal to the Mackenzie Valley Review Board for an 
environmental assessment, where a more open review of all aspects of the development can be 
evaluated by northern residents under the MVRMA.  
 
We ask that this environmental assessment, at the least, provide the following:  

• A fair and open and unbiased process that matches the rigour which other northern 
developments must undergo;  

• An updated MERA of the proposed park area, including assessment of low carbon, green 
economy minerals and low carbon hydro-energy; and that this reconsideration of the 
MERA accepts input from northern stakeholders, particularly the resource industry;  

• A more fulsome analysis and discussion of the socio-economic impacts of the proposed 
park and protected area vs no park and protected area, and taking into consideration the 
updated MERA; 

• Reconsideration of the proposed park boundaries, which were created without public 
consultation and without in-depth economic analysis;  
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• Confirmation that acceptable infrastructure fibre, power, transportation, and logistical 
support) corridors and areas will be included in the park areas; and  

• Full public disclosure of financial arrangements, both public and private being proposed 
for the establishment of Thaidene Nëné.  

In closing, the Chamber of Mines is supportive of the creation of parks and protected areas 
where they are required to protect special values and landscapes. However, in considering the 
closure of such vast areas of the NWT to resource development, it is essential that governments 
follow an open, transparent and fully considered process to ensure that the best decisions for the 
people of the Northwest Territories are made. Consequently, we believe that an environmental 
assessment of the proposed Thaidene Nëné protected area will ensure that government is able to 
make a well-informed decision that is in the public interest.  
 
Yours truly,  
 
NWT & NUNAVUT CHAMBER OF MINES  
 
 
 
 
Gary Vivian  
President  
 
 
c.c.:  Ms. Joanne Deneron, Chair, Mackenzie Valley Review Board; Mark Cliffe-Phillips, Executive Director, 

Mackenzie Valley Review Board; Hon. Bob McLeod, Premier of the Northwest Territories; Hon. Wally 
Schumann, NWT Minister, Industry, Tourism & Investment; Hon. Lou Sebert, NWT Minister, Lands; Hon. 
R.C. McLeod, NWT Minister, Environment & Natural Resources; Chief Darryl Marlowe, Lutsel K’e Dene 
First Nation; Chief Edward Sangris, YK Dene First Nation; Chief Ernest Betsina, YK Dene First Nation; 
Garry Bailey, Northwest Territory Métis Nation; Chief Louis Balsillie, Deninu K’ue First Nation; Bill 
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Annika Olesen  

Hoarfrost River, NT 
PO Box 607 

X1A2N5 
780-678-7992 or 778-330-0904 

 
 

June 3, 2019 

To all those involved in establishment and governance process for the proposed Thaidene 
Nëné Protected Area: 

Over the past couple weeks, I have read through the description of the proposal for the 
Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Area, and would first like to say that I support the 
conservation mindset represented by the proposal. I have grown up in the area included in 
the boundaries of the proposed protected area and after 23 years of calling it home, I am 
still humbled by its wilderness. There are few places like this left in the world, and the 
proposal for this protected area formally acknowledges that our wilderness is worth 
protecting. 

That said, I find some of the details (and lack thereof) in the proposal troubling. First, I 
would like to highlight an error. In the first section “Cultural, Ecological, and Socio-
economic Values,” the authors indicate that the area contains no titled property, only 
“leases.” The homestead where I have been raised and continue to live gained title in 
1982, and the title has been under the ownership of my parents since 1985. A small 
oversight in the proposal document, but one that should be corrected as discussions and 
management plans progress. 

One of my concerns stems from the proposal’s description of the orientation and permits 
that visitors to the protected area will have to “acquire” yearly and/or each time they 
enter the area. Because I live within the protected area, this raises questions for my 
personal life. Does this mean that friends and family coming to visit our homestead will 
be subject to the orientation and need to “acquire” permits? Where can visitors acquire 
these documents and will there be fees associated with that acquisition? These details are 
not found in the provided document.  

I am also concerned by the “prohibited and allowable activities” section. Paragraph four 
of the section states that visitors with treaty rights will not need to pay a fee for these 
“certain circumstances” activities, thereby implying that visitors and residents without 
those rights will pay. The proposal does not provide any details for the process for non-
treaty residents should an activity such as gardening be important for them. These details 
cannot be left up to the imagination and like the permit and orientation processes, they 
must be made transparent before the area is established.  



Regarding the proposal’s timeline, the authors state that “Establishment Agreements” 
will be taking place between Indigenous governments and organizations. Will the 
creation of these agreements leave space for more public involvement in the finalization 
of regulations, and room for residents such as myself at the table? I feel strongly that the 
five-year development of the management plan should involve the public, especially 
those who live year-round in the area. I am one of only three people in my generation to 
have spent the entirety of my youth, adolescence, and teenage years —day in and day out 
— in the area which will now formally become “Thaidene Nëné.” I continue to call it 
home. My voice, and the voices of other year-round residents of Thaidene Nëné, offer a 
unique perspective in the the governance of the protected area, but the proposal document 
leaves the details of our position in the ongoing decision-making process blurry.  

The initial request for feedback asked for respondents to raise issues that have “potential 
to cause public concern or significant adverse environmental impacts to the area.” From 
an environmental perspective, this act, and others like it, receive my support. Anything 
that takes the long view in protecting areas of the NWT’s wilderness, and recognizing the 
North’s role as an ecological and human refuge from increasing development elsewhere 
is a prudent move. The wilderness that remains now is a resource unto itself. It will only 
gain value as the uncertain future unfolds.  

My issue with the proposed area is one of public concern. Any action that makes this area 
less accessible to those with loyal and loud voices who love it does not take into account 
the potential power of a well-rounded relationship between people and place. “The land 
lives in its people,” wrote poet John Haines. Hurdles that forgo common sense and make 
forming a relationship to a place more complicated than necessary for human beings — 
of all skin colours, from all walks of life — cripple that place. It cannot speak for itself. 
The greatest threat to its health comes from human beings, and so its best protection 
comes from human beings who fight to protect the rivers they have paddled, the 
shorelines they have camped on, and the hills they have hiked. The regulatory processes, 
including those four points in the “Visitor Access” section, threaten to serve to keep 
people out of the protected area. I urge the Indigenous governments, the organizations, 
and the other participants in the development of the management plan for Thaidene Nëné 
to keep that in mind. Make access as simple as possible while monitoring the 
environmental integrity of the area. Those of us who live here and who visit here often 
care deeply about this place and its long-term health. Keep that in mind.   

I look forward to your response to the questions posed herein and to opportunities for the 
public’s continued involvement in this process.  

Sincerely, 

Annika Olesen  

Hoarfrost River, NWT  



Att: Michelle Swallow,  Manager, Conservation Planning and Implementation 
Environmental Stewardship and Climate Change 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
 
From:  Dave Olesen, Hoarfrost River, Northwest Territories 
 
Re: proposed Thaidene Nëné Territorial Protected Areas, surrounding proposed 
Thaidene Nëné National Park Reserve area in the easternmost arms of Great Slave 
lake, and beyond. 
 
Date: May 31, 2019 
      
This document contains my response to your document titled Establishment of 
the Territorial Protected Area of Thaidene Nëné under the proposed Protected 
Areas Act.  We received this from you as an e-mail attachment on May 8, 2019, 
with the following instruction:  
 
Members of the public are asked to notify the GNWT if they believe the proposed 
territorial protected area has the potential to cause public concern or significant 
adverse environmental impacts to the area. Please provide your input to 
conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca on or before June 3, 2019. 
 
By way of introduction, I am Dave Olesen.  Since 1987 my family and I have lived 
year-round on a parcel of titled land located just west of the mouth of the 
Hoarfrost River, about 16 kilometers north of Reliance NWT and 90 kilometers 
northeast of Lutsel K’e, and 280 kilometers east-northeast of Yellowknife.   
 
From this vantage point, and the perspective of our 32-year residence within the 
proposed boundary of the Protected Area, I have read your document with 
intense interest. 
 
Here are some of my notes and concerns: 
 
 Your document states that “the territorial protected area… contains a 

number of key ecological features, including spectacular cliffs… numerous 
lakes, rivers and waterfalls, peninsulas, diverse landscape formations 
shaped by ancient ice sheets, and migratory barren-ground caribou herds.” 

mailto:conservationplanning@gov.nt.ca


My notes alongside this passage are – “Yes, in other words it is in 
this regard identical to the entire Northwest Territories.”  Also a 
question – why is a “spectacular cliff” a “key ecological feature?”   
 

 Your document goes on to state that “Surrounding areas with high mineral 
potential, and most areas with average to high potential, have been 
excluded from the territorial protected area…” 

My notes:  I am no cheerleader for the mining and development 
sector, but the claim is demonstrably false, and I cite as one specific 
example the well-known cobalt deposits situated along the north 
shore of McLeod Bay.  Cobalt is currently in booming demand as it 
is a key ingredient in the manufacture of lithium-ion batteries for 
electric vehicles.  As contrasted to a gem diamond for a necklace or 
ring, cobalt, like many other minerals, actually has a useful purpose 
in the modern world. Your glib pronouncement that the area is free 
of all “high mineral potential” is unsupportable.  It is simply a glib 
pronouncement, meant to re-assure people, and it is false.  It 
should not be allowed to appear in any further documents. 
 

 Your document states that “The land and waters in question are 
unencumbered by third-party interests, save a few private land leases… 

My notes:  My family and I do not live on a leased property.  We 
own a parcel of deeded land here, which appears in the federal  
land survey registry, and which I purchased in August 1985 from the 
former owner, the late Mr. James Colburn of Yellowknife.   

 Your document states that “The GNWT intends to partner with Indigenous 
governments and organizations to develop and support economic and social 
benefits… 

My notes: Where, how, and when will the framework of this 
vaguely-referenced “partnering” be laid out, made available for 
public comment, and considered with a view to the interests of all 
residents of the Northwest Territories and beyond?  This is a 
dangerously vague statement.  For starters, the inclusion of the 
words “and organizations” leaves me wondering which 
organizations – only the ones the GNWT chooses to “partner with?” 
Or any organization with a demonstrable long-term interest in the 
area, i.e. “third-party stakeholders,” as the current bureaucratic 



jargon likes to lump this category?  Who will have a seat at the 
table when this “partnering” is done?  
Under the next heading,  “Governance Structure,” we again find 
ominous references to these ambiguous and un-named 
“organizations” with whom the GNWT will work out their draft 
management plan for the area.  WHO ARE THESE ORGANIZATIONS 
AND WHY ARE THEY NOT NAMED HERE? (I have my suspicions as to 
who they are and what their agenda will be, but perhaps you can 
lay those suspicions to rest by naming these “organizations” who 
will be collaborating and deciding all of this, perhaps behind closed 
doors.) 
  

  We read in your document, at the top of page 3, that before entering the 
proposed territorial protected area, visitors will be required to, in item 2, 
“Acquire any requisite licenses or permits.” 

Again, ominously vague.  Does one “acquire” a license or permit for 
free, or does one “acquire” it by paying someone for it?  If free, will 
a quota system be instituted?  If by payment, what will the fee be 
and where will the funds go? If the payment is significant and the 
regulations and registration process are cumbersome, the net effect 
of this effort to “boost tourism” may be just the opposite. As a 
career conservationist who is a personal friend of mine once said 
with a smile, “Well yes, I work to create parks, but as soon as an 
area becomes a park I don’t go there anymore.  Too expensive.  Too 
many rules.” Hmm. Thought-provoking. 

 Your document states that people with treaty rights will not require a 
permit in order to exercise those rights, and will not be required to pay a 
fee to do so.   

Convoluted wording, but again, an ominous inference that others 
not falling under the blanket of treaty rights will in fact be paying to 
enter the area. 

 On Page 4, under Infrastructure, I read that the infrastructure will include, 
among other things such as offices and visitor orientation centres,  
“Operational storage of historical and cultural information and objects for 
ongoing interpretation, research and monitoring.”   

     By this phrase I am truly dumbfounded.  What does this mean?  
(Does anyone know?) 



 
 The final heading in your document is “Public Engagement.”   

Here I can only say that I do appreciate the limited amount of 
consultation and input that my family and I have been invited to submit, 
as a part of the “general public” and also as “stakeholders.” We had a 
very productive and encouraging meeting with the Minister of the 
Environment in late summer of 2015, and while that person (Michael 
Miltenberger) is no longer in that position, we can hope that a similarly 
productive dialogue can resume soon.  So far, it has not. 
 
In conclusion, my notes jotted into your document just express my 
ongoing frustration that as we see a steadily declining use and travel and 
passage and knowledge of this area we call home, the plan and steps 
ahead are vague and they are issued in bits and pieces.  It is not an 
overstatement to claim that right now my family and I know as much or 
more about the northerly of the two areas in question as anyone alive.  
You would do well to tap into some of that knowledge.   
 
We are not opponents of this proposal.  But we do feel left out of it, all in 
all.   I am 62 years old this October, and I have lived for over half of my 
lifetime out here at the Hoarfrost, where Kristen and I have raised a 
family and made a living. This place is, in effect, who we are.  Thus my 
family and I feel as though we should be more “engaged” in this process  
than John and Jane Doe of the general public.  Is that fair?  Not sure.   
 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dave Olesen 



Attention: Michelle Swallow, Manager, Conservation 
Planning and Implementation  
Environmental Stewardship and Climate Change 
Environment and Natural Resources 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
 
 
Kristen Olesen 
Hoarfrost River, NT 
PO Box 607 
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N5 
kbgo58@gmail.com 
 
June 3, 2019 
 
To those involved in the process for the proposed 
Thaidene Nëné Protected Area: 
 
I have read the Territorial Protected Area document with 
pen in hand and have marked  it with questions and 
concerns that came up while reading. 
 
I would like to start off by saying I support the idea of 
establishing a territorial protected area. Thaidene Nëné 
has the potential to be an important resource in the future 
of the Northwest Territories. 
 
While I support this plan for a protected area, as a year 
round local resident of this area I found the document 
unable to address some of my concerns.  Below I have 
shared my concerns under the bold headings. 
 
Location and Map 



1) Is there a detailed map of the protected area’s 
boundary on McLeod Bay.  As it is just to the east of our 
home I am interested in the exact location of the eastern 
boundary along the north shore. 
 
Cultural, Ecological and Sociology-economic Values 
1) The biggest concern for me was not acknowledging 
our presence here as year-round residents on titled land.  
I understand there are lease owners up and down the 
lake but presently we are the only full-time residents in 
the proposed park. 
2) Who are the “organizations” in the first sentence, sixth 
paragraph under this heading. This word continues to be 
vague throughout the document.  This is the first time it 
appears but it left me wondering who this is talking about. 
 
Visitor Access 
1)You give four requirements for visitors entering the 
park.  I am wondering where these visitors will need to go 
to complete these requirements.  What about friends, 
family and visitors that fly direct from Yellowknife to 
Hoarfrost River for a visit.  Do they need to pay fees and 
register before they visit?   
 
2) The document discusses visitors but what are we to 
expect as full-time residents in terms of fees and the four 
requirements mentioned under this heading? 
 
Infrastructure  
This discusses the infrastructure needed to operate 
Thaidene Nëné but it doesn’t give details.   
1) Where will the various buildings be located?  Will all 
visitors to the park need to stop by in person or will there 
be an online registration? 



  
2) What exactly is the “operational storage of historical 
and cultural information and objects for ongoing 
interpretation, research and monitoring” talking about? 
 
3) Patrol and monitoring cabins are listed.  Where will 
these be and what is there intended purpose?  Who will 
be the keeper of the cabins?  In addition to the people 
who are trained to monitor and patrol the park will visitors 
be able to use them? 
 
Timeline 
You say this process should be competed by August 
2019, just a little over two months away from now.  Will 
there be opportunity for more conversations to address 
these issues? 
 
Thank you for this opportunity and I look forward to 
continued conversation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kristen Olesen 
 
Hoarfrost River, NT 
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