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Scenario Cumulative Impact Assessment

Throughout the Panel’s Report, the Expansion Capacity Scenario 
and Other Future Developments Scenario describe the scope 
of future developments identified by many participants in 
the Panel’s hearings as developments that might generate 
cumulative impacts induced by, or in addition to, the MGP. The 
Panel heard many concerns with respect to the uncertainty of the 
pace, scale and distribution of future developments in the NWT 
and recognizes that future developments on too large a scale or 
too rapid a pace could have detrimental impacts. Similarly, further 
development activities beyond the Project as Filed will be needed 
at appropriate times to maintain sustainable benefits to the 
people of the NWT.

At the same time, the Panel notes that the Canadian economic 
and political system is fundamentally one that responds to 
development initiatives of non-government entities. The current 
Canadian regulatory framework, generally speaking, is not 

intended to dictate or to control the pace and scale of resource 
developments except where there is a determination that the 
adverse environmental or socio-economic impacts of such 
developments are likely to be significant and cannot be justified.

Given this essentially reactive role of regulators, it is critical 
that they be aware of potential development scenarios and can 
anticipate them by being prepared and equipped to respond to 
proposed specific developments when they are proposed. In the 
Panel’s view, the scenario-based cumulative effects assessment 
that is recommended by the Panel is an essential anticipatory 
undertaking to ensure that the regulators are so prepared.

The Panel views a scenario-based cumulative impacts 
assessment of the MGP as an important tool in the identification 
of potential cumulative impacts as well as the suite of 
corresponding management measures that can be deployed 
to enhance positive effects or avoid or minimize negative 
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Figure 18-4  Relation of follow-up program to CIMP

Source: Panel Figure
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Cumulative impacts monitoring and management

In the Panel’s view an effective follow-up program for the 
monitoring and management of cumulative impacts depends 
on a number of key elements that, taken together, constitute a 
coordinated approach for anticipating, monitoring and managing 
the cumulative impacts of the MGP. Those elements include:

•	 the results of a scenario-based cumulative impacts 
assessment of the MGP to guide the design of an MGP 
cumulative impact monitoring program;

•	 the use of the Proponents’ Project-specific impacts monitoring 
data, and related monitoring data from other projects, which 
may be induced by the MGP, and its integration with other 
cumulative impact monitoring data gathered by governments 
and other entities; and

•	 the application of the results of the scenario-based 
cumulative impacts assessment and the MGP cumulative 
impact monitoring program to inform the regulators, 
the environmental assessment and permitting of future 
developments, and future transition planning.

Recommendation 18-20

The Panel recommends that the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development require the follow-up program for the Mackenzie Gas Project 
to establish and conduct a Mackenzie Gas Project cumulative impact 
monitoring program that:

•	 reflects the priority valued components and indicators identified by the 
scenario-based cumulative impacts assessment;

•	 requires governments, Aboriginal authorities and the Proponents to 
develop and design integrated research protocols for the Mackenzie Gas 
Project that meet the monitoring needs for Project impact monitoring 
and cumulative impact monitoring;

•	 identifies the indicators for which data will be required for the 
Mackenzie Gas Project cumulative impacts follow-up program;

•	 includes as appropriate:

•	 select regional or community Traditional Knowledge studies;

•	 Project-specific impact monitoring information provided by 
the Mackenzie Gas Project and regulators;

•	 interaction of cumulative impacts on multiple valued 
components; and

•	 is designed in conformity with the provisions of Panel 
Recommendation 18-3.

The results of the Mackenzie Gas Project scenario-based cumulative 
impacts assessment and monitoring programs should be transmitted to 
downstream regulators, government agencies, Land Use Planning bodies, 
the NWT Oil and Gas Socio-Economic Advisory Board, and the Corporation 
for the Mitigation of Mackenzie Gas Project Impacts for the analysis 
of cumulative impacts and, for the purpose of transition planning, the 
Government of the Northwest Territories.

cumulative impacts that might arise from the Project and other 
future developments. The Panel understands scenario-based 
cumulative impacts assessment to be an important planning 
exercise that could inform the design and focus of the MGP’s 
cumulative impact monitoring program. In addition, in later years 
it could provide important information to the transition planning 
and bridging initiatives contributing to sustainability as discussed 
in Chapter 15, “Economic Impacts.” As scenario-based 
assessments are not a prediction of an exact future development 
scenario, but an anticipatory planning tool for identifying plausible 
scenarios, review and revision of these scenarios periodically 
would assist in confirming the priorities and guiding the scope 
of the MGP’s cumulative impact monitoring program.

Recommendation 18-18

The Panel recommends that the cumulative impact components of the 
follow-up program for the Mackenzie Gas Project be conducted within 
the operational framework of and under the guidance of the Responsible 
Authority for the Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program.

Recommendation 18-19

The Panel recommends that the follow-up program for the Mackenzie Gas 
Project include a scenario-based cumulative impacts assessment for the 
Mackenzie Gas Project in combination with other developments that:

•	 identifies plausible scenarios of development that could be induced by 
the Mackenzie Gas Project, including consideration of those formally 
presented to the Panel by hearing participants, and that give explicit 
attention to impacts from climate change;

•	 focuses on the sustainability of valued components in the human and 
biophysical environments and identifies anticipated cumulative impacts 
(positive and negative);

•	 identifies priority valued components to be monitored in the follow-up 
program;

•	 includes the full spatial extent of the Mackenzie Valley from the 
Proponents’ Anchor Fields and adjacent areas in the Mackenzie Delta 
to the Alberta border and reflects the geological potential of areas 
for future development;

•	 includes as its temporal scale the anticipated life of the Mackenzie Gas 
Project and beyond decommissioning;

•	 is informed by relevant audit reports;

•	 is conducted by an independent facilitator and designed with the 
appropriate expertise; and

•	 includes the participation of the appropriate stakeholders.

The Panel further recommends that the first scenario-based cumulative 
impacts assessment for the Mackenzie Gas Project be initiated within 
six months of the designation of the Responsible Authority for the 
Cumulative Impact Monitoring Program and that it be reviewed and revised 
every three years thereafter for the life of the Mackenzie Gas Project.
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Valley. The Panel is of the view that it is crucial that there be 
independent oversight and evaluation of effectiveness of the 
MGP’s cumulative impact monitoring program. In the Panel’s 
view, the Audit established under the MVRMA is well-suited 
to this purpose.

Recommendation 18-22

The Panel recommends that the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development, as part of the follow-up program, require a Project-
specific audit pursuant to section 148 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource 
Management Act each year during construction and at least once 
every five years for the life of the Mackenzie Gas Project to assess the 
effectiveness of the impacts monitoring regime for the Project. There may 
be more than one audit in any given year and an audit may focus on one 
or more component of the Mackenzie Gas Project.

Recommendation 18-21

The Panel recommends that regulators, as a condition of any approvals or 
permits they might issue for activities and projects, require all proponents 
of future developments that would enable the throughput of the Mackenzie 
Valley Pipeline to be increased above 0.83 Bcf/d to provide relevant impact 
monitoring data to the cumulative impacts monitoring program.

Effectiveness of Cumulative Impacts Assessment, 
Monitoring and Management

The Panel heard a high level of concern throughout its hearings 
about the management of cumulative impacts resulting from 
the MGP, particularly those that may result from future induced 
developments and the unfulfilled requirements of the MVRMA 
for a cumulative impact monitoring program in the Mackenzie 
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19.1	 INTRODUCTION

The Panel has concluded that, assuming full implementation of the 
Panel’s recommendations, the Mackenzie Gas Project (MGP) and the 
Northwest Alberta Facilities are likely to make a positive contribution to 
sustainability. The Project is likely to:

•	 make a positive contribution to the human environment, with 
implementation of measures to support effective capture of benefits, 
equitable distribution of risks and adverse impacts, and equitable 
opportunities for participation;

•	 lead to improved protection of the biophysical environment through 
strengthened conservation measures, with adverse Project impacts 
mitigated to an acceptable degree; and

•	 provide an opportunity to invest in building a positive Project legacy 
through Project enhancements, and through transition planning and 
funding.

Achieving a net positive contribution would depend on the preparedness 
of governments and other institutions to undertake the monitoring, 
anticipatory planning, adaptive management and enforcement needed 
to ensure that the cumulative impacts of the Project and future 
developments are positive. The Panel’s findings are contingent upon the 
timely adoption and successful implementation of its recommendations. 
In the absence of Panel recommended actions and commitments of the 
Proponents and governments, supported by the necessary resources 
and funding, the Project’s impact on the environment would likely be 
significant and adverse.

This chapter presents the Panel’s overall conclusions about the Project, 
including the nature and significance of its impacts on the environment 
and its net contribution to the existing and future social, cultural and 
economic well-being of residents and communities.

Chapter 19
Sustainability  
and Net Contribution
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19.3	 THE CORE QUESTION

The Panel considered that key sustainability objectives are to 
ensure net gains without significant adverse impacts during the 
life of the Project and effective use of the Project and associated 
opportunities as a bridge to a desirable and durable future, 
especially in the Project Review Area. In light of these objectives, 
the core question asked by the Panel was:

Can we be reasonably confident that the Project as Filed, 
if built and operated with full implementation of the 
Panel’s recommendations, would deliver valuable and 
lasting overall benefits, and avoid significant adverse 
environmental impacts?

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 5, “Approach and 
Methods,” the JRPA and the Terms of Reference for the 
EIS reflect the desires of the responsible parties to promote 
contributions to sustainable development and identify 
sustainability objectives as key to the evaluation of the proposed 
Project. The Terms of Reference for the EIS set as a fundamental 
test for the environmental impact review process “the extent 
to which a project makes a positive overall contribution towards 
environmental, social, cultural and economic sustainability.” 	
(EIS TOR, p. 8)

Accordingly, the Panel stated early in its review that it would 
evaluate “the specific and overall sustainability impacts of the 
proposed project and whether the proposed project would 
bring lasting net gains and whether the trade-offs made to 
ensure these gains are acceptable in the circumstances.” 
(J-JRP-00162, p. 5) The Panel retained this focus throughout 
the hearings and in its subsequent review and analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of the Project as Filed and of a range of 
possible developments (characterized in Chapter 3, “Potential 
Future Developments,” as the Expansion Capacity Scenario 
induced by the Project and Other Future Scenarios which may 
combine with the Project).

19.4	 THE SCOPE OF DEVELOPMENTS 
TO BE ASSESSED

The Project as Filed implies a range of possible developments 
and associated cumulative impacts.

The Project centres on a gas pipeline from Inuvik to northwest 
Alberta, a natural gas liquids pipeline from Inuvik to an existing 
oil pipeline at Norman Wells, and development and production 
from three Anchor Fields. These components are the focus of 
assessment in the Proponents’ EIS. However, while the three 
Anchor Fields and associated gathering facilities are capable 
of delivering 0.83 Bcf/d, the gas pipeline in the Project as Filed 
has three compressor stations and a heater station to provide 
an initial capacity of 1.2 Bcf/d. It also includes participation of 

19.2	 APPROACH

The Panel developed a sustainability-based framework 
(the Framework) for reviewing the Project proposal. This 
Framework has four key components:

1.	 A core question based on principles and objectives 
to achieve sustainable development as set out in the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEA Act) and in 
the land claim agreements that gave rise to the Mackenzie 
Valley Resource Management Act (MVRMA), which are 
incorporated into the Joint Review Panel Agreement 
(JRPA) and reflected in the Terms of Reference for the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

2.	 A defined scope of developments to be assessed. 
In this case, the appropriate scope included the Project 
as Filed and reasonably foreseeable expansions given 
the design capacity of the proposed pipeline and other 
infrastructure, along with its cumulative impacts and 
reasonably anticipated future development.

3.	 Five key sustainability issue categories, to be assessed 
that cover the main general sustainability criteria and more 
particular requirements for measuring progress towards 
sustainability. The five categories identified by the Panel 
that incorporate the major issues raised with respect 
to the MGP are:

•	 Cumulative impacts on the biophysical environment;

•	 Cumulative impacts on the human environment;

•	 Equity impacts;

•	 Legacy and bridging; and

•	 Cumulative impacts management and preparedness.

4.	 Explicit treatment of the interaction among impacts 
and of trade-offs. The consideration of interactions 
among individual Project impacts provides a more 
comprehensive understanding of areas of mutually 
reinforcing gains and losses and likely overall impacts. 
By ensuring that trade-offs are recognized and evaluated, 
the foundation for weighing options can be enhanced.

The Framework was applied by reviewing the cumulative impacts 
of the Project on each of the five sustainability issue categories 
and across a range of possible developments, including the null 
(no project) alternative. As areas with inadequately mitigated 
adverse impacts or the potential for greater positive contributions 
were identified, the Panel developed recommendations. 
The Panel then conducted a final analysis, assuming the full 
implementation of the Panel’s recommendations and the 
Proponents’ proposed mitigations and commitments. The Panel 
reached its overall conclusion and answer to the core question 
after review of these impacts and their interactions and with 
an understanding of the trade-offs demanded.
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developments. The Panel has done so because of the nature 
of the Project as Filed, in which possible future developments 
in the throughput range from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d are likely and 
in the throughput range from 1.2 to 1.8 Bcf/d are reasonably 
foreseeable. Such future developments are implicit in the 
proposal and the Project design. Pace and scale issues were 
widely recognized throughout the hearings as key to concerns 
and conclusions about what would and would not be desirable. 
The Panel’s Mandate requires it to assess the Project’s 
anticipated cumulative impacts on the environment, including 
the full range of environmental impacts from the Project as Filed 
through the range of possible future developments implicit in 
the proposal and the Project design.

In its assessment of these possibilities, the Panel has 
consistently focused its attention on cumulative impacts. As 
explained in Chapter 5, “Approach and Methods,” the Panel has 
approached cumulative impacts as the impacts of the proposed 
undertaking in combination with the impacts of other existing 
and reasonably foreseeable activities. In the case of the MGP, 
that approach applies to the cumulative impacts that are likely to 
increase through the range of the Project as Filed at 0.83 Bcf/d 
and, inclusive of other development possibilities, up to 1.8 Bcf/d 
(the Expansion Capacity Scenario).

The range of possible developments and associated cumulative 
impacts reviewed by the Panel in considering the Project’s 
contribution to sustainability includes the null alternative 
(the Project not proceeding in the foreseeable future), and is 
summarized in Table 19-1.

the Aboriginal Pipeline Group (APG) under an agreement with 
the Proponents that provides for significant APG ownership 
and revenue only after the throughput surpasses 0.83 Bcf/d. 
Production for that higher throughput would entail development 
of one or more additional, but so far unspecified, fields and 
gathering facilities. APG ownership and revenue would increase 
significantly as throughput increases up to 1.2 Bcf/d (with 
revenues continuing to increase as throughput increases from 
additional developments under the Expansion Capacity Scenario).

The Project as Filed is designed (with a 30-inch diameter pipe 
and block valves at the anticipated locations of 11 additional 
compressor stations) to enable expansion above a capacity of 
1.2 Bcf/d to a capacity of 1.8 Bcf/d. The Panel has not reviewed 
the activities required for either these additional compressor 
stations or the development of gas fields that would be required 
for that purpose.

Many submissions at the Panel hearings reflected expectations 
that the Project would be “basin opening” — that the Project 
and associated infrastructure and services would directly 
facilitate and indirectly induce considerable further development 
of resources in the Northwest Territories (NWT) and possibly in 
the north Yukon (not necessarily limited to one basin) beyond 
the maximum throughput of 1.8 Bcf/d in the Mackenzie Valley 
Pipeline (MVP), resulting in further pipeline construction and 
associated initiatives.

The Panel has considered the potential cumulative impacts 
that could be induced by the full range of these possible 
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Table 19-1 The range of development and cumulative impacts reviewed by the Panel
1.	 The null alternative is the option where the Project does not proceed in the foreseeable future either because the proposal is rejected or the 

Proponents choose not to proceed.

2.	 The base Project as Filed with a throughput of 0.83 Bcf/d assumes production only from the three Anchor Fields identified and assessed in the EIS 

and subsequent Project updates. This possibility includes, in addition to all Project components at this level, the cumulative impacts of the Project 

at that scale with related infrastructure and any other reasonably anticipated induced or other activities, over its lifetime and beyond, including its 

legacy. It also includes implementation of all mitigation and enhancement measures to which the Proponents are formally committed, government 

commitments and full implementation of the Panel’s recommendations. Assessment information provided to the Panel on this possibility was 

considerably more detailed than information provided on the other development possibilities.

3.	 The Project as Filed with an initial capacity of 1.2 Bcf/d plus additional supply for expected throughput in the range of 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d assumes 

development of one or more additional source fields and related additional facilities and activities, the specifics and impacts of which are not known 

and which were not assessed in the EIS and could not be reviewed in detail or with certainty by the Panel. The Panel expects that the additional 

source fields would be in the vicinity of the Mackenzie Delta. This range of possible development covers in addition to the considerations in the 

base Project case above:

•	 various possibilities for the additional field or fields to be developed;

•	 various means for assessment, selection, regulatory review and approval of the additional field or fields to be developed, considering also 

the additional cumulative impacts that may be involved;

•	 various possibilities for timing, including approval and commitment of production from additional fields in time for an increase in throughput 

from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d at or soon after pipeline start-up, or a more gradual expansion (with different implications for boom and bust impacts); 

and

•	 various sizes of the income stream for the APG in the increments between 0.83 and 1.2 Bcf/d.

	 In addition to all Project components, Proponent commitments, government measures and implementation of the Panel’s recommendations, 

this scenario includes the cumulative impacts of the Project in the 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d throughput range, with related infrastructure and any other 

reasonably anticipated induced or other activities, over the Project’s lifetime and beyond, including its legacy.

4.	 The Project expanded in the range from 1.2 Bcf/d to its potential design capacity of 1.8 Bcf/d would be achieved chiefly through addition of up to 

11 more compressor stations, more source fields and related facilities, plus other Project components, related infrastructure and other activities 

and reasonably anticipated induced and other impacts of the Project at that scale over its lifetime, and including its legacy. The additional source 

fields could include ones in the Mackenzie Delta, the Beaufort offshore and the Colville Hills. This range in the Expansion Capacity Scenario covers 

in addition to the considerations in the initial expansion case above:

•	 different expansion possibilities between 1.2 and 1.8 Bcf/d;

•	 different possibilities for the additional fields to be developed;

•	 different means for assessment, selection, regulatory review and approval of the additional fields to be developed, considering also the 

additional cumulative impacts that may be involved; and

•	 different possibilities for timing of approval and commitment of production from additional fields including more and less gradual expansion 

of production approvals and commitments.

5.	 Other Future Scenarios would include additional pipelines and other reasonably anticipated additional associated, induced and concurrent activities. 

The scenarios centre on activities beyond those addressed in relation to the cumulative impacts of the Project expanded to its potential design 

capacity of 1.8 Bcf/d. Relevant activities include hydrocarbon exploration, development, production and transportation undertakings, and other 

activities in the region that may be reasonably anticipated in plausible future scenarios given the Project’s scale and its role in facilitating the 

opening of production in the region. The scenarios cover a range of activities and intensities as well as a range of affected areas, the specifics of 

which are speculative but the overall character and broad implications for major issues (e.g. stresses on ecosystems, speed of resource depletion, 

demands on governance capacity and nature of legacy impacts) may be anticipated. Information submitted to the Panel on further developments 

under the Other Future Scenarios was largely speculative mostly in the form of broad depictions and widely held expectations.



Foundation for a Sustainable Northern Future           589

Operations,” through Chapter 18, “Monitoring, Follow-up and 
Management Plans.”

The five categories, and the sets of particular questions in each 
issue category, are summarized in Table 19-2, with the specific 
key issues listed in Table 19-3.

19.5	K EY SUSTAINABILITY ISSUES

The Panel began by developing a sustainability-based listing 
of key issues that recognizes the general requirements for 
progress towards sustainability based on the Gibson Report. 
The final classification was updated throughout the hearings, 
and reorganized into five categories in the Panel’s review 
and analysis. The five key sustainability issues categories 
and questions were used throughout the Panel’s review and 
deliberations and underlie the major impact assessment concerns 
reported in Chapter 6, “Project Design, Construction and 

Table 19-2 The Five Key Sustainability Issues Categories
1.	 Cumulative Impacts on the Biophysical Environment: Impacts on the longer-term resilience of ecosystems and what they provide 

(as recognized in special conservation areas, protected areas and land use plans) and on the wildlife harvesting and other traditional land-based 

cultural and livelihood activities that they support during Project life and beyond.

2.	 Cumulative Impacts on the Human Environment: Impacts on community economic and socio-cultural well-being during the stages of the Project 

life and beyond, including vulnerability to cumulative impacts on community economic and socio-cultural well-being, and vulnerability to boom 

and bust impacts.

3.	 Equity Impacts: The distribution of positive and negative impacts (especially concerning access to opportunities and resources, revenue flows, 

and exposure to burdens and risks) within and among communities, and between men and women, youth and Elders, and present and future 

generations, including the impacts of the anticipated use of hydrocarbon resources (upstream and downstream impacts of product life cycle 

from gas exploration to end use of gas and greenhouse gas (GHG) loadings).

4.	 Legacy and Bridging: Impacts from use of the Project and associated revenues and other impacts as a bridge to more sustainable livelihoods 

and generally more sustainable futures for the Beaufort Delta and Mackenzie Valley regions. They also include use of the Project and associated 

activities for building capacities of individuals, communities, agencies and other organizations to manage impacts, and to obtain and retain benefits 

from Project-related opportunities.

5.	 Cumulative Impacts Management and Preparedness: The preparedness of government agencies and other responsible authorities to manage 

the cumulative impacts of the Project and associated activities in a way that ensures lasting, multiple, mutually reinforcing gains, including their 

capacity and preparedness to apply, monitor, enforce and adjust necessary terms and conditions. They also include carrying out the design and 

delivery of impact mitigation or enhancement programs, planning and management for acceptable development scale and pacing, and dealing 

with uncertainties and surprises, positive and negative.
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cumulative impacts of the Project. This analysis required 
consideration of the null alternative, and the possible future 
development implicit in the Project represented as a continuum 
of throughput possibilities from 0.83 to 1.8 Bcf/d and beyond. 
Across the range, the Panel distinguished between the impacts 
with and without the additional requirements or government 
measures recommended by the Panel.

In order to present the findings in a concise summary format, 
each table contains a three-colour bar chart.

The results are presented in the tables that follow, organized to 
cover the major issues in each of the five categories identified in 
Table 19-3. The summary tables for each category are reproduced 
and discussed below. The tables summarize the more detailed 
evaluations reported in other chapters.

19.6	 SUMMARY OF PANEL ANALYSIS 
OF THE FIVE KEY SUSTAINABILITY 
ISSUES CATEGORIES

The Panel has applied its Framework to the major issues it 
identified as organized under five key sustainability categories. 
These categories have been used for assessment of the 

Table 19-3 K ey Issues by Category
Cumulative Impacts on the Biophysical Environment

•	 Migratory Bird Habitat in the Mackenzie Delta

•	 Conservation and Land Use Plans and Protected Areas

•	 Important Wildlife Habitat in the Mackenzie Delta and Adjacent Areas

•	 Fish Habitat and Watercourse Crossings

•	 Woodland Caribou

•	 Polar Bear

•	 Marine Mammals

•	 Air Quality

•	 Invasive Species from Ballast Water

Cumulative Impacts on the Human Environment

•	 Boom and Bust

•	 NWT Employment and Income

•	 Revenues net of costs to the Government of the Northwest Territories 

(GNWT)

•	 Revenues to the APG (net after loan payments)

•	 Aboriginal Benefits Agreements

•	 NWT Business Procurement

•	 NWT Labour Force Development

•	 Harvesting and Traditional Knowledge

•	 Social Well-Being

•	 Community Infrastructure and Services

•	 Housing

•	 Granular Resources Supply

•	 Local Access to Gas Supply

Equity Impacts

•	 Federal, Territorial, Aboriginal Equity

•	 Regional Equity

•	 Regional Centres and Smaller Communities

•	 Gender Equity

•	 Intergenerational Equity

Legacy and Bridging

•	 Regional Labour Force Development

•	 Regional Transition Planning and Funding

•	 Gas as Transition Fuel

•	 Conservation Legacy

•	 Decommissioning and Abandonment

Cumulative Impacts Management and Preparedness

•	 Pace and Scale/Boom-Bust Mitigation planning

•	 Regional Cumulative Impacts Monitoring and Management

•	 Project Follow-up, Compliance and Impacts Monitoring and Response

•	 Climate Change Mitigation
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The null alternative and the throughput levels specified on the 
axis are defined in Table 19-1.

The two horizontal bars depict the differences in assessed 
impacts with and without the Panel’s recommendations, as 
described below.

“Without Panel Recommendations” bar

This bar presents assessments of the cumulative impacts along a 
range of possible developments. The assessments summarized 
on the “Without Panel Recommendations” bar assume 
implementation of all of the Proponents’ impact enhancement 
and mitigation commitments and recognize the major existing 
(federal, territorial and Aboriginal) government commitments and 
agreements (the legislated Mackenzie Gas Project Impacts Fund 
(MGPIF), Access Agreements, Access and Benefits Agreements, 
Canada Benefits Plans and the formally contracted Socio-
Economic Agreement (SEA)), which are firmly in place and would 
be acted upon, but do not assume implementation of the Panel’s 
recommendations.

“With Full Recommendations” bar

This bar presents assessments of the same range of possible 
developments as the “Without Panel Recommendations” 
bar, but assumes full implementation of all of the Panel’s 
recommendations as terms and conditions of Project regulatory 
approvals and all the Panel’s recommendations for government 
measures.

The colours are used in the bar graphs to summarize 
sustainability impacts using three visual categories.

G (reen)  Beneficial lasting cumulative impacts — there are firm 
grounds for expecting positive contributions to sustainability 
with no significant damages or risks. Possible beneficial impacts 
include substantial improvements over currently undesirable 
conditions and trends.

Y(ellow)  Area of opportunity and risk — contributions to 
sustainability are expected but depend on the effectiveness of 
future decisions and actions to enhance positive impacts and/
or mitigate adverse impacts. These areas are characterized by 
the co-existence of opportunities to make positive contributions 
to sustainability and the risk of adverse impacts. In these areas, 
continued vigilance in navigating opportunities, risks and trade-

offs would be required to respond to changing conditions, events 
and enhanced information as it becomes available.

R(ed)  Net losses — significant adverse impacts or risks 
of significant adverse impacts and/or failure to make positive 
contributions to sustainability, especially where current conditions 
are undesirable and trends are negative.

The five summary tables follow. Each is accompanied by a 
summary discussion highlighting some of the key considerations 
that contributed to the summary assessment, along with a short 
description of the sustainability judgement associated with the 
category’s key issues.

19.6.1	Cumulative Impacts on the 
Biophysical Environment

The Panel has considered impacts on the health and resilience of 
ecosystems and what they provide. The Panel has recommended 
measures to maintain ecosystems so they can continue to 
provide valued goods, services and functions, including the basis 
for fish and wildlife harvesting and other land-based cultural and 
livelihood activities, during the Project’s life and beyond.

To assess the impact of the Project and its cumulative impacts on 
the biophysical environment, the Panel identified the ecosystem 
components that may be particularly vulnerable to cumulative 
development impacts, and reviewed the likely effectiveness of 
the existing mitigation measures and other commitments made 
by the Proponents. Expected impacts of the increased levels of 
human activity include habitat and sensory disturbance during 
construction and operation, with stresses on the biophysical 
environment increasing with Project expansion. Concerns arise 
with expansion of Project throughput beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, given the 
increased scope and level of activity and potential inclusion of 
offshore development.

Based on its review of existing conditions and Proponent 
commitments, the Panel has made recommendations to mitigate 
adverse impacts of the Project and its cumulative impacts, and to 
strengthen the region’s conservation and protection measures. 
These include:

•	 a requirement that the federal government fulfill its obligations 
under the Species at Risk Act (SARA) to produce recovery 
strategies and action plans for Listed species;

Figure 19-1  Sample Sustainability Chart
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a review of cumulative impacts on Listed species prior to 
permitting future expansion.

With implementation of the full set of its recommendations 
relevant to biophysical impacts, the Panel has concluded 
that significant adverse impacts can be avoided and that a 
neutral contribution to sustainability is likely to result from 
the strengthened conservation measures and habitat offsets. 
Concerns and uncertainties still exist regarding the effectiveness 
of these measures to protect fish habitat, woodland caribou, 
polar bear and whales (assuming offshore development occurs 
with Project expansion), particularly with the cumulative impacts 
of any Project expansions beyond 1.2 Bcf/d. Broader scale 
concerns about contributions to climate change are addressed 
in Section 19.6.5.

•	 habitat offsets in the Mackenzie Delta as compensation 
for habitat disturbance and loss in the Kendall Island Bird 
Sanctuary (KIBS);

•	 the development of cumulative impacts thresholds and 
associated measures to keep impacts below these thresholds;

•	 interim and permanent land withdrawals to complete the Five 
Year Action Plan under the NWT Protected Areas Strategy;

•	 the creation of a special conservation regime for the 
Mackenzie Delta;

•	 the updating and completion of conservation and land use 
plans; and

•	 commencement of associated monitoring and management 
to ensure effective implementation of these measures, and 

Table 19-4  Cumulative Impacts on the Biophysical Environment
Assessed Impact
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Summary

•	 With Panel recommendations, the Project would provide a basis for managing cumulative impacts and for maintaining the capacity of renewable 

resources that are likely to be significantly affected by the Project to meet existing and future needs.

•	 The Project would involve and likely induce increased levels of industrial activity but also provide an opportunity for effective action on measures to 

address continuing declines in Listed species and measures to prepare for the management of future cumulative environmental impacts.

•	 Avoidance of significant adverse cumulative impacts from the Project depends on full implementation of the Panel’s recommendations.

•	 The pace and scale of future developments are unknown and the potential effectiveness of the Panel’s recommendations is therefore uncertain 

beyond 1.2 Bcf/d.

Panel Analysis

•	 The null alternative would not increase current stresses on the biophysical environment but might not include Panel-recommended actions on 

woodland caribou recovery, establishment of a special management regime for the Mackenzie Delta, or completion of land use plans and a 

protected areas network.

•	 Without Panel recommendations, the likelihood of significant adverse impacts from the Project would increase due to the activities required to 

expand throughput from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d especially because of impacts on KIBS and potential adverse impacts on woodland caribou (already 

Listed as “threatened” under SARA).

•	 Without Panel recommendations, developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d would further increase the likelihood of significant adverse impacts for the 

reasons above plus concerns about cumulative impacts on terrain, hydrology, polar bears and whales, other species of concern (e.g. barren ground 

caribou, yellow rail, grizzly bear, peregrine falcons), invasive species and overall pressures on important wildlife habitat, especially in the Mackenzie 

Delta.

•	 The Project would have no significant adverse impacts in the range from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d if all Panel recommendations were implemented 

effectively.

•	 Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, confidence about the potential adequacy of the recommendations to prevent cumulative adverse impacts may decline 

depending on the pace and scale of development because of potentially greater stresses on the biophysical environment.
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Table 19-5 K ey Issues — Cumulative Impacts on the Biophysical Environment
Migratory Bird Habitat  
in the Mackenzie Delta

With recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution overall at 0.83 Bcf/d 

because habitat loss would be offset. Immediate actions are required to establish habitat offsets and 

other conservation measures for the protection of migratory bird habitat. Potential significant adverse 

impacts could be avoided and associated uncertainty reduced for throughput and other developments 

beyond that range by: establishing habitat offsets based on conservative assumptions; implementing 

a Mackenzie Delta-wide special management regime; adding to the protected areas system; and 

implementing a formalized regulatory regime for KIBS.

References
Chapter 6 

  Section: 6.4.3; Recommendation: 6-4

Chapter 10 

  Section: 10.11.4; Recommendations: 10-21 to 10-26

Chapter 11 

  Section: 11.10; Recommendations: 11-12, 11-13, 11-14

Conservation and Land Use Plans  
and Protected Areas

With Panel recommendations, the Project, with additional developments up to 1.2 Bcf/d, is likely to 

make a positive contribution to sustainability and is not likely to result in significant adverse impacts. 

Immediate actions are required to establish interim land withdrawals for existing areas of interest, 

candidate areas and proposed conservation zones. As a condition of authorizing new developments 

that would enable throughput beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, cumulative impacts thresholds should be established, 

conservation and land use plans updated, and the Five Year Action Plan under the NWT Protected 

Areas Strategy completed. With recommendations, the Project with developments up to 1.8 Bcf/d 

would likely continue to make a positive contribution to sustainability.

References
Chapter 11

  Section: 11.10; Recommendations: 11-1 to 11-4, 11-6 to 11-10

Important Wildlife Habitat in the 
Mackenzie Delta and Adjacent Areas

With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution to sustainability with 

no significant adverse impacts up to 1.2 Bcf/d. With developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, the prospects 

are mixed and depend on the establishment of Mackenzie Delta-wide conservation and special 

management measures and arrangements.

References
Chapter 10

  Sections: 10.6, 10.10.4; Recommendations: 10-11, 10-12, 10-21 to 10-26

Chapter 11

  Sections: 11.5, 11-10; Recommendations: 11-12, 11-13, 11-14

Fish Habitat and Watercourse Crossings With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution to sustainability 

with no likely significant adverse impacts on fish habitat at throughput levels from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d; 

however, the combined impact on the general quality of fish habitat encompassed by hundreds of 

watercourse crossings is a concern. Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, the likelihood of adverse impacts and the 

reliability of mitigation measures are uncertain.

References
Chapter 9

  Sections: 9.3.4, 9.5.3; Recommendations: 9-2 to 9-6

Woodland Caribou With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution to sustainability with 

no significant adverse impacts on woodland caribou up to 1.2 Bcf/d. Most woodland caribou range 

lies outside of the Project footprint and of likely associated induced developments. Immediate actions 

are required for Canada to meet its obligations under the SARA to approve and implement a national 

woodland caribou strategy and action plan, and to identify critical habitat. Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, cumulative 

impacts thresholds for development are required to maintain conditions for sustainability.

References
Chapter 10

  Sections: 10.2.2, 10.3.7, 10.4.4; Recommendations: 10-1, 10-3 to 10-6

Chapter 11

  Section: 11.10; Recommendations: 11-2, 11-8, 11-13, 11-15, 11-18
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Polar Bear With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution to sustainability and 

unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on polar bears at throughput levels from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d. 

With developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, the potential for significant adverse impacts on polar bears and 

polar bear habitat increases due to potential future offshore developments, especially combined with 

the impacts of climate change.

References
Chapter 10

  Sections: 10.2.2, 10.7.4; Recommendations: 10-1, 10-13, 10-14, 10-15

Chapter 11

  Section: 11.10; Recommendation: 11-11

Marine Mammals With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a neutral contribution to sustainability and 

would be unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on marine mammals at throughput levels from 

0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d. With developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, the potential for adverse impacts increases. 

The impact of the Project, together with induced development, is a concern, the level of which would 

depend on effective management of cumulative impacts, possible increased shipping and the pace 

and scale of future development in the offshore.

References
Chapter 9

  Section: 9.8.4; Recommendations: 9-10, 9-12, 9-13

Air Quality With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a neutral contribution to sustainability and 

unlikely to have significant adverse impacts on air quality at throughput levels of 0.83 Bcf/d. Beyond 

0.83 Bcf/d, the likelihood of adverse impacts and the adequacy of cumulative impacts management are 

uncertain and dependent on future mitigation and management measures. Initiatives are required to 

better define NWT air quality standards.

References
Chapter 8

  Sections: 8.2.4, 8.3.3; Recommendations: 8-1 to 8-5

Invasive Species from Ballast Water With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a neutral contribution to sustainability 

and unlikely to have significant adverse impacts at throughput levels from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d. With 

developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, possible increased shipping, when combined with the uncertain 

effectiveness of current ballast water regulations in the Beaufort Sea, could introduce non-indigenous 

aquatic species to the Beaufort Sea. The magnitude of resulting adverse impacts from invasive 

species, if any, is not known.

References
Chapter 9

  Section: 9.9.3; Recommendations: 9-14 to 9-16
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designated organizations in the Inuvialuit Settlement Region 
(ISR) and Gwich’in, Sahtu and, potentially, Dehcho regions.

The Panel’s recommendations would augment these 
commitments with measures to enhance and protect social 
well-being, and the expedited completion of a resource 
revenue sharing agreement between the federal and territorial 
governments.

The eventual contribution of the Project to the long-term 
sustainability of the human environment would also depend on 
the success of programs to anticipate, monitor and manage the 
cumulative impacts of the Project and additional activities, and on 
steps to foster the longevity, transferability and diversification of 
benefits through transition and legacy planning. The protection 
of the biophysical environment, which contributes to the 
maintenance and protection of social well-being in each region, 
is also a requirement for sustainability of the human environment.

Concerns remain for the Panel regarding the capacity and 
ability of governments and Aboriginal authorities to monitor and 
adaptively manage immediate Project impacts as well as the 
extent and impacts of other associated and induced activities. 
This concern is based on the difficulties in defining indicators 
and setting thresholds, ensuring adequate resources and other 
requirements for indentifying emerging problems and ensuring 
the effective delivery of needed services. These capacity 
concerns are modest with respect to the Project as Filed, but 
increase with the level of further development associated with 
throughput expansions in the ranges examined.

These challenges notwithstanding, the magnitude of the potential 
economic benefits to the people of the region and the substantial 
efforts and funding dedicated to mitigating adverse socio-cultural 
impacts are such that the Panel would expect that the Project 
would make a positive contribution to sustainability, particularly 
considering the likely cumulative impacts of activities associated 
with throughput expansions up to 1.8 Bcf/d. The Panel’s 
recommendations for cumulative impacts management initiatives 
(monitoring, scenario building and attention to cumulative 
impacts in subsequent project planning and regulatory approvals) 
address needs for ongoing attention to the pace and scale of 
further development to ensure net positive impacts. Similarly, 
for the longer term, the Panel’s recommendations on legacy and 
bridging focus on using the opportunities represented by the 
Project to make a positive transition to a more sustainable future.

19.6.2	Cumulative Impacts on 
the Human Environment

The Project has the potential to transform the economy of the 
NWT, providing direct and indirect employment and human 
capital development, along with substantial potential benefits 
to NWT businesses. However, capturing these benefits is not 
assured. It would be dependent on the capacity of the NWT’s 
labour force and supply infrastructure, and would require specific 
measures to maximize the reach of the Project’s benefits into 
smaller communities.

Along with these potential benefits would come burdens with 
potential adverse impacts on social well-being. Speculative 
in-migration and the cash spill associated with a construction 
boom have the potential to exacerbate existing social concerns 
such as alcohol and drug abuse and mental health problems, 
and to further disadvantage the vulnerable by increasing housing 
scarcity. Without enhancements to services and infrastructure, 
these impacts have the potential to be significantly adverse. The 
importance of effective value capture and protection of social 
well-being in building a self-reliant, sustainable economic future 
is recognized in a number of commitments from the Proponents 
and governments. Important commitments include:

•	 The MGPIF: the Government of Canada would provide 
authorities in the regions of the NWT impacted by the Project 
$500 million over a ten-year period to mitigate adverse socio-
economic impacts of the Project.

•	 The SEA between the Proponents and the GNWT: the 
Agreement includes measures to improve training, 
employment and business opportunities and to mitigate 
adverse socio-cultural impacts. It also includes specific 
commitments from the Proponents (e.g. additional 
training, closed and dry work camps, conditions for use of 
infrastructure) and creates an oil and gas industry training 
program funded at the level of $1 million per year for the first 
10 years and then $0.5 million per year until decommissioning 
of the last Anchor Field.

•	 Access and Benefits Agreements: although the specifics 
of these agreements remain private, they are expected to 
provide enhancements for Aboriginal people via indirect 
employment and business preferences.

•	 The equity stake of the APG in the MVP: the APG will hold 
a stake in the MVP (between 3 and 33.3%, depending 
on throughput) that would provide a flow of revenues to 
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Table 19-6  Cumulative Impacts on the Human Environment
Assessed Impact
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Summary

•	 Without Panel recommendations, the Project would bring important economic opportunities along with some negative impacts and risks.

•	 With Panel recommendations, the Project would distribute resource revenues more equitably among governments and Aboriginal authorities, and 

would improve labour force development in the NWT.

•	 With Panel recommendations, the Project would assist governments and regulators to respond to future developments at the Project level and at 

the regional and local levels.

Panel Analysis

•	 The null alternative would be characterized by continuing undesirable conditions and negative trends in many aspects of community well-being, 

including limited formal education, low levels of labour force participation and employment, and insufficient employment opportunities, especially in 

small communities compared to regional centres. Additional concerns involve alcohol and drugs, mental health problems and economic disparities. 

Overall, the NWT economy has shown continuous growth over the last decade, largely as a result of mining, but without the Project, there 

would be no increase in revenues to northern governments and Aboriginal organizations from the development of hydrocarbon resources in the 

Mackenzie Valley.

•	 In the range from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d, the Project would offer significant short-term construction-related employment, education and training, and 

other economic benefits for communities, more limited but higher quality longer-term employment during operations, mixed positive and adverse 

impacts for harvesters and for other elements of community well-being. Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, future developments would offer additional prospects 

for longer-term employment but could increase stresses on community well-being, on capacities for capturing potential gains and on the resources 

for mitigating adverse impacts.

•	 The Project would bring substantial overall revenues to governments. Without Panel recommendations in the range from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d, the 

Project would provide some revenue gains for the GNWT but these would be offset to some extent by increased costs. Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, the 

GNWT would gain net revenues. APG revenues would become greater as throughput rises. Stresses on government management capacities could 

increase.

•	 With recommendations, the Project would include improved resource revenue sharing in support of services to communities.

•	 There are uncertainties about the adequacy of services and mitigation of adverse impacts subsequent to the winding up of the MGPIF.
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Table 19-7 K ey Issues — Cumulative Impacts on the Human Environment
Boom and Bust With recommendations, the Project would likely make a neutral contribution to sustainability and 

would not likely have significant adverse impacts at throughput levels from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d. As 

recommended by the Panel, careful attention to impacts associated with an unrestrained pace and 

scale of future developments would likely enable positive contributions to sustainability up to 1.2 Bcf/d. 

At 0.83 Bcf/d, with no subsequent activity, there is a risk that the brief construction boom would 

be followed by a decline in employment and business in some regions and communities. Beyond 

1.2 Bcf/d, the effectiveness of management measures would likely be mixed, particularly in vulnerable 

areas and communities.

References
Chapter 11

  Section: 11.10.2; Recommendations: 11-7, 11-8, 11-10, 11-11

Chapter 15

  Sections: 15.4, 15.5, 15.6; Recommendation: 15-11

Chapter 18

  Section: 18.3; Recommendations: 18-12, 18-19, 18-20

NWT Employment and Income The Project would make a positive contribution to sustainability by way of employment and income 

opportunities which would be enhanced through a range of Aboriginal and NWT resident employment 

preferences. The construction period would provide short-term benefits and, with recommendations, 

dampen any bust effect, especially for small communities. The distribution of benefits beyond 

0.83 Bcf/d would accrue largely to the Beaufort Delta Region, possibly the Sahtu and some regional 

centres. The Panel’s recommendations on transition planning and funding would likely enhance 

employment and income opportunities and capacities beyond the life of the Project.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.5, 15.6.3; Recommendations: 15-6, 15-7, 15-8, 15-9, 15-10, 15-12, 15-13

Revenues net of costs to the GNWT With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability 

at 0.83 Bcf/d and improve with expansion to 1.8 Bcf/d. However, uncertainties associated with the 

magnitude of the net benefit include: the price of gas; the sales point of the gas; the pace and scale 

of development; and the service demands on the GNWT.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.7; Recommendation: 15-11

Revenues to the APG  
(net after loan payments)

The Project impacts on the APG would likely make an initially small but, as throughput increases, an 

increasingly positive contribution to sustainability in the NWT through the capture of an important 

economic benefit: an interest in pipeline ownership and associated revenues.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.3

Aboriginal Benefits Agreements The Project’s associated Aboriginal benefits agreements would likely make a positive contribution 

to sustainability, especially through business preferences and associated indirect employment. 

The magnitude of that contribution is not known to the Panel as these are private agreements.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.4; Recommendation: 15-1

NWT Business Procurement The Project impacts would likely make a positive contribution throughout the Project life at 0.83 Bcf/d, 

and beyond if additional gas fields are developed. The Panel’s recommendations on transition planning 

and funding would likely enhance business and procurement opportunities beyond the life of the 

Project.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.4; Recommendations: 15-12, 15-13
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NWT Labour Force Development With Panel recommendations, Project enhancement measures and government and union 

participation would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability at 0.83 Bcf/d and beyond by 

providing the basis for industry-specific and transferable skills. The opportunities for enhancement 

of NWT labour force development would depend on future resource development opportunities, the 

adoption of training commitments and measures comparable to those in the SEA and the capacity 

of and preparedness of governments to plan for and take advantage of labour force development 

opportunities.

References
Chapter 15

  Section: 15.5.4; Recommendations: 15-2, 15-3, 15-4, 15-5, 15-6, 15-12, 15-13

Harvesting and Traditional Knowledge With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a neutral contribution to sustainability 

and would not likely have significant adverse impacts on harvesting and traditional knowledge at 

throughput levels up to 1.2 Bcf/d. Beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, uncertainties associated with future development 

may compromise the adequacy of existing mitigations and compensation arrangements.

References
Chapter 12

  Section: 12.3.4; Recommendations: 12-1 to 12-5

Chapter 16

  Section: 16.5.9

Social Well-Being Key issues of social well-being focus on alcohol and drug abuse, mental health problems and other 

key influences. The contribution to sustainability from the Project and associated mitigation and 

government measures to sustainability would likely be mixed but perhaps positive overall at least for 

the duration of the MGPIF. The pace and scale of development that supports an increase in throughput 

beyond 1.2 Bcf/d would be a determining factor in affecting the significance of cumulative impacts 

on social well-being from future development.

References
Chapter 11

  Section: 11.10.2; Recommendations: 11-7, 11-8, 11-10, 11-11

Chapter 16

  Sections: 16.4, 16.5, 16.9; Recommendations: 16-1, 16-2, 16-3, 16-5 to 16-22, 16-24, 16-25, 16-26

Chapter 18

  Section: 18.3; Recommendations: 18-12, 18-19, 18-20

Community Infrastructure and Services The Project with Proponents’ mitigation and commitments, the implementation of the SEA and 

the negotiation of local agreements governing the use of community infrastructure should result 

in minimal or adverse impacts but with some opportunities for improvement. The SEA also makes 

provision for the protection of municipal, health and protection services at the community and regional 

level from direct Project demands. During the operations phase, with additional government revenues, 

the opportunity would arise for improvement to community services and programs.

References
Chapter 14

  Section: 14.3.4; Recommendation: 14-2

Chapter 15

  Section: 15.7.3; Recommendation: 15-11

Chapter 16

  Sections: 16.5, 16.8; Recommendations: 16-13 to 16-22

Housing The contribution of the Project as Filed and associated mitigation and government measures to 

sustainability would be mixed and uncertain, especially during the construction period when housing 

availability, affordability and quality in the regional centres could be negatively impacted. The pace 

and scale of development that supports an increase in throughput beyond 1.2 Bcf/d would be a 

determining factor in affecting the significance of adverse cumulative impacts on housing conditions 

in the regional centres, and especially Inuvik.
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  Section: 14.5.4
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Sahtu, Gwich’in and, potentially, Dehcho regions which would 
experience fewer economic opportunities from the longer-term 
operations phase of the Project. This should help to spread 
the economic benefits of the Project beyond the Beaufort 
Delta Region. The specific contents of the Aboriginal Benefits 
Agreements are unknown; however these may help distribute 
some economic opportunities to smaller communities in each 
region, depending on the decisions of the responsible Aboriginal 
authorities.

The capacities of territorial and Aboriginal authorities to take 
effective action on Project opportunities and concerns, including 
equitable distribution of benefits and risks, would depend in part 
on the successful establishment of a resource revenue sharing 
agreement as recommended by the Panel.

There are currently no explicit provisions in place to serve the 
interests of future generations by using the Project and related 
hydrocarbon development activities as a means of supporting a 
transition to more sustainable and desirable future options for 
the Mackenzie Valley. The Panel has therefore recommended 
measures for transition planning and funding to set long-term 
economic diversification objectives to promote lasting benefits.

The net contribution to equity during and beyond the life of 
the Project remains an area of uncertainty and risk, though 
the promised measures and potential funding offer positive 
opportunities and are likely to distribute the benefits of the 
Project more widely than the Beaufort Delta Region where 
Project activities would be concentrated. The end results are 
likely to depend on the ability of the relevant authorities to 
anticipate and avoid negative impacts from future developments 
and ensure careful monitoring and effective response to 
emerging impacts. The end results would also depend on the 
success of the planning and transition measures to enhance and 
protect the legacy left to future generations.

19.6.3	Equity Impacts

The Panel has considered the distribution of Project benefits 
and burdens among the region’s current residents, and between 
current and future generations. Although the Project would have 
different equity impacts for different regions and demographics 
at different times, it is important for the sustainability of the 
region that the Project: make full use of the limited capacities and 
resources throughout the Mackenzie Valley; distribute benefits 
relative to costs borne by communities and regions; and serve to 
reduce existing barriers to opportunities so that benefits flow also 
to those who are currently disadvantaged. The Panel recognizes 
that there is currently limited access to economic opportunity for 
many people in the NWT outside of Yellowknife, particularly in 
smaller communities and, in the resource sector especially, for 
women. The Panel also recognizes that, without special effort, 
benefits from the Project would accrue predominantly to the 
Beaufort Delta Region, regional centres and men. The benefits of 
non-renewable resource extraction and transportation during the 
life of the Project could be at the expense of future generations if 
Project-related revenues and other opportunities were not used 
to support transition to durable future livelihoods.

Many of the commitments in the MGPIF and the SEA would 
play an important role in mitigating inequities during the life of 
the Project. Particularly important would be the improvements in 
social services and maintenance or improvements to housing and 
other infrastructure, as well as the transportation commitments 
to serve employees from small communities. Additionally, the 
Proponents’ commitment in the SEA to support and promote 
gender equity and diversity has been augmented by Panel 
recommendations for a diversity plan.

The Aboriginal ownership arrangements in the APG would 
distribute a greater share of the MVP net income to the 

Granular Resources Supply The long-term sustainability of accessible granular resources in the ISR and Gwich’in Settlement 

Area is a concern, given their relative scarcity. The contribution of the Project to sustainability would 

be uncertain, particularly in the event of induced and other development in the Delta and offshore. 

A granular resources management plan to address this uncertainty is needed in advance of future 

developments so that granular resources can be sustainably managed.

References
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  Section: 13.3.4; Recommendations: 13-1; 13-2

Local Access to Gas Supply The contribution of the Project to sustainability would be positive, but limited in the short term to 

Norman Wells and possibly Inuvik.
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Table 19-8  Equity Impacts
Assessed Impact
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Summary

•	 The null alternative would continue and perhaps deepen existing disparities between regional centres and small communities.

•	 Without Panel recommendations, the Project may have a mixed impact on the reduction of territorial, regional and community disparities based on 

Proponent commitments and certain established government measures. These disparities could be reduced depending on the future investment 

of Project-related revenues received by the GNWT and Aboriginal authorities.

•	 With Panel recommendations, positive equity impacts are likely to be enhanced in areas concerning federal–territorial resource revenue disparities, 

diversity plans, especially for gender equity, and transition planning and funding, especially for future generations.

•	 With Panel recommendations, risks are reduced and opportunities are enhanced for a positive Project contribution to sustainability.

Panel Analysis

•	 The null alternative would leave the Mackenzie Valley with existing disparities between regional centres and small communities.

•	 The Project and associated agreements should enhance the implementation of land claim agreements and, with Panel recommendations, should 

promote territorial and regional self-reliance.

•	 Some regional disparities would likely increase with the Project, due to the greater flow of opportunities to the Beaufort Delta Region. Some 

mitigation can be expected from the MGPIF, APG income beyond 0.83 Bcf/d (notably to the Gwich’in, Sahtu, and potentially the Dehcho regions), 

and resource revenue sharing agreements.

•	 Some disparities between regional centres and smaller communities may be reduced if the Project were allowed to proceed without Panel 

recommendations. In such a case impacts would be mixed between 0.83 and 1.2 Bcf/d and negative beyond 1.2 Bcf/d. The treatment of inter-

community disparities would depend largely upon future decisions by the GNWT and Aboriginal authorities.

•	 Without Panel recommendations, the Project would likely continue gender-based inequities in employment and other opportunities, especially 

given the historical structural barriers in extractive industry and construction. The Project with recommended diversity planning could contribute 

to reducing gender inequities.

•	 The Project without recommendations does not directly address intergenerational equity issues. The Project with recommendations, especially in 

bridging to more diverse and lasting future options, would allow benefits for present generations and substitution for future generations’ loss of 

non-renewable resources, protection of ecologically and culturally important areas and wildlife, and the management of cumulative impacts.
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Table 19-9 K ey Issues — Equity Impacts
Federal, Territorial, Aboriginal Equity The Project could provide a positive contribution to sustainability because it would provide 

opportunities to reduce territorial and regional economic dependence and to build self-reliant 

capacity. However, effective use of the opportunities would depend on implementation of Panel 

recommendations, especially on resource revenue sharing and transition building for lasting post-

Project gains.
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  Section: 15.7.3; Recommendations: 15-11, 15-12, 15-13

Regional Equity With Panel recommendations, the Project would provide positive contributions to sustainability in each 

affected region. However, with and without Panel recommendations, regional disparities are likely 

to increase because of greater procurement and employment opportunities that would accrue to the 

Beaufort Delta and, to a lesser extent, the Sahtu Region. These would be mitigated somewhat by 

the MGPIF, a future agreement on resource revenue sharing and if the Dehcho First Nations (DCFN) 

accept an APG ownership interest. An agreement reached between the Government of Canada and 

the DCFN in relation to the Project would provide measures and funds to enhance the participation 

of the DCFN in the mitigation of community socio-economic impacts and the capture of economic 

opportunities associated with the MGP. The Panel encourages a Dehcho land claim settlement. Along 

with the economic benefits that may accrue to some regions more than others, there are elevated 

environmental risks. Panel recommendations would contribute to reducing those risks in all regions, 

particularly from adverse cumulative impacts in the Beaufort Delta Region.
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  Sections: 15.2.2, 15.8.1, 15.8.3; Recommendation: 15-10

Regional Centres and Smaller 
Communities

Without Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a minimal contribution to sustainability 

by providing enhanced opportunities for residents of smaller communities to participate in Project-

related employment, especially during the construction phase, and make an even smaller one (with the 

likely exception of Tuktoyaktuk) during the operations phase at throughput levels up to 1.2 Bcf/d. The 

regional centres, especially Inuvik, and less so Norman Wells, Fort Simpson and Hay River, would see 

continued substantial economic benefits during the operations phase. With expansion up to 1.8 Bcf/d, 

existing disparities between regional centres and smaller communities with respect to employment 

and income, and labour force and institutional capacity could worsen without plans and investments 

by the GNWT and Aboriginal authorities to address these matters. The Panel has recommended that 

as a condition of future authorizations associated with Project expansion, proponents be required 

to adopt the MGP’s transportation commitments which enhance NWT community participation in 

Project employment opportunities.
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  Section: 15.6.3; Recommendation: 15-10

Gender Equity The Project with recommended diversity planning could reduce gender inequities sufficiently to make 

a positive contribution to sustainability.
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  Sections: 15.5.2, 15.6.3; Recommendation: 15-9

Intergenerational Equity With Panel recommendations, the Project is likely to make a positive contribution to sustainability. The 

Panel’s recommendations would provide an opportunity to build an economic base for a lasting future 

from the exploitation of these non-renewable resources, especially in bridging to more lasting future 

options. Recommendations for the protection of ecologically and culturally important areas and wildlife, 

and the management of cumulative impacts would provide the basis for mitigating the loss and 

impairment of the capacity of renewable resources to provide for the needs of future generations.
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  Section: 15.7.3; Recommendations: 15-12, 15-13
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The Project would also have residual adverse impacts, obligations 
and dependencies that would persist and evolve past the end of 
its life, and the expiry of the MGPIF and SEA commitments for 
funding.

To ensure that the overall opportunity represented by the Project 
is used effectively to build a more diverse and sustainable future, 
the Panel has recommended that funding for the management of 
transition and Project legacy be provided by dedicating a portion of 
resource revenue to funding transition mechanisms. The transition 
funding is intended to provide a revenue stream and other capacities 
for mitigating ongoing burdens, and promoting and investing in 
initiatives that would enhance regional and local capacity, community 
resilience, and economic self-reliance and diversity.

The Panel is also of the view that transition initiatives need to 
be planned and undertaken in a way that is closely linked to the 
recommended cumulative impact assessment activities, including 
scenario building and GNWT strategic planning capabilities.

The Panel recognizes that the eventual legacy of the Project 
could be influenced by factors that are not manageable at a 
Project or even a regional level, such as climate change, future 
resource discoveries and the price of gas. For this reason, the 
Panel’s recommendations are designed to expand, diversify and 
extend the region’s capacities to adapt to future challenges and 
provide the means to build a more desirable and durable future.

19.6.4	Legacy and Bridging Impacts

The Panel has considered the impacts of the Project and 
associated revenues on the creation of more sustainable 
livelihoods and a generally more sustainable future for the 
Beaufort Delta and Mackenzie Valley regions. The Panel has 
also addressed long-term impacts on the human and biophysical 
environments and has proposed specific measures to deal with 
emerging possibilities and risks. The Panel considers the Project 
and associated activities to be a major opportunity to use non-
renewable resource development to help build a bridge to a more 
diverse and sustainable future. Accordingly the Panel has made 
recommendations on transition funding and initiatives to ensure a 
positive legacy from the Project.

With the Proponents’ commitments, along with Panel 
recommendations, the Project is likely to contribute positively to the 
business capacity and labour force capability of the Project Review 
Area. Efforts to mitigate adverse social and cultural impacts may 
leave the region with improved social services and management 
ability. Similarly, efforts to mitigate adverse biophysical, social and 
cultural impacts should result in enhanced conservation and land 
use plans that in turn would enable more effective cumulative 
impacts management and monitoring. Together these impacts 
increase the potential of the Project Review Area to obtain and 
retain benefits from future opportunities.

Table 19-10  Legacy and Bridging
Assessed Impact
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Summary

•	 Without recommendations, the Project has valuable labour force development components which should enhance lasting capacities, but is 

otherwise not accompanied by measures to promote economic diversification beyond exploitation of the region’s non-renewable hydrocarbon 

resources to a more diverse, flexible and lasting basis for livelihoods in the region.

•	 With Panel recommendations, the Project would make a more positive contribution to a transition to a sustainable future, though some 

uncertainties would remain, especially with expansion beyond 1.2 Bcf/d if this occurred at an unrestrained pace and scale of development.

Panel Analysis

•	 The null alternative would benefit from Project-related labour force development already initiated, but would leave the region with existing 

problems and no new opportunities to build a more sustainable future, though existing resources would remain for future use.

•	 The cumulative long-term impacts of the Project without Panel recommendations in the range from 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d include benefits from the SEA 

provisions for building labour force capacity for the longer term and from some residual Project infrastructure of possible use. Abandonment and 

reclamation plans should mitigate the most serious potential adverse physical impacts. However, the Project is not accompanied by any evident 

preparations for transition planning by the federal and territorial governments, and no legacy-related commitments have been made for throughput 

expansion beyond 1.2 Bcf/d.

•	 The cumulative impacts of the Project with recommendations would include steps to ensure timely completion of land use and conservation 

plans, the establishment of cumulative impacts thresholds and monitoring arrangements to better prepare regulators to anticipate and respond 

to a possible increased pace and scale of development with Project expansion. The recommendations would also establish transition planning 

and funding for transition investments throughout and beyond the life of the Project. This could help to build lasting foundations for sustainable 

livelihoods in the region. The adequacy of transition planning could be compromised by the challenges of overall cumulative impacts management 

at an unrestrained pace and scale of development.
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Table 19-11 K ey Issues — Legacy and Bridging
Regional Labour Force Development The Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability through labour force 

enhancement measures which extend for the life of the Project under the SEA. Panel 

recommendations would reinforce and supplement these measures and would ensure transition 

planning for additional labour force capacity building during and beyond the life of the Project.
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Regional Transition Planning and Funding With recommendations, the Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability. 

Implementation of the Panel’s recommendations on transition planning and funding could assist in 

increasing prospects for using the non-renewable resource exploitation opportunities and revenues 

to foster a transition to a more diverse and lasting economic base.
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  Section: 15.7.3; Recommendations: 15-12, 15-13

Gas as Transition Fuel With Panel recommendations, some steps to encourage gas use as a bridge to more sustainable 

energy systems would be introduced; however, the Project’s contribution to sustainability remains 

uncertain. Without Panel recommendations, Mackenzie gas would be used for current market-

determined uses, which would not necessarily lead to significant dedication of gas in substitution 

for higher carbon-content fuels.
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  Section: 8.4.4; Recommendation: 8-9

Conservation Legacy With Panel recommendations, the Project, within the Expansion Capacity Scenario, would likely 

have a positive conservation legacy through completed and implemented land use plans, protected 

area systems, and species at risk recovery strategies. Without recommendations, land and resource 

managers would not have the management tools and capacity necessary to anticipate, control and 

mitigate impacts of an accelerated pace and scale of development supporting throughput beyond 

1.2 Bcf/d.
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Chapter 11

  Sections: 11.10.1, 11.10.2; Recommendations: 11-1 to 11-4, 11-6, 11-7, 11-8, 11-10

Decommissioning and Abandonment The Project’s contribution to sustainability would be neutral assuming the adoption of Panel 

recommendations. The Panel’s recommendation would increase the likelihood of consistent regulatory 

standards applying to decommissioning and abandonment planning and implementation.
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The Panel has made recommendations for the full 
implementation and funding of the NWT’s Cumulative Impacts 
Monitoring Program (CIMP) established pursuant to the 
MVRMA. CIMP would provide the logical platform to implement 
the follow-up program as the focal point for the monitoring 
and management of the Project’s cumulative impacts. Panel 
recommendations focus on incorporating scenario-based 
cumulative impacts assessment and monitoring into CIMP, the 
refinement of cumulative impact thresholds, and clear integration 
with land use plans linked to regional land use planning boards 
and regulatory bodies responsible for project authorizations. 
Although this regime has the potential to avoid significant 
adverse cumulative impacts and to enhance the Project’s 
contribution to sustainability, the Panel recognizes the complexity 
of the monitoring and modelling efforts, and finds cause for 
concern in the delays in CIMP implementation to date. These 
delays have hindered timely project reviews and fuelled public 
anxieties about the pace and scale of future developments, and 
left unfulfilled commitments in land claim agreements which 
were agreed to by governments in order to address these 
concerns.

Climate change and GHG emissions are an outstanding 
concern. Although the direct contribution of Project emissions 
from construction and operations would be relatively small, 
the Project would become another contributor to a global 
issue that has disproportionate impacts in northern regions. 
Panel recommendations for Project-specific GHG emissions 
are constrained by the absence of clear federal policy and 
regulations. The Panel’s recommendations depend heavily on 
federal action at a national and global scale to adequately address 
the issues surrounding the end use of Mackenzie gas and 
suitably effective overall measures for emissions abatement.

19.6.5	Cumulative Impacts 
Management and Preparedness

The Panel has considered the ability of governments and other 
agencies to anticipate, monitor and manage the cumulative 
impacts of the Project. This includes the impacts associated 
with the pace and scale of development and the management 
of GHGs, and applies both at a Project-specific and cumulative 
regional scale.

The demands on cumulative impacts management are 
particularly challenging for this Project, given its scale, the 
potential range of further developments that might follow, the 
limited capacity of regional management agencies, and the lack 
of established thresholds and sources of monitoring information.

Effective cumulative impacts management requires both 
sufficient information for decision making and a sufficient 
ability to respond. Acquiring sufficient information would 
require the ability to gather data, to add meaning to the data by 
understanding relationships to targets and thresholds, to analyze 
trends and interactions, and to project future scenarios. Sufficient 
ability to respond would involve anticipatory actions to avoid 
adverse cumulative impacts resulting from future developments 
at an unrestrained pace and scale as well as remedial actions to 
enforce and adjust necessary terms and conditions and to carry 
out any necessary complementary activities including the design 
and delivery of impact mitigation or enhancement programmes. 
Impact management activities would include ensuring well-
informed landscape-level cumulative impacts analyses to assist 
planning and decision making on potential Project expansions 
and other undertakings, well-designed Project-specific impact 
and compliance monitoring programs and other Project-level 
follow-up actions.
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Table 19-12  Cumulative Impacts Management and Preparedness
Assessed Impact
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Summary

•	 With Panel recommendations, the management of the cumulative impacts of the Project would be enhanced, especially in anticipating, monitoring, 

and responding to uncertainty associated with the pace and scale of future development, transition and legacy planning, and management. 

The adequacy of the recommended measures would need to be subject to regular review and improvement.

•	 Effective mitigation of the GHG emissions of the Project remains an area of uncertainty in the absence of federal government policy, legislation 

and regulation.

Panel Analysis

•	 The null alternative would bring no new challenges or need for capacity but existing problems would remain.

•	 Without Panel recommendations, in most areas of needed preparedness (including species and habitat protection, land use planning, social 

programs and services, effective regulatory review to avoid negative impacts of future developments at an unrestrained pace and scale, transition 

planning, GHG emissions mitigation, cumulative impacts anticipation and monitoring), the major needs for management of cumulative impacts 

have not yet been met. While some of these deficiencies are related to the lack of information about the Project components supporting 

throughput beyond 0.83 Bcf/d, continuing weaknesses in these areas suggest there could be insufficient capacity to deal with emerging and 

especially unanticipated problems. These concerns and risks increase with Project expansion beyond 1.2 Bcf/d.

•	 With recommendations, the Project would increase: preparedness for cumulative impacts management, especially in establishment of 

conservation and protected area plans; anticipatory measures for addressing impacts associated with the pace and scale of development; transition 

planning; and impacts monitoring and response.

•	 In both cases, developments beyond 1.2 Bcf/d may add to the challenges of ensuring appropriate capacities in governments and communities 

to manage development, to take advantage of Project-related opportunities and to respond to expected and emerging problems.

•	 The Panel recognizes the global issue of GHG emissions and climate change. Even if the Panel’s recommendations are fully implemented, the 

Project’s contribution to sustainability in this regard is uncertain, largely as a result of unresolved matters associated with the end use of Project 

gas, an issue that is better addressed by broader federal government initiatives. Although the Panel has recommended industry-wide policies with 

respect to gas as a transition fuel and the regulation of GHG offsets, it is not confident that the likely results would deal adequately with the use 

of Mackenzie gas as a transition fuel for sustainability purposes.
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Table 19-13 K ey Issues — Cumulative Impacts Management and Preparedness
Pace and Scale With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability. 

The Panel has identified a variety of means for anticipating (scenario-based cumulative impacts 

assessment) and managing (land use plans, thresholds, protected areas and CIMP) the pace and 

scale associated with future Project expansion and other possible developments.
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Chapter 18

  Section: 18.3; Recommendations: 18-12, 18-19, 18-20, 18-22

Regional Cumulative Impacts Monitoring 
and Management

With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability. 

Implementation of the Panel’s recommendations is needed to establish a sufficiently well-conceived 

cumulative impacts management system that provides effective guidance for decisions by 

environmental assessment and planning boards and authorizations by regulatory boards associated 

with future Project expansion and other possible developments.
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  Section: 18.3; Recommendations: 18-12 to 18-22

Project Follow-up, Compliance and 
Impacts Monitoring and Response

With Panel recommendations, the Project would likely make a positive contribution to sustainability. 

Implementation of the Panel’s recommendations is needed to establish a sufficiently well-conceived 

cumulative impacts management system that provides effective guidance for decisions by 

environmental assessment and planning boards and authorizations by regulatory boards associated 

with future Project expansion and other possible developments.
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Climate Change Mitigation If the Panel’s recommendations are fully implemented, the Project’s contribution to sustainability 

would be uncertain. While emissions of GHGs from the Project’s upstream activities and subsequent 

expansions could be mitigated somewhat, these emissions represent a small percentage of the 

Project’s total lifecycle emissions. End use of Project gas, including implications for GHG emissions, 

and transition to low or non-carbon energy alternatives, are matters to be determined by federal 

government policy, but policy and legislation have not yet been implemented. In the absence of 

ambitious government legislation and regulation of GHGs including the end use of gas, the Panel 

expects the Project would contribute to the adverse global cumulative impacts of GHGs.
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19.6.6	Interaction of Project Impacts

In addition to the review of key issues in determining the 
Project’s contribution to sustainability, the Panel considered the 
potential interaction of Project impacts, and the implications for 
implementation of Panel recommendations. This consideration, 
referenced in Chapter 5, “Approach and Methods,” examines 
how the interaction of the Project’s impacts on a combination 
of two or more Valued Components (VCs) may result in 
mutually reinforcing gains or losses for sustainability. Potential 
interaction of Project impacts among VCs and among key 
issues of public interest and concern include both positive and 
negative possibilities, and instances where impacts might not 
just add together but compound the impacts on ecosystems 

and communities. In considering the interaction of the Project’s 
various impacts on a combination of VCs and key issues, the 
overall objective is the achievement of multiple, mutually 
reinforcing and lasting net gains in ways that avoid risks of 
significant adverse impacts, especially ones that undermine 
prospects for future generations.

Positive Interaction of Project Impacts

The Project presents an important opportunity to utilize gas 
resources, and associated revenues and other opportunities to 
build foundations for improved capacities and lasting benefits to 
the NWT. Success in building such foundations would depend 
on how the Project and other developments that it might induce 
are managed, if the Project proceeds. The Project with a capacity 
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impacts in vulnerable areas, particularly the Mackenzie Delta. 
This is of heightened concern with respect to the interaction of 
adverse cumulative impacts from developments associated with 
future Project expansions above a throughput of 1.2 Bcf/d and 
Other Future Scenarios.

With the Project as Filed, unhealthy social conditions would be 
exacerbated during the construction phase as a consequence 
of a combination of adverse impacts associated with a higher 
incidence of housing shortages, drug and alcohol and mental 
health problems, fetal alcohol impacts, and disruptions to formal 
education associated with the opportunistic pursuit of short-
term, high-paid employment opportunities. If adverse boom and 
bust impacts during and after pipeline construction were not 
sufficiently mitigated, some communities in regions more distant 
from operations phase employment and business opportunities 
would likely experience additional strains with spikes and 
declines in income associated with short-term, high-paid seasonal 
employment over the limited construction period.

Speculative labour in-migration plus the possible departure of 
key community members and employees could combine with 
additional community strains due to the demands of rotational 
work and a Project-induced “cash spill” to destabilize family 
and community life. The interaction of these adverse impacts, 
while greatest during the construction phase, would likely 
be repeated and further exacerbated during periods of rapid 
large-scale Project-induced development. As the regional 
centre most exposed to the full-scale convergence of many of 
these interactive adverse impacts during the life of the Project 
and under the Expansion Capacity Scenario, Inuvik would 
be particularly challenged in managing these “boomtown” 
impacts, even with a high level of community and institutional 
preparedness.

The MGPIF could ameliorate the interaction of adverse 
impacts during the ten-year life of the fund. After this period, 
the interaction of adverse impacts could be exacerbated if 
regional authorities have not developed and established follow-
up measures or programs to extend or substitute for MGPIF, 
especially if this coincides with a period of Project expansion 
and heightened levels of development activity.

Project expansion beyond 1.2 Bcf/d and associated activities, 
at an unrestrained pace and scale, could contribute a suite of 
biophysical and socio-economic cumulative impacts, that, without 
careful regulatory review, could overburden the capacity of 
communities and regional authorities, as well as the territorial 
and federal governments to avoid negative impacts. This 
burden would increase the difficulties in capturing benefits in 
communities and, in the NWT, add to challenges in managing the 
adverse community impacts noted above. It would also strain 
the capacities of regulators to render sound decision making on 
required environment protection and permitted conditions for 
development. Potential failings at this stage would contribute 
to increased difficulties in establishing effective mitigation, and 

and throughput of 1.2 Bcf/d would contribute to increased 
employment and business opportunities, especially in the NWT. 
Beyond the construction phase, employment and business 
opportunities would include indirect jobs for NWT residents, 
preferences for NWT businesses, and similar benefits for 
Aboriginal people under Access and Benefits Agreements. These 
opportunities would benefit from and contribute to enhanced 
labour force development, which in turn should facilitate a 
strengthened and more diversified economic base, more diverse 
and lasting livelihoods, increased wages and revenues for 
community well-being and a generally improved quality of life if 
the gains are not undermined by the potential adverse impacts. 
Enhancement of these opportunities, establishment of greater 
economic diversity, and increased self-reliance would rest on the 
effectiveness of recommended and future measures to anticipate 
and manage future developments in a manner that reduces the 
leakage of potential NWT benefits to other parts of Canada, and 
ensures that growth does not outstrip government, community, 
labour force and business capacities.

The Project, especially with its potential for expansion beyond 
a throughput of 1.2 Bcf/d and associated cumulative impacts, 
would greatly increase needs to complete and update regional 
land use plans and community conservation plans. With Panel 
recommendations, these needs would be met and the Project 
would enhance preparedness for induced development across 
the Expansion Capacity Scenario throughput range and for 
Other Future Scenarios. This would be complemented by 
implementation of the Panel’s recommendation for periodic 
scenario-based cumulative impacts assessments conducted 
in the context of a fully developed comprehensive cumulative 
impacts monitoring regime in the Mackenzie Valley and Beaufort–
Mackenzie Delta. Moreover, the planning and cumulative 
impacts monitoring and management efforts should strengthen 
community engagement, expand the base for ecosystem 
stewardship and strengthen collaboration among government 
agencies and communities.

Attention to the distribution of Project opportunities and 
economic benefits would build confidence in the fairness of 
arrangements for sharing resources and responsibilities between 
the federal and territorial governments and Aboriginal authorities, 
ensure more equitable access for people in small as well as 
larger communities, and contribute to more participation by 
women in the resource sector. In turn these improvements 
would lead to a broadening of governance capacity, greater 
diversity and resilience in the management of development, 
and greater attention to and capacity for cumulative impacts 
monitoring and management.

Adverse Interaction of Project Impacts

The Project presents risks which, if not effectively managed, 
could jeopardize the achievement of the opportunities 
presented by the Project. The interaction of adverse impacts 
could exacerbate negative social conditions and trends in small 
communities and increase the likelihood of significant adverse 
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To reduce the likelihood of adverse impacts on the biophysical 
environment, the Panel has recommended higher standards 
of mitigation and the establishment of habitat offsets as 
compensation for significant adverse impacts on migratory 
bird habitat in KIBS, the completion of a woodland caribou 
recovery strategy and action plans, and wildlife protection and 
management plans for woodland caribou, barren ground caribou, 
polar bear, grizzly bear and marine mammals.

No significant adverse impacts on fish and fish habitat are 
anticipated, if the Proponents’ proposed mitigation tool box 
and decision trees are implemented subject to a Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada (DFO) agreement, and are ameliorated by a 
phased approach to construction over four winter seasons. To 
address the combined adverse impacts of pipeline construction 
activities on fish habitat over hundreds of streams and rivers, the 
Panel has recommended that DFO develop a strategic approach 
for cumulative impacts management of all water crossings on a 
regional basis, and for inspection and enforcement authorities 
to review existing arrangements to ensure they can address 
Project demands.

In considering the adverse cumulative impacts of Project-
related GHG emissions on global climate change, the Panel has 
recommended measures for the Proponents and government 
to reduce upstream emissions further as regulatory instruments 
become available. However, these emissions represent a small 
part of total Project lifecycle emissions. How MGP gas is used 
would be a major contributing factor to GHG emissions. The 
Panel has recommended the establishment of Project-specific 
targets for GHG emissions and national measures that would 
encourage the use of natural gas as a transition fuel and reduce 
national GHG emissions.

The Project would bring a short-term economic boom during 
pipeline construction with numerous, but mostly temporary, 
construction-based jobs and business opportunities (for most 
regions and communities), an improvement in direct and indirect 
employment (although fewer jobs in number) and income 
opportunities during operations, additional new revenues to 
governments relative to the additional servicing and management 
burdens introduced by the Project, some expected (but not 
quantified) economic benefits to regional Aboriginal organizations 
through access and benefits agreements with the Proponents, 
and a small economic benefit to designated Aboriginal 
organizations in each region through their pipeline ownership 
interest in the APG.

Proponent commitments to the use of rotational labour in 
the NWT would provide improved employment opportunities 
for workers in small communities in facilitating their travel 
to work sites over the life of the Project. An out-of-court 
settlement agreement reached with Canada in 2005 would 
assist the Dehcho First Nations in participating in the economic 
opportunities associated with the Project. The Panel has 
recommended completion of a Benefits Agreement with 

remediation of adverse cumulative impacts and enhancement 
of positive cumulative impacts.

Management of Interaction of 
Project Impacts

The scope of the positive and negative interaction of Project 
impacts underlines the importance of careful attention to full and 
effective implementation of the Panel’s recommendation. Even 
with dedicated efforts, optimizing the significant opportunities 
for mutually reinforcing positive impacts, and avoiding significant 
risks of similar negative impacts, pose major challenges to 
federal, territorial, regional, Aboriginal and local authorities and 
the Proponents. Typically the responsibilities and core expertise 
of these bodies are narrower than the combined sources of the 
problems or benefits resulting from interactive impacts. The 
coordination and cooperation necessary between agencies and 
organizations to manage these types of problems and enhance 
benefits would be challenged by the complexity of the interaction 
of impacts themselves. The Panel considers it important that 
regulatory agencies with limited mandates give special emphasis 
to effective ongoing collaboration with other agencies.

19.7	 EVALUATION OF THE 
PROJECT’S CONTRIBUTION 
TO SUSTAINABILITY

19.7.1	The Project as Filed with a 
Throughput of 0.83 Bcf/d

The Project as Filed with a throughput of 0.83 Bcf/d is the Project 
including development of the Proponents’ three Anchor Fields, 
the gathering system, and a pipeline with an initial capacity of 
1.2 Bcf/d supported by three compressor stations. This does not 
include development of additional fields to supply gas to the full 
capacity of 1.2 Bcf/d, or any other expansions. The Panel’s overall 
analysis of the Project as Filed indicates reasonable grounds 
for expecting small net positive sustainability impacts from the 
Project, if all of the Panel’s recommendations and Proponents 
and governments commitments are implemented. Without full 
implementation of the Panel recommendations, the analysis 
indicates that the Project’s overall contribution to sustainability 
would be negative.

Without the Panel’s recommendations, significant adverse 
impacts would include net losses of migratory bird habitat in 
the Mackenzie Delta, especially due to activities in KIBS. In the 
absence of management plans, recovery strategies and action 
plans, for which governments are responsible, that would identify 
and protect critical habitat as required by the SARA, the potential 
remains for adverse impacts on woodland caribou and other 
Listed species.
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through the $500 million MGPIF would contribute significantly to 
the mitigation of many of the direct and indirect adverse social 
impacts that would be associated with the Project, and to the 
provision of treatment services for existing health and social 
conditions.

The SEA entered into by the GNWT and the Proponents would 
provide for measures to mitigate increased direct Project 
demands on local and regional public infrastructure and programs 
and services. However, the Panel is less confident about the 
adequacy of existing and enhanced programs and services or 
the capacity of organizations to meet the increased demands 
that would result from the Project. Uncertainty exists with 
respect to the duration of Project impacts introduced during the 
construction phase, and the consequences of the termination of 
the MGPIF after ten years. Proponents and governments have 
relied on monitoring and adaptive management measures, the 
effectiveness of which is uncertain.

With the Panel’s recommendations, the Project would improve 
the potential for bridging and transition planning in the Beaufort 
Delta Region and the Mackenzie Valley. Project revenues and 
capacity building could provide opportunities to meet present 
needs and emerging problems in ways that ensure no significant 
and lasting burdens.

Compared to the null alternative, the Project as Filed, with 
the implementation of Panel recommendations, would likely 
introduce some new but manageable adverse impacts on the 
biophysical environment and at least modest improvements for 
economic development and growth. At this scale, a government 
commitment establishing the MGPIF introduces an important 
means for mitigating impacts on conditions which may be 
adversely affected by the Project as well as improving other 
conditions which may not be directly affected by the Project. 
Most importantly, at this scale, the Project as Filed provides an 
important foundation for improving conditions for sustainability 
in each of the NWT regions affected by the Project, particularly 
compared to the null alternative.

19.7.2	The Project as Filed with 
Expanded Throughput in the 
Range of 0.83 to 1.2 Bcf/d

The Panel’s analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Project 
as Filed with anticipated expanded throughput of 1.2 Bcf/d 
includes the development of additional gas fields required to take 
advantage of the initial capacity proposed by the Proponents.

At this scale, and with implementation of Panel 
recommendations, the foundation for improving conditions for 
sustainability in the NWT established with the Project as Filed 
is enhanced overall. Without the implementation of the Panel’s 
recommendations, the Project’s net contribution to sustainability 
would be negative.

the Dehcho First Nations which would likely enhance this 
participation.

Due to the limitations of business and labour force capacity in 
the NWT in relation to the magnitude of the Project, a very large 
proportion of the economic benefits of the Project would be 
captured by Alberta and the rest of Canada. In the NWT over the 
life of the Project, the Beaufort Delta Region would experience 
the greatest proportion of the economic benefits, particularly 
during the operations phase, and the Dehcho and Sahtu regions 
the least. The northern regions would also experience higher 
social costs commensurate with a higher level of development 
activity. The size of the revenue stream to the GNWT is 
uncertain, and it would be significantly affected by the sales point 
of gas determined by the Proponents and the absence of any 
revenue sharing agreement with Canada guaranteeing the GNWT 
a share of Project royalties.

Implementation of the Panel’s recommendations would enhance 
Project-related training opportunities for the improvement of 
labour force capacity in the NWT and the participation of women 
and other groups in the Project. A Panel recommendation for 
the establishment of a federal–territorial resource revenue 
sharing agreement would improve the revenue stream and net 
benefit from the Project to the GNWT and to regional Aboriginal 
authorities.

The Project would result in a mix of positive and negative social 
impacts that would be unevenly distributed across communities 
and regions and among sectors of the population. Regional 
centres would experience a burst of economic activity but 
also bear the brunt of social problems and increased demands 
on health and social services and housing associated with 
speculative in-migration from within and from outside the 
NWT. Smaller communities would experience an infusion of 
wage income but also social problems associated with the 
destabilizing effects of rotational labour, increased cash income 
and the risk of loss of local capacity during the construction 
phase. These problems would be attenuated for most regional 
centres and smaller communities during the operations phase, 
although Inuvik, and possibly Tuktoyaktuk, would likely continue 
to experience a measure of social disruption in adjusting to 
the operations phase. The Panel has made recommendations 
to ensure adequate services and support to sectors of the 
population vulnerable to addictions, abuse, violence and lack 
of care and shelter.

The Panel had no definitive basis on which to distinguish 
Project-specific impacts from other factors that affect various 
indicators of social well-being. The Panel could not determine 
the significance of Project-specific impacts, especially given 
the mix of anticipated positive and negative impacts on social 
well-being. The Panel is generally satisfied with the Proponents’ 
mitigation measures to address many of the direct social impacts 
of the Project. For a period of ten years, extending through the 
pre-construction and construction periods and into the early 
years of Project operations, a major investment of federal funds 
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19.7.3	The Project as Filed Expanded 
in the Range from 1.2 Bcf/d to 
its Design Capacity of 1.8 Bcf/d

The Panel’s analysis of the cumulative impacts of the Project 
as Filed with anticipated and possible expansion to deliver 
throughput above 1.2 Bcf/d and up to 1.8 Bcf/d includes 
unspecified additional gas fields, 11 compressor stations and 
any additional facilities and ancillary developments required to 
fully utilize the design capacity for the MVP proposed by the 
Proponents.

In this throughput range, the limited information and other 
uncertainties make prediction and evaluation challenging. There 
would be important additional opportunities both for livelihoods 
and capacities to deliver improvements in other areas, including 
transition to a more sustainable future. But there would also 
be potential for additional adverse cumulative impacts and to 
overburden community and government capacities. Accordingly 
the Panel has recognized a need for preparation especially 
by linking cumulative impacts anticipation and management 
to ongoing planning and decision making. Without the 
implementation of the Panel’s recommendations, the Project at 
this expansion level would likely make a net negative contribution 
to sustainability. With the Panel’s recommendations, the Project 
would likely make a positive net contribution to sustainability. 
Important determining factors influencing either of these 
outcomes would be the commitments and performance of the 
federal and territorial governments to which most of the Panel’s 
recommendations for the management of cumulative impacts 
in this range are directed.

In this range of development, uncertainties about the location 
and severity of additional biophysical stresses, and about 
community and institutional capacities to take advantage of new 
opportunities introduced by the Project or to deal with additional 
development pressures and management needs associated with 
an accelerated pace and scale of resource development, raise 
concerns about the likelihood of positive overall sustainability 
contributions.

Without implementation of Panel recommendations, 
developments beyond a throughput of 1.2 Bcf/d could increase 
the likelihood of adverse cumulative impacts on terrain, 
hydrology, polar bears, whales and other species of concern 
(e.g. barren ground caribou, grizzly bear and peregrine falcons), 
and disturbance and fragmentation of important wildlife habitat, 
especially in the Mackenzie Delta. Cumulative impacts thresholds 
for woodland caribou would likely be exceeded by, among other 
things, the location of additional gas field developments and 
gathering lines from the Colville Hills area.

Project-induced developments within this range of throughput 
would offer additional prospects for longer-term stable 
employment, enhanced labour force development and business 
development in the NWT, as well as increased economic growth 

Additional increased pressures on land and wildlife resources 
are likely to be modest. Further developments could compound 
adverse impacts from subsidence, noise and habitat disturbance 
in the outer Mackenzie Delta. These could be mitigated by the 
proposed program of habitat offsets recommended by the Panel 
and the formal establishment of development thresholds. The 
likelihood of significant adverse impacts would also be reduced 
with implementation of the Panel’s recommendations for marine 
management and wildlife protection and management plans, 
and the completion of the Five Year Action Plan under the NWT 
Protected Areas Strategy for the identification and interim 
protection of areas of ecological and cultural importance.

At this scale, overall cumulative impacts on people, communities 
and governments would likely be more positive. Preparations and 
measures for mitigating the adverse social impacts of the Project 
through the Proponents’ commitments, the MGPIF, the SEA 
and Panel recommendations would be in place and continue to 
play a key role in addressing additional cumulative adverse social 
impacts. The increase in demands for needed services at this 
level would likely be modest relative to the initial construction 
phase of the Project.

The additional gas field developments associated with 
the increase in throughput to 1.2 Bcf/d would extend the 
employment, business and training opportunities associated with 
the Project, particularly in the Beaufort Delta Region. They would 
increase the net revenues for governments, particularly for the 
GNWT with implementation of the Panel’s recommendation for 
a resource revenue sharing agreement.

The increase in throughput in this range would significantly 
improve the economic benefits to the APG. The ownership 
interest of the Aboriginal partners in the MVP could rise to as 
much as one third if throughput increases within ten years of 
the commencement of Project operations. Throughput from the 
initial three Anchor Fields and additional fields within this range 
that extends beyond the initial twenty years of operation — after 
APG loans are paid — would increase the net revenue gains 
to the APG. Based on the potential ownership share structure, 
these gains would largely benefit the Dehcho and Sahtu regions, 
followed by the Gwich’in region. This distribution of APG benefits 
to these regions would represent an important regional equity 
consideration, given that much of the future Project-related 
expansions and associated employment and business benefits 
would occur in the ISR. However, the benefit to the Dehcho 
Region is contingent on Aboriginal authorities in that region 
approving the ownership interest reserved by the APG for the 
Dehcho.

Effective action on Panel recommendations on transition planning 
and funding would be enhanced with increased net revenues to 
governments.

Implementation of Panel recommendations for cumulative 
impacts monitoring and management would be important under 
this scenario as well.
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planning would maintain and enhance community and 
institutional capacities for successful adaptation to emerging 
opportunities and challenges and facilitate efficient provision of 
social services, planning and ecological protection measures. 
As the Panel has noted, these steps need to be linked effectively 
into planning, evaluation and decision making on proposed 
projects and other activities beyond the Project as Filed.

At this expanded level of development, the Panel is not confident 
that future opportunities would outweigh the risks unless 
governments have collectively made a systematic, timely and 
ongoing effort to establish a comprehensive cumulative impacts 
assessment, management and monitoring regime that would 
provide clear guidance for the issuance of new authorizations 
for development. The Panel views this as critical to realizing the 
opportunity to build a lasting and diverse economic base and 
more positive long-term social conditions in the NWT.

19.7.4	The Project as Filed and 
Other Future Scenarios

The Panel has approached the Project as Filed in combination 
with cumulative impacts resulting from other additional 
hydrocarbon exploration, development, production and 
transportation undertakings, and other activities in the region 
as hypothetical future developments (the Other Future 
Scenarios). In this case, the cumulative impacts that might 
occur in combination with the Project and their contribution to 
sustainability cover a wide spectrum of scenarios.

The Panel has little substantive ground for assessing the Project’s 
contribution to sustainability in this case. However, the Panel 
would generally observe that even with full implementation 
of the Panel’s recommendations, the pace and scale of future 
developments beyond the Expansion Capacity Scenario could 
undermine confidence in the potential effectiveness of land 
use and conservation plans, protected areas and cumulative 
impacts assessment, management and monitoring, because 
their effectiveness would not have been tested in the context 
of industrial development at that level.

In the Panel’s view the cumulative impacts of other hypothetical 
future developments that may combine with the Project at 
lower levels of throughput may or may not make a positive net 
contribution to sustainability in the NWT. Again, much would 
depend on the effectiveness of cumulative impact monitoring 
and management measures that do not currently exist or are 
underdeveloped, although they are required by legislation.

The widespread concern and anxieties that were expressed 
to the Panel about the uncertainty and unpredictability of the 
cumulative impacts from the proposed Project in combination 
with other possible future developments have informed the 
Panel recommendations for ongoing future scenario building and 
assessment work. The Panel has recommended that this work 
be done in the context of the CIMP and that special attention 

and strengthening of the territory’s economic base. Bridging 
initiatives and transition planning could result in improvements 
to economic diversification. Effective regulatory oversight and 
periodic review to avoid negative impacts of future developments 
at an unrestrained pace and scale would be an important 
determining factor affecting stresses on community well-being, 
capacities for capturing these potential economic gains, and the 
resources for mitigating adverse impacts.

At higher throughput volumes above 1.2 Bcf/d, the net revenues 
to the APG and to governments, especially the GNWT, would 
increase significantly and provide increased financial resources 
for programs and services in the NWT. Regional disparities could 
be further mitigated by the distribution of APG revenues to the 
Sahtu region and, potentially, the Dehcho region, offsetting 
higher levels of development activity in the Beaufort Delta Region 
and possible developments in the Sahtu region and the north 
Yukon.

Current preparations for the overall challenges of Project 
expansions and other developments at this level of activity are 
not adequate, although such scenarios have been anticipated in 
the MVRMA through requirements for regional land use plans 
and the establishment of a cumulative impacts monitoring 
regime. No means have been established to manage the pace 
as well as scale of Project expansion and other development 
in ways that recognize available community and institutional 
capacities, facilitate capture of opportunities and benefits, inform 
planning to meet overall needs for services (e.g. housing, health 
provision, education, drug and alcohol counselling, policing), 
assist impact anticipation and response, and links to programmes 
for labour force and business development.

Panel recommendations are focused on establishing conditions 
which would improve the likelihood that the proposed Project 
at this level, inclusive of cumulative impacts, would make a 
positive contribution to sustainability. With the implementation 
of Panel recommendations, range management plans would 
be completed for select wildlife species, land use plans and 
community conservation plans incorporating cumulative impacts 
thresholds would be updated and completed in all affected 
regions in the NWT, implementation of the Five Year Action Plan 
under the NWT Protected Areas Strategy would be completed, a 
special management area would be established in the Mackenzie 
Delta, and the proposed strategic environmental assessment of 
future oil and gas exploration and development in the Beaufort 
Sea would be completed.

In addition, Panel recommendations would establish conditions 
prior to this level of foreseeable development which would 
require full implementation of the CIMP as provided for under 
the MVRMA, including specific means and responsibilities for 
anticipating pace and scale challenges and transition planning. 
Anticipation of challenges associated with pace and scale 
would be identified through scenario-based cumulative impacts 
assessment and planning, cumulative impacts thresholds and 
application of adaptive management responses. Transition 
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all adverse impacts, to substitute fully for all losses, or to build 
sufficient management or servicing capacity to anticipate or 
respond well to all emerging problems. While the Panel is 
confident that full implementation of its recommendations 
should provide adequate means of avoiding significant adverse 
impacts from the Project and acceptable further developments, 
it recognizes that some of its recommendations require 
innovative and demanding initiatives. The past record of 
government implementation of such recommendations is not 
reassuring. The tension between these opportunities and these 
risks is the key trade-off in the case of the MGP.

The Panel’s position on the acceptability of opportunities versus 
risks trade-offs is based on the following points:

•	 The null alternative is not acceptable. Current trends, 
especially in socio-economic well-being, are not encouraging 
and continuation along the current trajectory does not promise 
progress towards sustainability.

•	 The Project could be implemented in a way that would 
contribute to sustainability, especially if its cumulative 
impacts are anticipated and managed effectively and if the 
opportunities involved are used to foster transition to a more 
desirable and durable legacy for future generations.

•	 The Proponents and the relevant government authorities 
and organizations, including Aboriginal authorities and 
organizations, have or are capable of building the capacity to 
implement the recommendations made by the Panel to make 
best use of the opportunities and to minimize the risks of 
adverse impacts.

The Panel’s conclusions on trade-offs centre mostly on impacts 
within the regions most directly affected by the Project and 
possible subsequent developments. A further, special concern 
is raised by the matter of climate change impacts due to GHG 
emissions associated with the full life cycle of the hydrocarbon 
resources involved. The Panel’s recommendations on this matter 
go beyond the Project and would inevitably be challenging to 
implement fully and successfully.

19.9	 CONCERNS REGARDING THE 
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 
PANEL’S RECOMMENDATIONS 
BY GOVERNMENT

Each of the Panel’s determinations of significance and 
sustainability has been carefully stated to have been made 
on the assumption that the Panel’s recommendations 
are fully implemented. This is the case with respect to 
both the conclusions on specific impacts and the Panel’s 
overall conclusions on the significance of impacts and the 
contribution to sustainability of the Project as a whole. Without 
full implementation of its recommendations, the Panel’s 

be paid to anticipating and responding to the pace and scale 
of future developments.

19.7.5	The Null Alternative

If the Project were not to proceed there would be fewer threats 
to the biophysical environment. Progress towards the completion 
of regional land use plans and a protected areas system in 
the NWT would likely continue without the Project, although 
with little prospect of an accelerated pace. Climate change 
would continue to be a threat to the northern environment. As 
a consequence of limited employment and income prospects 
and inadequate public revenues, unhealthy social and economic 
conditions would likely continue and possibly worsen, especially 
in the small communities.

Private sector-driven economic growth and government revenues 
in the NWT would likely continue to depend heavily on the mining 
industry. The benefits of existing labour force development 
strategies would be constrained by limited economic 
opportunities, and thus limited incentives for individuals to obtain 
training and education. However, existing gas resources would 
remain for future use. Existing disparities between regions 
and communities would likely continue in the absence of new 
economic opportunities and the distribution of associated 
benefits. Existing efforts to implement a cumulative impacts 
assessment and management framework would continue 
with no new challenges, other than those which have delayed 
progress to date.

19.8	 TRADE-OFFS

Throughout its review and its development of recommendations, 
the Panel has sought measures that enhance the positive 
cumulative impacts of the Project and minimize trade-offs 
between opportunities and risks to the extent possible. Some 
trade-offs have nevertheless been unavoidable. From its analysis 
of the Project, the null alternative and the future development 
scenarios for cumulative impacts, the Panel concludes that the 
unavoidable trade-offs resulting from approval of the Project with 
full implementation of the Panel’s recommendations would be 
acceptable in the circumstances.

The Project presents an exceptional opportunity for long-
term beneficial impacts, especially in the NWT. With the 
recommended measures to use this opportunity to address 
current problems and to build a foundation towards a more 
sustainable future, the Project should produce a positive legacy 
as well as deliver more immediate gains. But there are also risks.

The Panel has made many recommendations to address specific 
concerns about adverse cumulative impacts that could or would 
arise from the Project. The Panel recognizes that implementation 
of its recommendations, in combination with Proponents 
commitments and government measures, is unlikely to eliminate 
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In the 2007 Report of the Commissioner of the Environment and 
Sustainable Development to the House of Commons, October 
2007, the Commissioner reported:

Commissioners of the Environment and Sustainable 
Development have examined four sets of strategies over 
the past decade and have reported annually to Parliament 
on their implementation. The commissioners’ reports have 
consistently noted significant weaknesses in the content 
and implementation of departmental strategies and made 
many recommendations for improvement…As my report 
indicates this year, many of the significant weaknesses 
that have been noted over the past decade persist…The 
ambition and momentum that existed in the early stages 
of the government’s sustainable development strategy 
initiative has faded. In our view, the preparation and tabling 
of the strategies have become little more than a mechanical 
exercise, required to fulfill a statutory obligation. Departments 
may be meeting the letter of the law with their strategies 
but most are certainly not responding to the spirit of it…
Successive governments have committed to producing 
a federal sustainable development strategy…but this 
has not yet been done. (Emphasis added) (J-WWF-00148, 
pp. 11–12)

While the Commissioner was addressing the specific issue 
of the federal government’s commitment to the development 
and implementation of its overall sustainability strategy, his 
conclusion provides a glaring example of the sometimes wide 
chasm between a government commitment and delivering on 
that commitment.

The Commissioner has not been alone in his criticism. The NWT 
Environmental Audit 2005 conducted under Part 6 of the MVRMA 
observed:

Despite years of planning, a Cumulative Impact Monitoring 
Program (CIMP) has not yet been implemented…While a 
lengthy planning process for implementation of the CIMP 
has taken place, work remains. The identification and 
implementation of specific monitoring needs requires further 
detail and long term funding has not been secured. A detailed 
operational plan for the CIMP needs to be finalized, funded 
and implemented. This should be an immediate priority. 
(J-INAC-00065, p. 7)

As discussed in Chapter 18, “Monitoring, Follow-up and 
Management Plans,” the CIMP has still not been fully 
implemented, notwithstanding that it is a legal requirement 
under the MVRMA.

Criticism from such independent sources of government’s 
shortcomings in meeting its legal obligations and delivering on its 
commitments, and meeting the spirit of those commitments, has 
led the Panel to conclude that an additional measure is required 
in order to give confidence to the Panel and others that the 
Panel’s recommendations that are accepted would in fact be fully 
and effectively implemented. Specifically, the Panel recommends 

determinations of significance and sustainability have no 
validity. The Panel cannot stress too strongly the importance of 
the phrase “subject to the full implementation of the Panel’s 
recommendations.” Absent such implementation, the Panel 
does not expect the Project to make a positive contribution to 
sustainability or to justify approval and permitting. The Panel 
has therefore considered carefully the mechanisms for ensuring 
that the Panel recommendations are accepted and would be 
implemented.

Mechanisms available to ensure that the Proponents would 
comply with the conditions of approvals, and otherwise fulfill 
their commitments, have been discussed in Chapter 18, 
“Monitoring, Follow-up and Management Plans,” and in other 
specific sections of the Report. The Panel is generally satisfied 
that these mechanisms would be effective in ensuring that the 
Proponents meet their obligations under approval conditions and 
their other commitments, assuming due diligence by the relevant 
monitoring and enforcement authorities.

Many other recommendations are directed to governments. 
The Panel is generally satisfied that, if these recommendations 
are adopted and implemented, governments would be effective 
in addressing the concerns to which the recommendations are 
directed. The Panel is also satisfied that, if governments accept 
and act on the recommendations that are directed to them, 
governments would be ready and prepared, in the sense of being 
able to respond to the challenges that the Project would present. 
In this narrow meaning of “government preparedness,” the 
Panel is satisfied that implementation of its recommendations 
would address the issue.

In the Panel’s view, however, the issue of “government 
preparedness” has a broader, systemic dimension, to do with 
the degree of government commitment to implementation 
of the recommendations that it accepts. It is one thing for 
governments to accept recommendations. It is another to 
ensure their timely and effective implementation, and to provide 
the funding and other resources that a serious commitment to 
implementation would entail. Just as many participants were 
sceptical about delivery of the Proponents’ commitments, so is 
the Panel concerned that acceptance of its recommendations 
by governments may itself not be enough to ensure delivery of 
effective implementation. In the Panel’s view, this dimension 
of the concern about government preparedness was the real 
underlying concern of many participants.

Addressing the concern about government preparedness in 
this systemic sense is a particular challenge in the context of 
the MGP, because of both the magnitude of the Project and its 
potential to bring profound change to the North. Unfortunately, 
the record of governments in delivering on their expressed 
commitments, and indeed their legal obligations, does not 
engender confidence. For example, the Government of Canada 
has failed to meet its legal obligations under the SARA. This was 
discussed in Chapter 10, “Wildlife,” and is the subject of specific 
Panel recommendations.
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establishment of the MGPIF is an important and innovative 
instrument for maintaining and improving health and social 
conditions in all regions of the NWT that may be directly and 
indirectly affected by the Project. The Project at this scale would 
provide a foundation for improving conditions for sustainability 
in each of the NWT regions affected by the Project, particularly 
compared to the null alternative.

With the addition of gas fields and associated facilities to take 
advantage of the Project’s initial capacity of 1.2 Bcf/d, the 
foundation for improving conditions for sustainability in the NWT 
established with the Project as Filed is enhanced overall, again 
with implementation of the Panel’s recommendations.

If approved and undertaken, the Project would initiate the 
construction and operation of infrastructure capable of moving 
gas to markets and open the north end of the Mackenzie Valley 
to commercial hydrocarbon exploitation. In the Panel’s view it 
is reasonably foreseeable that the Project would induce further 
gas exploration and development and other related undertakings. 
Together, the Project and whatever additional activities are 
approved and carried out would likely give rise to major 
cumulative impacts during the life of these activities and beyond.

Because of the lack of or unreliability of information about future 
developments, particularly those developments required to 
support an increase of throughput on the MVP beyond 1.2 Bcf/d, 
the Panel has made a number of recommendations. These 
recommendations are specifically directed towards anticipating 
the cumulative impacts of those developments, mitigating 
their adverse impacts, and maximizing use of the positive 
opportunities for lasting gains. With the full implementation of 
these recommendations, regulatory authorities responsible for 
reviewing and approving proposals for future developments 
would be better informed and better equipped to ensure that 
appropriate and effective enhancement and mitigation measures 
were in place before such developments were authorized 
to proceed.

In the Panel’s view, the Project presents an opportunity at an 
early stage in the development process for governments to 
establish a solid foundation for anticipating, guiding, managing 
and monitoring cumulative impacts. Accordingly the Panel’s 
analysis and recommendations centre not only on means of 
mitigating or enhancing the potential adverse impacts of the 
Project itself, but also on using this opportunity to develop 
capacities and mechanisms that would:

•	 establish anticipatory and continued protection of the 
biophysical environment;

•	 capture the socio-economic opportunities and address 
associated risks and problems;

•	 contribute to the equitable distribution of the benefits and 
challenges;

the establishment of a mechanism to monitor the performance 
of governments in implementing the Panel’s recommendations.

To be effective, such a mechanism should be independent of 
governments. Given the divided and overlapping jurisdictional 
responsibilities of the Government of Canada and the GNWT, 
the mechanism should be designed to monitor the performance 
of both levels of government in combination. Its findings should 
be published at regular intervals.

The obvious candidate to fulfill this role is the Commissioner 
of the Environment and Sustainable Development. However, 
by virtue of the very independence of that officer, under the 
Auditor General Act, the Government of Canada cannot commit 
the Commissioner. Even if both the Government of Canada and 
the GNWT were to accept the Panel’s recommendation in this 
regard, neither government would be able to implement it. The 
Panel therefore makes the following recommendations in the 
alternative.

Recommendation 19-1

The Panel recommends that the Annual Report to Parliament of the 
Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable Development include 
a report on the implementation of the Panel’s recommendations by the 
governments of Canada and the Northwest Territories. The first report 
should occur no later than one year after the date of the Government 
Response to the Panel’s Report and occur annually thereafter for the life 
of the Mackenzie Gas Project.

Recommendation 19-2

In the event that the Commissioner of the Environment and Sustainable 
Development does not accept Panel Recommendation 19-1, the Panel 
recommends that the governments of Canada and the Northwest Territories 
jointly establish an independent mechanism to review and publicly 
report annually on the implementation by the governments of the Panel’s 
recommendations.

19.10	CONCLUSIONS

The Panel’s review of the MGP concludes that there are 
reasonable grounds for expecting that the Project would make 
a positive contribution to sustainability provided that the Panel’s 
recommendations are fully implemented. If the Project were 
permitted to proceed without full implementation of the Panel’s 
recommendations, its contribution to sustainability would be 
negative.

The Panel finds the null alternative (continuation of present 
conditions and trends in the absence of the Project) undesirable. 
With implementation of Panel recommendations, the Project 
as Filed with an initial throughput of 0.83 Bcf/d would likely 
introduce some new but manageable adverse impacts on the 
biophysical environment and some modest improvements for 
economic development and growth. The federal government’s 
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impacts and ensuring a positive legacy from the Project, possible 
expansions and other future developments. The Panel is 
confident that, with appropriate policy and regulatory initiatives 
and responses to manage future developments built on the 
implementation of the Panel’s recommendations, the MGP, and 
future developments that might follow from the Project, could 
proceed in an acceptable manner.

Overall, subject to the full implementation of the Panel’s 
recommendations, the Panel has concluded that the adverse 
impacts of the MGP and the Northwest Alberta Facilities would 
not likely be significant and that the Project and those Facilities 
would likely make a positive contribution towards a sustainable 
northern future.

In the Panel’s view, the Mackenzie Gas Project and the 
associated Northwest Alberta Facilities would provide the 
foundation for a sustainable northern future. The challenge to 
all will be to build on that foundation.

•	 use the resources and other opportunities from the Project 
and other activities for a transition to a more sustainable 
future; and

•	 manage the cumulative impacts of the Project and other 
activities by integrating anticipatory planning and management 
as well as responsive monitoring into decision making on 
Project implementation and approval of additional activities.

The Panel’s recommendations cover a wide range of topics. 
They are, however, designed as a package and are meant 
to be mutually supporting. If the Project proceeds, and with 
implementation of the Panel’s recommendations, an important 
opportunity to exploit a valuable non-renewable resource can 
be used to build a positive future for the NWT and contribute 
to overall progress towards sustainability in Canada.

The Panel acknowledges the uncertainty that is inherent in 
predicting the future. Accordingly, the Panel has given careful 
attention to the means of anticipating and managing cumulative 
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Agreement for an Environmental Impact Review of the Mackenzie 
Gas Project

Between: The Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board

And: The Inuvialuit as represented by the Inuvialuit Game Council

And: The Minister of the Environment

hereinafter referred to as the Parties

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS the Proponents have filed a Preliminary Information Package and applications for land use permits and water licenses in 
the Mackenzie Valley and has indicated its intention to file the necessary applications for the Mackenzie Gas Project;

AND WHEREAS the Parties have participated in the development of the Cooperation Plan for the Environmental Impact Assessment 
and Regulatory Review of a Northern Gas Pipeline Project through the Northwest Territories (Cooperation Plan);

AND WHEREAS the Inuvialuit Game Council (IGC) represents the collective interests of the Inuvialuit under the Inuvialuit 
Final Agreement (IFA) in the environment and wildlife;

AND WHEREAS the Minister of the Environment has the statutory responsibility for administering the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act (CEAA);

AND WHEREAS the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board (MVEIRB) has the statutory responsibility for administering 
Part 5 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act (MVRMA), including environmental assessment and environmental impact 
review;

AND WHEREAS the Parties wish to discharge their respective responsibilities respecting the review of the Project while meeting the 
needs and protecting the interests of the residents of the Northwest Territories and the rest of Canada;

AND WHEREAS the Parties wish to establish an Environmental Impact Review process consistent with the spirit and intent of their 
respective authorities;

AND WHEREAS the Parties agree that development should occur in a manner that protects the environment from significant 
adverse environmental impacts unless justified; and protects the social, cultural, and economic well-being of affected residents and 
communities;

AND WHEREAS the Parties wish to ensure that the biophysical; and social, cultural and economic effects of the Project will be 
thoroughly evaluated;

AND WHEREAS the Parties acknowledge the importance of incorporating traditional knowledge in the Environmental Impact Review 
of the Project;

Appendix 1 
Agreement Establishing the Joint 
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AND WHEREAS on 17 July 2003, the Mackenzie Gas Project was referred to the Minister of the Environment for the establishment 
of a review panel under the CEAA;

AND WHEREAS on 21 August 2003, the Minister of the Environment referred the Mackenzie Gas Project to a review panel under the 
CEAA;

AND WHEREAS the Environmental Impact Screening Committee has made a determination, pursuant to subsection 11(15) of the IFA, 
that the Project could have significant negative impacts and has referred the Project to a review panel;

AND WHEREAS the Minister of the Environment has determined that a Joint Review Panel should be established pursuant to 
sections 40 and 41 of the CEAA with the MVEIRB;

AND WHEREAS the MVEIRB has ordered a environmental impact review of the Project and the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development has granted the MVEIRB permission to enter into an agreement with the Minister of the Environment to establish a joint 
review panel pursuant to paragraph 141(2)(a) of the MVRMA;

AND WHEREAS the Parties have made a firm commitment through this Agreement and otherwise to ensure that the Joint Review 
Panel will have the authority and capacity to address the requirements of Sections 11 and 13 of the IFA as contemplated by 
subsection 11(15) of the IFA and will do so;

AND WHEREAS the Parties have considered comments received from the public on the draft Agreement;

AND WHEREAS the Parties wish to avoid the unnecessary duplication that might arise from carrying out the environmental impact 
review requirements separately under the IFA, the MVRMA and the CEAA.

NOW THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

1.	 DEFINITIONS

	 For the purposes of this Agreement and the Schedule:

	 Environmental Impact Review

means the examination of the Project undertaken by the Joint Review Panel in accordance with the process set out in this 
Agreement.

	 ISR

means the Inuvialuit Settlement Region as defined in section 2 of the IFA.

	 Joint Review Panel

means the panel established pursuant to this Agreement to conduct the Environmental Impact Review.

	 Project

means the proposed development described in Annex 1 of the Schedule to this Agreement.

	 Proponents

include, in respect of the Project or any part of it, Imperial Oil Resources Ventures Limited, the Aboriginal Pipeline Group, 
ConocoPhillips Canada (North) Limited, ExxonMobil Canada Properties, Shell Canada Limited and any other entity proposing 
to carry out a portion of the Project.

2.	 PURPOSE OF THE AGREEMENT

	 The purpose of this Agreement is to establish an Environmental Impact Review that meets the requirements of the CEAA, 
the MVRMA and the IFA.

3.	 RELATIONSHIP OF AGREEMENT TO REGULATORY PROCESSES

	 This Agreement is in furtherance of the relationship described in the Cooperation Plan.
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4. 	 THE JOINT REVIEW PANEL

a.	 The Joint Review Panel will have the authority and capacity to meet the requirements of the relevant provisions of sections 11 
and 13 of the IFA as contemplated by subsection 11(15).

b.	 The Joint Review Panel will carry out its duties and conduct the Environmental Impact Review according to the mandate set out 
in the Schedule to this Agreement.

	 Joint Review Panel Membership:

c.	 The Joint Review Panel shall consist of 7 members, including a chairperson, appointed according to the following process:

i.	 the MVEIRB will select 3 members;

ii.	 the Minister of the Environment will select 4 members, 2 of whom will be nominated by the IGC according to the 
Memorandum of Understanding for Inuvialuit participation in the environmental review of the Project between the Minister 
of the Environment and the Inuvialuit; and

iii.	 the Minister of the Environment, the MVEIRB, and the IGC shall approve the selection of the chairperson.

d.	 The members shall be unbiased, free from any material conflict of interest relative to the Project, and have knowledge, 
including, as appropriate, traditional knowledge, or experience relevant to the anticipated impacts of the Project on the 
environment.

e.	 The members shall be cross-appointed under the CEAA and the MVRMA concurrent with the execution of this Agreement.

f.	 The Parties will consider appointing a member of the National Energy Board (NEB) as one of the 7 members of the Joint 
Review Panel, so as to allow that member to submit a report on environmental matters within the NEB’s jurisdiction to the NEB 
pursuant to section 15 of the National Energy Board Act.

	 Replacing a Panel member

g.	 In the event that a member of the Joint Review Panel is incapable of continuing to act as such, the Parties shall determine 
whether a replacement member should be appointed. Any such replacement member will be selected by the Party whose 
member has withdrawn, pursuant to subsection (c).

	 Joint Review Panel Orientation

h.	 The Parties will provide the Joint Review Panel with an orientation.

	 Powers of the Joint Review Panel

i.	 The Joint Review Panel shall have the powers provided for in section 35 of the CEAA, and section 25 and subsection 133(1) 
of the MVRMA.

j.	 Joint Review Panel members shall enjoy the protection from liability outlined in section 35 of CEAA and section 20 of the 
MVRMA.

5.	 REPORTING AND DECISION MAKING

a.	 The Joint Review Panel shall prepare and submit a report in accordance with subsection 4.8 of the Schedule to this Agreement.

b.	 The Joint Review Panel report shall be made available to the public.

c.	 Following the submission of its report, the Joint Review Panel shall remain available for further consideration and for 
consultation, as may be required under sections 135 and 137 of the MVRMA, or for clarification of any of the recommendations 
set out in the report, as may be required under subsection 37(1.1) of the CEAA.
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	 Effect of the Decision

d.	 In accordance with subsections 136(2) and 137(3) of the MVRMA, a first nation, local government, regulatory authority or 
department or agency of the federal or territorial government in the Mackenzie Valley and the NEB shall act in conformity 
with any recommendation accepted by the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern Development or the NEB.

e.	 In accordance with subsection 37(1.1) of the CEAA, responsible authorities shall act in conformity with the approval by 
the Governor-in-Council of their response to the Environmental Impact Review report.

6.	O THER

Secretariat

a.	 A Secretariat to support and assist the Joint Review Panel will be established by the MVEIRB, the IGC and the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency (Agency).

Public Registry

b.	 A public registry will be established and maintained in accordance with the requirements of the CEAA, the IFA and the MVRMA 
to allow the public continued access to documents related to the Environmental Impact Review. Public registry locations 
will include Yellowknife, Inuvik, Calgary and any other location deemed appropriate by the Joint Review Panel. There will 
be electronic access to the public registry to the extent possible.

Change to the Project

c.	 Upon reference from the Joint Review Panel pursuant to subsection 4.7 of the Schedule to this Agreement, the Parties 
may reconsider and amend this Agreement and may provide new directions to the Joint Review Panel as to changes to 
the Environmental Impact Review.

Participant Funding

d.	 Participant funding will be provided by the Government of Canada.

Schedules and Annexes

e.	 The Schedule and Annexes attached to this Agreement form a part of the Agreement.

7. 	 FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND LIABILITY UNDER THE IFA

	 For greater certainty, the establishment of the Environmental Impact Review pursuant to this Agreement does not diminish any 
financial responsibility or liability for damages Canada or the Proponents may have under sections 13(13) to 13(16) of the IFA.

8. 	NO TICES

Notices with respect of any matter included in this Agreement shall be provided to:

For the Inuvialuit: the Executive Director, Joint Secretariat
For the MVEIRB: the Executive Director, MVEIRB
For the Minister of the Environment: the Director, Regional Liaison and Guidance, Agency

9.	 TERM OF THE AGREEMENT

a.	 This Agreement may be signed in counterpart.

b.	 The Agreement comes into force on the day it is signed by the last Party.

c.	 This Agreement may be amended by the written consent of the Parties.

d.	 The Agreement terminates upon agreement of the Parties.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have signed this Agreement.

The Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board

Original signed by Todd Burlingame, Chairperson, on July 28, 2004

	 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	 __________________________________________
	 Signature	 Date

The Minister of the Environment

Original signed by the Honourable Stéphane Dion on August 3, 2004

	 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	 __________________________________________
	 Signature	 Date

The Inuvialuit as Represented by the Inuvialuit Game Council

Original signed by Frank Pokiak, Chair, on July 27, 2004

	 __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________	 __________________________________________
	 Signature	 Date

SCHEDULE: JOINT REVIEW PANEL MANDATE

1.0	DEFINITIONS

	 Environment

means the components of the Earth and includes:

a.	 land, water and all layers of the atmosphere;

b.	 all organic and inorganic matter and living organisms; and

c.	 the interacting natural systems that include components referred to in (a) and (b).

	 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

means a report prepared by the Proponents according to the direction in the terms of reference referred to in section 4.3.

	 Impact on the environment

includes cumulative impacts and means, in respect of a project

a.	 any change that the project may cause on the environment, and includes

i.	 any effect of any such change on health and socio-economic conditions, on physical and cultural heritage, on the current 
use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by aboriginal persons, or on any structure, site or thing that is of 
historical, archaeological, paleontological or architectural significance;

ii.	 any change it may cause to a listed wildlife species, its critical habitat or the residences of individuals of that species, 
as those terms are defined in subsection 2(1) of the Species at Risk Act;

iii.	 any change to present or future wildlife harvesting;

iv. 	 any change to the social and cultural environment or to heritage resources; and

b.	 any change to the project that may be caused by the environment.

	 Mitigation

means action for the control, reduction, or elimination of an adverse impact of the Project on the environment and includes 
restitution for any damage to the environment caused by such effects through replacement, restoration, compensation, 
remedial measures or other means.

	 Public Registry

means the registry established pursuant to subsection 6(b) of the Agreement.
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2.0 	SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW

	 In carrying out the review, the Joint Review Panel will address the factors outlined in the Annex 2 to this Schedule. The 
Environmental Impact Review shall have regard to the protection of the environment from the significant adverse impacts of 
proposed developments, and to the protection of the existing and future social, cultural and economic 	
well-being of residents and communities.

3.0 	SPECIALIST INFORMATION TO THE JOINT REVIEW PANEL

	 The Joint Review Panel shall obtain relevant scientific, technical, traditional knowledge, social, and economic expert information, 
as available from government agencies and departments, in accordance with subsection 12(3) of the CEAA and section 22 of the 
MVRMA.

	 The Joint Review Panel shall make best efforts to promote and facilitate the contribution of traditional knowledge to 
the environmental impact review.

	 In addition, the Joint Review Panel may also retain the services of any other independent experts to provide advice on certain 
subjects within the Joint Review Panel’s mandate.

4.0 	STEPS IN THE REVIEW PROCESS

	 The main steps in the review by the Joint Review Panel are as follows:

4.1 	Project Description

	 The Project is as described in the Project Description, as per Annex 1 to this Schedule.

4.2 	Conduct of the Environmental Impact Review

	 Rules of Procedure

	 The Parties will submit rules of procedure to the Joint Review Panel concurrent with the execution of this Agreement. The conduct 
of the environmental impact review will be governed by the Joint Review Panel rules of procedure.

	 Public Participation

	 The Joint Review Panel will conduct its review in a manner that will promote and facilitate public participation and ensure that the 
concerns of aboriginal people and the general public are taken into account in that process.

	 Public Information

	 All information received during the conduct of the environmental impact review of the EIS will be placed on the public registry.

4.3	EIS Terms of Reference

	 The Parties will issue, concurrent with the execution of this Agreement, Terms of Reference for the Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS). The Proponents will prepare an EIS in accordance with the Terms of Reference and submit the EIS to the Joint 
Review Panel.

4.4	Initial Review of EIS

	 The Joint Review Panel will make the EIS available for public review and comment. The EIS will be placed in the public registry.

	 The Joint Review Panel will expeditiously conduct a conformity check to determine whether the EIS contains sufficient information 
to proceed to the technical analysis. If the Joint Review Panel determines that the EIS does not contain sufficient information, it will 
issue instructions to the Proponents for the submission of the additional information.

	 The Proponents will submit any additional information necessary to satisfy the Joint Review Panel.

4.5	Technical Analysis

	 The Joint Review Panel will issue instructions, set a timetable for and supervise the conduct of a process of written Information 
Requests in order to secure any clarification, explanation or additional technical analyses required of the EIS.
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	 The Joint Review Panel will review the information available on the public registry and comments received from the public and 
determine whether the information available is sufficient to proceed to the public hearing phase of the process. Once the Joint 
Review Panel has decided to proceed to public hearings, it will schedule and announce the hearings.

	 A 4 month period is provided for the initial review of the EIS, technical analysis and the completion of the public notice period for 
the public hearings, in addition to the time taken for responses to any information requests.

	 The Joint Review Panel may arrange for a prehearing conference in order to assist it in structuring and conducting the public 
hearings.

4.6 	Public Hearings

	 The Joint Review Panel will hold public hearings, including community hearings, in a manner that ensures a thorough examination 
of matters relevant to its mandate. The Joint Review Panel will ensure that the public hearings afford an opportunity for the 
communities and people in the project area to present their views about the potential impacts of the Project on the environment.

	 To the extent possible, the Joint Review Panel will coordinate its hearings in time and place with those of the NEB.

	 The total time allowed for the public hearings process and submission of the Joint Review Panel’s report is 10 months.

4.7 	Changes to the Project

	 If, in the opinion of the Joint Review Panel, the Proponents have made a significant change to the Project, the Panel shall refer the 
change to the Parties as per subsection 6c) of the Agreement.

4.8	Interpretation, Translation and Transcription Requirements

	 During the Joint Review Panel’s proceedings, interpretation services will be provided by the Panel where necessary.

	 The Joint Review Panel may require the Proponents to translate some documents into French and Aboriginal languages.

	 The EIS will be submitted to the Joint Review Panel by the Proponents in English. Key sections of the EIS, will be translated by the 
Proponents and made available in French and in Aboriginal languages, as determined by the Joint Review Panel. The Joint Review 
Panel will determine whether translated documents will be provided in audio and/or visual or in written form.

	 The Joint Review Panel’s rules of procedure, public notices pertaining to its meetings and hearings, and any decision statements 
issued by the Joint Review Panel will be available in English, French, and Aboriginal languages and in audio and/or visual form, as it 
determines. Issuance of these documents will not be delayed more than one week for translation purposes.

	 The Joint Review Panel will make best efforts to use and encourage the use of, plain language suitable to the general public in the 
Project area.

	 The Joint Review Panel shall arrange for preparation of transcripts of its proceedings.

	 Reporting Requirements

	 The Joint Review Panel will prepare and provide the Minister of the Environment, the Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development, Responsible Ministers, the National Energy Board, the MVEIRB, the Inuvialuit and the Responsible Authorities, a 
report including, but not limited to, the following:

•	 a description of the public review process

•	 a summary of any comments and recommendations received from the public

•	 a rationale, conclusions and recommendations regarding the nature and significance of impacts on the environment including 
any mitigation measures and follow-up program, and

•	 any other matter as required under the CEAA, the MVRMA and the IFA.
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ANNEX 1 TO THE SCHEDULE: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

For the purposes of the Joint Review Panel process the Project includes the construction, operation, maintenance, decommissioning 
and abandonment of:

Production Facilities at the Taglu, Parsons Lake and Niglintgak natural gas fields

•	 approximately 15 production wells at Taglu

•	 approximately 15 production wells at Parsons Lake

•	 approximately 10 production wells at Niglintgak

•	 connection facilities

•	 drilling waste disposal facilities including sumps and/or injection wells

•	 natural gas production top side facilities e.g. conditioning, dehydration and compression facilities, including temperature control, 
flare system, separators, control valves and piping, communications systems.

Gathering System

The gathering system consists of a network of pipelines and facilities to collect natural gas and Natural Gas Liquids (NGL) from the 
three fields and move them to the Inuvik Area Facility, including:

•	 approximately 15 kilometres (km) of pipeline to transport natural gas and associated liquids from the Niglintgak field to the Taglu 
junction

•	 approximately 82 km of pipeline to deliver natural gas and associated liquids from the Niglintgak and Taglu fields to the Parsons 
Lake junction

•	 approximately 28 km of pipeline to deliver natural gas from the Parsons Lake field to the Parsons Lake junction

•	 approximately 51 km of pipeline from the Parsons Lake junction to the Inuvik Area Facility

•	 valves, compression, connection and custody transfer meter facilities

Inuvik Area Facility

•	 a NGL facility to process and separate natural gas and NGLs from the gas stream, recover NGLs and process the natural gas and 
NGLs to the specifications of the transmission and NGL pipelines

•	 Associated facilities including inlet slug catcher, pumps, liquids handling equipment, meters, flare systems, natural gas handling 
equipment, control room, storage, maintenance areas, buildings

Natural Gas Liquids Pipeline

•	 approximately 480 km of single phase pipeline to transport natural gas liquids from the Inuvik Area Facility to the existing 
Enbridge Pipelines (NW) Inc. facilities at Norman Wells

•	 up to 4 pumping stations and associated facilities

•	 connection, custody transfer and metering facilities

Natural Gas Transmission Pipeline

•	 approximately 1,300 km of natural gas transmission pipeline from the outlet of the NGL facility near Inuvik to a connection with 
Nova Gas Transmission Limited (NGTL) pipeline facilities approximately 15 metres south of the Northwest Territories-Alberta 
border

•	 up to 15 compressor stations and associated facilities

•	 interconnect facilities, including temperature and pressure control, metering, custody-transfer, system isolation and in-line 
inspection
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Nova Gas Transmission Limited Facilities

•	 Dickins Lake Section — approximately 65 km of pipeline from the existing Bootis Hill junction on the NGTL Northwest Mainline 
to interconnection facilities with the natural gas transmission pipeline

•	 Northwest Mainline (Vardie River Section) — a loop of a portion of the existing Northwest Mainline. This loop will occur between 
the Bootis Hill junction and the existing Thunder Creek Compressor Station (a distance of approximately 35 km)

General

•	 construction camps

•	 line heaters and block valves

•	 compression, connection and custody transfer meter facilities

•	 pipeline inline inspection facilities including receivers and launchers

•	 cathodic protection

•	 safety equipment, safety control systems, isolation and shutdown systems, and flare systems

•	 power generation facilities

•	 utilities, such as fuel gas, electrical power and instrument air

•	 service and accommodation buildings

•	 transportation infrastructure including access roads, barge landing sites, helicopter pads and airstrips

•	 various temporary construction workspace, construction lay down areas and access roads

The Project also includes any other undertakings in relation to the physical works identified above that are proposed by the Proponents 
or that are likely to be carried out, including:

•	 transport of material and personnel

•	 storage of material at locations in the vicinity of the Project

•	 construction and operation of various temporary construction work spaces, storage and work areas, borrow pits and quarries

•	 operation of various existing access roads and trails

•	 testing of the facilities prior to their being authorized for use

•	 inspection, maintenance and repair activities associated with the proposed facilities

•	 maintenance and use of existing access roads for the proposed facilities

Specific details in respect of the Project shall be provided by the Proponents, as required, including information to be provided in the 
Environmental Impact Statement.

ANNEX 2 TO THE SCHEDULE: FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED DURING REVIEW

The Environmental Impact Review will have regard to the protection of the existing and future social, cultural and economic well-being 
of residents and communities and will include a consideration of the following factors:

  1.	The impact of the Project on the environment, including the impact of malfunctions or accidents that may occur in connection with 
the Project and any cumulative impact that is likely to result from the Project in combination with other projects or activities that 
have been or will be carried out;

  2.	The significance of any such impact;

  3.	Any comments from the public that are received during the Environmental Impact Review;
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  4.	Measures that are technically and economically feasible and that would mitigate any significant adverse impact of the Project on the 
environment;

  5.	The purpose of the Project;

  6.	The need for the Project;

  7.	Alternatives to the Project;

  8.	Alternative means of carrying out the Project that are technically and economically feasible and the impact on the environment of 
any such alternative means;

  9.	The need for any follow-up program in respect of the Project, and the requirements of such a program;

10.	The capacity of renewable resources that are likely to be significantly affected by the Project to meet existing and future needs;

In respect of the Inuvialuit Settlement Region, the Joint Review Panel will recommend:

a.	 Terms and conditions relating to mitigation measures that would be necessary to minimize any negative impact on wildlife 
harvesting, as referred to in paragraph 13(11)(a) of the IFA, including, as far as is practicable, measures to restore wildlife and 
its habitat to its original state and to compensate Inuvialuit hunters, trappers and fishermen for the loss of their subsistence or 
commercial harvesting opportunities;

b.	 An estimate of the potential liability of the Proponents, determined on a worst case scenario, taking into consideration the 
balance between economic factors, including the ability of the Proponents to pay, and environmental factors, as referred to in 
paragraph 13(11)(b) of the IFA.
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Ms. Gina Dolphus

A resident of Deline, Northwest Territories, Gina Dolphus has spent many years working in a variety of areas, including politics, 
counselling, advocacy, lobbying, management and administration. She has successfully represented her community in various ways, 
including working as the Trustee for Inuvik Regional Health Board and acting as Vice-Chairperson for the Sahtu Divisional Board of 
Education. Ms. Dolphus was the first woman Mayor of Deline. Other notable accomplishments include serving as Vice-Chairperson for 
the Land and Finance Corporation in Deline, serving as the Sahtu Regional Director and subsequently President of the Native Women’s 
Association of the Northwest Territories, and Vice President of Native Women of Canada. Most recently, Ms. Dolphus worked as 
Community Wellness Coordinator with the Deline Uranium Team for the Deline Dene Band Council. She was also Sub-Chief of the 
Deline Dene Band. Ms. Dolphus has been married for 40 years, has five children and ten grandchildren. She practices traditional 
sewing and beading skills in her designs of native clothing.

Mr. Barry Greenland

Barry Greenland is well known in his community where he has acted as Sub-Chief of the Inuvik Native Band in Inuvik, NWT for 10 years 
while working closely with the Gwich’in Tribal Council and Indian and Northern Affairs Canada. Mr. Greenland also acted as Director 
of the Gwich’in Tribal Council Board for two years and as Director of the Nihtat Gwich’in Development Corporation for six years. 
Mr. Greenland has also worked as community and projects coordinator for the Inuvik Native Band, which provides support to youth 
and the elders.

Mr. Percy Hardisty

As a member of the Joint Review Panel, Percy Hardisty brings to the review nearly 25 years of leadership experience within his 
community. As well as being Chairperson for the Dehcho Friendship Centre located in the Dehcho Region of the Northwest Territories, 
Mr. Hardisty was twice elected as Chief of the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation. He also served as Coordinator with the Dene National 
Assembly. Other accomplishments include receiving the Queen’s Golden Jubilee commemorative medal in 2002 and serving in the 
Canadian Armed Forces. Most recently, Mr. Hardisty worked as a fieldworker and counsellor for the Fort Providence Residential 
School Society. He holds a certificate in Management Studies from Aurora College in Fort Simpson, NWT.

Mr. Rowland J. Harrison, Q.C.

Rowland Harrison has been a member of the National Energy Board since 1997. Immediately prior to his appointment to the Board, 
he was a partner of one of Canada’s largest national and international law firms, specializing in energy regulation. In the early 1980s, 
he was Director General with the Canada Oil and Gas Lands Administration responsible for negotiating exploration agreements for 
frontier lands, including the Beaufort Sea and the Mackenzie Delta. Mr. Harrison has been a professor of law at the University of 
Alberta, Dalhousie University, the University of Calgary and the University of Ottawa, teaching natural resources law, constitutional law 
and administrative law. He was the first Executive Director of the Canadian Institute of Resources Law, founded at the University of 
Calgary in 1979. He was appointed Queen’s Counsel by the Province of Alberta in 2006.

Appendix 2 
Biographies of Joint Review Panel 
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Mr. Robert Hornal

Robert Hornal brings to the panel 40 years of experience in resource management, environmental and socio-economic assessment, 
land claim administration, land use, planning, and government and regulatory affairs. He is currently a principal of Robert Hornal and 
Associates Ltd., a Vancouver based consulting firm specializing in resource management, aboriginal, environmental and socio-economic 
issues. In the 1970s, Mr. Hornal served as Director for the NWT Northern Affairs Program and was later appointed British Columbia 
Administrator of the Northern Pipeline Agency in 1981. As a senior federal civil servant, he has chaired numerous committees and 
liaised extensively with federal, territorial and local politicians and other government representatives.

Mr. Hornal graduated with a Gold Medal in Geology from Queen’s University in 1961. He then spent two years as a postgraduate 
student at Harvard University studying Geophysics.

Mr. Tyson Pertschy

Tyson Pertschy graduated with a Diploma in Natural Resources from Arctic College in Fort Smith, Northwest Territories, and obtained 
a Certificate of Specialization in Fish and Wildlife Management from the University of Lethbridge. He also participated in a study of 
wildlife management and cultural anthropology in Kenya with Simon Fraser University. Mr. Pertschy has worked as a Federal Fishery 
Officer and National Park Warden, and has served as a member of the Inuvialuit Final Agreement’s Arbitration Board, as Commissioner 
for the Inuvialuit Land Administration, and as a member of the Board of Directors for the Inuvialuit Investment Corporation.

Dr. Peter J. Usher

Dr. Peter J. Usher is a geographer with graduate degrees from McGill University and the University of British Columbia. Dr. Usher 
worked in the western Arctic for several years between 1962 and 1976. He travelled widely in the Beaufort Sea and Mackenzie Valley 
region while involved in regional economic development, the Inuvialuit land claim, and the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry. Since 
1977, he has operated an independent consultancy based in Ottawa, specializing in social and environmental impact assessment, 
and resource and environmental management, with a broad client base across the North, from Labrador to Alaska. From 1991 to 
1997, Dr. Usher was Director of Research at Inuit Tapirisat of Canada in Ottawa. He has subsequently been a member of the Joint 
Environmental Assessment Panel to review the proposed Voisey’s Bay Mine and Mill Project in Labrador and has served as Chair of 
the Wildlife Management Advisory Council (NWT). Dr. Usher resides in Lanark County, west of Ottawa.
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The Joint Review Panel was issued Rules of Procedure for the conduct of the environmental impact assessment (the Rules) to ensure 
that the Joint Review Panel’s environmental impact review would fulfill the spirit and principles of part 5 of the Mackenzie Valley 
Resource Management Act (MVRMA), the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEA Act) and the Inuvialuit Final Agreement 
(IFA). It was under these Rules that the Panel notified participants of the proceeding, established a list of Interveners, created the 
Public Registry, considered the admissibility of information, facilitated rounds of Information Requests, ensured the distribution and 
service of information amongst the parties and processed motions filed by Interveners. The Rules were superceded by the Direction 
on Procedures for Hearings and are not included in this Report but can be found on either the Public Registry (www.ngps.nt.ca) or on 
the DVD contained with this Report.

Joint Review Panel Direction on Procedures for Hearings 
(“Procedures”)

This document outlines procedures for the public hearings phase of the environmental impact review being conducted by the Joint 
Review Panel for the Mackenzie Gas Project. These Procedures supplement the Rules of Procedure issued by the Joint Review Panel 
on September 14, 2004 (the “Rules”). For ease of use, the provisions of the Rules that pertain to hearings have been incorporated 
here for the purpose of having a single stand-alone document for the hearings phase of the Joint Panel’s review.

INTRODUCTION

  1.	This document outlines procedures for the public hearings to be conducted by the Joint Review Panel appointed to review the 
proposed Mackenzie Gas Project (MGP) as defined in the Joint Review Panel Agreement signed by the Minister of Environment, 
the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board and the Inuvialuit Game Council effective the 3rd day of August, 2004 
(the “Agreement”).

  2.	The Joint Review Panel will conduct the public hearings in a manner that ensures examination of matters relevant to the 
Joint Review Panel’s mandate while at the same time encouraging public input as directed by the Agreement.

  3.	The objective of the public hearings is to provide opportunities for:

•	 individuals, organizations and government representatives to provide their views on the implications of the proposed Project,

•	 the proponent of the MGP (the “Proponent”) to explain the project and respond to concerns and questions raised by other 
Parties during the hearings, and

•	 the Joint Review Panel to receive information that will help it address “The Factors To Be Considered During Review” defined 
in Annex 2 to the Schedule of the Agreement, a copy of which is attached to this document.

  4.	These Procedures are intended to ensure that the public hearings take place in a fair and equitable manner, with maximum 
co-operation and courtesy. The Chair of the Joint Review Panel (the “Chairperson”) will maintain order and efficiency in a structured 
but informal atmosphere as indicated by the procedures outlined in this document. However, the hearings will not follow the strict 
rules of procedure and evidence required by a court. As a general rule, witnesses will not be sworn in. The Joint Review Panel 
encourages groups and individuals to speak on their own behalf and ask their own questions at the public hearings. Representation 
by legal counsel is not encouraged.

  5. The Chairperson shall preside at the hearings and has the discretion to modify or waive specific procedures where the objectives 
of the hearings can be better achieved by taking a different approach.

Appendix 3 
Direction on Procedures
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Scheduling of Hearings

  6.	The Joint Review Panel will schedule hearings by means of a public notice given in accordance with the Agreement.

  7.	Subject to the provisions of the Agreement, the Joint Review Panel reserves the right to cancel or change the date of a hearing 
at any time.

Types of Hearings

  8.	Three types of hearings will be conducted by the Panel: Community, General and Technical. The Panel considers each type of 
hearing session to be an essential part of the review process, and will give careful consideration to all submissions, whether oral 
or written. General Hearings will be designated by the Panel as Open General or Topic-Specific Hearings. As the procedures for 
each are slightly different, please see Procedure 19 herein.

HEARING SPECIFIC PROCEDURES

Community Hearings

  9.	Community Hearings are held to encourage the participation of people living nearest the location of the proposed project. At these 
hearings, priority will be given to people and organizations from the community.

10.	As a general rule, presentations at Community Hearings will be limited to a maximum of fifteen minutes (not including the question 
and answer period). The Joint Review Panel recognizes the need to respect the customs of individual communities, and is therefore 
prepared to accommodate a more flexible approach to the community hearings if necessary, while still ensuring maximum public 
input and a thorough examination of the issues. The Chairperson may restrict presentations that are outside the mandate of the 
Joint Review Panel review, needlessly repetitive, or irrelevant.

11.	More than one individual may participate in a presentation by an organized group. When a presentation is made by several persons, 
the collective presentation must take place within the maximum 15 minute time period. Additional time may be provided at the 
discretion of the Chairperson.

12.	Written submissions are not required at Community Hearings but will be welcomed by the Joint Review Panel and placed on the 
public registry. Copies of written submissions, presented just prior to speaking, will assist in the preparation of verbatim transcripts 
of the hearings and in the language interpretation.

13.	Persons wishing to make a presentation at a Community Hearing are asked to contact the Panel Manager at the address or phone 
number found at the end of this document. Alternatively, presenters may register with the Panel Manager at the beginning of 
the Community Hearing at which they want to speak. Registered Interveners who want to make recommendations to the Panel 
at a Community Hearing must provide 15 copies of their written submissions to the Panel Manager 15 days in advance of the 
Community Hearing. These will be posted to the Public Registry. This will allow the Joint Review Panel and others to review 
recommendations prior to the hearings.

14.	For the purpose of maintaining the record at a Community Hearing, the Chairperson will require any person or organization wishing 
to make a presentation to identify themselves before they give their oral presentation or written submission.

15.	The format of the Community Hearings will be as follows:

•	 Opening remarks by the Chairperson.

•	 Proponent’s presentation. At the beginning of the hearing in each community the Proponent will give a presentation. The focus 
of the presentation will be on the proposed Project’s activities and the predicted impacts in relation to that particular community.

•	 Presentations by community members who have given notification to the Panel Manager that they wish to make a presentation. 
Each person’s presentation will be limited to 15 minutes and may be followed by a question and answer period.

•	 If time remains, there will then be an opportunity for others that wish to address the Panel to do so. The Chairperson reserves 
the right to give priority to persons appearing before the Joint Review Panel for the first time.

General Hearings

16.	General Hearings will provide the opportunity for organizations, businesses or individuals to make presentations to the Joint Review 
Panel on any aspect within the scope of the review.
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17.	Presentations at General Hearings should be limited to a maximum of 15 minutes (not including the question and answer period). A 
longer period may be granted at the discretion of the Chairperson upon prior request. More than one individual may participate in a 
presentation by an organized group. When a presentation is made by several persons, the collective presentation must take place 
within the maximum 15 minute time period. The Chairperson may restrict presentations that are outside the mandate of the Joint 
Review Panel review, needlessly repetitive or irrelevant.

18.	Registration with the Panel Manager is requested at least 30 days before the particular scheduled General Hearing session. Persons 
who have registered in advance will be given priority to speak. The opportunity for persons who have not registered to present will 
be at the discretion of the Chairperson. The Chairperson reserves the right to give priority to persons appearing before the Panel 
for the first time.

19.	Persons registered to present at a General Hearing must provide 15 copies of their written submissions or slide presentation 
(including Power PointTM presentations) to the Panel Manager 15 days in advance of their scheduled presentation. These will 
be posted to the Public Registry. This will allow the Joint Review Panel and others to review submissions prior to the hearings.

a.	 Submissions for Open General Hearings must be filed 15 days in advance of the scheduled hearing.

b.	 Submissions for Topic-Specific General Hearings must be filed 20 days in advance of the scheduled hearing.

20.	Copies of speaking notes provided just prior to speaking will be used to assist in preparation of the verbatim transcript of the 
hearings and in the language interpretation. These will not be posted on the public registry and will not form part of the Joint 
Review Panel record.

21.	The format of a General Hearing will be as follows:

•	 Opening remarks by the Chairperson.

•	 Proponent’s presentation.

•	 Presentations by registered participants (Interveners and persons who have given notification to the Panel Manager). Each 
presentation will be limited to 15 minutes and may be followed by a question and answer period.

•	 If time remains, those who have registered just prior to or during the session will have the opportunity to address the Joint 
Review Panel.

22.	At the Joint Review Panel’s discretion, a General Hearing may be devoted to specific topics. Any such General Hearings will be 
identified in the hearing schedule.

Technical Hearings

23.	Technical Hearings provide an opportunity for Interveners to give a presentation on specific topics chosen by the Joint Review Panel 
in advance.

24.	Participation in Technical Hearings is restricted to the Proponent and Interveners, including their technical experts, and specialist 
advisors called by the Joint Review Panel. Registration with the Panel Manager is required 30 days in advance.

25.	Persons making presentations at Technical Hearings must submit a written version of their presentation 20 days in advance and will 
be subject to detailed questioning. The written submissions must include a brief statement regarding the presenter’s experience 
related to the subject. Persons intending to present a summary of their written submission by way of a slide presentation (including 
Power PointTM presentations) must file a copy of the slide presentation with the Panel Manager 20 days in advance of the hearing 
at which the presentation is scheduled to be made.

26.	All technical submissions will be placed on the public registry.

27.	The format of the technical hearings will be as follows:

•	 Opening remarks by the Chairperson.

•	 Proponent’s technical presentation. This will be limited to 45 minutes and will focus on the issue designated for that particular 
session. It will be followed by a question and answer period by the Joint Review Panel and Interveners.

•	 Presentations by Interveners. Each Intervener’s presentation will be limited to 30 minutes and may be followed by a question 
and answer period by the Joint Review Panel, the Proponent and other Interveners.
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28.	More than one individual may participate in a presentation by an organized group. When a presentation is made by several persons, 
the collective presentation must take place within the time period assigned for that presentation. As Parties are required to submit 
a written presentation, the Joint Review Panel encourages Parties to focus on the highlights of their technical papers in their oral 
presentation. The Chairperson may restrict presentations that are outside the mandate of the Joint Review Panel review, needlessly 
repetitive, or irrelevant.

29.	Presentations at Technical Hearings will focus on the issue designated for that particular session. A longer period may be granted 
at the discretion of the Chairperson provided that a request is made to Panel Manager at least 10 days in advance of that particular 
session.

Experts

30.	A written curriculum vitae for each specialist advisor and for each person having technical or special knowledge who is providing 
specialized knowledge to the Joint Review Panel on behalf of a Party must be filed with the Joint Review Panel 20 days prior to 
the Hearing and must be referenced orally at the hearing prior to the person’s presentation.

31.	The curriculum vitae must set out the qualifications and experience of the expert or specialist advisor and must reference the 
special knowledge provided to the Party or the Joint Review Panel.

32.	Any report received from a specialist advisor shall be disclosed to all Parties when it is received. The specialist advisor may be 
questioned by any Party to the proceeding.

33.	If a Party’s submission is based in whole or in part on the advice of an expert, it is the responsibility of that Party to make the expert 
available to answer questions by any Party at the hearing where the Party’s submission is being presented to the Joint Review 
Panel.

GENERAL PROCEDURES

Preliminary Legal Issues

34.	Any preliminary legal issue to be raised at a hearing must be filed by way of Motion with the Joint Review Panel at least 30 days 
prior to the commencement of the Hearings Phase of the Joint Panel’s review.

Motions for Rulings By the Joint Review Panel

35.	Any issue that arises in the course of the review that requires a decision from the Joint Review Panel shall be brought to the 
Joint Review Panel’s attention by way of a written Motion.

36.	A Motion shall include a clear, concise statement of the relevant facts, an indication of the decision being sought from the 
Joint Review Panel and the reasons why the decision should be made.

37.	All Motions shall be filed with the Panel Manager and provided to all other Parties.

38.	The Joint Review Panel will schedule a date for the Motion to be considered. This date shall be no less than five (5) business days 
after the Motion is filed.

39. A Party wishing to respond to a Motion shall provide a written response and supporting documents to the Panel Manager no later 
than two (2) business days before the Motion is scheduled to be considered by the Joint Review Panel. The Panel Manager shall 
ensure that all Parties are provided with any responses filed with the Joint Review Panel at least one (1) business day before the 
Joint Review Panel considers the Motion.

40.	The Joint Review Panel may, in its discretion, vary any time period prescribed for the filing and considering of a Motion or a 
response and set the procedures by which it will consider and make a determination on a Motion.

Motions for Rulings Made During a Hearing

41.	Notwithstanding Rules 34 and 35 herein, the Joint Review Panel may agree to accept a Motion made orally in the course 
of hearings.

42.	Motions made by a Party during a hearing will be dealt with in a timely way by the Joint Review Panel.



636          Appendices

Panel Discretion

43.	Where any issue arises during the course of the review, the Joint Review Panel may take any action necessary consistent with 
the Rules and these Procedures, or permitted by law, in order to enable it to fairly and effectively decide on the issue.

Confidential and Sensitive Information

44.	Unless a Motion for a ruling to protect the confidentiality of information is filed with and approved by the Joint Review Panel, 
all information and documents received during the review proceeding will be placed on the public registry.

45.	The Joint Review Panel may make a ruling or issue a direction on procedure to limit the introduction of or to prevent the disclosure 
of information or documents in order to protect information of a confidential or sensitive nature, including but not limited to matters 
involving security, business, personal or proprietary interests.

46.	The Joint Review Panel will notify Parties of any Motion for a ruling involving the filing of confidential information and will follow 
the procedures set out in Rules 34 through 42 herein.

Opening Remarks

47.	At the commencement of the Hearings phase, the Parties will have an opportunity to provide opening remarks. Opening remarks 
will be limited to 15 minutes and will allow the Party to introduce themselves and, if they so choose, a brief summary of their 
proposed participation in the hearings.

48.	Parties wishing to make opening remarks shall advise the Panel Manager 20 days prior to commencement of the Hearings phase.

Admissibility and Exchange of Information

49.	To the extent possible, the Joint Review Panel will emphasize flexibility and informality in its proceeding.

50.	The Joint Review Panel will encourage submission of traditional knowledge relevant to the Project including oral history in its 
proceedings, and will fully consider any such information provided in accordance with the Rules or these Procedures.

51.	The Joint Review Panel may make appropriate arrangements to obtain information from or hear the testimony of an elder or the 
holder of traditional knowledge at any time prior to the close of hearings.

52. In conducting its proceedings, the Joint Review Panel may admit information that would not normally be admissible under the strict 
rules of evidence.

53. All Parties must disclose any information to be relied on in accordance with the timeframes included in these Procedures or any 
schedule issued by the Joint Review Panel.

54. Any person seeking to persuade the Joint Review Panel to accept any point or position advanced during the Hearings is responsible 
for introducing supporting information.

55. Participants will be allowed to make one presentation to the Panel per hearing session. If participants wish to make additional 
presentations at other hearing sessions, they must be prepared to present information not covered in their previous presentation. 
In scheduling the public hearings, the Panel reserves the right to give priority to participants who have not yet appeared before 
the Panel.

56. Failure to disclose information as required by any request or direction on procedure issued by the Joint Review Panel, the Rules 
or these Procedures may result in the Joint Review Panel ruling that the information is inadmissible in the proceeding.

57. The Joint Review Panel may order an exchange of information among the Parties in order to ensure that the proceedings are 
focused, efficient and fair.

58. The Joint Review Panel may request information from any Party at any time during the proceedings orally or by way of a written 
Information Request.

59. The Joint Review Panel may, as it sees fit, exercise the powers granted to it under the Agreement to compel the attendance 
and examination of witnesses and the production and inspection of documents as provided for in section 35 of the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act and section 25 and subsection 133(1) of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act.
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60. Where proof of delivery of information is required, proof may be provided by affidavit, receipt for double registered mail or by 
a document showing electronic transmission and receipt by the other Party, or by any other reasonable means filed with the 
Panel Manager.

61. Documents submitted at the hearings and accepted by the Chairperson will be placed on the Public Registry.

62. Electronic aids to oral presentations, such as Power PointTM presentations, must be provided to the Panel Manager prior to the 
Hearing for which the presentation is scheduled. Presentations will be made on the Joint Review Panel computer therefore it 
must be provided in a format such as a memory stick or CD ROM for use on the Joint Review Panel computer.

63.	Electronic presentations will be placed on the Public Registry. Please refer to the Joint Review Panel Protocol for Filing 
Submissions.

Questioning

64.	The Proponent and Interveners should pose their questions in a tone and style that are courteous to and respectful of others. 
Clarity and brevity are encouraged. The purpose of the questions should always be to elicit information that will help the Joint 
Review Panel understand more fully the issues which relate directly to its mandate. Each presenter may be questioned immediately 
following his or her presentation. The order of questioning will be at the discretion of the Chairperson but typically will be: the 
Proponent, Interveners, members of the public where applicable, and members of the Joint Review Panel. Joint Review Panel 
members may ask questions at any time during the hearings.

65.	Questions should be directed through the Chairperson who may allow a Party to put questions directly to the presenter.

66.	The Chairperson may limit or exclude questions or comments that fall outside the mandate of the Joint Review Panel, 
are needlessly repetitive, irrelevant, or immaterial.

67.	The Chairperson may limit discussion that exceeds the time limit.

68.	Where a person does not abide by the Rules, these Procedures or the direction of the Chairperson, the Chairperson has the 
authority to refuse to permit further questioning from that individual.

Closing Remarks

69.	The last session of the public hearings will be reserved for the Parties’ closing remarks. Persons wishing to make closing remarks 
must register 30 days in advance with the Panel Manager. Closing remarks will be limited to the Proponent and Interveners and 
must be filed in writing 20 days in advance of the date scheduled for the Hearing. The Chairperson may limit the time available for 
oral closing remarks.

70.	Closing remarks shall be included as part of the record.

Written Comments

71.	Persons may present their views or information directly to the Joint Review Panel at the hearings, or may file written comments. 
All written comments must be sent to the Joint Review Panel at least 20 days prior to the date scheduled for Closing Remarks 
so that the Joint Review Panel and Parties may consider the written comments within the hearings process.

72.	Written comments filed pursuant to section 71 will be placed on the Public Registry.

Closing of the Record

73.	At the conclusion of the hearing, the record for the purpose of the Joint Review Panel’s deliberations shall be closed unless the 
Joint Review Panel directs otherwise. Once the record is closed, no additional information will be accepted unless the Joint Review 
Panel decides the information is material and that there was good cause for failure to produce it in a timely fashion.

74.	In the event the Joint Review Panel allows additional information to be filed after the record has been closed, the Joint Review 
Panel will provide a copy of the newly filed additional information to the Parties and allow the Parties a reasonable period of time 
to review the information and file their response, if any, with the Panel Manager.

75.	The Chairperson shall ensure that any additional information filed under clause 73 above and any responses to same as approved 
by the Panel, and any correction to the transcript are included in the record.
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Interpretation

76.	Aboriginal language interpretation services will be provided at the hearings as appropriate following consultation with 
the representative aboriginal organizations in each region.

77.	The Panel Manager will make every effort to accommodate requests for interpretation at a public hearing provided the request is 
received by the Panel Manager at least 30 days prior to the start of the hearings and where interpretation is required for the proper 
conduct of the hearing.

Audio Visual Equipment

78.	If audio-visual equipment is required for a presentation, the presenter must inform the Panel Manager not less than 10 days before 
the presentation.

Posted Schedule

79.	The Joint Review Panel will make available at the beginning of each hearing a list of the speaking order of participants who have 
notified the Panel Manger that they wish to make a presentation at that hearing.

Media Requests

80.	Media requests regarding the Panel’s activities must be directed to the Panel Manager.

81. 	Upon request, audio and visual recording equipment may be allowed at the discretion of the Chairperson.

Transcripts

82.	Written transcripts will be made of all hearings and will be posted on the Public Registry.

Costs

83.	The Joint Review Panel has no authority to award costs to those Parties participating in the environmental review. Any costs 
incurred by a Party to the proceedings are the responsibility of the Party.

Conflict

84.	Where there is a conflict between these Procedures issued by the Joint Review Panel and the Rules, these Procedures prevail.

Definitions

“Agreement” means the Agreement establishing the Joint Review Panel signed by the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review 
Board, the Minister of the Environment and the Inuvialuit as represented by the Inuvialuit Game Council.

“clarification” means the process by which the Joint Review Panel requests an explanation of any document or information on the 
public registry without seeking new information.

“direction on procedure” means a direction issued by the Joint Review Panel at any time to clarify or supplement the Rules or these 
procedures.

“day” means a calendar day unless specifically designated in these Procedures as a business day. Where a time fixed falls on a holiday 
or a Saturday or a Sunday, the time fixed shall extend to the next business day.

“environmental impact review” means the examination of the Project referred to in the Agreement and includes submission of the joint 
review panel report in accord with the Agreement.

“Environmental Impact Statement” means the Environmental Impact Statement referred to in the Agreement.

“hearing” means that phase of the environmental impact review where the Joint Review Panel receives information orally.

“Intervener” means any person who has been granted Intervener status by the Joint Review Panel in the environmental impact review.

“Joint Review Panel” means the panel appointed pursuant to the Agreement.
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“Party” or “Parties” means the Proponent, an Intervener participating in the environmental impact review proceeding, or any one 
of them.

“proceeding” or “proceedings” refers to the environmental impact review, or any part thereof.

“Project” means the Mackenzie Gas Project as defined in the Agreement.

“Proponent” includes, in respect of the Project or any part of it, Imperial Oil Resources Ventures Limited, the Aboriginal Pipeline Group, 
ConocoPhillips Canada (North) Limited, ExxonMobil Canada Properties, Shell Canada Limited and any other entity proposing to carry 
out a portion of the Project.

“public notice” means an announcement made through newspaper, radio, community poster or other public means deemed 
appropriate by the Joint Review Panel.

“specialist advisor” means any expert engaged at the request of the Joint Review Panel to prepare a report for the public record on 
a technical issue before the Joint Review Panel.

ANNEX 2 TO THE SCHEDULE: FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED DURING REVIEW

The Environmental Impact Review will have regard to the protection of the existing and future social, cultural and economic well-being 
of residents and communities and will include a consideration of the following factors:

  1.	The impact of the Project on the environment, including the impact of malfunctions or accidents that may occur in connection with 
the Project and any cumulative impact that is likely to result from the Project in combination with other projects or activities that 
have been or will be carried out;

  2.	The significance of any such impact;

  3.	Any comments from the public that are received during the Environmental Impact Review;

  4.	Measures that are technically and economically feasible and that would mitigate any significant adverse impact of the Project on 
the environment;

  5.	The purpose of the Project;

  6.	The need for the Project;

  7.	Alternatives to the Project;

  8.	Alternative means of carrying out the Project that are technically and economically feasible and the impact on the environment 
of any such alternative means;

  9.	The need for any follow-up program in respect of the Project, and the requirements of such a program;

10.	The capacity of renewable resources that are likely to be significantly affected by the Project to meet existing and future needs;

	 In respect of the Inuvialuit Settlement Region, the Joint Review Panel will recommend:

a)	 Terms and conditions relating to mitigation measures that would be necessary to minimize any negative impact on wildlife 
harvesting, as referred to in paragraph 13(11)(a) of the IFA, including, as far as is practicable, measures to restore wildlife and 
its habitat to its original state and to compensate Inuvialuit hunters, trappers and fishermen for the loss of their subsistence 
or commercial harvesting opportunities;

b)	 An estimate of the potential liability of the Proponents, determined on a worst case scenario, taking into consideration the 
balance between economic factors, including the ability of the Proponents to pay, and environmental factors, as referred to 
in paragraph 13(11)(b) of the IFA.
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A

Acho Dene Koe
Aklavik, Hamlet of
Alberta Department of Energy
Alliance Pipeline Limited
Alternatives North Coalition
Andre, Daniel – Individual
Apache Canada Ltd.
Arctic Energy Alliance
Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance
Ayoni Keh Land Corporation

B

Bevington, Dennis – Individual
Bromley, Robert – Individual
BP Canada Energy Company

C

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee
Canadian Association of Petroleum 

Producers
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
Chevron Canada Resources 
ConocoPhillips Canada (North) Limited
ConocoPhillips Northern Partnership

D

Deh Gah Got’ie Dene Council
Dehcho Elders Council
Dehcho First Nations
Dehcho Harvesters Council
Dene Nation, Lands and Environment
Dene Tha’ First Nation
Devon Canada Corporation
DM Golden & Associates

E

Ecology North
EnCana Corporation
Enterprise Settlement Corporation
Environment Canada
ExxonMobil Canada Properties

F

Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO)
Fisheries Joint Management Committee
Fort Providence Métis Council –  

Local No. 57
Fort Providence Resource Management 

Board

Fort Simpson Chamber of Commerce
Fort Simpson Metis Nation
Fort Simpson, Village of

G

Government of the Northwest Territories
Gwich’in Renewable Resource Board
Gwich’in Tribal Council

H

Hay River, Town of
Health Canada

I

Imperial Oil Resources Limited
Imperial Oil Resources Ventures Limited 

on behalf of Mackenzie Gas Project
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
Inuvialuit Regional Corporation
Inuvik, Town of

J

Jean Marie River First Nation
Joint Secretariat

K

Ka’a’Gee Tu First Nation
K’ahsho Got’ine Charter Community 

Council
K’ahsho Got’ine Lands Corporation Ltd.
Kaska Tribal Council
K’atlodeeche First Nation
Krutko, David – Individual

L

Liidlii Kue First Nation

M

Mackenzie Explorer Group
Mackenzie Valley Aboriginal Pipeline 

Limited Partnership
MGM Energy Corp.
Montgomery, Shelagh – Individual
Mosbacher Operating Ltd

N

Nacho Nyak Dun First Nation
National Anti Poverty Organization
Natural Resources Canada
Nature Canada
Nihtat Gwich’in Council

Norman Wells Land Corporation
Norman Wells, Town of
North Slave Métis Alliance
Northern Pipeline Projects Ltd.
NWT Association of Communities
NWT Chamber of Commerce
NWT Power Corporation
NOVA Gas Transmission Ltd.

O

O’Reilly, Kevin – Individual

P

Paramount Resources Ltd.
Parks Canada
Pehdzeh Ki First Nation
Petro-Canada 
Pokiak, Randal – Individual

R

Ritchie, Doug – Individual

S

Sahdae Energy Ltd
Sahtu Renewable Resources Board
Sahtu Secretariat Inc.
Sambaa K’e Dene Band
Saunders, Barbara – Individual
Shell Canada Limited
Sierra Club of Canada
Stephenson, Tasha – Individual

T

Transport Canada
Tuktoyaktuk, Hamlet of
Tulita District Land Corporation
Tulita, Hamlet of
Tulita Yamoria Community Secretariat

W

West Point First Nation
World Wildlife Fund – Canada

Y

Yakeleya, Norman – Individual
Yellowknife, City of
Yukon Government, Oil and Gas 

Development/Pipeline Branch

Appendix 4 
List of Parties
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Date	 Location	 Territory/Province

November 15, 2004	 Inuvik	 NT
November 16, 2004	 Norman Wells	 NT
November 17, 2004	 Yellowknife	 NT
November 23, 2004	 Fort Simpson	 NT
December 13, 2004	 High Level	 AB
December 14, 2004	 Enterprise	 NT
January 13, 2005	 Hay River	 NT
February 8, 2005	 Tulita	 NT
February 9, 2005	 Fort Good Hope	 NT
February 28, 2005	 Inuvik	 NT
March 1, 2005	 Norman Wells	 NT
March 3, 2005	 Yellowknife	 NT
March 9, 2005	 Meander River	 AB
March 10, 2005	 Fort Simpson	 NT
March 15, 2005	 Aklavik	 NT
March 16, 2005	 Wrigley	 NT
March 23, 2005	 Tuktoyaktuk	 NT
October 12, 2005	 Trout Lake	 NT
October 13, 2005	 Jean Marie River	 NT
October 19, 2005	 Colville Lake	 NT
October 20, 2005	 Inuvik (Elders’ Session)	 NT
October 20, 2005	 Tsiigehtchic	 NT
November 14, 2005	 Fort Liard	 NT
November 15, 2005	 Nahanni Butte	 NT
November 21, 2005	 Fort Providence	 NT
November 24, 2005	 Kakisa	 NT
November 25, 2005	 Deline	 NT
November 29, 2005	 Fort McPherson	 NT
November 30, 2005	 Tsiigehtchic	 NT
January 19, 2005	 Hay River Reserve	 NT

Appendix 5 
List of Public Information Sessions
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2006
February 14	 Inuvik	 Opening Statements

February 15	 Inuvik	 GH – Project Description

February 16	 Inuvik	 TS/GH – Project Description

		  Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

February 16	 Fort McPherson	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

February 20	 Tsiigehtchic	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

February 21 to 23	 Inuvik	� GH – Approaches to and methods for evaluating the information in the Environmental 
Impact Statement and Supplementary Submissions

March 14 to 17	 Inuvik	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Mackenzie Valley Pipeline and 
Mackenzie Gathering System Routing and Design

March 20 to 22	 Inuvik	 TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Anchor Field Design

April 3	 Deline	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

April 4 and 5	 Tulita	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

April 6	 Norman Wells	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

April 7	 Norman Wells	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

April 10	 Colville Lake	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

April 11 and 12	 Fort Good Hope	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 8 and 9	 Fort Simpson	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 10	 Fort Simpson	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 11	 Wrigley	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 12	 Fort Liard	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 15	 Jean Marie River	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 16	 Trout Lake	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

May 17 and 18	 Fort Simpson	� TS/GH – Biological Environment – Fish and Wildlife and Their Habitat; Conservation 
Measures – Conservation Areas and Measures

		  TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Harvesting and Other Land Use

June 6 and 7	 Hay River	� TH – Continuation of Project Routing and Design in Relation to the Physical 
Environment – Mackenzie Valley Pipeline and Gathering System Routing and Design

June 8	 Hay River Reserve	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

June 9	 Hay River	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

		  CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

June 12	 Hay River	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Economic Impacts – Project-related Economic Costs and 
Physical Infrastructure Impacts (focus on transportation)

DATE	 LOCATION	 HEARING

Appendix 6 
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June 13	 Kakisa	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

June 14 and 15	 Fort Providence	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

July 5	 High Level	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

July 6	 High Level	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

		  CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

August 15 and 16	 Yellowknife	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Mackenzie Valley Pipeline and 
Mackenzie Gathering System Routing and Design

August 18	 Yellowknife	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

August 21 and 22	 Norman Wells	� TS/GH – Biological Environment – Fish and Wildlife and Their Habitat; Conservation 
Measures – Conservation Areas and Measures

		  TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Harvesting and Other Land Use

August 23 and 24	 Norman Wells	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Water Quality and Quantity, and Fish 
and Aquatic Habitat (excludes effects of gas field subsidence)

September 7	 Paulatuk	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

September 8	 Ulukhaktok	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

September 9	 Sachs Harbour	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

September 11	 Tuktoyaktuk	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

September 13 and 14	 Tuktoyaktuk	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Marine Environment, Marine Habitat 
and Marine Mammals and Birds

September 15	 Tuktoyaktuk	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

		  CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

October 4	 Whitehorse	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

October 17	 Yellowknife	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Air Quality

October 19 and 20	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Biological Environment – Fish and Wildlife and Their Habitat; Conservation 
Measures – Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, including Birds and Bird Habitat (excludes 
effects on KIBS)

October 23 and 24	 Inuvik	� TH – Physical Environment – Land, Water and Air – Project Routing and Design in 
Relation to the Physical Environment

October 26	 Inuvik	� TH – Biological Environment – Fish and Wildlife and Their Habitat; Conservation 
Measures – Water Quality and Quantity, and Fish and Aquatic Habitat

November 6 to 8	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Economic Impacts – Project-related Expenditures and 
Economic Benefits

November 15 and 16	 Inuvik	� TS/GH – Biological Environment – Fish and Wildlife and Their Habitat; Conservation 
Measures – Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, including Birds and Bird Habitat (includes 
effects on KIBS)

December 5	 Yellowknife	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

2007
January 8 and 9	 Inuvik	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

		  Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

January 11 and 12	 Inuvik	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Economic Impacts – Project-related Economic Costs and 
Physical Infrastructure Impacts

DATE	 LOCATION	 HEARING

Legend: Community Hearing (CH), General Hearing (GH), Technical Hearing (TH), Topic Specific (TS)
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January 15 and 16	 Inuvik	 TS/GH – Continuation of Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat including Birds and Bird Habitat

February 6 to 9	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Economic Impacts – Education, Training, Employment, 
and Procurement

February 12 to 14	 Inuvik	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Responding to Socio-cultural 
Impacts

February 26	 Edmonton	 Open GH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

March 15 to 16	 Inuvik	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Continuation of Responding 
to Socio-cultural Impacts

March 17	 Inuvik	 TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Harvesting and Other Land Use

March 20 and 21	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Economic Impacts – Continuation of Education, Training, 
Employment and Procurement

May 2 to 4	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Project Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts and Project Net Effects and Trade-
offs after Enhancement, Mitigation and Follow-up – Environmental (Biophysical) 
Management Plans, Monitoring and Follow-up Programs

May 7 to 9	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Project Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts and Project Net Effects and Trade-
offs after Enhancement, Mitigation and Follow-up – Environmental (Socio-cultural and 
Economic) Management Plans, Monitoring and Follow-up Programs

May 24	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Human Environment: Socio-cultural Impacts – Harvesting and Other Land Use 
(focus on Timber)

May 25	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Continuation of Environmental (Biophysical) Management Plans,  
Monitoring and Follow-up

June 19	 Aklavik	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

June 20	 Tuktoyaktuk	 CH – Any matter related to the mandate of the Panel

July 9 to 11	 Inuvik	 Open GH – Project Update and the Ellis Report and the effects associated with the  
		  changes

August 27 to 31	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Project Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts, and Project Net Effects and Trade-offs 
after Enhancement, Mitigation and Follow-up – Cumulative Impacts

September 26 to 29	 Yellowknife	� TS/GH – Project Alternatives, Cumulative Impacts, and Project Net Effects and Trade-offs 
after Enhancement, Mitigation and Follow-up – Sustainability and Project Contributions

November 6 to 8	 Inuvik	 TS/GH – Recommendations

November 28 to 29	 Inuvik	 TS/GH – Closing Remarks

DATE	 LOCATION	 HEARING

Legend: Community Hearing (CH), General Hearing (GH), Technical Hearing (TH), Topic Specific (TS)
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JULY 18, 2005 — The purpose of this announcement is to inform the public that the Joint Review Panel for the Mackenzie Gas Project 
(the Panel) has determined that there is sufficient information to proceed to the public hearings phase of its review, subject to certain 
information being filed within a time frame prescribed by the Panel.

In making its determination of sufficiency, the Panel considered the information on the Public Registry, comments received from the public, 
and the comments and submissions from the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Conference convened in Yellowknife, Northwest 
Territories June 26–29, 2005. A detailed Statement of Determination on Sufficiency, including reasons for the Panel’s determination, 
is available on the Public Registry of the Joint Review Panel and can be accessed on the Internet at (statement).

The Panel is prescribing the measures specified below to address outstanding information requirements prior to the commencement 
of public hearings. The Panel is of the view that the specified information can be provided by Friday, September 30, 2005. At that time, 
the Panel will be in a position to set a detailed schedule of public hearings by location, type of hearing, and subject matter, for which 
the Panel will give 45 days notice in advance of the opening day of hearings.

The Direction on Procedures for Hearings for the forthcoming public hearings is released along with this determination.

Should the required information for any particular scheduled Technical or General Hearing topic, or for any particular scheduled 
Community Hearing, not be provided in the time frame specified in the Direction on Procedures for Hearings, the Panel may postpone 
that hearing until the information has been provided.

When the information has been received, the Panel will provide Interveners an opportunity to review and comment on it.

Between now and the beginning of September, the Panel will issue a number of Information Requests (IRs). Response due dates will 
vary but will be no later than Wednesday, September 21, 2005.

The Panel is mindful of its commitment to provide Interveners with an opportunity to submit IRs on the content of the Community 
Reports filed by the Proponent in April and May. It is the Panel’s understanding that those reports have now been received by each 
of the communities. Therefore, the Panel invites supplementary Round 2 IRs from Interveners relating specifically to these Community 
Reports. These IRs on Community Reports are due by Friday, August 12, 2005 and responses will be due by Friday, September 2, 2005.

Public hearings are an important element of the Panel’s review of the proposed Mackenzie Gas Project and, as such, present an essential 
opportunity for public participation in the Panel’s review. Public hearings will provide a unique forum for Northerners to express 
their views about the Project, and to present their knowledge and understanding directly to the Panel about how people and the 
environment could be affected by it.

In the public hearings, Northerners will have the opportunity to make presentations in their own languages and in their own ways, 
whether or not they choose to refer to the information on the Public Registry. The Panel is aware that some Northerners are looking 
forward to participating directly in the Panel’s review process through public hearings.

The Panel addressed the deficiency of Proponent-sponsored traditional knowledge studies in its announcement of May 16, 2005 
(JRPPN8). While the Panel hopes to receive the traditional knowledge studies in due course, it attaches great importance to learning 
about these matters directly from community residents at Community Hearings.

Commitments have been made by the Proponent and others to provide certain information. These commitments include those listed by 
the Proponent at the EIS conference (and contained in the Conference facilitator’s report), those cited in various IR responses, and the 
commitments by the Government of the Northwest Territories at the EIS Conference with regard to the community wellness workshop 
reports and the Prolog Report. The Panel expects that each Party who made these commitments will fulfill them, in order to ensure that 
the requisite information will be on the Public Registry.

Appendix 7 
Determination on sufficiency
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For more information on the environmental impact review of the proposed Mackenzie Gas Project, please contact:

Paula Pacholek, Joint Review Panel Manager
Mail: Box 2412, Inuvik NT, X0E 0T0
Phone: 867-678-8604
Fax: 867-777-3105
E-mail: pacholekp@jointreviewpanel.ca
Web site: www.jointreviewpanel.ca

JRPPN9
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The Panel is mindful of its responsibility under section 3.0 of its Mandate “to promote and facilitate the contribution of traditional 
knowledge to the environmental impact review.” Sections 22 and 23 of the Rules of Procedure provide that the Panel will encourage 
the submission of traditional knowledge (TK), including oral history, and may make appropriate arrangements to obtain information 
from or hear the testimony of an elder or the holder of traditional knowledge during hearings. In its announcement of May 16, 2005, 
the Panel encouraged the submission of TK and invited individuals to speak to these matters at Community and General Hearings, 
for at least the following three purposes:

1.	 Issues identification (what people are concerned about, what people value, what may be at risk from the Project);

2.	 Baseline information about the communities and the environment in the Project area; and

3. 	 Prediction of Project impacts and the implementation of effective mitigation measures and follow-up effects monitoring.

The Panel is aware that Parties may also wish to file specific TK study reports with the Panel. Some Parties may wish to file such study 
reports confidentially. Therefore, the Panel is issuing this statement of Criteria for Confidentiality Orders for Traditional Knowledge 
Study Reports.

The Panel’s Mandate, and the Panel’s Rules of Procedure and its Direction on Procedures for Hearings, provide that all information 
received by the Panel during the conduct of the environmental impact review of the EIS is, generally speaking, to be made public.

However, section 45 of the Panel’s Direction on Procedures for Hearings provides:

45.	The Joint Review Panel may make a ruling or issue a direction on procedure to limit the introduction of or to prevent the 
disclosure of information or documents in order to protect information of a confidential or sensitive nature, including but not 
limited to matters involving security, business, personal or proprietary interests.

The Panel will consider motions, filed in accordance with section 45, requesting an order that specific TK study reports, or parts thereof, 
be filed with the Panel on a confidential basis and that the contents of such study reports not be disclosed on the public record.

In ruling on any such motion, the Panel will consider:

(a)	 whether a confidentiality order is necessary in order to prevent a serious risk to an important interest, such as the interest of a 
community in preventing the exploitation of that community’s traditional knowledge by others, because reasonably alternative 
measures will not prevent the risk; and

(b)	 whether the beneficial effects of a confidentiality order would outweigh the harmful effects of the order, including the effects 
of the order on the public interest in an open and accessible Panel process.

Parties requesting that the Panel issue a confidentiality order with respect to a particular TK study report should, therefore, identify in 
their motion (filed in accordance with the Panel’s Direction on Procedures for Hearings):

(a) 	 the interest that would allegedly be harmed by the public disclosure of the TK study report (including identifying the specific 
part(s) of the TK study report the disclosure of which would cause such harm); and

(b) 	the nature of the harm that would allegedly be suffered. Parties should also address whether the alleged harm would outweigh 
the interest of other Parties, and the general public, in maintaining a transparent review process.

Appendix 8 
Criteria for Confidentiality Orders 
for Traditional Knowledge Study 
Reports
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In considering any such motion, the Panel may request that the TK information which it is sought to maintain as confidential 
be provided to the Panel, on a confidential basis, to assist the Panel in ruling on the motion. If the Panel decides not to issue 
a confidentiality order, such information will be returned to the relevant Party. In that event, the Panel, when making any 
recommendations, could not rely on the relevant TK information.

If the Panel issues a confidentiality order, any information filed pursuant to that order will not be voluntarily disclosed by 
the Panel. Parties should understand, however, that the Panel may be directed to disclose such information pursuant to 
access to information legislation or by court order. When deciding whether to seek a confidentiality order, Parties should 
make their own assessment of the risk that the relevant information might ultimately be so disclosed.

The Panel recognizes that the risk of disclosure might dissuade some Parties from filing specific TK study reports they would otherwise 
wish to have before the Panel. Parties may, therefore, wish to consider alternatives to filing a motion for a confidentiality order with 
respect to a specific TK study report. In particular, they might consider whether they could make their points to the Panel as effectively 
if they were to:

(a)	 provide the TK study report with site-specific information blacked out or omitted; or

(b)	 provide a summary report of the TK study report, including the methodology, key concerns and proposed mitigation measures.
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Dehgah Alliance Society 	 The motions from the DAS and the DTFN were similar and included a 	 J-JRP00188	
and Dene Tha’ First Nation	 request that the Panel compel federal government departments to respond 	
	 �more fully to several Information Requests and that the Panel rule on the 	

following matters: Implementation of Panel Recommendations, Interaction 	
of Federal Government Departments with the Government of Alberta and 	
the Alberta Energy Utilities Board, Aboriginal Rights (acknowledgement 	
and consultation), and Funding for First Nations

Alternatives North coalition	 Order for use of teleconference in hearings	 J-JRP-00323

Dehgah Alliance Society	 File draft Access and Benefits documents	 J-JRP-00380

Dene Tha’ First Nation	 Stay commencement of hearings	 J-JRP-00257

Dene Tha’ First Nation	 Adjournment of Community Hearing scheduled for High Level, 	 J-JRP-00391	
	 �Alberta, on July 5, 2006 until the Federal Court issues its ruling in 	

Dene Tha’ First Nation v. Minister of Environment

Fort Providence Métis 	 That Proponent be required to do a regional Environmental Assessment	 J-JRP-00400	
Council	

Sierra Club of Canada 	 That Panel a) commission an independent scenario-based cumulative 	 J-JRP-00674	
and World Wildlife Fund	 effects assessment and b) ensure the scenario-based report is distributed 	
	 in advance of the Cumulative Effects Hearing

Sambaa K’e Dene Band	 Confidentiality of Traditional Knowledge Study	 J-JRP-00270

Sambaa K’e Dene Band	 Confidentiality of certain portions of the Sambaa K’e Traditional Knowledge	 J-JRP-00328	
	 report for the proposed Mackenzie Gas Project prepared for the Sambaa 	
	 K’e Dene Band

Pehdzeh Ki First Nation	 Confidentiality of Traditional Knowledge Study	 J-JRP-00370

Dehcho First Nations	 Confidentiality of Traditional Knowledge information	 J-JRP-00447

Jean Marie River First Nation	 Confidentiality of information contained in Traditional Knowledge Study	 J-JRP-00498

Applicant	 Ruling Requested	 Ruling Exhibit #

Appendix 9 
Selected Rulings on Motions
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Socio-Cultural Impacts

While acknowledging the community’s longstanding social 
issues, residents said that their social climate would worsen 
with the development of the pipeline. A recurring concern 
was that increased income to residents, combined with poor 
financial management, could result in greater substance abuse 
and drug trafficking, and worsen other problems such as 
domestic violence. Several speakers said that there is a need for 
community-based addictions counselling and treatment centres. 
Specific recommendations included:

•	 ensure that there are enough local health care providers;

•	 improve community access to addictions facilities;

•	 provide counselling and training programs;

•	 establish a shelter for victims of domestic abuse;

•	 support social service programs; and

•	 improve protective services.

Residents strongly supported cultural awareness training to 
combat racism and cultural ignorance that may impede the 
employment of northern workers.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and on training 
and Benefits Agreements. There was concern that the Project 
would increase school drop-out rates and reduce the number 
of people pursuing post-secondary education or other training. 
Speakers recommended that the Proponents help the community 
encourage its students to continue their education by:

•	 establishing programs for summer employment, community-
based trades training and post-secondary bursaries;

•	 consulting with local employment officers;

•	 being flexible with minimum education requirements for jobs;

•	 assisting with costs for travel to and from the job site and 
training locations; and

•	 providing resources to fill local positions vacated by people 
moving into pipeline positions.

Aklavik Community Hearing, 
June 19, 2007

A total of 13 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Residents told the Panel that they feel overwhelmed by 
consultations and research and are frustrated by information 
being collected without subsequent follow-up and feedback.

Biophysical Impacts

The Panel heard that Aklavik residents still harvest and are 
concerned that the Mackenzie Gas Project would impact the 
land and wildlife, further endangering traditional lifestyles and 
livelihoods. Residents made several recommendations to protect 
and preserve the land and the community’s harvesting activities. 
Presenters particularly highlighted the importance of caribou, 
fish and beluga whales.

There was a question about how compensation would be 
provided for hunters who might lose their livelihood or be 
forced to travel farther and spend more time on the land in 
order to hunt. The Aklavik Hunters and Trappers Committee 
requested that the pipeline not disturb belugas in the Beluga 
Management Zone 1A (see Figure 9-2), which contains traditional 
concentration areas of belugas, particularly during harvest times. 
The Committee advised that belugas are easily disturbed and 
would be affected by development activities such as dredging 
and boat traffic.

Residents did not support the proposed single steel drilling 
caisson in the Roland Bay area because of fish and whale 
migrations there and the vicinity’s use as a feeding area. 
Residents claimed that Aklavik’s opposition to this drilling 
caisson is not being heard or considered.

Monitoring

Presenters expressed some doubt as to whether the 
agencies involved have the capacity to regulate and/or monitor 
potential negative impacts of the Project as a whole. It was 
recommended that knowledgeable harvesters and Inuvialuit-
trained environmental monitors be involved in all aspects of the 
Project to identify and mitigate potential negative impacts on the 
environment and on wildlife in the region.

Appendix 10 
Summary Reports of Community 
Hearings
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Socio-Cultural Impacts

Residents said that if the pipeline were to have a significant 
impact on wildlife and fish and their habitat, there would be 
changes to the community’s diet and traditional activities such 
as hunting, fishing and trapping. The Panel also heard concerns 
about teenage pregnancies and the well-being of children.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education, Benefits 
Agreements and compensation. There was a desire to have 
controlled opportunities for young people through cooperation 
with industry while maintaining a traditional way of life. Residents 
said that they want adequate training for jobs in order to avoid 
injury. They also had concerns about employment opportunities 
and the Proponents’ hiring practices. Other concerns included 
current student drop-out rates.

Regarding Access and Benefits Agreements, residents said 
that the Project’s potential social impacts would outweigh 
the benefits of these Agreements. Residents indicated that 
compensation would be necessary if the pipeline were to cause 
a reduction in the numbers of animals. They also said that contact 
between the work camp and the town could be controlled so 
that workers could spend money at local businesses.

Speakers had concerns about tariffs and tolls, safety on the 
winter road, and potential impacts on the cost and transport of 
supplies to communities. A concern about possible racism in 
hiring practices was also expressed.

Déline Community Hearing, 
April 3, 2006

A total of 17 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. The significance of the land and wildlife to traditional 
lifestyles and the well-being of northern people were evident in 
nearly all presentations. Presenters spoke at length about the 
contributions of traditional activities to individual and community 
well-being, and about the meaning that these activities bring to 
their lives. Many Elders voiced concern for the future, including 
concerns about the pipeline’s structural integrity. Several 
presenters raised the possibility of oil and gas spills and leaks.

Biophysical Impacts

Residents were concerned about wildlife and wildlife habitat. 
While many people spoke generally about anticipated damage 
to wildlife and habitat, some presenters were more specific. 
Issues raised included:

•	 impacts on wildlife;

•	 loss of trees along the pipeline route;

•	 changes in animal migration and habitat; and

•	 impacts of an oil or gas spill or leak on wildlife and habitat.

Many residents were concerned that Aklavik would be directly 
affected by the Project but would not necessarily benefit from 
it because the community is not in the pipeline’s proposed 
right-of-way. It was reported that the Gwich’in Tribal Council 
has negotiated an Access and Benefits Agreement that would 
give first choice of jobs to the Gwich’in, provide benefits to 
the community’s business sector, and enable the Gwich’in to 
establish training and capacity building.

Residents said that revenue-sharing agreements need to be 
reached with territorial and federal governments to ensure that 
a portion of the revenue would be transferred to communities 
to fund much-needed programs and services. Residents also 
said that the Gwich’in and Inuvialiut land claim agreements allow 
beneficiaries to set conditions on future development while 
protecting traditional ways of life. Speakers indicated that they 
want small businesses to benefit from the Project’s opportunities 
and suggested that contract proposals and bid schedules be sent 
to businesses in a timely manner.

Colville Lake Community 
Hearing, April 10, 2006

A total of 13 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Support for the Project was generally low, with residents 
saying that the well-being of future generations is of utmost 
importance. Residents of Colville Lake were concerned about the 
impacts of induced development and that the project would open 
the door to other companies seeking development. Residents 
said that this would affect not only the Colville Lake region but 
the whole Sahtu Settlement Area. One presenter said that the 
concerns of Colville Lake’s residents have not been listened to.

Biophysical Impacts

Many residents were concerned that the pipeline would destroy 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. A couple of presenters raised the 
possibility of oil spills or leaks contaminating water and wildlife 
and harming fish and fish lakes. The pipeline would be crossing 
many sensitive areas such as rivers, and the Panel heard that 
there would be high potential for oil spills or antifreeze leaks 
from heavy machinery. Several presenters said that noise from 
development would drive away caribou, rabbits and ptarmigan, 
as it has in the past.

Residents said that it is very important to the community to be 
able to maintain its way of life through diet, traditional activities 
and the passing of knowledge to the next generation. Much 
of the community’s concern for wildlife related to its place in 
Aboriginal lives as a food source. Issues raised included harvest 
quotas, harvest compensation, independence, and the livelihoods 
of community residents and future generations. It was also noted 
that there is evidence all along the Mackenzie River of ancestral 
activity, including traditional trails.
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Presenters said that, if the pipeline proceeded, there must be a 
complete and solid agreement with the Dene people. Presenters 
also indicated that training opportunities in smaller communities 
are limited and that training funds are directed to larger centres, 
such as Yellowknife, not to smaller communities. There was 
much concern about whether there would be pipeline jobs for 
Aboriginal people. Several presenters suggested that, even if 
they were trained, they still might not qualify for pipeline jobs.

Fort Good Hope Community 
Hearing No. 1, April 11, 2006

A total of 13 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the first day of Community Hearings at Fort Good 
Hope. It was evident that this First Nation’s trust of government 
and industry is strained. Residents were concerned that promises 
were not bearing results, and they questioned the track record of 
the Proponents.

Socio-Economic Impacts

A number of residents spoke at length about the economic 
benefits of the Project, the Access and Benefits Agreement for 
the Sahtu, and the need for self-governance. One presenter, the 
president of the K’ahsho Got’ine District Land Corporation and 
the Yamoga Land Corporation, made many recommendations. 
One was that any certificate granted to the Project requires 
that construction begins within three years of the certificate’s 
issue. He further recommended that a local monitoring 
agency be formed. He stated that the proposed Access and 
Benefits Agreement had been rejected by beneficiaries and 
that the Proponents would not amend their offer. Because 
the beneficiaries require enhancements to the Agreement, an 
impasse has resulted. It is perceived that the Project now seeks 
to expropriate K’ahsho Got’ine lands. It was proposed that the 
recommendations submitted at this hearing become the basis 
for reopening Access and Benefits Agreement negotiations 
or become conditions to a pipeline certificate.

The negotiation process of agreements was questioned. One 
presenter suggested that the Proponents negotiate Access 
and Benefits Agreements only to improve their ability to move 
the gas to market and keep Aboriginal people “quiet.” Another 
said that Access and Benefits Agreement negotiations should 
be more transparent to the communities involved. Several 
presenters raised the topic of establishing an annual tax, rent or 
royalty for the use of Aboriginal land as a means of furthering 
K’ahsho Got’ine self-governance. It was suggested that revenues 
should flow directly to the K’ahsho Got’ine and should be 
collected, calculated and allocated by K’ahsho Got’ine financial 
agencies. It was proposed that the Panel invite members of the 
Indian Taxation Advisory Board to appear as expert witnesses 
to help with negotiating a tax agreement.

Concerns about fish and fish habitat included the potential for 
oil or gas spills or leaks, and that the pipeline is proposed to 
cross Great Bear River. One presenter was concerned about the 
impacts of this proposed river crossing on Tulita’s water intake 
system and on the community’s water quality and quantity. 
Another presenter was concerned about the impacts of noise 
associated with the pipeline’s operation on fish and wildlife. He 
recommended that the pipeline be buried 5 or 6 feet under the 
ground or river bottom rather than the proposed 3 feet in order 
to reduce noise disturbance.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that the pipeline’s impacts on the land 	
and on wildlife would affect the supply of country food. 	
One speaker was concerned that Project-associated funding 
advanced economic issues but not cultural preservation. 
Presenters explained that such preservation includes land 
protection. They gave as examples the sacred cultural landscapes 
of the Saoyú and ?ehdacho, which remain unprotected despite 
10 years of effort. Two other participants voiced similar 	
concerns about ensuring proper protection and respect 	
for grave sites, such as those on the Mackenzie River and 	
Great Bear River.

Additional concerns included drug and alcohol use, increases 	
in the community’s population and the limitations of present 
social resources. There was a question about how drug 	
and alcohol policies would be enforced in work camps. There 
was greater concern about the impacts on youth and children 	
of being exposed to possible increases in drug and alcohol 	
use in nearby communities. The Panel heard that Déline does 	
not have enough human resources and services to cope with 
these impacts.

Residents said that training for workers should be available 
to communities in general and include topics such as life 
skills, parenting skills, financial responsibility and dealing 
with addictions.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training, 
Benefits Agreements and compensation. While some called 
for further exploration of harvester and land use compensation, 
many said that monetary settlements could never compensate 
for the loss or deterioration of their land and animals. Presenters 
said that the federal government should provide funding to 
enable interventions in the Panel’s review and support harvester 
compensation agreement negotiations (compensation to 
beneficiary harvesters for decreases in yield associated with 
development). It was pointed out that Chapter 18 of the Sahtu 
Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement indicates 
that harvesters are expected to draft compensation claims and 
advocate for themselves. The Panel heard that most harvesters 
would need professional assistance with this.
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People expressed concerns for the well-being of the land, fish 
and wildlife. Specifically, the proposed barge landings near 
Fort Good Hope were reported to be near a summer community 
fishing spot. One presenter was worried about the impacts that 
barge traffic would have on fish and their water habitat. The 
Panel also heard that noise disturbance was of concern because 
of its potential to cause animals to leave the area.

Fort Good Hope Community 
Hearing No. 2, April 12, 2006

A total of 14 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the second day of Community Hearings at Fort 
Good Hope. The Panel heard that negotiations and consultation 
on the Access and Benefits Agreement have divided the 
community.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that there is a rift between Fort Good Hope 
Metis Local No. 54 Land Corporation and the Yamoga Land 
Corporation. It was reported that Métis membership voted 
99% in favour of the agreement and that the Yamoga Land 
Corporation’s rejection of the agreement has divided the 
community.

The Panel heard that support for the pipeline was strong from 
the representative of the local Métis, but K’ahsho Got’ine 
presenters held many reservations. A K’ahsho Got’ine presenter 
questioned the process by which the Proponents sought to 
have the Access and Benefits Agreement approved, saying that 
when the community refused to vote, industry provided little 
information and threatened expropriation. It was stated that the 
National Energy Board has confirmed that the Proponents are 
required by law to reach an Access and Benefits Agreement 
with communities, without which, there will be no pipeline. The 
community recognizes a need to reopen Access and Benefits 
Agreement negotiations and wishes to open the agreement’s 
documents to the community. The Panel heard that residents 
are unhappy with the confidentiality conditions that industry 
has imposed on Access and Benefits Agreement negotiations, 
and that people have felt that many decisions are being made 
without the community’s involvement. It was reported that when 
there is an opportunity for involvement, people feel pressured to 
make quick decisions without adequate information. It was also 
stated that the Proponents should pay the community a form 
of property tax.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that development would trigger an increase in 
drug and alcohol use. Existing community social problems include 
breakdown in family structure, fewer people living on the land, 
increased illness, less use of traditional foods, incarceration, 
violence, suicide, alcoholism, substance abuse, and a general 

Regarding pipeline certificates, it was proposed that the 
Proponents and the K’ahsho Got’ine District Land Corporation 
jointly recommend that conditions for business opportunities, 
a joint advisory board and an education fund be attached to a 
pipeline certificate. Failing that, it was suggested that the Panel 
include these recommendations as conditions to a pipeline 
certificate.

One presenter asked the Panel to recommend that a 
compensation package be set aside for hunters and trappers, 
independent of Chapter 18 of the Sahtu Dene and Métis land 
claim agreement. Another suggested that compensation for loss 
of traditional land could include building cabins for community 
traditional use. Residents also said that traditional activities 
would be particularly impacted by the presence of the proposed 
compressor station at Little Chicago.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that the pipeline would be crossing one of the 
most sensitive and valuable traditional hunting and trapping 
areas, and that this could have a significant impact on hunters 
and trappers who have used the area for years. Many concerns 
related to expectations that pipeline development would trigger 
an increase in drug and alcohol use through higher disposable 
incomes as well as bootlegging and drug dealing. Other concerns 
covered a wide range of issues, including:

•	 resources and jobs for people with disabilities;

•	 increased crime;

•	 increased medical problems;

•	 a rise in murders, suicides and assaults; and

•	 cultural orientation for visitors and transient newcomers.

One presenter wanted to know what guarantee there was that 
the pipeline would improve the community’s standard of living. 
Little Chicago, the proposed location of a compressor station, 
was reported to be a significant cultural site. The Panel heard 
that it is used year-round for traditional activities such as hunting, 
trapping and fishing. It is also the habitat of migratory birds and 
is a traditional gathering place. Residents said that another place 
of note is the north shore of Great Bear Lake. The Panel heard 
that these locations are where the K’ahsho Got’ine traditionally 
assembled the eight clans. Residents also said that they are 
looking forward to the start of self-government negotiations.

Biophysical Impacts

Concerns about environmental damage and clean-up were 
numerous. They ranged from general questions about whether 
companies would clean up after construction, to more specific 
recommendations that environmental monitors turn off vehicles 
that are left running but unattended, in order to curb greenhouse 
gas emissions. It was suggested that all damage to the land, 
including oil spills, should be reported to the Dene on a timely 
basis.



654          Appendices

lines in the pipeline’s right-of-way. While local leaders were 
primarily concerned with the specific topics of negotiations, 
other presenters spoke about employment, training and policing. 
Fort Liard’s Chief stated that if the Dehcho Tribal Council does 
not accept a share or ownership in the Aboriginal Pipeline Group, 
Fort Liard First Nation would still negotiate a 4% share. Further, 
the Panel heard that if regional groups decline to negotiate 
on behalf of Fort Liard or with the Proponents or the federal 
government, Fort Liard First Nation is prepared to negotiate 
for itself.

It was reported that the Government of the Northwest Territories 
has been representing community interests in confidential 
socio-economic negotiations with the Proponents, yet it has not 
consulted with communities. Presenters were also concerned 
that royalties and corporate tax from resources in the North 
must not leave the North until Aboriginal governments are 
established throughout the Mackenzie Valley and an acceptable 
sharing mechanism has been arranged. Residents had concerns 
about the process by which the Dehcho Land Use Plan is 
being developed and said that they will wait to see it before 
endorsing it.

The Member of the Legislative Assembly for Nahendeh 
recommended that northerners become the principal 
beneficiaries of their own resources. He recommended that the 
Proponents structure their procurement procedures to ensure 
that their prime contractors fully engage local businesses in the 
Project. Some participants stated that residents would benefit 
from the Project’s employment and training opportunities. The 
Panel heard that Fort Liard took advantage of many contracts 
with the previous pipeline and that residents have benefited 
from increased income, although the jobs were largely labourer 
and equipment operator jobs. Residents said that they want more 
than seasonal, temporary employment. Several presenters had 
questions about the types of jobs that may be available during 
the pipeline’s construction and the transferability of skills after 
the construction phase.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

There was some concern regarding social impacts, including 
Aboriginal culture and harvesting. It is expected that the 
regional population would increase and that employment 
patterns would change.

There was a call for a number of services to be in place before 
construction would start. These included additional health care 
workers, community policing and emergency services. Other 
social impacts discussed were inflation, land development and 
population growth, and a need for bylaw enforcement. Several 
participants were concerned about potential increases in drug 
and alcohol use as a result of increases in disposable income. 
There was also some concern about the ability of residents to 
manage their personal finances.

feeling of hopelessness and insecurity. It was expressed that 
the work camp’s proposed location is too close to town and that 
there must be respect for culturally important sites.

Biophysical Impacts

One speaker was concerned about potential habitat loss, 
destruction of vegetation, damage at watercourse crossings, and 
damage to soil and permafrost. There was concern about the 
Government of Canada’s lack of progress with the Northwest 
Territories Protected Areas Strategy. It was noted that the 
Strategy states that, before major development, the Strategy 
itself should be significantly advanced. The Panel heard that the 
only place in the Sahtu Settlement Area that has permanent 
protection is Tuktut Nogait National Park.

Concerns about possible impacts on wildlife were fairly specific. 
Two presenters inquired about the potential for unexpected 
climatic and geological factors such as earthquakes damaging 
the pipeline and the resulting harm to fish and animals. There 
was concern that noise pollution resulting from the pipeline’s 
construction and operation would cause moose, rabbits, 
ptarmigan and other wildlife to leave the area. It was reported 
that there is an eagle and falcon habitat at the start of the 
Ramparts and that there are caribou feeding grounds at the 
station proposed to be located between Loon River and Yeltea 
Lake. In addition, it was reported that the pipeline route would 
impact several trap lines, including one in the Little Chicago area. 
Presenters also indicated that there is a need to complete the 
Sahtu Land Use Plan as soon as possible.

Fort Liard Community Hearing, 
May 12, 2006

A total of nine individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Presenters stated that Fort Liard has already experienced 
the challenges and benefits of oil and gas development and that 
it has learned much in the process. The community is not part 
of the identified impact area of the pipeline, but it is interested 
in economic opportunities and spinoffs associated with the 
Mackenzie Gas Project.

Overall, Fort Liard supports the development of the pipeline. 
However, according to one presenter, the Acho Dene Koe insist 
on full consultation before supporting any development that 
affects its residents. It also insists on regular communication 
among all parties throughout the Project’s duration. Other topics 
raised included seasonal changes in the load capacities of local 
highways and the speed of response to fuel spills.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views about education and training, 
Benefits Agreements and harvester compensation for trap 
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Gwich’in people on the job site at all times to support potential 
victims of racism.

Fort Providence Community 
Hearing No. 1, June 14, 2006

The community arranged for the Panel to take a boat tour to 
visit with community residents at a traditional camp. A total 
of 11 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review Panel 
during the first day of Community Hearings in Fort Providence.

Project Description and Requirements

Residents of Fort Providence said that Traditional Knowledge 
specific to Fort Providence was not used in the Proponents’ 
Environmental Impact Statement and that Fort Providence’s 
Traditional Knowledge study focuses on the Tsá Tú/Dehcho 
barging corridor. Presenters indicated that it would take a 
minimum of four hours to pull a barge past the community. They 
were concerned that barge trains, which would turn 90 degrees 
in Mills Lake, would wash out beaches. According to residents, 
Northern Transportation Company Limited should meet with 
the community to review the proposed barging schedule for 
each season in order to reduce impacts on seasonal fishing 
and hunting.

Residents requested that the Proponents deliver on their 
previous commitment to provide to the community an 
emergency response plan for managing spills or releases of fuel 
into the Mackenzie River. Residents likewise expressed concern 
about load capacities, and inspection and certification of barges. 
A presenter also inquired about a list of controlled products and 
their estimated volumes and method of transport.

Biophysical Impacts

The community identified and described a number of important 
harvesting and habitat areas, including Tsá Tú (Beaver Lake), Mills 
Lake, Tsá Kį Dee (Kakisa River), Nduro (Big Island), Axe Point, 
Horn River and Zhati Kúá. Also identified was an area of small 
islands, all of which were reported to be valuable harvesting 
grounds for fish, moose, woodland caribou, beaver, geese 
and other migratory birds and fur-bearing animals. Residents 
expressed concern about potential disturbances to wildlife 
habitat and possible impacts on migration of caribou, given the 
number of caribou river crossings. The Fort Providence Resource 
Management Board requested that the Proponents provide the 
community with any studies pertaining to the impacts of barging 
on seasonal fishing and hunting.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that the Dehcho have yet to reach a final 
agreement with the Government of Canada concerning their 
Aboriginal rights and title. It was noted that the Métis never 

Fort McPherson Community 
Hearing, February 17, 2006

Eighteen individuals made submissions to the Joint Review Panel 
in Fort McPherson. Residents said they felt that the Proponents 
had, to date, listened to their concerns in consultations. However, 
residents also said that the community needs more explanation 
and that monitoring the Project’s social and environmental 
impacts is a concern.

Biophysical Impacts

Regarding air and air quality, many residents said that the Project 
would increase greenhouse gas emissions and that climate 
change would accelerate.

Some presenters expressed concern over biophysical impacts 
related to wildlife and terrestrial habitat. Examples given were 
increased highway traffic and caribou migration across the 
Dempster Highway in the fall and spring. A concern was raised 
over problems from past developments. An example was 
given of people and caribou in Alaska suffering as a result of 
oil exploration.

Residents also voiced concern that the Project would tear apart 
the land, changing the food source and their ability to live off 
the land — to hunt and to trap. Presenters said that traditional 
food, traditional ways of life and cultural values are important to 
the people of Fort McPherson. Residents reported a reduction 
in berry types and quantities, a lack of muskrat and less clean 
water. It was also expressed that the Gwich’in people are 
regarded as the best wildlife managers in the country.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Individuals expressed concerns about alcohol and drugs and the 
potential for loss of language and culture. Residents said that 
more treatment centres are needed because substance and 
physical abuse in northern communities are expected to worsen, 
leading to loss of language and other aspects of traditional 
culture. The Tl’oondih Healing Camp was mentioned as a centre 
to lessen possible socio-cultural impacts of the Project.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training, 
Benefits Agreements and the Proponents’ proposed training 
programs. While some said that residents lack the training 
required to work on the Project and need training for longer-term 
employment, others said that the Project would demonstrate 
the power of the Gwich’in land claim agreement, help build the 
community’s economic base, promote self-government and 
provide benefits through the Access and Benefits Agreement. 
Residents expressed confidence in their settled land claim 
and restated the need for government and industry to consult 
the Gwich’in people. They also expressed their desire to have 
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that the Panel require the Proponents to conduct an assessment 
of regional cumulative impacts.

Fort Providence Community 
Hearing No. 2, June 15, 2006

A total of 10 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the second day of Community Hearings in 
Fort Providence.

Project Description and Requirements

Residents of Fort Providence said that the Proponents’ 
Environmental Impact Statement does not properly identify and 
assess the impacts of transporting Project materials via road and 
water. In addition, it was reported that meaningful community 
consultation is not occurring, despite Imperial Oil Resources 
Ventures Limited’s statements that it wants to consult. Residents 
said that Northern Transportation Company Limited never 
undertook a baseline study on barge traffic, and so the potential 
impacts from such traffic are unknown. A presenter explained 
that the proposed levels of barge activity in the river channel 
are logistically impossible.

Biophysical Impacts

The community is concerned that, if the pipeline is constructed, 
barge traffic would destroy fish habitat and spawning grounds. It 
was reported that spawning areas are disappearing because of 
increased tugboat activity.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Proponents have committed to providing a 50% rebate 
on the full 20-year toll for shippers that drop off gas for use 
in any Northwest Territories community along the pipeline’s 
proposed route for residential, commercial or institutional 
use, including power generation. The Panel heard that since 
this does not include the financing of feeder pipes or other 
downstream facilities, it would be expensive for communities 
such as Fort Providence to benefit from the rebate. Residents 
reported that compensatory offsets would take the place of the 
Benefits Agreement that would accompany a settled land claim. 
Presenters also raised concerns that Aboriginal groups are not 
receiving any royalties and that, under Treaty 11, they should. 
Residents are also concerned that the pipeline would infringe 
upon the Treaty rights of subsequent generations.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

According to one resident, the potential for loss of land, 
resources, culture and language is too costly a consequence 
of the proposed Project.

ceded their Aboriginal title, rights or interests in the Dehcho. 
Residents stated that fair compensation is required before the 
Proponents can cross Métis land and use their water. Presenters 
stated that many changes have been made, without consultation, 
to programs that were promised in treaties.

The Panel also heard that compensatory offset rules, which 
would take the place of the Benefits Agreement that would 
accompany a settled land claim, must be developed and 
enforced before the completion of the pipeline, including all its 
induced impacts. It was recommended that the Panel require 
the completion of formal agreements between the Métis and 
Proponents regarding the use of compensatory offsets. These 
are non-financial benefits of equal or more value than the caused 
impacts, or financial payments to offset structural, social and 
economic impacts. Compensation would be for:

•	 support to those whose resources are displaced;

•	 areas used by the Métis or Dene;

•	 impacts on protected areas;

•	 protection of areas such as watersheds and buffer zones; and

•	 areas that comprise cultural property, such as archaeological, 
historic or sacred sites.

Fort Providence residents also recommended that the 
Proponents and the Government of the Northwest Territories 
negotiate a community impact agreement to clarify lines of 
financial responsibility. Another recommendation was that the 
Proponents adhere to their commitment not to make use of 
Fort Providence’s sewage and solid waste disposal service.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Residents advised that there are many excellent hunting rivers 
in the Dehcho Region, each generally with a traditional camping 
site. According to one presenter, Ehtsii Ehda Point is special 
for its association with legends and was itself created by giant 
beavers in legend. Residents said that some proposed barging 
activities would be very close to important cultural sites and 
that there are burial grounds all the way to Redknife River. 
Residents expressed concern that the Project would import 
Aboriginal workers from the South to fulfill a commitment to 
hire Aboriginal workers. The Panel heard that these workers, by 
exercising their rights to hunt, could increase hunting pressure 
on the environment. The community recommended instituting a 
no-hunting policy for pipeline workers while they are on the job.

Monitoring

Monitoring and mitigation were also important topics at this 
hearing. People were concerned about the potential for spills, 
accidents and the timeliness of responses to such incidents. 
Residents said that there has been insufficient information about 
the Proponents’ emergency response plans. Regarding the 
Proponents’ Terms of Reference, one presenter recommended 
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Fort Simpson Community 
Hearing No. 2, May 9, 2006

A total of eight individuals made submissions to the Joint 
Review Panel during the second day of Community Hearings 
in Fort Simpson.

Hearing Process

Residents said that consultations would not result in the true 
voice of communities being heard. Residents also stated that 
they felt the Project would proceed as planned, regardless 
of community consultations. It was reported that previous 
experiences with corporations, along with outstanding 
unresolved governance issues regarding Dene lands, has not 
made it easy for the community to establish good relationships 
with industry and governments.

Socio-Economic Impacts

There was a call for greater transparency on the part of the 
Proponents. One presenter wanted the Proponents to make 
public all documents related to compensation, partnership 
deals, pipeline shareholders, benefits calculation formulas, 
access benefits, property replacement payouts and harvesters’ 
compensation, in addition to all documents related to costs and 
environmental impacts and the supply of pipe. The Panel heard 
that the absence of a settled land claim in the Dehcho Region 
is creating uncertainty in the community, particularly regarding 
Access and Benefits Agreement negotiations. It was stated that, 
without a legal document to support a claim to their land, the 
Dehcho territory is seen as Crown land. It was reported that the 
Proponents have indicated that Canadian law does not require 
them to negotiate an Access and Benefits Agreement with the 
Dehcho. If the pipeline were to proceed, residents said that 
they would want the Dehcho land claim process to be resolved. 
Residents also acknowledge that the Panel will play a role in the 
decision-making process that may result in a major development 
taking place on an unsettled land claim.

There was some concern that the pipeline would have a 
negative impact on traditional activities and ways of life, as other 
developments have had in the past. One presenter was very 
concerned about the impacts of the barge landing proposed for 
the Liard River ferry crossing on residents who live a traditional 
lifestyle year-round in the immediate area. It was reported that 
the Dehcho Harvesters Council will not consider being part 
of any pipeline in its traditional area, as this would constitute 
a conflict of interest. The Panel heard that inherent rights to 
self-governance were never extinguished with the signing of 
Treaties 8 and 11.

One resident said that it would take the people of the Mackenzie 
Valley more than five years to be prepared for the social impacts 
of the pipeline. A 10-year moratorium was recommended to 
delay the construction of the pipeline and allow people to make 

Monitoring

Environmental monitoring and mitigation of impacts were 
also important topics at this hearing, and a number of 
recommendations emerged in this area. People were concerned 
about the potential for spills, accidents and the timeliness of 
responses to such incidents. Residents said that there has 
been insufficient information about the Proponents’ emergency 
response plans.

Fort Simpson Community 
Hearing No. 1, May 8, 2006

A total of three individuals made submissions to the Joint 
Review Panel during the first day of Community Hearings in 
Fort Simpson.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Residents noted that more health and social service professionals 
would be needed to address anticipated increased demands on 
such services during pipeline construction. The Proponents were 
reported to have identified the following possible development-
related issues: injuries, suicide, teen pregnancy, children outside 
of family care, family violence, alcohol and drug-related crimes, 
physical and sexual abuse, communicable diseases, population 
influx, and increased disposable income leading to increased anti-
social behaviours. Presenters added to these issues an increase 
in policing problems, the impacts of rotational work camp 
schedules on families, and increased homelessness because of 
housing shortages. There was an additional concern about how 
long-term social impacts such as rape and teen pregnancy would 
be addressed if proposed mitigation measures were to last only 
five years.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that royalties and corporate taxes resulting from 
northern resources should not be allowed to leave the North.

Monitoring

Monitoring and mitigation were also important topics at this 
hearing. One resident said that the Proponents must negotiate 
agreements to resolve project-related issues at the community 
level. Enforcement of the Proponents’ promised mitigation 
measures for social impacts was also raised, and a number of 
recommendations emerged in this area.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views regarding procurement. 
The Panel heard that the Proponents must structure their 
procurement procedures to ensure that their prime contractors 
fully engage local businesses in the Project. It was also 
expressed that the Proponents must also ensure that any 
Dehcho resident who wants a job gets a job.
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Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training, 
Benefits Agreements, and compensation. One individual 
from Northern Pipeline Projects Ltd. recommended that the 
Proponents should negotiate and conclude Project labour 
agreements with whomever they expect to construct the 
pipeline. The rationale was that sufficient lead time would better 
enable contractors to accommodate training, take into account 
cultural diversity, and offer northern businesses maximum 
opportunities.

The Sambaa K’e are concerned about how Benefits Agreements 
would hold up, the types of potential work available, and how 
Project labour agreements may impact the community’s ability to 
engage in the Project. It was also stated that communities should 
consider including a clause in any Benefits Agreement that 
clearly states that the terms and conditions of that Agreement 
supersede any other subservient or subsequent contractual 
agreements.

Hay River Reserve Community 
Hearing, June 8, 2006

A total of 15 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The incomplete state of the Dehcho land claim process appeared 
to be a significant factor in the willingness of the Katlodeeche 
First Nation to participate in discussions about the Project. The 
Katlodeeche First Nation is currently in negotiations with the 
federal government for an area of land that includes Vale Island. 
This First Nation, however, lays claim to a much larger traditional 
territory. It was noted that the proposed 500-person work camp 
would be on Vale Island, over which the Katlodeeche First Nation 
is in dispute with the federal government. The Katlodeeche 
First Nation Chief recommended that the Panel report to the 
Government of Canada that:

•	 the Dene still hold jurisdiction over this land;

•	 the Dene should be full participants in assessing Panel 
recommendations; and

•	 Canada should settle the dispute with the Katlodeeche First 
Nation regarding the infrastructure that has been built on 
its land.

It was indicated that the Band is willing to meet with the 
Proponents to communicate its issues and expectations, but if 
the Proponents do not agree to the benefits that the Katlodeeche 
First Nation perceives it is entitled to, Katlodeeche First Nation 
would oppose the pipeline. The Panel also heard that this 
First Nation is not willing to negotiate Access and Benefits 
Agreements until the pipeline has been given approval.

use of available resources to fully prepare their communities 
before construction.

Biophysical Impacts

Environmental concerns ranged from specific activities to much 
broader considerations. Two presenters were concerned about 
the potential for barging and dredging to have long-lasting 
impacts on water and fish habitat. Specifically, one resident 
said that the weight of barges transporting pipes would blend 
together three layers of differing water temperature and stir up 
silt. He also inquired about possible impacts on oyster beds. 
Concern was also raised about the long-term implications for 
climate change and the impacts that these would have on 
wildlife if airborne toxins were absorbed by the ecosystem.

Hay River Community Hearing, 
June 9, 2006

A total of nine individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The traditional lands of West Point First Nation are on the west 
side of Great Slave Lake. The Chief of West Point First Nation 
recommended that it be consulted in all resource and land 
management discussions, that it be recognized as a First Nation 
government, and that compensation be provided for use of the 
Tucho and Tsá Tú areas and for the disruption of traditional areas.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Residents from Vale Island were very concerned about plans to 
locate a work camp in the middle of their community. It was felt 
that the camp would result in drugs and alcohol being brought 
into the community.

Biophysical Impacts and Mitigation

The Panel heard that there has already been significant 
degradation of local water quality and fish habitat. Residents 
advised of changes in the quality and firmness of fish, and that 
people have caught fish that have been contaminated by oil. 
Numerous concerns were accompanied by recommendations for 
environmental mitigation. There was concern about the potential 
for spills, that the West Channel is blocked for boat traffic by 
increased sedimentation, and that the East Channel is busy with 
barging activity. Other environmental concerns were the impacts 
of emissions and the impacts of road calcium on the food 
sources of small animals. The Panel heard that West Point First 
Nation has designated some areas for protection and other areas 
for allowable development. The community is not, however, 
working on a Protected Area Strategy.
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processes. They reported to be frustrated by the differences 
in Project proceedings with First Nations in the Northwest 
Territories and those in Alberta. It was recommended that the 
Panel encourage the Government of Canada to deal quickly with 
a trans-boundary claim that the Dene Tha’ hope to file with the 
federal government. The Dene Tha’ are concerned about how 
Panel recommendations relating to Alberta would be enforced. It 
was recommended that the Panel inquire with the Government 
of Canada as to what the Panel can do to address the issue of 
the enforceability of recommendations.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that the Dene Tha’ continue to live a traditional 
lifestyle, hunting animals such as moose, duck, caribou, 
wolverine and bear; fishing for jackfish, walleye and whitefish; 
trapping lynx, marten, fisher, weasel, river otter, wolverine, 
squirrel, beaver, muskrat, wolf and fox; and gathering medicine 
and berries. It was noted that, despite the long presence of the 
oil industry in the region, the Dene Tha’ unemployment rate 
remains very high, and a large percentage of Dene Tha’ members 
rely on unemployment and social assistance programs.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

It was stated that the areas surrounding Bistcho Lake, Dickins 
Lake, Petitot River and Meander River are very important to the 
Dene Tha’ for continued use by current and future generations. 
The Panel heard that the Meander River, Bistcho Lake and 
Steen River areas contain historically sacred places for spiritual 
gatherings. Presenters indicated that people travel along the 
Petitot River and that the Bistcho Lake area is of particular 
significance and an important harvesting area. The Panel heard 
that induced developments would create environmental impacts 
that would affect fisheries and the ability of the Dene Tha’ to live 
off the land.

Biophysical Impacts and Mitigation

Several residents were concerned that the proposed pipeline 
would cause animals to leave the area of proposed development. 
The Panel heard that studies show that woodland caribou avoid 
linear developments and are disturbed by the noise and activity 
of helicopters. Caribou are a protected species listed under 
the Species at Risk Act, but no baseline information has been 
established on the Bistcho caribou herd. It is expected that the 
caribou recovery program will take until 2008 to establish a range 
team to collect information and work toward their protection.

It was reported that a number of field studies on wildlife such 
as caribou, grizzlies and trumpeter swans have been put off until 
after Project approval. Additional concerns about wildlife included 
the risk of animals breaking through the pipeline trench when 
walking in the right-of-way, and the lack of plans for revegetating 
caribou moss in the pipeline corridor.

Many participants were concerned about potential impacts 
on the quality and quantities of local water, particularly the 

Youth presenters requested that more information about the 
Project be provided to schools so that youth can be involved and 
educated. They recommended that youth training programs be 
offered on welding, heavy equipment, carpentry, mechanics, 
cooking, hospitality, computers, pilot licensing, entrepreneurship 
and security services. The Chief noted that the Katlodeeche First 
Nation is exploring other joint ventures and recommended that 
the Proponents and the Katlodeeche First Nation negotiate a 
training, employment and contracting agreement that has specific 
and substantive commitments.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

One presenter indicated that the Proponents’ Environmental 
Impact Statement takes into account neither the global 
environment nor the Project’s potential cumulative impacts that 
would take place in the Denendeh. It was expressed that the 
Environmental Impact Statement does not satisfactorily protect 
the environment and people from greenhouse gas emissions 
and contamination of their environment and food sources such 
as fish. It was reported that residents still rely on traditional 
foods as part of their diet and are concerned about Project 
development potentially contaminating these food sources. The 
Panel heard that people have already had to travel farther in order 
to harvest and that the quality of meat is not as good. People 
were concerned about the impacts of increased river traffic on 
the fish food chain, habitat and important spawning areas. One 
presenter was concerned that the harbour would be dredged 
to accommodate increased boat traffic. Several people were 
concerned about the quality of drinking water and long-term 
health impacts if the harbour were to be contaminated.

Biophysical Impacts and Mitigation

Several presenters were concerned that activities on the highway 
and railroad would affect important medicinal plants, moose, 
caribou, beaver and other small animals.

High Level Community Hearing 
No. 1, July 5, 2006

A total of 13 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the first day of Community Hearings in High Level. 
The Chief of the Dene Tha’ Council declared that the Dene Tha’ 
First Nation oppose the pipeline because of their perceived 
exclusion and treatment as outsiders, and because of the lack 
of studies and information about impacts of the Mackenzie Gas 
Project within their territory. Numerous participants expressed 
cynicism regarding the consultation process, stating that the 
pipeline will proceed no matter what the community says.

Process and Enforcement of Mitigation 
Measures

The Dene Tha’ said that they are very concerned about how 
they have been treated within the Panel’s and Proponents’ 
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falling short of ensuring population stabilization for species herds. 
It also stated that studies show that caribou tend to avoid habitat 
disturbances, including seismic lines.

Inuvik Community Hearing No. 1, 
January 8, 2007

A total of five individuals, including representatives of the 
Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance, made submissions to the 
Joint Review Panel during the first day of Community Hearings 
in Inuvik.

Biophysical Impacts

A speaker identified a change in migration routes and impacts 
on migration, including a reduction in species abundance. It 
was reported that the number of geese, moose and caribou 
have been visibly reduced, and that moose have been sighted 
between Tuktoyaktuk and Inuvik (in the past, moose would 
have been located further south). One resident said that climate 
change is already affecting the number of species and their 
migration routes.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance submitted that the federal 
and territorial governments refuse to recognize the original 
inhabitants of the Rocher River area. Another speaker said that 
the pipeline would make social problems worse and would bring 
more people and more drugs into the town.

One resident was concerned about the status of training and its 
accessibility. The Proponents confirmed that training is taking 
place under the Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership 
program, through the Pipeline Operations Training Committee, 
and via apprenticeship programs in various regions.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Residents confirmed that some Elders oppose the Project. The 
Panel heard that plants, trees, fish, insects, water, air and the 
Porcupine caribou herd have provided the First Nations people 
with clothing, food, shelter and tools since the beginning of time.

One resident expressed opposition to the Project, citing potential 
associated health ills, social injustices and terrorist bombing 
attempts that may come with the pipeline. Residents also 
expressed concern that the Project could affect hunting grounds 
and the health of caribou, whales and moose. The Panel heard 
that most people in Tuktoyaktuk do not want the pipeline.

Another resident said that, having attended an information 
meeting, she became opposed to the pipeline after learning 
of the potential of multiple pipelines and granting of additional 
land for exploration and development. The Panel also heard that 
residents are unable to practise their traditional hunting because 
of reduced numbers of moose and caribou.

possibility for a break in the pipeline that would harm local water 
bodies and the land. Concerns were raised that the Project’s 
proposed water-crossing sites and impact-prevention methods 
have not yet been identified. Presenters indicated that the Dene 
Tha’ are trying to get the Proponents to commit to directional 
drilling to avoid disturbing fish habitat in important Dene Tha’ 
fishing areas. Additional concerns about water included possible 
impacts on the water table from disturbing the permafrost, toxic 
bioaccumulation, water supply safety and the health of existing 
fish populations.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and on training 
and Benefits Agreements. One presenter indicated interest 
in possibilities for creating much-needed jobs and economic 
change in communities. It was recommended that an Aboriginal 
construction liaison position be developed to ensure the 
protection of sensitive sites during construction. The rationale 
was that a First Nations member may recognize sensitive sites 
where a non-Aboriginal construction worker may not.

High Level Community Hearing 
No. 2, July 6, 2006

There were no submissions during the second day of Community 
Hearings in High Level except for those made by the Proponents. 
The Arctic Indigenous Youth Alliance and the Government of the 
Northwest Territories raised questions, the North Peace Tribal 
Council and the Sierra Club of Canada made presentations.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The North Peace Tribal Council presented background information 
about the bilateral treaty negotiations taking place between 
Canada and the Treaty 8 First Nations. Negotiations will include 
exploring the Crown’s commitments to protect Treaty 8 peoples 
and their territories from encroachment by white people and 
resource development.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Regarding harvesting, it was noted that a decline in the caribou 
population would impact the Gwich’in people because caribou 
constitutes 60% of the Gwich’in diet.

Biophysical Impacts

The Sierra Club was concerned that the Project would induce 
development while contributing to associated impacts such 
as greenhouse gas emissions. It was the Sierra Club’s official 
position that the Project should not go forward because of its 
ecological and social costs. If, however, it does proceed, the 
Sierra Club recommends that there be a requirement that the 
Project not be used to further fuel extraction from the oil sands. 
The Sierra Club stated that caribou habitat is inadequate and 
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the likelihood of flexible work schedules to accommodate 
traditional harvesting. Another noted that the Proponents would 
offer bonuses for finishing early, which would affect those who 
seek flexible work schedules.

A student at the college in Inuvik said that young people should 
be given the opportunity to be part of the development. The 
student expressed concern over the influx of people into the 
region and sought clarification as to whether young people would 
be able to move on to the next section of the pipeline to continue 
working. The Proponents reiterated their policies to address 
movement of southern workers and confirmed that workers 
would be given opportunities to continue to work on the pipeline 
as it progressed.

Jean Marie River Community 
Hearing, May 15, 2006

A total of 13 adults and 14 students made submissions to the 
Joint Review Panel.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training, 
and on Benefits Agreements. There was much interest in 
employment and training opportunities and in securing contracts 
from the Project as a source of revenue and livelihood for the 
community. Specifically, a number of residents would like to 
see the community receive a sawmill contract to supply skids 
and dimensional lumber to the Project. However, there was 
concern that the community’s small size would make it difficult 
to obtain pipeline contracts and that the Project would contract 
from companies in the South. It was recommended that the 
Panel require the Proponents to purchase dimensional lumber at 
competitive prices from northern suppliers and that they work 
with northerners at the community level, regardless of the price 
of doing business in the North.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Dehgah Alliance Society reported to be negotiating, as part 
of the Access and Benefits Agreement, rights to salvage timber 
from the right-of-way for use by communities. Jean Marie River 
residents also recommended compensation for disruptions and 
impacts on harvesters.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Social concerns included those related to anticipated increases in 
the community’s local population, traffic and disposable income. 
It was felt that these factors would lead to increases in drug 
and alcohol use, changes to the local way of life and decreased 
community safety. The Panel heard that people in Jean Marie 
River still consume traditional foods and are worried that the 
Project would negatively affect hunting areas, traditional land 
users and the community’s way of life. Presenters indicated 

Inuvik Community Hearing No. 2, 
January 9, 2007

A total of eight individuals and representatives of the Inuvik 
Hunters and Trappers Committee made submissions to the 
Joint Review Panel during the second day of Community 
Hearings in Inuvik.

Biophysical Impacts

The Inuvik Hunters and Trappers Committee said that it does 
not support construction of an airstrip at Parsons Lake because 
residents and surrounding communities fish and harvest caribou 
in the area throughout the year. However, the Committee 
supports an all-weather road into the Parsons Lake area.

The Committee believes that dredging in the Kittigazuit S-bends 
may affect fish habitat in the area. It also has serious concerns 
about development in the Kendall Island Bird Sanctuary, given 
that it is a bird nesting area and that the surrounding waters are 
used for beluga whaling.

One individual sought verification and commitment by the 
Proponents that research and study would continue after the 
Project is approved. The Proponents confirmed that there would 
be ongoing monitoring on socio-economic and biophysical 
matters.

Two residents identified a change in migration routes and 
impacts on migration, including reduced species abundance. 
Specifically, the numbers of geese, rabbits and ptarmigan were 
reported to have been visibly reduced, and caribou have been 
sighted in Aklavik and Fort McPherson (these are two areas that 
are not experiencing seismic activity and pipeline development). 
Two residents said that the land is being chewed up by the oil 
companies and that wires and other debris have been left behind.

Socio-Economic Impacts

One resident advised the Panel that, over the past few years, the 
cost of living has increased and rents have soared from $1,500 to 
$2,500 per month. The Panel heard that this has resulted in many 
homeless people in Inuvik. A resident from Tsiigehtchic advised 
that the community, given its small size of 100 people, relies on 
services from Inuvik and Fort McPherson. It was expressed that 
the Proponents should help smaller communities cope.

One resident expressed concern about the status of training and 
its accessibility. Specifically, the Panel heard that there is too 
much focus on low-skilled labour jobs and that residents would 
like to see more encouragement for people to pursue higher-
level jobs. Given the potential that approximately 35 permanent 
pipeline jobs would be available in the region, most associated 
with the Inuvik Area Facility, the Proponents were encouraged 
to continue building relationships with the community and 
find a balance in order to allow developers to proceed without 
jeopardizing local culture and values. One resident questioned 
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•	 vehicles leaking fluids on the land; and

•	 a repeat of impacts observed from previous pipelines.

Several participants were also concerned about the effects 
of the Project on climate change, ozone depletion and the 
bioaccumulation of toxins in the ecosystem.

Kakisa Community Hearing, 
June 13, 2006

A total of two individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Residents of Kakisa are concerned primarily with socio-
cultural and biophysical impacts. Residents also said they want to 
be consulted regarding employment opportunities and activities 
on their land. The K’ágee Tu said that their land should be 
protected for the future and remain free of any development.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that there are about 300 Slavey place names 
that describe every feature in the Kakisa watershed and that 
indicate their significance to the K’ágee Tu. It was stated 
that people in Kakisa continue to live traditional lifestyles by 
harvesting and staying out on the land. They report widespread 
land use of an area of 8,700 square kilometres that constitutes 
K’ágee Tu territory. This area is also used by people from 
Fort Providence and Fort Simpson, and it is connected to these 
communities by traditional trails. The Panel heard that the 
community has mapped important hunting sites, traditional trails 
and trap lines, fishing areas, burial and spiritual sites, and cabins 
and campsites. There is concern about the impacts of barging on 
harvesting and wildlife migration.

Presenters indicated that the K’ágee Tu travel all over their land 
to hunt and fish, and that they are actively teaching their youth 
traditional harvesting skills. It was reported that residents collect 
berries, medical plants and trees around Tathlina Lake and other 
sites. They also fish and hunt ducks at Tathlina Lake and Beaver 
Lake and run trap lines along the river. Local trees are marked to 
indicate important trails. Presenters indicated that Beaver Lake is 
a significant place and that it has a role in traditional legend.

Biophysical Impacts

The community reported to be in the second phase of working 
toward a Protected Area Strategy. This process is expected 
to take at least five years to complete. There was significant 
concern about the Kakisa watershed, particularly that water used 
by the pipeline would be returned to the land in a contaminated 
state and travel through the watershed to the community. People 
were also concerned about the pipeline’s location within the 
watershed. The Panel heard that the Kakisa watershed contains 
good habitat for boreal caribou, moose, beaver, muskrats, birds 
and waterfowl. It was further stated that woodland caribou live in 
the Cameron Hills and that their trails are being recorded through 

that traditional family camps existed along the Dehcho River and 
at Selero Lake and McGill Lake, Ekali Lake, Sanguez Lake and 
Gargan Lake.

The Traditional Knowledge study identified a number of sensitive 
cultural sites, including traditional trails and trap lines along the 
proposed route. There were reported to be unmarked burial sites 
out on the land that could be disturbed. One presenter wanted to 
know what measures would be in place to prevent the possible 
destruction of archaeological or palaeontological sites by the 
Project and, if such sites were uncovered, how they would be 
handled.

The Dehcho Harvesters Council advocated for sustainable 
economic development that would include the use of alternative 
energy sources and include the activities of harvesters, 
ecotourists and traditional artisans.

Biophysical Impacts

Several conservation concerns were raised. The Traditional 
Knowledge study identified a number of sensitive ecological sites 
along the proposed route. There was much concern about the 
pipeline’s proposed route, water crossings and proximity to Jean 
Marie River. There were several proposed changes to the route 
to protect the watershed. One presenter suggested that the 
pipeline should cross the river only once. Another recommended 
that the pipeline corridor be moved to the east of the current 
Enbridge pipeline to reduce the potential for contaminants to 
enter the watershed. It was also recommended that the corridor 
stay east as far south as the main Jean Marie River crossing to 
protect the integrity of Deep Lake.

There was concern about potential disturbances to Satellite Lake. 
Another concern was the proposed crossing of an underground 
stream between Ekali Lake and McGill Lake, as this is a known 
fish migration route. It was requested that the Proponents work 
closely with the residents of Jean Marie River to document the 
location and depth of this underground channel.

Additional concerns about water were the impacts of 
withdrawing large quantities of water from Jean Marie River, 	
the release of hydro test fluid into a natural drainage system, and 
the release of sewage and grey water onto the land. The Panel 
heard that these actions could impact the community’s water 
supply, water quality and the aquatic ecosystem, wildlife and 
vegetation.

Residents were concerned that pipeline activity would affect 
wildlife habitat and cause animals to leave the area. They were 
also concerned that barging and dredging would have a long-term 
impact on waterways and fish habitat, damage whitefish and 
jackfish populations, and change the migration patterns of fish 
and beavers. Additional environmental concerns included:

•	 noise pollution from pipes and vehicles;

•	 the potential for oil spills resulting from transport on the river;
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from the South. The presenter was also interested in the 
possibility of using waste heat produced by the proposed nearby 
compressor station to provide energy to Norman Wells.

There was an inquiry about how fresh water and sewage disposal 
needs would be managed for the proposed work camp. This was 
followed by a presentation by the Mayor about the Town’s efforts 
to plan for the pipeline in terms of infrastructure, zoning and 
development.

Paulatuk Community Hearing, 
September 7, 2006

A total of 14 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. The Paulatuk Community Corporation stated its support 
for the Project.

Socio-Economic Impacts

Paulatuk leaders said that although their hamlet is not in the 
direct path of the proposed pipeline, the community would 
nonetheless be affected by it. There was some concern that the 
community would not enjoy the benefits available to Tuktoyaktuk 
and Inuvik because of its distance from pipeline activity and the 
cost of transportation. It was argued that Paulatuk has as much 
right as any other community to benefit from the Project. One 
participant said that a fair share of the revenue would make 
a positive impact on the community’s social, economic and 
educational needs.

It was reported that social services in Paulatuk are sporadic and 
that people rely on services in Inuvik and Yellowknife. There 
was concern that Paulatuk would feel the ripple effects of the 
Project’s potential social impacts but may not receive any part 
of the Mackenzie Gas Project Impact Fund.

Labour and Business

The community’s main anticipated benefit is from potential 
employment. Participants said that employment would be better 
enabled through adequate notification, planning and training. 
Most participants were very concerned about accessing training 
and job opportunities because of the low education level of local 
people. The Panel heard that two generations of local people 
would not meet the Project’s Grade 12 hiring requirements 
because they did not want to leave their community to attend 
high school.

It was reported that there has been a lack of information in the 
community about training and job opportunities, which would 
allow the community to plan in order to maximize benefits from 
the Project. Some participants stated that a greater effort should 
be made to communicate with smaller communities and to 
advertise and promote pipeline jobs and training opportunities. 
It was reported that the community requested employment and 
training information from a group they met with. However, no 

use of satellite collars. In late summer, presenters stated, 
Tathlina Lake is a critical site for tundra swan staging and nesting. 
Participants were also concerned about the potential for spills 
from pipes or vehicles as well as the consequences of past spills.

Process: Consultation

The Chief of Ka’gee Tu First Nation reported that the K’ágee Tu 
have not been properly consulted in the past and that their Band 
office should be notified of activities taking place on their land. 
Current concerns pertain to activity in the Cameron Hills.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training. The 
K’ágee Tu First Nation would like to have an active role with the 
Project and indicated that it requires more information about 
training and employment opportunities. The Chief expressed a 
desire for everyone to support each other and share information. 
He also indicated that no one from the Project has yet met with 
the K’ágee Tu.

Norman Wells Community 
Hearing, April 6, 2006

A total of three individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. The Mayor of Norman Wells stated that, given satisfactory 
negotiations with the Proponents, the Town of Norman Wells 
would offer strong support to the Project.

Biophysical Impacts

One presenter was concerned about whether the Proponents 
would recognize and respect all clauses of the Sahtu Dene and 
Métis land claim agreement, specifically, those pertaining to the 
environment and habitat along the proposed route.

Another environmental concern was whether cumulative 
impacts, including climate change, were being considered in 
the decision to approve the pipeline or not.

Labour and Business

Employment was of concern to one presenter who wanted to 
know how the Project would develop transferable skills and 
generate long-term employment benefits. It was expressed 
that adequate daycare would be an important part of future 
employment and growth. The Mayor was optimistic that 
the pipeline would offer many employment and business 
opportunities and that it would generate future developments.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

A presenter asked about the location of the proposed 
50-kilometre all-weather road, noting the potential for it to 
contribute to the community by helping to reduce its isolation 
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care to pipeline employees who are injured on the job. The 
Sachs Harbour Community Corporation suggested that pipeline 
employers should provide financial support for injured workers.

Residents said that the community already has difficulty with 
cargo shipping from Inuvik. They are concerned that service 
would worsen as transport resources are redirected for the 
Project. There was also concern that the Project would cause 
inflation in the prices of basic supplies and increase competition 
for social and mental health services.

It was emphasized that harvesting continues to be a key 
part of residents’ subsistence and cultural practices. People 
were therefore concerned about potential impacts on animal 
migrations, sensitive areas and traditional harvesting lands, as 
the pipeline would pass through sensitive lands and traditional 
Inuvialuit hunting and trapping lands. Presenters indicated that 
muskox is a significant source of food and revenue for the 
community, particularly with the decline of Peary caribou.

The Sachs Harbour Community Corporation was concerned that 
if some community members leave for pipeline employment for 
an extended period, there would be less country food supplied to 
the most vulnerable members of the community. It was stated 
that the community relies on harvesting, yet harvesters face 
rising prices for equipment and fuel and can no longer make 
a living off the land. It was suggested that the harvesters in 
Sachs Harbour be employed to provide country food for pipeline 
workers.

Labour and Business

Residents indicated that the community hopes for equal 
opportunity to benefit from pipeline contracts, despite their 
distance from pipeline activity. The possibility of connecting 
the community to the gas supply was also mentioned.

Residents of Sachs Harbour hope to benefit from pipeline 
employment and training opportunities. However, it was reported 
that several Sachs Harbour residents were interviewed for jobs 
and never contacted. The applicants believe that this was due 
to the expense of transporting them to the job site.

While currently nearly all adult education and training of Sachs 
Harbour residents takes place in Inuvik, residents feel that 
providing training in their own community would ensure a higher 
rate of course completion. The Sachs Harbour Community 
Corporation suggested that a training strategy would enable 
the community to provide skilled workers for the pipeline rather 
than manual labourers. One resident would like to see students 
encouraged to train to become engineers and fill executive 
positions. She also suggested that the Proponents visit schools 
to promote pipeline opportunities during the construction and 
operations phases. It was also noted that there is a need to 
advertise available pipeline jobs in the community.

information has been received, and it is uncertain exactly who 
the group represented.

Also regarding employment, there was the concern about the 
cost of travelling from Paulatuk to the job site. It was suggested 
that measures should be taken to prevent the higher cost of 
commuting from limiting opportunities for employment. It was 
suggested that the Proponents consider two- or three-week 
shift rotations to ease gaps in local staffing. Another suggestion 
was that jobs could be allocated according to a percentage 
per community. The principal of the community’s school 
requested financial support from the Proponents to address 
local educational problems.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

It was reported that most people in Paulatuk continue to harvest 
in order to survive or to supplement their income because of 
economic disparities in the region. Residents harvest muskox, 
caribou, fish and geese and, in doing so, pass on traditional 
skills to their youth, who are also active on the land. However, 
the Panel heard that the number of people living traditional 
lifestyles is diminishing. It was also noted that the community 
would benefit from funds for on-the-land harvesting skills and 
safety programs. One participant inquired about the possibility 
of harvester compensation.

Biophysical Impacts

A resident questioned the Proponents’ conclusion that there 
would be no long-term impacts on wildlife. There were concerns 
about the caribou that residents depend on. The Panel heard 
that the proposed pipeline route would cross caribou habitat and 
that the local caribou population is apparently in decline. It was 
reported that Paulatuk residents already exercise a voluntary 
quota on charr fishing in an attempt to sustain the population.

Sachs Harbour Community 
Hearing, September 9, 2006

A total of six individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Concerns raised by residents were quite similar to 
those raised by other isolated Inuvialuit Settlement Region 
communities. Overall, residents of Sachs Harbour supported 
some aspects of the Project but were largely wary of the impacts 
it would have on their community. These included local staffing 
challenges, changes to local lifestyles and irresponsible uses of 
the land.

Socio-Economic and Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that Sachs Harbour is currently without 
many government services to address social issues. It has no 
social service worker, wellness worker, mental health worker 
or RCMP officer. In addition, it was reported that there are 
limited resources in the community for providing long-term 
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subsequently removed the gravel pit from their plans. It was 
expressed that the K’éotsee (Trainor Lake) area is of great cultural 
significance and that legends describe its creation. Nearly all 
points on the lake have been traditional camping sites, and, 
south of K’éotsee, there are many traditional trails, trap lines 
and burial sites.

Biophysical Impacts

Sambaalįąh (Trout River) is within the Sambaa K’e Dene Band 
Protected Area. Residents reported that it has been a significant 
travel route for generations and that it has traditional trails 
along both sides. The Panel heard that Sambaaliah contains an 
important wildlife and fish habitat. There was some concern 
that dredging for the proposed river crossing would damage the 
fish habitat and that ice jams commonly occur at the proposed 
location. Presenters indicated that, south of Sambaaliah, the 
proposed corridor is in an active hunting and trapping area that 
has many fur-bearing animals and is a crane nesting habitat.

Residents also indicated that the area around K’éotsee is an 
important habitat for woodland caribou and other large game, 
fur-bearing animals, porcupine and migratory birds, and that it has 
an eagle nesting site. The Panel heard that K’éotsee is also an 
important fish and waterfowl habitat, and that the area is good 
for hunting and trapping. There was considerable concern about 
protecting the K’éotsee watershed and the water of the lake 
because there is little water exchange.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

Although the proposed site for a work camp has already 
been moved, the community recommends that it be moved 
another 10 kilometres to the north, just outside of the K’éotsee 
watershed. The proposed pipeline route was also altered at the 
community’s request to swing wide around K’éotsee. Residents 
have opposed two proposed gravel pits close to K’éotsee, but an 
agreement has not yet been reached regarding their relocation.

Monitoring

The Panel heard that the Sambaa K’e should be involved in 
gathering baseline environmental data along the proposed 
pipeline corridor, with particular focus on water quality and 
woodland caribou and their use of the area.

Labour and Business and Socio-Economic 
Impacts

One individual wanted to know if any of the Project’s full-time 
operations positions would be available to local people and if 
any would be located at Trout Lake. Residents’ socio-economic 
concerns included the impacts of noise and pollution on the 
community, the potential for air pollution to cause health 
problems for children, and the use and control of drugs and 
alcohol.

Biophysical Impacts

A resident asked whether preparations had been made to 
address potential impacts from earthquakes. Also asked was 
whether the Proponents had considered the impacts of climate 
change in the North or the potential for a large spill to occur 
in Tuktoyaktuk or Aklavik.

Mitigation and Reclamation

Mitigation and reclamation concerns were raised with the local 
example of Johnson Point, a 30-year-old development that the 
community has had to fight to have cleaned up. This experience 
has left some residents concerned that future developments may 
be left in the same state. One participant said that it was unfair 
for taxpayers to pay for industry clean-up and that the Proponents 
should be required to put aside money to ensure adequate 
clean-up and remediation.

Trout Lake Community Hearing, 
May 16, 2006

A total of 12 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel, and one video was presented. Residents of Trout Lake 
were primarily concerned about socio-cultural and biophysical 
impacts and monitoring. Also raised were labour and business 
matters and socio-economic impacts. Trout Lake residents 
indicated opposition to the proposed pipeline because of the 
impacts they anticipate it would have on their land and way of 
life. They indicated, however, that they are providing information 
on ways in which the plan can be modified to make it more 
acceptable to them.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Because of residents’ continued reliance on country foods, 
the Sambaa K’e traditional territory covers a large area. The 
Panel heard that residents hunt ducks, chickens, moose, 
caribou, porcupine and beaver. Residents said that the entire 
proposed pipeline corridor is considered a good habitat for 
moose and woodland caribou and that it serves as a primary 
hunting and trapping area. Two presenters said that the cleared 
right-of-way would help wolves hunt caribou and lead to a 
population imbalance. Another presenter was concerned about 
development-related sickness and disease in harvest animals. 
Concerns were raised several times that pipeline activity could 
cause the woodland caribou, a protected species, to leave the 
area. Residents also said that Ts’étįhį Mįhį is a special place 
for its traditional use for grayling fishing, beaver hunting and 
gathering medicinal plants.

It was reported that there are traditional trails between 
Ts’étįhį Mįhį and the winter road. The Panel heard that residents 
opposed the proposed gravel pit at Shíhndáákáá Tselaa, as it is 
part of the Sambaa K’e Dene Band Protected Area as a traditional 
harvesting area. Residents reported that the Proponents 
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Tuktoyaktuk Community Hearing 
No. 1, September 11, 2006

A total of nine individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the first day of Community Hearings in Tuktoyaktuk. 
Tuktoyaktuk’s Hamlet Council reported that consultation with 
the Proponents has not been meaningful so far and asked the 
Panel to remind companies of their responsibilities regarding 
consultation.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

As an alternative to the Proponents’ proposed airstrip at Parsons 
Lake, several residents suggested that making use of existing 
infrastructure in Tuktoyaktuk with access roads to Parsons Lake 
would be a positive solution to the expected extensive impacts 
of a new airstrip. This approach would also divert activity to 
Tuktoyaktuk.

The Hamlet Council favours the construction of an all-weather 
highway connecting Tuktoyaktuk to Inuvik, along with the 
development of Tuktoyaktuk’s harbour into a full-service, 
deep-water port.

Presenters had several questions about the proposed work 
camps. They wanted to know about the expected number of 
workers, the permanency of camp facilities and the supervision 
of workers’ access to communities.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that many people use the land around Parsons 
Lake, Husky Lake and the Delta. Residents said that they 
continue to hunt and fish and depend on this way of life. It was 
reported that Parsons Lake is good for hunting caribou, which 
have returned to the area only in the last 20 years. One resident 
was concerned about the proximity of work camps and facilities 
to traditional harvesting camps. Others said that the Project 
would impact the harvesting of fish, caribou and geese. Other 
concerns were that geese and caribou would change migration 
routes and that waterfowl habitat would be destroyed. It 
was reported that some wildlife have already moved further 
away because of development and that there is currently no 
compensation for having to travel farther to hunt.

A few residents asked about harvester compensation, including 
what would constitute a loss and what types and amounts of 
compensation would be provided for damage to the land.

Socio-Economic Impacts

While the Inuvialuit own sub-surface rights to some of the 
proposed Project areas, one resident said that the Inuvialuit 
would be charged an enormous sum to buy into the Project 
through the Aboriginal Pipeline Group. Several participants 
perceived the Project as a basin-opening project that would 

Tsiigehtchic Community Hearing, 
February 20, 2006

A total of 16 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel.

Biophysical Impacts

Regarding air quality, residents said that the Project would 
increase Canada’s greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to 
climate change. It was reported that community residents are 
currently feeling the impacts of climate change and that these 
affect tourism, community access and river freeze-up. Residents 
also expressed concern about climate change impacting 
permafrost along the pipeline route.

Some residents expressed additional concern over biophysical 
impacts relating to wildlife, fish and fish habitat. Specifically, the 
Panel heard that the Travaillant Lake area is a sensitive vicinity 
because of harvested wildlife, fish and birds, lakes, water, burial 
sites and trails, and that water withdrawal from water bodies 
could impact Travaillant Lake. Residents were concerned about 
wildlife and habitat, caribou maintaining their migration route, 
and visible reductions in the numbers of birds and moose.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Individuals expressed concerns about future suicide rates, the 
potential for loss of language and culture, the need for drug and 
alcohol addiction facilities, and the lack of adequate health care. 
One resident gave as an example the Aboriginal communities 
living on-reserve near Toronto who are close to wealth yet are 
unable to benefit from it. While there is community support for 
the pipeline, residents indicated that the Project should also 
care for the communities involved.

Labour and Business

Residents expressed their views on education and training, 
Benefits Agreements and the Proponents’ training programs. 
There was general support for the Project because the Gwich’in 
people have a one-third ownership in the Aboriginal Pipeline 
Group. But residents expressed concern about job opportunities. 
Specifically, they asked whether people in the North are 
guaranteed to get jobs and whether the use of transferable 
skills in the future would require people to move elsewhere, 
which many do not want to do. Some said that residents lack 
the training needed to work on the Project and that they need 
training for longer-term employment. Others said that the 
1992 settlement of the Gwich’in land claim has provided the 
Gwich’in with a say in how the land is managed in the Gwich’in 
Settlement Area. The Panel heard that, with these regulatory 
processes in place, the Gwich’in are confident that the land 
will be protected and that development will be managed in a 
sustainable way.
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Other concerns about the proposed airstrip included air traffic, 
noise pollution, impacts to fishing and the long-term health 
of wildlife. It was indicated that using the existing airstrip 
and construction of an all-weather road would disrupt the 
environment far less and be of greater economic benefit to the 
community, resulting in more self-sufficiency, increased resource 
accessibility, and more affordable goods and services.

Socio-Economic Impacts

It was expressed that the Project would lead to inflated prices 
for goods, services, harvesting equipment and fuel, consequently 
limiting trips out on the land. It was reported that harvesters 
are already suffering from the lack of enforcement in wildlife 
management and that more wildlife resource officers are needed 
to enforce Proponents’ commitments.

Participants said that harvester compensation should be not 
only for incidents leading to loss of food on the table. The Panel 
heard that compensation should also include the cost of having 
to travel farther to harvest and the loss of potential income from 
the beginning of Project construction through to operation. It 
was suggested that compensation amounts could be determined 
by identifying impacted people and recording harvest areas, 
harvester relocation, and the numbers and severity of impacts.

Several participants questioned the content of the Access and 
Benefits Agreement negotiated with the Inuvialuit Regional 
Corporation. One presenter wondered if the Agreement could 
be amended and improved upon and recommended that the 
Proponents revisit the Agreement with the Corporation. She 
encouraged including shareholders living outside of the Inuvialuit 
Settlement Region.

Labour and Business

Because of its high unemployment rate, the community said that 
it wants opportunities for employment, training and business. 
There was some concern that because of current education and 
training levels, local young people would be labourers working 
for minimum wage. Residents expressed a need for further 
education and training initiatives to enable the meaningful 
participation of the Inuvialuit in the Project. Suggested initiatives 
included:

•	 a scholarship for students who are pursuing careers in oil 
and gas;

•	 workforce placements for training graduates;

•	 incentives for staying in school;

•	 improved student safety;

•	 more teaching positions; and

•	 facilitated access to trades and vocational studies.

Numerous participants mentioned a need for cross-cultural 
training and made suggestions regarding its delivery.

mark the beginning of long-term development of oil and gas 
reserves in the Beaufort Delta and Beaufort Sea. Some residents 
requested information on anticipated Project revenue.

Labour and Business

Regarding education and training, two individuals raised the 
need for cultural orientation for southern employees and asked 
questions about the location, target group and frequency 
of training.

Residents also talked about work shifts. There was concern 
about the length of work days and shifts, with a stated 
preference for two-week rotations. One participant said that 
28 days is the upper limit for a safe length for a work shift. 
It was also noted that workers may want seasonal leave for 
traditional activities, such as the spring hunt.

One presenter pointed out that the Inuvialuit Final Agreement 
requires that preference be given to hiring Inuvialuit on 
projects within the Inuvialuit Settlement Region. This presenter 
asked how the Proponents would follow through on their 
commitment to the preferential hiring of northerners. He also 
asked about how the Proponents would remove union barriers 
to employing northerners and how they proposed to work 
with local businesses to help them prepare and qualify for 
service contracts.

Tuktoyaktuk Community Hearing 
No. 2, September 15, 2006

A total of seven residents made submissions to the Joint 
Review Panel during the second day of Community Hearings 
in Tuktoyaktuk.

Biophysical Impacts

Residents were concerned that dredging transport channels and 
offshore drilling may affect fishing and whale hunting. Other 
environmental concerns included the removal of debris and 
damage from previous projects, noise and air pollution, a decline 
in the quality of drinking water, and the incomplete state of 
industry plans for mitigation measures.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

The Panel heard that a proposed airstrip would be located in a 
caribou path, which would disrupt their migration and increase 
stress on the herd, ultimately impacting hunting. It was reported 
that caribou and reindeer are seen year-round in the Parsons Lake 
area, and that they enter as soon as the ice on the lakes is thick 
enough for them to cross. Their length of stay depends on the 
availability of food and activities in the area, including hunting. 
One participant contradicted several others, saying that caribou 
and reindeer do not go to Parsons Lake because the area has 
only willow, so there is little food for them there.
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to develop identified resources and that the Inuvialuit should 
work with them while maintaining control and preventing 
environmental degradation.

Tulita Community Hearing No. 1, 
April 4, 2006

A total of 10 residents made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the first day of Community Hearings in Tulita.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

Socio-cultural impacts were the most prevalent topic of 
submissions. The Panel heard that Tulita already has many social 
problems, and it is anticipated that these would be worsened 
by the proposed pipeline. Key concerns were:

•	 increased drug and alcohol use;

•	 an insufficient number of RCMP officers to address increases 
in crime;

•	 the decline of traditional ways of life as youth enter the wage 
economy; and

•	 impacts on animals and fish that would diminish traditional 
food sources.

Other concerns included increases in disposable income and 
gambling, racism on the job site, too few nurses, a population 
boom, and terrorist threats. One presenter was concerned that 
much time has passed since the Mackenzie Gas Project Impact 
Fund was announced and that communities are not preparing 
enough for growth related to the pipeline.

The Panel heard that there are a number of significant cultural 
sites in the proposed pipeline area: Bear Rock, Great Bear River, 
Keele River and 20 Mile Point. Residents said that these areas 
were used for fishing and gathering berries and lime, and that 
one was a camp area. Leaders and several community members 
of Tulita stated strongly that special areas should be identified 
and protected before major developments are approved. It was 
recommended to the Panel and the Proponents that they support 
Tulita in completing a Protected Area Strategy and the Sahtu Land 
Use Plan before any activity in the pipeline’s right-of-way is started 
and that this support be referred to in the Panel’s final report.

Socio-Economic Impacts

Presenters recalled past broken promises and stated that they 
are already experiencing social impacts from other development 
projects taking place around Tulita. Residents indicated that 
pipeline construction would affect the local traditional harvesting 
area. Several presenters noted that the compensation system 
associated with the Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement is 
not user friendly for harvesters. The Panel heard that harvesters 
need information on how they can be compensated for losses or 

Tuktoyaktuk Community Hearing 
No. 3, June 20, 2007

A total of 14 individuals made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the third day of Community Hearings in Tuktoyaktuk.

The Panel heard that opposition to the proposed Parsons Lake 
airstrip has remained strong in Tuktoyaktuk and that this has 
yet to be resolved with ConocoPhillips. Residents indicated that 
the proposed airstrip would negatively impact the community 
and limit its economic future. Presenters asked that the Panel 
consider the community’s concerns and recommend against 
the proposed Parsons Lake airstrip in its final report.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Panel heard that the area around the proposed Parsons Lake 
airstrip serves as a feeding ground for important harvest species 
such as caribou, ducks, geese and fish. Presenters indicated 
that people from Tuktoyaktuk have been harvesting there for 
generations and hope to continue to do so for generations to 
come. Also of concern are the nearby Husky Lakes region and 
the Noel Lake region, both of which support wildlife and are of 
cultural, historical and harvesting significance to the Inuvialuit.

Labour and Business

Education and employment opportunities are seen as an 
important positive impact of the Project. The Panel heard that 
residents want their children to stay in school but also want 
them to be able to take advantage of opportunities with industry. 
Suggestions from residents included employing summer 
students, providing distance learning facilities at work camps, 
restricting the hiring of minors, and providing benefits to short-
term employees. Residents also indicated that they want 
contract work for local businesses.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that gravel is a limited and valuable resource 
in Tuktoyaktuk. Several presenters were concerned that gravel 
should not be used for industry infrastructure (i.e. an airstrip) and 
access roads at the expense of residents and the community. 
It was stated that resources extracted from the Northwest 
Territories should benefit residents of the Northwest Territories 
first. To ensure benefits of resources in the North, one speaker 
suggested the creation of a trust fund for the Inuvialuit with 
a base amount of $42 million, to be later increased by an 
amount equal to a percentage of the value of the extracted 
resources. Residents said that monetary compensation cannot 
take the place of lost wildlife and that the Panel must consider 
the environment, wildlife and habitat areas when it makes its 
recommendations.

Questions were raised about granting exploration licences 
when there is an unwillingness to allow identified resources to 
be developed. Presenters said that industry should be allowed 
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Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that there are many non-beneficiaries 
engaging in harvesting that would not be covered by terms of 
the Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement and so would not 
receive compensation.

Biophysical Impacts

Many residents raised concerns about wildlife and the land, 
focusing mainly on the consequences that environmental 
degradation would have on traditional activities and food sources. 
Specifically, it was noted that there are a number of trap lines 
on the proposed pipeline route and that hunting, fishing and 
trapping take place at Stewart Lake, which is already impacted 
by heavy traffic at Keele River because of oil and gas exploration. 
One presenter was concerned that people coming up from 
the South would fish in all the good fishing lakes and hunt or 
otherwise harass wildlife. A number of participants argued that 
the construction of the pipeline should be delayed until the 
Northwest Territories Protected Areas Strategy and the Sahtu 
Land Use Plan are completed.

Labour and Business

There was some concern about ensuring that northerners would 
be qualified and able to obtain pipeline jobs. Several presenters 
anticipated a shortage of skilled labour in the North and were 
concerned that this would affect local contractors.

Ulukhaktok Community Hearing, 
September 8, 2006

A total of six residents made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

It was suggested that the Proponents train employees in financial 
management skills to address an expected increase in gambling. 
There is also concern that the proposed pipeline would increase 
the availability of drugs and alcohol within the community, which 
is currently without a social worker, wellness worker or mental 
health worker.

Socio-Economic Impacts

People are concerned that the Project would cause price inflation 
for basic supplies and services in the community, affecting 
people’s ability to hunt. One participant asked whether natural 
gas would be available for use by the communities or if it 
would all be sent south. The Panel heard that the Government 
of the Northwest Territories’ Public Housing Rental Subsidy 
is a disincentive for many people to find employment. The 
Ulukhaktok Community Corporation was concerned that the 
Mackenzie Gas Project Impact Fund would not be distributed 
fairly among all communities because of their varying distances 

initiate a review of losses with the Proponents. One presenter 
wanted to know how compensation would be provided to 
non-beneficiaries.

It was proposed that major decisions on a natural gas pipeline 
or other related development in the Sahtu should not occur 
before the Sahtu Land Use Plan is completed and approved. 
Another recommendation was for the Proponents to establish 
and maintain a Renewable Resource Harvester’s Compensation 
Trust Fund and provide administrative and technical support to 
give harvesters better access to compensation.

Labour and Business

Many concerns pertaining to education, training and employment 
were about youth and adults having opportunities for acquiring 
sufficient education and training to find employment.

Process

Residents expressed significant concern about the process 
of community consultation. Elders said that their voices are 
not being heard and that they have no real say in whether the 
pipeline would be constructed. There were several comments 
about the difficulty that community members have had in 
understanding the Proponents’ information materials.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

One presenter stated that it is in the community’s interest to 
have the proposed compressor station on the south side of Great 
Bear River. A few residents were concerned about the potential 
for a spill or leak, and one Elder stated that proposed work camps 
must be monitored and patrolled.

Tulita Community Hearing No. 2, 
April 5, 2006

A total of 19 residents made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel during the second day of Community Hearings in Tulita.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The residents of Tulita indicated that socio-cultural impacts 
were important to them. Nearly every presenter on this topic 
expressed concern about an anticipated rise in drug and alcohol 
use, inquiring about measures that would be taken to enforce 
zero tolerance in the proposed work camps and questioning the 
effectiveness of proposed practices such as luggage searches. 
Other concerns included racism on the job site, financial 
problems and increases in abuse, depression, suicide and 
prostitution. Two presenters anticipated that the lack of full-time 
daycare in the community would affect employment participation. 
A number of important historical areas were also identified by 
presenters. These included Jackfish Lake, Bear Rock and the 
coal seam.
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time. Similarly, the study recommended seasonal restrictions for 
activities in identified sensitive areas.

Socio-Economic Impacts

The Panel heard that the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation has not 
yet negotiated an Access and Benefits Agreement with the 
Proponents. Residents said that the Pehdzeh Ki left the Dehgah 
Alliance because it felt they were not fairly represented and that 
Wrigley’s concerns were not understood by the group. The First 
Nation is instead hoping to negotiate an agreement with the 
Proponents as a community. The Panel heard that the Pehdzeh Ki 
is still in land claim negotiations, and so it approaches this Project 
with less certainty than Aboriginal groups north of the Dehcho. 
One participant argued that, until the land claim is settled, there 
should be no development.

Several participants raised the topic of revenue. It was felt 
that residents should receive funds for allowing the pipeline to 
cross their land so that they would have resources to address 
community issues. The community recommended that, as a 
provision of a Benefits Agreement, the Pehdzeh Ki First Nation 
should be involved in independent environmental monitoring 
with the authority to report violations to regulatory agencies. 
This would provide assurance for land protection and provide 
meaningful employment.

The community issues study expressed a need for numerous 
community facilities such as a nursing station, a cultural centre 
and an indoor recreation facility as well as upgrades to the 
daycare facility, the recreation centre, the airport and other public 
buildings. The community would welcome the use of work camp 
housing after the pipeline’s construction phase. Other services 
that residents said were lacking included recreational facilities, 
counsellors and social workers, emergency response equipment 
and a long-term care facility. Representatives from nearby Willow 
River, home to seven people, told the Panel that they were 
without a telephone or electricity.

Socio-Cultural Impacts

The Pehdzeh Ki Traditional Knowledge study divides the 
55,000-km2 Pehdzeh Ki First Nation land use area into five main 
vicinities. For each, the study outlines its significance, concerns 
raised and the community’s position regarding proposed 
developments. Vicinities were considered significant for their:

•	 hunting, trapping and fishing areas;

•	 traditional trails and gathering sites or campsites;

•	 burial sites and spiritual sites;

•	 water ecosystems; and

•	 bird habitat and medicinal plants.

The Panel heard that harvesting continues to be an important part 
of residents’ lives.

from the Project. Socio-economic impacts caused by induced 
developments were also a concern.

Labour and Business

Residents recognized that the Project would bring jobs and 
spinoff economic benefits to the North, but they wondered 
how much of this would be enjoyed by communities that are 
more isolated. A representative of the Ulukhaktok Community 
Corporation did not anticipate that the Project would affect the 
local economy, yet the Corporation hopes that local businesses 
would have equal opportunity to bid on tenders, despite their 
distance from the Project.

The Panel heard that residents are hoping to benefit from 
employment and training opportunities with the Project, despite 
the cost of travel to and from the work site. Like residents 
in other small communities, people in Ulukhaktok would like 
advance notice about employment and training opportunities. 
The Panel heard that education and literacy levels are low in 
Ulukhaktok, and the Community Corporation encouraged the 
Proponents to hire people who do not have a Grade 12 education 
and provide them with upgrading and skills training during their 
employment.

Cumulative Impacts

Concerns were raised about cumulative impacts relating to 
induced developments. Specifically, residents were concerned 
that if the pipeline were built, it would open the Beaufort Sea and 
other coastal areas for exploration and development and lead to 
the development of other pipelines to connect with the proposed 
Mackenzie Gas Pipeline.

Wrigley Community Hearing, 
May 11, 2006

A total of 15 residents made submissions to the Joint Review 
Panel. Much of the hearing entailed the presentation of the local 
Traditional Knowledge study and a community issues study.

Project Transportation and 
Infrastructure Requirements

The Traditional Knowledge study opposed constructing facilities 
in some areas and recommended using existing facilities or 
sites in other areas. In one case, it was recommended that a 
proposed compressor station be relocated closer to an existing 
compressor. A consistent recommendation was that borrow sites 
must be 1 kilometre away from any creek bed. Four borrow pits 
were entirely rejected, either because their proximity to Wrigley 
made them ideal for the community’s own use or because of 
their proximity to a moose hunting area or spawning area. The 
study also recommended that a limit be set for river traffic and 
that barges not be offloaded past mid-September, a key hunting 
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Directional drilling was recommended for six proposed water 
crossings because of the season in which the crossings would 
be taking place. These were identified as creeks where there 
would be overwintering fish.

Labour and Business

Some presenters were concerned about obtaining Aboriginal 
employment and requested bursaries and scholarships to 
improve local access to training opportunities.

Biophysical Impacts

Participants were concerned that pipeline activity would cause 
changes to the migration patterns of moose and caribou. The 
Panel heard that moose and caribou were not seen for seven 
years after Enbridge built the last pipeline and that barren land 
caribou have only recently returned to the area after a 50-year 
absence. Major concerns included:

•	 the impact of proposed river crossings on overwintering fish;

•	 impacts of barge landings on fish;

•	 the use of water by work camps;

•	 the disruption of trails; and

•	 the proximity of a proposed borrow pit to a beaver and 
muskrat habitat.
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Active I Stream/Channel — A watercourse with year round 
flow, discernible banks and substrate, and a drainage area less 
than 1,000 km2. In winter it might be partially frozen to the 
bottom because of groundwater input, beaver activity, or large 
pools and deep water.

Active II Stream/Channel — A watercourse with intermittent 
flow, discernible banks and substrate, and a drainage area less 
than 1,000 km2. In winter it is frozen to the bottom or dry below 
the ice surface.

active layer — In a permafrost environment, the top layer of 
soil that thaws in summer and refreezes in winter.

adaptive management — A systematic and practical approach 
to the implementation of new or modified mitigation measures 
over the life of a project to address unanticipated environmental 
effects.

aerobic — An environment in which oxygen is readily available.

alluvial fan — A large fan-shaped terrestrial deposit of 
sediments formed by a stream, usually near its mouth.

ambient air quality — The quality of any unconfined portion 
of the atmosphere, open air, surrounding air.

ambient temperature pipeline — Pipeline designed to operate 
at close to the local ground temperature so as to neither create 
nor degrade permafrost.

anadromous species — Fish that travel up freshwater streams 
from the sea to spawn.

aquifer — A permeable rock formation that stores groundwater 
water.

areal — Of or relating to or involving an area.

artifact — Any tangible evidence of human activity that is more 
than 50 years old, in respect of which an unbroken chain of 
possession cannot be demonstrated.

aufeis — Thick ice that builds up on the surface of a river, a 
stream or surrounding terrain as a result of repeated overflow 
when water, under increasing hydrostatic pressure, is forced 
to the surface, spreads over the area and freezes in successive 
sheets of ice.

Aboriginal authority — As the context requires,

(i)	 the Inuvialuit Regional Corporation,

(ii)	 the Gwich’in Tribal Council,

(iii)	 the Sahtu Dene Council and any one or more of the 
seven land corporations created pursuant to the Sahtu 
Land Claim Agreement, or

(iv)	 the Dehcho First Nations and any one or more council 
of the band or association or person representing one 
or more bands, associations or persons set out in the 
definition of “Deh Cho First Nations” in the Interim 
Measures Agreement.

Aboriginal peoples — Indigenous peoples who, in Canada, 
constitute the Indian, Inuit and Métis peoples.

Aboriginal private lands — Lands owned and administered by 
an Aboriginal land administration or land corporation within a 
land claim settlement area or region in which a comprehensive 
land claim has been settled.

Access and Benefits Agreements — See Benefits and Access 
Agreements.

acid rock drainage — Acidic water (pH <5.0) containing sulphide 
minerals, particularly iron pyrite and the exposure of these minerals 
to air and moisture resulting in oxidation and the generation of 
sulphuric acid. ARD occurs primarily in the outflow from mining 
operations but can also occur where the Earth has been disturbed 
(construction sites, subdivisions, transportation corridors, etc.).

acidification — The process of making or becoming acid. 
In environmental terms, the modification of the acid basic 
equilibrium of an ecosystem by an augmentation of its acid 
content.

Action Plan or Five-Year Action Plan — The Northwest 
Territories Protected Area Strategy states “The strategic 
enhancement needed over the next five years to identify, review, 
establish interim protection and evaluate a network of protected 
areas in the Mackenzie Valley. The Action Plan focuses resources 
to meet the timeline of the proposed Mackenzie Valley Pipeline 
and provides increased capacity to the communities within the 
Mackenzie Valley to help meet their long-term conservation goals 
such as those identified in community conservation plans, land 
use plans, interim measures and land claims.”

Appendix 11 
Glossary
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block valve — A device, positioned at intervals along a pipeline, 
that controls the rate of flow in the pipeline, opens or shuts 
off the pipeline completely, or serves as an automatic or semi-
automatic safety device.

blow-down venting event — The act of releasing natural 
gas from a section of pipeline or from a compressor so that 
maintenance work can be done safely.

borrow material — General term for sand, gravel and crushed 
rock removed from a borrow site.

borrow site — An area that could be excavated to provide 
material, such as gravel or sand, to be used as fill elsewhere.

candidate protected area — In the context of the NWT 
Protected Area Strategy, a unique or sensitive area being 
considered in a public consultation process for formal 
establishment as a protected area.

capital expenditure — The amount of money spent during a 
particular period to acquire or improve long-term assets, such 
as property, plant or equipment.

carbon dioxide — Common gas found in the atmosphere 
and one of the greenhouse gases produced in part by human 
activities.

carbon monoxide — A colourless, odourless, tasteless, highly 
poisonous gas released primarily by incomplete combustion of 
carbon or carbonaceous material, including gasoline (especially 
by automobiles).

carbon sequestration — The uptake of carbon into some form 
of storage where it will remain permanently isolated. Trees and 
plants, for example, absorb carbon dioxide; they release the 
oxygen and store the carbon.

channel morphology — The shape, size and path of the 
bed and banks of a river or stream as defined by its flow and 
geological setting.

Clean Air Strategic Alliance — The multi-stakeholder 
partnership, composed of representatives selected by industry, 
government and non government organizations, which 
recommends strategies to assess and improve air quality in 
Alberta.

Commissioner’s lands — Public lands administered by the 
Government of the Northwest Territories.

compressor — A device used to increase the gas pressure in a 
pipeline system or other facility.

compressor station — A facility containing equipment 
that is used to increase pressure to compress natural gas for 
transportation in a pipeline.

ballast water — Used to maintain the stability of an offshore 
facility; water with its suspended matter taken on board a ship 
to control the trim, list, draught, stability and stresses of the ship, 
and includes the sediment settled out of the ballast water within 
a ship.

bankfull width — The width of a watercourse when it 
completely fills its channel and the elevation of the water surface 
reaches the upper margins of the bank.

bedrock — Rock, usually solid, that underlies soil or other 
unconsolidated superficial cover.

Before-After-Control-Impact — A type of monitoring program 
that compares data from potentially affected areas with similar 
data collected from reference sites not affected by the proposed 
project obtained both before and after the potential impact has 
occurred.

Benefits and Access Agreements — Collectively, the benefits 
agreements, access agreements and other related agreements 
relating to the Project or a portion of it, entered into between 
any of the Operators and one or more Aboriginal authorities, 
that provide for the granting of access rights, the conferring of 
benefits commitments or the granting of other rights to, or the 
undertaking of other commitments by the parties.

benthic invertebrate — Any bottom living animal lacking a 
backbone that filters organic matter out of the sediments or 
the overlying water.

best available technology — The most effective and advanced 
stage in the development of activities and their methods of 
operation which indicate the practical suitability of particular 
techniques for providing in principle the basis for emission limit 
values designed to prevent and, where that is not practicable, 
generally to reduce emissions and impact on the environment.

best management practices — A practice or combination 
of practices that are considered to be an effective and 
practical (including technological, economical, and regulatory 
considerations) means of planning, constructing, operating and 
decommissioning a project or carrying out an activity.

best practical technology — Factors relating to control 
technologies that include the total cost of the application of 
the technology in relation to the benefits to be achieved by its 
application.

bioaccumulate — The ability of a substance to accumulate in 
living tissues.

biodiversity — Short for biological diversity and generally 
defined as: “the full variety of life on Earth.”

biophysical — Referring to the air, noise, aquatic (groundwater, 
hydrology, water quality and fisheries) and terrestrial (soils, 
landforms, permafrost, vegetation and wildlife) conditions.
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design contingency earthquake — Pipeline performance 
criteria to ensure that pipeline integrity follows industry practice 
relating to the design required to withstand an earthquake 
as required for the regulatory review. In the context of the 
Mackenzie Gas Project the Proponents adopted criteria with 
two levels, a lower level called the “design operating earthquake 
level” or “surface load earthquake level” and a higher level 
called the “design contingency earthquake level”. The design 
contingency earthquake level considers a rare event (a 2,475 year 
return period) that includes some structural damage and 
permanent deformation of the pipeline system but no loss of 
product nor serious personnel harm.

design strain — The maximum strain allowable for a given 
material in service.

DFO’s Operational Statements — A series of Operational 
Statements developed by Fisheries and Oceans Canada to 
streamline the Habitat Management Program’s regulatory review 
of certain low risk activities by outlining measures and conditions 
to follow in order to avoid the harmful alteration, disruption or 
destruction to fish habitat and be in compliance with subsection 
35(1) of the Fisheries Act.

diadromous fish — Fish that travel between salt and fresh 
waters.

direct economic effect — The effect on industries (firms) that 
expand production to satisfy increased demand created by the 
project.

direct employment — In the context of the Mackenzie Gas 
Project, employment directly by the Mackenzie Gas Project.

direct project expenditure — The amount of money invested 
directly in a project.

discontinuous permafrost — See permafrost.

downstream emissions — Emissions associated with the 
combustion of gas transported by the pipeline.

ecological integrity — An ecosystem has integrity when it 
is deemed characteristic for its natural region, including the 
composition and abundance of native species and biological 
communities, rates of change and supporting processes. In plain 
language, ecosystems have integrity when they have their native 
components (plants, animals and other organisms) and processes 
(such as growth and reproduction) intact.

ecology — A branch of science concerned with the 
interrelationships between animals and plants and their 
environment.

ecoregion — A relatively large unit of land that is characterized 
by a distinctive assembly of terrain, climate, soil, flora, fauna 
and hydrology.

conservation land — Publicly owned land specially designated 
by federal, provincial or territorial governments to protect fragile 
ecosystems, habitats and species at risk.

constant 2006 dollars (Cdn) — The value of goods and services 
according to prices in Canada in 2006.

content plan — A term used by the Proponents to mean a 
written plan submitted by prospective Contractors as part of the 
procurement process in respect of Project work that sets out the 
proposed involvement of Aboriginal Persons, NWT Residents and 
NWT Businesses in the performance of a contract in respect of 
Project Work.

continuous permafrost — See permafrost.

contractor — In the context of the Mackenzie Gas Project, a 
business that has contracted with the Proponents or another 
Contractor to provide Project work.

convective cooling pipe — A self-supporting passive cooling 
system that provides surface cooling without requiring external 
power input.

Cooperation Plan — The Cooperation Plan for the 
Environmental Impact Assessment and Regulatory Review of a 
Northern Gas Pipeline Project through the Northwest Territories, 
as developed by the Northern Pipeline Environmental Impact 
Assessment and Regulatory Chairs’ Committee.

criteria air contaminants — Air pollutants that cause smog, 
acid rain and other health hazards.

cumulative impacts — Impacts on the environment that are 
caused by an action in combination with other past, present and 
future human actions.

cuttings — Chips and small fragments of rock or dirt dislodged 
by a drill as it moves through underground formations and 
brought to the surface as debris by the flow of drilling fluids.  
Also known as drill cuttings.

decision tree — A diagram used to determine the optimal 
course of action in situations having several possible alternatives 
with uncertain outcomes. A decision tree displays the structure 
of the each decision and the relationships between different 
alternatives, decisions and outcomes.

deep hole injection — The disposal of soil and sludge injected 
back down a drill hole and into a designated formation.

demobilizing — The process of moving people, supplies and 
equipment away from the work site.
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Formula Financing Grant — In the context of the Northwest 
Territories, a federal government grant to the territorial 
government that provides a basic level of revenue intended 
to enable the territorial government to provide residents with 
a minimum standard of government services established for 
all Canadians. The grant is intended to provide the difference 
between the territorial government’s tax revenue and the 
expenditure for the required services.

frost bulb — A frozen zone, typically formed around a chilled 
pipe, in otherwise unfrozen ground.

frost heave — The upward or outward movement of the ground 
surface caused by ice in the underlying soil. This movement 
results from alternate thawing and freezing.

fugitive emission — A controlled product in gas, liquid or solid 
form that escapes from processing equipment, from control 
emission equipment or from a product.

gas conditioning facility — An installation for separating water 
from natural gas or natural gas liquids (e.g. butane, propane) 
and subsequent delivery to a natural gas pipeline.

gas hydrates — Crystals of frozen water within which gas 
molecules are trapped.

gas seeps — An area where liquid and gaseous hydrocarbons 
seep out of fissures to the Earth’s surface.

geohazard — Short form for geologic hazard. A harmful event 
caused by geological features and processes that present, or 
has the potential to present, severe threats to humans, property 
and the environment. Geohazards are naturally occurring or 
human activity-induced geological, geotechnical, geothermal 
or hydrological phenomena that could lead to pipeline or other 
component failure, causing adverse environmental impacts, 
or that could affect the right-of-way, causing environmental 
concerns.

GHG offset — Short for Greenhouse Gas Emission offset credit.

Goal 1 areas — In the context of the NWT Protected Area 
Strategy, special natural and cultural areas identified by NWT 
communities that are the most critical to the sustainability of 
northern land-based economies and cultures. These could include 
unique or significant wildlife habitats, harvesting areas, important 
cultural sites, prime recreational and scenic areas and unique 
scientific features.

Goal 2 areas — In the context of the NWT Protected Area 
Strategy, core areas that represent the combination of 
landscape features, plants and animals, which make each of 
the 16 ecoregions in the Mackenzie Valley unique.

granular resources — Sand, gravel, clay and quarry materials.

ecosystem — A system where populations of species group 
together into communities and interact with each other and their 
physical environment as a defined unit.

environmental impact assessment — A detailed study 
that attempts to identify and to predict the impact of human 
activities (i.e. industrial installations, etc.) on the surrounding 
biophysical environment and on human health conducted before 
work on those activities has commenced. The results of an EIA 
are published and discussed by different levels of government, 
non-governmental organizations, and the general public before 
a decision is made on whether or not the project can proceed.

excavated volume — Gravel, sand and rock taken from the 
borrow site and includes allowances for bulking, ice or moisture 
content and transport.

exceedance — In environmental studies a concept applied to 
any type of environmental risk modeling. Also refers to instances 
where a licencee’s activities exceed levels or standards set out in 
the licence.

exploration licence — A licence that gives a company the 
exclusive right to explore, drill, and test for oil and gas, develop 
land for petroleum production and obtain a production licence 
on Crown land. In the NWT, exploration licences are issued by 
INAC under the Canada Petroleum Resources Act.

extraction induced subsidence — The lowering of the land 
surface because of reservoir compaction as a result of the 
removal of hydrocarbons.

fault — A fracture in rock along which the adjacent rock surfaces 
are differentially displaced.

fen — Low land, such as peat land, that is wholly or partly 
covered by water, especially in the upper regions of old estuaries 
and around lakes.

fetch — An expanse of open water over which the wind can 
blow or waves travel continuously without obstruction.

fishery — A place where fish are reared: a fishing ground or area 
where fish are caught.

flare stack — A chimney used to dispose of surplus hydrocarbon 
gases by igniting them in the atmosphere.

flaring — The on-site combustion of natural gas during pre-
operational testing, emergencies, upsets and other stages of a 
natural gas project. In the context of the Mackenzie Gas Project, 
flaring would occur at the three Anchor Fields facilities and the 
Inuvik Area Facility.

footprint — The outline of an area of land occupied by a 
building or structure at ground level.
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input-output model — A model used by Statistics Canada 
to provide a detailed breakdown of Canadian economic 
activity by province and territory among industries and a 
detailed breakdown of their inputs and outputs by commodity 
associated with a change in demand. The model also provides 
supply requirements from other sources, such as imports and 
government production of goods and services.

integrity management plan — A term used by the Proponents 
to mean a plan that would be developed for use during 
operations of the Mackenzie Gas Project to ensure the safety of 
employees and the public, reduce environmental impacts, protect 
the installed pipelines and facilities and maintain reliability.

intermittent stream — A stream where water flows during 
storms or the wet season but which dries up during the dry 
season or drought. Also known as intermittent watercourse.

Intervener — Any person or organization who was granted 
Intervener status by the Joint Review Panel in the environmental 
impact review.

karst topography — The landscape surface that forms 
in limestone, dolomite or gypsum, by dissolving the rock, 
characterized by sinkholes, caves and underground drainage.

labour force — Individuals 15 years of age or older who are 
working or actively seeking employment.

labour income — The total earnings of workers, consisting of 
wages and salaries, as well as supplementary labour income, such 
as employer’s contributions to pension funds, employee welfare 
funds, Employment Insurance and Workers’ Compensation 
funds.

land claim agreement — An agreement between an Aboriginal 
people and the Government of Canada to settle Aboriginal 
rights in a geographic area which, may include rights to self-
government, land, resources, wildlife management and cash 
compensation.

land use plan — A plan that identifies different areas of land 
for specific uses. It describes what activities are permitted — and 
which activities are not permitted — in those specified areas.

land withdrawal — The withdrawal by INAC of specified Crown 
land from disposition of mineral and oil and gas rights. The 
withdrawal may be for a specified period of time, for surface 
rights only or for subsurface and surface rights.

landfill — A site where waste is deposited, disposed of, handled, 
treated or processed.

Large River Channel — A watercourse with perennial flow, 
a wetted width greater than 25 m, and a drainage area greater 
than 1,000 km2.

gross domestic product — The annual total value of goods 
produced and services provided in a country, province or territory, 
excluding transactions with other countries.

ground ice — Ice that forms below the surface of the ground 
when interstitial groundwater freezes. Ice rich ground is 
commonly found in more or less permanently frozen ground 
(permafrost). Of the many types of ground ice, pore ice, wedge 
ice, segregated ice and massive ice are most significant in terms 
of volume and frequency of occurrence.

heat flux — The flow of energy per unit of area per unit of time.

horizontal drilling — Drilling vertically down to a certain level 
and then at an angle of at least 80 degrees from vertical so that 
the borehole proceeds almost horizontal with the surface.

hydrological data — Data pertaining to the waters of the Earth, 
including their properties, circulation, distribution and reaction 
with the environment.

ice lens — A lens-shaped horizontal accumulation of 
permanently frozen ground ice of any dimension. It can range 
in thickness from a hairline to as much as 10 m.

ice wedge — A massive, generally wedge-shaped, vertical or 
inclined sheet of ground ice which forms in thermal contraction 
cracks in permafrost. Its size can vary from 10 cm to 3 m wide at 
the top, tapering to a feather-edge at a depth of 1 m to 10 m.

indigenous species — Species that occur naturally in an area or 
habitat. Also known as native species.

indirect economic effect — The result of contractors and 
suppliers purchasing additional required inputs from other firms.

indirect employment — Employment related to an indirect 
economic effect.

induced economic effect — The result of firms expanding 
production because of direct and indirect effects, hiring more 
staff and paying out wages, thereby increasing household 
income. Households, after withdrawing a portion for taxes and 
savings, spend this income, which in turn increases the demand 
for other commodities.

induced employment — Employment related to an induced 
economic effect.

infrastructure site — Site for basic facilities, such as 
transportation, communications, power supplies and buildings, 
which enable an organization, project or community to function.
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Operators — In the context of the Mackenzie Gas Project 
means:

a.	 IORL for the Taglu Anchor Field;

b.	 IORVL for the Mackenzie Valley Pipeline and the 
Mackenzie Gathering System;

c.	 ConocoPhillips for the Parsons Lake Anchor Field; and

d.	 Shell for the Niglintgak Anchor Field;

	 or their respective lawful successors (including a sole 
operating Owner) or permitted assigns authorized to 
operate a portion of the facilities for and on behalf of its 
Owners, and Operator means any one of the Operators, 
as the context requires.

organic terrain — The superficial layer of living plant material 
and a sub-layer of peat or fossilized plant material.

over-the-top route — The sea route that passes north of Alaska 
on the way to or from the Mackenzie Delta.

oxides of nitrogen — Collective term for a group of gases 
released by fossil fuel combustion; nitrogen compounds include: 
NO (nitrogen monoxide), NO

2
 (nitrogen dioxide), N

2
O (dinitrogen 

oxide), N
2
O

3
 (dinitrogen trioxide), N

2
O

4
 (dinitrogen tetraoxide) 

and N
2
O

5
 (dinitrogen pentaoxide).

palsa — A peaty permafrost mound, several metres in height 
and up to 100 m in diameter, possessing a core of alternating 
layers of segregated ice and peat or mineral soil material.

participation rate — The percentage of people 15 years of age 
and over who are in the labour force.

peat — An organic deposit consisting of decayed, or partially 
decayed, humified plant materials that have decomposed in wet 
or waterlogged, anaerobic environments.

peat plateau — A low, generally flat-topped expanse of peat 
rising one or more metres above the general surface of a peat 
land and containing segregated ice.

permafrost — Perennially frozen ground, occurring wherever 
the temperature remains below the freezing point of water 
(0ºC or 32ºF) for two or more years. Permafrost underlies 
about 65% of the Mackenzie Delta. Two major divisions of 
permafrost are: continuous permafrost, which occurs everywhere 
beneath the ground surface except large bodies of water, and 
discontinuous permafrost, which includes many permafrost-free 
areas. 

piping — Pipe-like erosion of soil due to subsurface water 
seepage that may cause the loss of structural support and the 
collapse of the ground surface into the resultant cavity.

lean gas or lean dry gas — Gas containing little or no 
liquefiable hydrocarbons commercially recoverable as liquid 
product. Also known as dry gas.

liquified natural gas — Natural gas liquified either by 
refrigeration at minus 160ºC or by pressure.

Mackenzie Explorer Group — Seven companies, Anadarko 
Canada Corporation, BP Canada Energy Company, Chevron 
Canada Resources, Devon Canada Corporation, EnCana 
Corporation, Nytis Exploration Company, and Petro-Canada Oil 
and Gas holding oil and gas exploration rights in the NWT.

massive ice — Large mass of ground ice, including ice wedges, 
pingo ice, buried ice and large ice lenses. Commonly, massive 
ice in the Project area is found several metres below the ground 
surface but, in places, it may be close to the base of the active 
layer.

merchantable stands — In the NWT, forested communities 
greater than 4 ha in size that include all trees greater than 6 m 
tall, with a crown closure of more than 6% and having a stump 
diameter of at least 13 cm and top diameter of at least 7 cm.

merchantable timber — Timber that has attained sufficient 
size, quality and/or volume for it to have commercial value 
i.e. that can be profitably milled and made into lumber and 
other wood products.

methane — The most common of hydrocarbon gases and the 
largest component of natural gas; consisting of one carbon atom 
and four hydrogen atoms.

mitigation — The elimination, reduction or control of a project’s 
adverse environmental effects, including restitution for any 
damage to the environment caused by such effects through 
replacement, restoration, compensation or other means.

municipal lands — In the NWT, lands administered by the 
GNWT or a municipality.

natural gas — A gaseous, highly compressible, highly expansible 
hydrocarbon-rich mixture occurring naturally and containing, 
principally, methane, but also ethane, propane, isobutane, 
butane, pentane, plus appreciable quantities of nitrogen, helium, 
carbon dioxide and contaminants.

natural gas liquids — A mixture of hydrocarbons, ethane, 
propane, butane, that were gaseous in the reservoir but liquified 
at the surface in separators, field facilities, or gas processing 
plants.

open cut — A water crossing technique used in pipeline 
construction where a trench is cut into the riverbed.

operations expenditure — The amount of money used to 
operate a facility or system.



678          Appendices

regional study area — A term used by the Proponents to mean 
a 15-km-wide buffer around the three anchor fields, on either 
side of the gathering system right-of-way and on either side 
of the pipeline right-of-way.

regulatory agency — Any federal, provincial, territorial, or 
municipal organization, department or directorate responsible 
for issuing a licence, permit, or other authorization required for 
development under any federal or provincial/territorial law.

residency — The province or territory where a worker maintains 
a permanent residence, pays taxes and spends income. A worker 
might work in one province or territory while maintaining 
residency in another.

right-of-way — A strip of land in relation to which a person 
or company is granted a right to traverse for a specific use.

rights issuance — The process by which rights to explore for or 
produce oil and gas from federal crown lands are issued that is 
laid out in the Canada Petroleum Resources Act.

sales gas — Natural gas that has undergone a purifying process 
to remove its water content and impurities. Also known as 
processed natural gas, marketable natural gas or marketable gas.

segregated ice — Ice in discrete layers or ice lenses that have 
slowly built up in frozen soil as a result of the active migration 
of water (through the capillary rise of moisture) from around the 
feature to the freezing front (typically only in the upper 5–6 m of 
ground). Segregated ice can obtain dimensions large enough to 
be considered a massive ice body.

seismicity — Seismic activity; especially the frequency of 
earthquakes per unit area in a region.

settled land claim — Claim by Aboriginal people to land that 
has been negotiated and concluded with the Government of 
Canada and the province or territory in which the lands are 
located. The resulting agreement is legally binding.

shallow gas — Natural gas from formations located within 
900 m of the Earth’s surface.

slug catcher — A vessel or series of pipes to collect liquids at 
the inlet of a compressor station.

spud barge — Flat-decked vessel commonly used as a work 
barge or loading and unloading platform. So-named because its 
legs, called spuds, can be lowered from underneath and pushed 
into the waterway floor to anchor the structure in place.

stockpile site — Site where pipes, materials and equipment are 
stored during the construction phase of a project.

storm surge — Rising of the sea or other water body in a region 
as a result of strong winds and atmospheric pressure changes 
associated with a storm.

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons — An organic compound 
containing only hydrogen and carbon, consisting of multiple 
six-carbon rings. They are a product of incomplete combustion 
of organic materials, such as wood or fossil fuels.

polygon — Pattern of polygonal cracks formed on a level or 
gently sloping surface from the displacement of rocks, soil and 
peat due to frost or ice action.

pore ice — The ice that occurs in the pores of soils and rocks; 
such ice fills or partially fills void spaces in the ground.

pore water pressure — The pressure exerted by water in the 
void space of soil or rock.

private lands — In the NWT, lands administered by the 
Aboriginal authorities’ land administration or land corporations 
within a settled claim area.

processed natural gas — Natural gas that has undergone a 
purifying process to remove its water content and impurities. Also 
known as marketable natural gas, marketable gas, sales gas.

protected area — A clearly defined geographical area dedicated 
to the protection and maintenance of biological diversity, and of 
natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through 
legal or other effective means.

provincial Crown lands — Lands administered by the 
Government of Alberta.

public lands — In the context of the NWT, lands that include 
Federal Crown lands administered by the Department of Indian 
and Northern Affairs (also referred to as “territorial lands” in 
the Territorial Lands Act), municipal lands administered by the 
Government of the Northwest Territories or local municipality, or 
Commissioner’s lands administered by the Government of the 
Northwest Territories and, in the context of Alberta, provincial 
Crown lands or Alberta public lands administered by the 
Government of Alberta.

rearing habitat — A term that, in the context of fish and fish 
habitat, means small streams, back channels and lakes where 
larvae and young fish find food and shelter and where they 
spend up to two years feeding and growing before migrating 
to the ocean.

reforestation charge — A fee payable on all timber cut based 
on a percentage of the market value at stump of the timber; 
revenues generated from this charge are intended to be used 
solely for funding reforestation (artificial plantation) projects 
and programs.

regional land use plan — A plan, arrived at after broad 
consultation, about how land and resources can be used and 
managed at a regional level.
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thermosiphon — A closed system of tubes connected to a 
water-cooled engine which permits natural circulation and 
cooling of the liquid by using the difference in density of the hot 
and cold portions. A thermosiphon artificially cools the ground 
or maintains the ground in a frozen state limiting the progression 
of thaw depth.

threshold — A measurable point at which a condition becomes 
unacceptable from a social or ecological perspective. Limits of 
acceptable change are socially defined points or thresholds that 
establish boundaries or a range on the extent of acceptable 
change for a species, where exact thresholds may not exist. 
From a sustainability perspective, both measures are useful in 
establishing the conditions for socio-cultural and ecological 
sustainability in a region.

throughput — The total amount of natural gas transported 
through a pipeline over a given period of time.

valued component — Characteristic or features that represent 
important environmental or socio-economic conditions identified 
by assessment specialists, communities or stakeholders.

vegetated watercourse — A natural or constructed 
watercourse with ephemeral flow, no discernible banks or 
sediment transport, designed to accommodate concentrated 
flows without causing erosion.

well test flaring — A type of flaring to test gas flow from 
a well.

stumpage charge — A fee, based on the volume of wood cut, 
paid by companies or individuals who want to cut trees from 
public lands.

subsidence — The gradual sinking or downward settling of the 
earth’s surface in response to geologic or man-induced causes.

sulphide — Compound of sulphur with another element.

suspended sediment — Very fine particles of rock, sand, soil 
and organic material that remain in suspension in water for a 
considerable period of time without contact with the bottom or 
that are carried in suspension in the water column.

sustainability — Meeting the needs of the present and local 
population can be met without compromising the ability of 
future generations or populations in the same or other locations 
to meet their own needs.

sweet gas or sweet natural gas — Natural gas that has a 
relatively low concentration of sulphur compounds, such as 
hydrogen sulphide.

territorial lands — Federal Crown public lands administered 
by the Department of Indian and Northern Affairs under the 
Territorial Lands Act.

thaw depth — The level down to which the permafrost soil will 
normally thaw during a summer.

thaw settlement — Ground surface settlement caused by 
freezing and thawing. When ice-rich soils thaw, water is liberated 
and, as it drains away, the ground subsides or settles. Where the 
ground contains excess ice, the amount of thaw settlement may 
be quite substantial, especially where massive ice is encountered.







The Joint Review Panel for the Mackenzie Gas Project was a  

seven-member, independent body that evaluated the potential impacts of the 

proposed Mackenzie Gas Project and associated Northwest Alberta Facilities on the 

environment and lives of the people in the project area. The Joint Review Panel 

members were (from left to right): Tyson Pertschy, Peter Usher, Barry Greenland, 

Robert Hornal, Percy Hardisty, Rowland Harrison, Gina Dolphus.




