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The Government of the Northwest Territories Department of Infrastructure (GNWT INF) submitted a complete
application for a Type A Land Use Permit (Permit) and Type B Water Licence (Licence) to the Wek’èezhìi Land and
Water Board (WLWB or the Board) on January 7, 2019. The purpose of this Application is for the development of
the Tlicho All‐season Road (TASR), beginning from kilometre 196 on Highway 3, near BehchokÇ«Ì€, to the
community of Whati. The 97 km, twoâ€ lane gravel highway consists of a 60 m rightâ€ ofâ€ way and includes 16
water crossings requiring culverts or bridges.
The Application was first submitted to the WLWB on March 31, 2016 and distributed for public review on July 4,
2016. On July 21, 2016, the Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board (Review Board) decided on its
own motion, to conduct an environmental assessment of the TASR Project. A Report of Environmental Assessment
(REA) was released on March 29, 2018 and the final decision from the Minister of Lands was rendered on October
25, 2018.
Item Description:

Reviewers are invited to submit comments and recommendations using the Online Review System (ORS) by the
review comment deadline specified below. Notices of application for water compensation must also be
submitted by the review comment deadline. If reviewers seek clarification on the submission, they are
encouraged to correspond directly with the proponent prior to submitting comments and recommendations.
Reviewers may also wish to consider providing an overarching recommendation regarding whether the Board
should approve the submission, to provide context for the comments and recommendations and assist the
Board with its decision.
Please provide comments and recommendations on the:
â— Application;
â— Engagement Record;
â— Engagement Plan;
â— Waste Management Plan;

â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—
â—

Spill Contingency Plan;
Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan;
Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Plan;
Design Plans Related to Construction;
Permafrost Management Plan;
Erosion and Sedimentation Plan;
Quarry Operations Plan;
Closure and Reclamation Plan;
Water Monitoring Plan;
Archaeological Site Chance Find Protocol;
Any additional information that requires review;
Preliminary Screening (please see below for additional information) of the changes to the Project;
Draft Water Licence (please clearly indicate which condition you are commenting on); and
Draft Land Use Permit (please clearly indicate which condition you are commenting on).

Please note that the GNWT‐INF prepared the proposed draft Land Use Permit and Water Licence conditions. The
purpose of the draft Permit and Licence is to allow parties to comment on possible conditions. Changes proposed
by Board staff are highlighted in green and reflect common definitions, conditions, and schedules. Those
conditions highlighted in yellow reflect non‐standard conditions that appear relevant to the proposed activities.
These draft materials are not intended to limit in any way the scope of parties’ comments. The Board is not bound
by the contents of the draft Permit and draft Licence and will make its decision at the close of the proceeding on
the basis of all the evidence and arguments filed by all parties.
Under the Preliminary Screening Requirement Regulations of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act
(MVRMA), the Board must conduct a preliminary screening for an application for a proposed development that
requires a land use permit or water licence, unless it is exempt from Part 5 of the MVRMA. Reviewers are
encouraged to provide comments and recommendations (e.g., on impacts and mitigation measures) on the
changes to the Project, as identified by the Proponent in the cover letter to the Application, to assist with the
completion of the preliminary screening.
Please be advised that comments made by reviewers regarding impacts of this project to wildlife and wildlife
habitat and the effectiveness of proposed mitigation and monitoring in the draft Wildlife Management and

Monitoring Plan will inform the GNWT Minister of Environment and Natural Resources’ determination regarding
whether the Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan is acceptable under Section 95 of the Wildlife Act.
All documents that have been uploaded to this review are also available on our public Registry. If you have any
questions or comments about the ORS or this review, please contact the Board staff identified below.
Contact Information:

Anita Ogaa 867‐765‐4584
Anneli Jokela 867‐765‐4588
Ryan Fequet 867‐765‐4589
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General File

Comment (doc) Cover Letter
Recommendation

1

Mar 14: No issue in adding the listed items to the annual
Draft Water Licence Comment Schedule 1, Part B: General Conditions,
report.
Conditions
Item 1 describes the requirements for the annual
report. The section 'Measuring and Reporting on
Water and Waste' should include additional
requirements related to waste generation,
management, and disposal.
Recommendation Environment and Climate Change
Canada (ECCC) recommends including the following in
Schedule 1, Part B, Item 1: ‐ monthly and annual
quantities and types of solid waste, hazardous waste
and sewage generated ‐ management methods and
disposal locations for solid waste, hazardous waste

and sewage; and ‐ water quality monitoring results
and Acid Rock Drainage/ Metal Leaching (ARD/ML)
testing results.
2

Water Monitoring
Plan (January 2019);
Section 2.1.2
Development of
relationship
between TSS and
turbidity, Appendix
B: Total Suspended
Solids Sample
Creation Methods

Comment The Section 2.1.2 and Appendix B of the
Water Monitoring Plan describe how the Total
Suspended Solids (TSS)‐turbidity relationship will be
established. In addition to these methods, periodic
monitoring of TSS samples concurrent with turbidity
readings should be done to validate or calibrate the
TSS‐turbidity relationship.
Recommendation ECCC recommends conducting
periodic monitoring of TSS samples concurrent with
turbidity readings, in order to validate or calibrate the
TSS‐turbidity relationship.

Mar 14: Periodic TSS samples, during periods when there is
in‐water construction, will be submitted to an accredited
laboratory to continually verify the accuracy of the
turbidity meter and to improve the accuracy of the
correlation.

3

Quarry Operations
Plan

Comment Section 4.3 (Ammonia Management)
identifies measures to reduce the levels of explosive
residues from ammonia‐based explosives during use
and handling. In addition to these measures, it is also
important to ensure that ammonia‐based explosives
will be stored in such a way as to prevent discharge or
migration of nitrogen compounds to fish‐bearing
waters.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the Quarry
Operations Plan be updated to include storage
measures for ammonia‐based explosives, such that
material will be stored in a location and manner to
prevent discharge of ammonia/nitrate to fish‐bearing
waters.

Mar 14: Plan will be updated to include storage measures
for ammonia‐based explosives such that material be
stored in a location and manner to prevent discharge of
ammonia/nitrate to fish‐bearing waters.

4

Quarry Operations
Plan, Section 2.15
Geochemical
Analysis Plan

Comment The Quarry Operations Plan (Section 2.15 Mar 14: All potential borrow sources to be tested as
Geochemical Analysis Plan ‐ Results) states that only recommended to confirm ARD/ML potential
material that has been cleared through a geochemical
verification process will be utilized for the road
surface to avoid marginal to high Acid Rock Drainage

or Metal Leaching (ARD/ML). Testing should be
completed using static and kinetic methods to
characterize representative units. Borrow source
locations that are determined to have marginal acid
rock drainage potential should not be used as a
construction source. Once a source with ARD/ML
potential has been exposed it becomes more difficult
to avoid or mitigate ARD/ML, and may lead to water
quality issues around the borrow source and around
construction locations using the source material.
Recommendation ECCC recommends sampling all
potential borrow source locations in order to identify
any ARD/ML potential that could impact water quality
and that any quarry/unit that is determined to have
marginal or greater ARD/ML potential should be
avoided.
5

Waste Management Comment As described in the Waste Management
Plan: Sewage
Plan, "sewage from camps will be transported to
Management
municipal lagoons, such as Behchoko` or Whatì if
capacity is available in their systems. Other options
may include the use of onsite lagoons or site specific
treatment systems, such as a leaching field, pending
approval from an Inspector." On site disposal of
sewage should be done in a manner which ensure
that no deleterious substances reach, or have
potential to reach, waters frequented by fish.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that sewage
management, including any onsite disposal of
sewage, be planned and implemented in such a way
as to prevent the deposit or potential deposit of any
deleterious substances to waters frequented by fish.

Mar 14: Sewage, including greywater, management will be
such that no material is deposited within 100 m of a water
body or to a drainage area that leads to a waterbody.
Onsite lagoons or site specific treatment systems will be
monitored daily to ensure they are functioning correctly. A
vendor review will be completed for any waste haulers to
ensure equipment and training requirements are
adequate. Vendor performance will be monitored on a
regular basis.

6

Erosion and
Sediment Control
Plan

Comment The draft water licence requires the
Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) plan to include
"relevant lessons learned from other northern road
projects (e.g., Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway) with
respect to sediment and erosion control". The lessons
learned section of the ESC plan indicates that
practices used for Highway 3 have been "proven"
through ongoing operations and should be applied to
the Tli?cho All Season Road (TASR). This section of the
ESC plan does not fully address the water licence
requirement, as relevant lessons learned from the
Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway have not been
included. ECCC notes that there were a number of
ESC issues identified during the construction of the
Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway, including improper
erosion prevention, and improper selection,
installation, and maintenance of ESC measures,
resulting in erosion and sedimentation issues in the
adjacent water bodies.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the lessons
learned section of the ESC plan incorporate and
address the following key issues that occurred during
construction of the Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway,
and that the ESC plan includes specific details to
prevent similar issues with this project: ‐ Improper
erosion prevention at areas of high erosion potential ‐
Incorrect selection of ESC measures; and ‐ Improper
installation and maintenance of ESC measures. ECCC
recommends that a certified Erosion and Sediment
Control specialist be utilized to provide technical
advice and expertise in the development and
implementation of the ESC Plan.

Mar 14: Applicable lessons learned from sediment and
erosion control on the Inuvik to Tuktoyaktuk Highway (ITH)
will be incorporated taking into consideration soil types
and drainage patterns characteristic of the area .
Additional water crossing‐specific ESC plans will be
developed by Certified Professionals in Erosion and
Sediment Control prior to construction works.

Comment The Proponent has committed to operating Mar 14: Agree with this comment. Plan will be updated to
include a section on air quality management and
water trucks for dust suppression as per the GNWT
mitigation measures for construction activities.
Guideline for Dust Suppression and the GNWT‐INF
Erosion and Sediment Control Manual (Commitment
77 in Table 1, and Commitment 23 in Table 2 of the
Updated Project Description). In addition, the
operation of water trucks for dust suppression is
indicated in both the Updated Project Description and
the Quarry Operations Plan. However, no air quality
or dust management plan or related information was
provided which outlines how dust emissions would be
managed during project construction and operation.
Important sources of dust emission for this project
include blasting and material handling from quarry
activities, and fugitive emissions of dust during road
construction.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent provide an air quality management plan,
either as a standalone document, or as part of an
existing management plan, which outlines how dust
emissions will be managed during project
construction and operation. The plan should include
the following details: ‐ ecosystems and wildlife that
could be affected by dust emissions. ‐ identification of
measuring, monitoring, and record keeping related to
dust emissions, types of mitigation measures
employed, and how decisions related to their
implementation will be made

7

Updated Project
Description
Appendix F Table 1.
Commitments
related to
Construction and
Table 2.
Commitments
related to
Operations, Quarry
Operations PlanÂ Â

8

Comment Proposed training sessions related to the
Quarry Operation
Plan (QOP), Section Quarry Operations Plan (QOP) (Section 6) for all
employees and contractors should include relevant
6 Training
sections of the Wildlife Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan (WMMP). Linkages with the WMMP are noted
throughout the QOP. The Proponent should maintain

Mar 14: Relevant sections of the Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan to be included in the Quarry Operation
Plan training. Records will be maintained and documented
in annual reports.

detailed training records throughout the life of the
project and training should be documented in annual
reports, similar to section 4.7.1 of the WMMP.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent ensure that relevant sections of the
Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan are
included in Quarry Operation Plan training sessions
and that detailed training records are maintained and
documented in annual reports.
Mar 14: Table 1 and Appendix A to be revised as
recommended.

9

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Species at Risk Act

Comment The applicability of the Species at Risk Act
(SARA) in Table 1 and Appendix A concerning
prohibitions under s.32 and s.33 is incomplete. For
listed migratory birds and bird species protected
under the Migratory Birds Convention Act, these
prohibitions apply everywhere, regardless of land
tenure (see s.35 (2)(a) of SARA). This is particularly
relevant for Bank and Barn swallows, Olive‐sided
Flycatcher and Common Nighthawk, all currently
listed as Threatened on Schedule 1 of the SARA.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent revise Table 1 and Appendix A to reflect
that prohibitions under s.32 and s.33 apply
everywhere for listed migratory birds, regardless of
land tenure.

10

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Migratory Birds
Convention Act and
Regulations

Mar 14: Recommended change will be included
Comment Table 1 describes migratory birds
protected under the Migratory Birds Convention Act
to include waterfowl, "CRANES", shorebirds, and
songbirds. ECCC notes that "cranes", or genus Grus,
represent a single species in the Project area. The use
of "waterbirds" in this instance is more appropriate as
it includes not only cranes, but loon, grebe, gull and
rail species.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the

Proponent change Ã¢Â€ÂœcranesÃ¢Â€Â for the
bird group Ã¢Â€ÂœwaterbirdsÃ¢Â€Â .
Mar 14: It is anticipated that beaver dam removals will
only be required in instances where beavers have blocked
installed culverts and not historic dams that support
wetlands. If removal of a historic dam is required then it
will be scheduled prior to or after the nesting period to the
extent possible. If not, the recommended procedure will
be followed. No dams or lodges will be removed without
necessary approvals.

11

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Beaver Dam
Removal

Comment Section 2.4 mentions a Highway
Operations Manual for Beaver Dam Removals among
environmental management plans and operating
procedures relevant to the Project. As the Manual
was not provided in the submission, it is unclear if the
potential impacts of dam removals on migratory birds
during the nesting period have been considered, as
many species may rely on the habitat created (e.g.
wetlands) by these features. Altering water levels
could result in flooding or drying out nests. This
concern is relevant to a number of waterfowl and
waterbird species in the project area, including
Horned Grebes and Yellow Rail, which are both listed
on Schedule 1 of SARA as Special Concern.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent schedule the removal of beaver dams prior
to or after the nesting period (May 1  August
15), to the extent possible. If the removal of beaver
dams is required during this period, a skilled and
experienced observer should determine whether
waterfowl, waterbirds or other birds are nesting in or
near the wetland or flooded area created by the
beaver dam. If nests are found or there is indication
of nesting, water levels should be maintained until
birds have raised their young.

12

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Bird nesting on
infrastructure

Mar 14: Recommendation to be incorporated into plan.
Comment ECCC notes that there is uncertainty
related to the timing at which deterrents such as
covers and netting are applied to prevent migratory
bird nesting on infrastructure (e.g. 2.5.1 and 4.1.1).
These types of deterrents should only be applied after
the nesting period and prior to the arrival of

migratory birds in the spring as to not interfere with
nest building, laying, incubation or raising of young
which may not always be obvious to observers. This
concern is relevant to a number of bird species known
to nest on infrastructure, but particularly to the Barn
Swallow, listed as Threatened on Schedule 1 of SARA.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that relevant
sections of the WMMP be revised to clarify that the
use of deterrents to prevent nesting of birds on
infrastructure will be applied Ã¢Â€Âœafter the
nesting period and prior to the arrival of birds in the
springÃ¢Â€Â .
13

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Species at Risk

Mar 14: The revision to the Wood Bison Recovery Strategy
Comment Section 2.8.2 of the WMMP states that
will be included. Other recovery strategies will be
this plan is intended to be consistent with the
proposed Wood Bison Recovery Strategy. ECCC notes reviewed.
that a final version of the Wood Bison Recovery
Strategy was posted on the SARA Registry in August
2018. Measures in the WMMP should be updated to
be consistent with all existing recovery documents
(i.e. proposed or final versions) for species listed as
Threatened or Endangered on Schedule 1 of SARA
presented in Table 2 and not just to Wood Bison.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that this section
be revised by removing Ã¢Â€ÂœproposedÃ¢Â€Â
from the Wood Bison Recovery Strategy. ECCC
recommends that the Proponent ensure that
measures in the WMMP are consistent with all
existing recovery strategies for species listed on the
Species At Risk Act found in the project area.

14

Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Sensitive Periods
â€“ Reference:

Comment Table 3 identifies the calving and post‐
calving period for boreal caribou as April 5 to July
15. In the Proponents response to ECCC IR#7 during
the Environmental Assessment (EA), it was noted that

Mar 14: The time period identified in Table 3 (05 April ‐ 15
July) for the boreal caribou calving period was already
extended from that identified by Nagy (2011) based on
feedback during the Environmental Assessment, and is

Boreal Caribou Nagy
JAS. 2011. Use of
Space by Caribou in
Northern Canada.
PhD Dissertation,
University of
Alberta, Edmonton,
AB, 164 pp

sufficiently conservative to capture variation in calving
there was delayed calving by some collared
dates (and associated post‐calving periods) among years.
individuals in the project area in 2017 relative to
periods defined by Nagy (2011). It is unclear if the
calving and post‐calving period for boreal caribou
identified in Table 3 accounts for the delayed periods
documented by collared individuals in the project
area in 2017.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent clarify whether the time period in Table 3
accounts for delayed calving and post‐calving
documented in 2017 and consider an adjustment to
the period, if not.

15

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Fire monitoring

Comment ECCC notes that existing GNWT‐ENR fire
monitoring and mapping is not included in table 4
as a monitoring approach for reduced habitat
availability and distribution due to any increases in
fires resulting from use of the road.
Recommendation ECCC recommends adding the
existing GNWT‐ENR fire monitoring and mapping as a
monitoring approach for this effects pathway.

16

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Monitoring of
species of concern

Comment ECCC notes several discrepancies in Table 5 Mar 14: Table 5 will be corrected
such as where it indicates bird nesting monitoring
will be conducted for wolverine , and that no pre‐
clearing surveys will be conducted for bats or bird
species despite this being mentioned in various
sections of the WMMP. Baseline surveys to document
avian Species at Risk as per Measure 10‐1, Part 1 of
the Report of EA is also missing from Table 5.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that Table 5 be
reviewed and updated to accurately reflect the
proposed actions.

17

Wildlife
Management and

Comment COMMENT: Site preparation and
Mar 14: Vegetation clearing during the migratory bird
construction which may result in destruction of nests, nesting season is not planned. If there is an unforeseen

Mar 14: The fire mapping may be used as an information
source for reporting, but it is not a monitoring program
contained within the WMMP. Table 4 follows the guidance
of the GNWT Guidelines for Wildlife Management and
Mitigation Plans. There are any number of external data
sources that may be used in the comprehensive reports,
and the GNWT fire mapping data is one such possible
source.

Monitoring Plan:
eggs, and migratory birds (incidental take) is included
Pre‐clearing surveys in Table 4 as a primary effects pathway. Various
for migratory birds sections of the WMMP make reference to pre‐
clearing surveys for birds (e.g. Table 4, Section 4.1.1,
Appendix F on p. F‐10, Section 5.1.4) as a means to
mitigate effects, but few details are provided. Section
4.1.1. also mentions observance of no‐work buffer
zones without any details provided. Section 5.1.4
states that these surveys will be developed on a case
by case basis in consultation with ECCC and GNWT‐
ENR. Surveys described on p. F‐19 of Appendix F are
named very similarly yet focus on large mammals and
den surveys, excluding migratory birds. Lastly, Table 5
does not include pre‐clearing bird surveys as
applicable mitigation monitoring for any of the bird or
bat species of concern despite the numerous
references throughout the WMMP. There is
uncertainty regarding the effectiveness of the
proposed pre‐clearing surveys for migratory birds
without further details about proposed protocols. At
a minimum, these protocols should include how the
surveys will be completed, what sort of nesting
evidence will be considered, how no work buffer
zones will be monitored, and who will be conducting
the surveys. As these surveys are mentioned to
varying degrees in a number of sections throughout
the WMMP it would be helpful to have a dedicated
and consolidated section for these surveys. This
would help give clear direction to staff on site for the
implementation of the WMMP. The results of these
surveys should also be included in the annual reports.
A number of appropriate considerations when
establishing buffer zones and setback distances are
available on the Government of Canada (GoC)

circumstance that requires vegetation clearing during the
nesting season, the Environmental Supervisor review the
most recent direction provided in the ECCC Guidelines To
Reduce Risk To Migratory Birds and contact ECCC for
further direction. As described in these Guidelines, pre‐
clearing bird surveys should consider information on the
extent, habitat and season of clearing. As it none of this
information is available, a protocol cannot yet be
prepared. Surveys would use non‐intrusive clearing
methods, typically involving point‐counts to detect
territorial males, rather than active nest searches. Results
of surveys could be included in either the weekly, monthly
or annual reports, as applicable.

website and should be incorporated in the WMMP
(see https://www.canada.ca/en/environment‐
climate‐change/services/avoiding‐harm‐migratory‐
birds/reduce‐risk‐migratory‐birds.html#toc5).
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent: ‐ consolidate information on pre‐clearing
bird surveys and develop survey protocols in a new
section of the WMMP. ‐ Refer to GoC (see
https://www.canada.ca/en/environment‐climate‐
change/services/avoiding‐harm‐migratory‐
birds/reduce‐risk‐migratory‐birds.html#toc5) for
appropriate considerations when establishing buffer
zones. ‐ include the survey results in the annual
report.
18

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Bird nesting
monitoring ‐
quarries and borrow
sources

Comment Section 5.1.4. and Appendix F of the
WMMP describe the proposed bird nesting
monitoring and includes monitoring at quarries and
borrow sources. These sections propose monitoring
at least once per week prior to and during the
migratory bird nesting season and more frequently if
nests are found or nesting activity is observed.
Although this may be reasonable for most situations,
ECCC is concerned that the proposed monitoring
frequency may be inadequate to detect, protect and
notify staff in a timely manner to prevent harm or
disturbance to Bank Swallows at quarries and borrow
sources. Bank Swallow is listed as Threatened on
Schedule 1 of the SARA and are known to use
stockpiles and overburden piles to nest. The
frequency of bird nesting monitoring, specifically at
quarries and borrow sources, should be increased
during the peak period of nest initiation from late
May to early July to add more certainty to the
monitoring effectiveness. Bank swallows are among

Mar 14: Twice weekly monitoring as recommended can be
completed for quarries and borrow sources where
scheduled construction activities are expected during the
migratory bird breeding season.

the latest migrants to arrive in the project area in the
spring. Monitoring for presence of swallows and
nesting at quarries and borrow sources should also be
conducted jointly with project infrastructure
monitoring to ensure that active stockpiles are
sloped less than 70% (see sections 2.5.1, 4.4.1, 4.4.2,
Appendix F ‐ Bird Nest Monitoring for reference).
Recommendation ECCC recommends that the
Proponent consider monitoring quarries and borrow
sources for bank swallows and nesting, at a minimum,
twice a week during the period of end of May to early
July and conduct this jointly with project
infrastructure monitoring to ensure active stockpiles
are sloped less than 70%.
19

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Wildlife Effects
Monitoring ‐
Measure 10‐1

Comment Measure 10‐1, Part 1 of the TASR report of
EA requires the Proponent to conduct pre‐
construction baseline surveys of avian Species at Risk
(SAR) and migratory birds prior to any habitat
removal related to construction of the project.
However, these surveys are not discussed in section
5.2 of the WMMP. Measure 10‐1, Part 2 a) and c) also
instructs the Proponent to use information from
surveys in Part 1 to inform proposed mitigation
measures or implement additional mitigation to
eliminate or reduce impacts, if warranted based on
surveys results. The WMMP should discuss what type
of measurable results from these surveys would
warrant additional mitigations (i.e. threshold). The
Proponent has developed methodology for these
surveys in consultation with ECCC and GNWT‐ENR. A
monitoring objective should be added to section 5.2
to reflect these surveys, e.g. Determine the
abundance, distribution and habitat use of avian
species at risk in the TASR study area before road

Mar 14: Measure 10‐1 Part 1 requires that the developer
conduct pre‐construction field surveys prior to disturbing
potential nesting habitat, in consultation with ECCC and
ENR. The developer has exceeded this requirement by
requesting and obtaining ECCC and ENR approval of the
field study design. The field study was not included in the
WMMP as it is a baseline study rather than a monitoring
program. As described in the WMMP, the construction
schedule has avoided the clearing of vegetation during the
migratory bird nesting or fledgling season (Section 4.1).
WMMP also includes ongoing monitoring during
construction to detect migratory bird activity on Project
infrastructure, pits and quarries (Table 5, Section 5.1).
Measure 10‐1 Part 2 requires that the results of Part 1 be
used to inform mitigation. The Project has incorporated all
the mitigation suggested by ECCC to date, and will
continue to implement new mitigation as required to avoid
disturbance to migratory birds based on the results of the
monitoring, the procedures for which are described in
Section 5.1. The developer looks forward to further

construction.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that actions
outlined in Measure 10‐1, Part 1 and Part 2 of the
TASR report of EA be fully incorporated into section
5.2 of the WMMP.
20

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan:
Wildlife Incidents
and reporting

communication with ECCC through the reporting described
in Section 6.1, or through direct meetings if required.

Mar 14: Plan to be updated to include recommendation
Comment Consistent with legislated mandates
and contact information.
outlined in Table 1, ECCC should be notified for
wildlife incidents and advice related to migratory
birds. Sections 5.1.7 and Bird Nest Monitoring
(Appendix F) only refer to GNWT‐ENR.
Recommendation ECCC recommends that it be made
clear for staff responsible for implementing the
WMMP that ECCC be notified for all wildlife incidents
and contacted for advice related to migratory birds in
all sections of the WMMP. Wildlife Enforcement
Division can be reached at ec.dalfnord‐
wednorth.ec@canada.ca and the Environmental
Protection Operations Division and the Canadian
Wildlife Service can be contacted at
ec.eenordrpntno‐eanorthpnrnwt.ec@canada.ca.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada: Mark D'Aguiar
ID

Topic
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General File

Comment (doc) Cover Letter
Recommendation

1

Fish and Fish Habtat Comment The GWNT‐INF states that "Culvert size for Mar 14: Requested information to be provided prior to
Protection Plan 3‐
crossing over watecourses that support large‐bodied construction.
14: Fish Passage
fish will be designed to allow passage of upstream
movement of spawning ‐sized fish (e.g. Northern Pike
and Arctic Grayling) with no more than a three day
delay during a 1:10 year flow event". DFO‐FPP notes
that watercourse crossings (specifically culverts),
need to be designed to pass all fishes that use the

watercourse. It is unclear to DFO‐FPP if the proposed
designs provides passage for small bodied fish.
Recommendation DFO‐FPP recommends that GNWT
provide the calculations and baseline data (fish
species swim speeds) used to inform the sizing of the
culverts that will be constructed in fish bearing
streams to ensure that they provide passage for all
fish. This can be provided to DFO‐FPP prior to
construction.
2

Fish and Fish Habtat Comment GNWT‐INF has indicated their intent to
Protection Plan‐ 5‐ design fish screens using the Fish Screen Design
Criteria for Flood and Water Truck Pumps (2011).
18: fish screens
DFO‐FPP notes that the design criteria and size of
screens planned for use has yet to be provided.
Recommendation DFO‐FPP recommends that the
proponent provide DFO‐FPP with the intended
screens size(s) that will be used and the design
criteria that were used to inform the design.

3

Fish and Fish Habtat
Protection Plan‐ 5‐
18: water sources
and water
withdrawal.

Mar 14: Requested information to be provided prior to
construction.

Mar 14: Finalized list of waterbodies to be provided prior
Comment GNWT‐INF has indicated their intent to
follow DFO's Guidelines for winter water withdrawal to construction.
under ice covered waterbodies. GNWT‐INF noted that
the withdrawal of water from watercourses will not
exceed 10% of the instantaneous flow, and the total
combined withdrawal volume will not exceed 10% of
the available water volume calculated using the
expected ice thickness of 1.5m. DFO‐FPP also notes
that GNWT has provided locations and maps of water
sources suitable for water withdrawal, but states
"Withdrawal source flows and depths are to be
confirmed in the field prior to any withdrawals. Only
sources meeting conditions outlined Section 5 be
utilized". Although GNWT has provided a list of
potential water sources and location, and has

committed to follow DFO's winter water withdrawal
guidelines, DFO requires a finalized list of the
waterbodies chosen for withdrawal, with maximum
amounts volume of water being withdrawn from each
of the chosen waterbodies.
Recommendation DFO‐FPP recommends that the
proponent provide DFO‐FPP with the finalized list of
waterbodies chosen for water withdrawal that
includes estimated volume of water in the waterbody
and maximum amount of water intended for
withdrawal from each watercourse/ waterbody to
ensure no impacts to fish and fish habitat. This can be
provided prior to construction for review.
4

Erosion and
Sediment Control
Plan and water
crossing BMP's

Comment The GWNT‐INF has provided an Erosion
and Sediment Control (ESC) plan for the TASR that
includes a listing of general best management
practices (BMPS) as well as the commitment to
implement best management practices, as required.
However, DFO‐FPP notes that each watercourse
crossing is unique in its characteristics that affect
erosion potential such as: surface draining and
drainage potential, run‐off, elevations, contouring,
soil composition etc. As such, in order for Sediment
and Erosion control plans to be effective, erosion
control and prevention measures need to be unique
to each watercourse crossing, taking in to account the
unique characteristics at each site. An understanding
of the unique erosion potential at each site can also
help inform the selection of appropriate BMP's (i.e.
silt fences may not be able to be installed over
bedrock) and can also inform the on‐site water
management strategy (to prevent water from
draining onto site to erode banks etc.).
Recommendation DFO‐FPP recommends that

Mar 14: Recommended ESC plans will be developed by
Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment control
(CPESC or equivalent) and provided for review prior to
construction.

detailed, site‐specific ESC plans need to be developed,
for any near or in‐water works under the guidance of
a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment
control (CPESC or equivalent) and provided for review
prior to construction.
5

Erosion and
Sediment Control
Plan: Section 4‐
Contingency Plan

Comment The GNWT‐INF has provided a 'Contingency
Plan' indicating " the NSI Environmental Manager or
designate will monitor work close to waterbodies on a
daily basis and are delegated stop‐work authority
from the NSI project Manager. Work will be
suspended if there is an unacceptable risk [emphasis
added] of erosion and sedimentation or if control
measures are not in place. " . DFO‐FPP is not clear
how/ what criteria (other than control measures not
being in place) will be used to determine
unacceptable risk resulting in stop work order.
Recommendation DFO‐FPP recommends the
proponent clarify what critera will be used to
determine 'unacceptable risk' , and identify the
thresholds required for a 'stop‐work' order.

Mar 14: Criteria used to determine if a stop‐work order is
issued may include, working in area with control measures
such as silt fencing and check dams near capacity, Near
and in‐water work taking place with turbidity levels
continually increasing towards established limits and
observations of fish in distress close to or within work
areas.

GNWT ‐ Lands ‐ North Slave Region: Cheryl Larocque
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

LUPA ‐ W2016E0004 Comment (doc) Please see attached formal response Mar 14: No response required
Recommendation Permit be granted

ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

1

Part A: Scope of
Permit

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment The scope of the permit has been
reviewed.
Recommendation Under Part A: Scope of Permit Item
1a) please change this section to &quot;Construction,
<strong>maintenance</strong> and operation of an
all‐season highway&quot;.

Proponent Response

2

Part A: Scope of
Permit

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment The camps may be operational during
other seasons of the year and therefore
&quot;summer and winter&quot; must be removed
from this section of the scope.
Recommendation Under Part A: Scope of Permit Item
1c) please change this section to &quot;the operation
of construction camps, including equipment, fuel and
material storage areas and maintenance
facilities&quot;.&nbsp;

3

Part A: Scope of
Permit

Comment The scope of the permit has been reviewed Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
and to ensure accuracy with section 4 and 5 of
the&nbsp;<em>Mackenzie Valley Land Use
Regulations&nbsp;</em>a change is required.
Recommendation Please change Part A, Item 1e) to
&quot;the use of self‐propelled earth moving
equipment and&nbsp;<strong>vehicles and
machines&nbsp;</strong>over 10 tons.

4

Part A: Scope of
Permit

Comment Part A, Item 1f) has been reviewed and
current wording must be changed.
Recommendation Item 1f) of the scope must be
changed to &quot;the establishment of a petroleum
storage facility&quot;.

5

Part A: Scope of
Permit

Comment The scope must be general and therefore Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
please remove quarries and water sources.&nbsp;
Access roads may also be required for culverts,
bridges, and other sites throughout the land use area.
Recommendation Please remove &quot;quarries and
water sources&quot; from Part A, Item h) of the
permit scope.&nbsp;

6

26(1)(a) Location
and Area ‐
Condition #1

Comment This condition is not the best fit for what is
being mitigated in this section of the permit.
Recommendation Please replace Condition #1 with
the following since it covers all structures not just a

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.

Mar 14: Throughout the environmental assessment, the
GNWT committed to a setback of 50 metres from any
cabin. The 300 metres proposed within the draft land use
permit is not attainable as cabins have been constructed

cabin for traditional activities;&nbsp; <em>The
Permittee shall not conduct any part of the land‐use
operation within 300 metres of any privately owned
or leased land or structure, unless otherwise
authorized in writing by the Board. (Private
Property)</em>

near the existing Old Airport Road trail. GNWT ‐ INF will
work with the TG in any required review of any cabin
closer than 300 meters.

7

26(1)(a) Location
and Area ‐
Condition #15

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment The Forest Protection Act, Forest
Management Regulations, and the Government of the
Northwest Territories&#39; Forest Fire Prevention
and Suppression Guidelines for Industrial Activities
dictate the requirements of a person and therefore
Statutes and Guidelines should not be repeated in a
land use permit, rather a comment from the
appropriate Regulator on the on‐line review system
(ORS) for their requirements.&nbsp; Also Part A
(scope) item 3 of the land use permit states;
Compliance with the terms and conditions of this
Permit does not excuse the Permittee from its
obligation to comply with the requirements of any
applicable Federal, Territorial, Tlicho, or Municipal
laws.&nbsp;
Recommendation This condition (#15) must be
removed from the land use permit.

8

26(1)(d) Methods
and Techniques

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment Please include the following standard
conditions in the land use permit.
Recommendation In the event that core (diamond)
drilling occurs;1) Immediately upon completion of
operations at each Borehole, the Permittee shall
remove or cut off and seal each drill casing at ground
level. (Mineral Exploration Drill Casings) When
searching out for granular sources, test pitting may be
conducted and therefore the below noted condition
must be included in the permit; 2)&nbsp;Prior to the

expiry date of this Permit, the Permittee shall replace
all excavated material, unless otherwise authorized in
writing by an Inspector. (Excavated Material)
9

26(1)(d) Methods
and Techniques ‐
Condition #17

Comment Damage to the ground surface is not
acceptable when constructing, using and maintaining
winter roads, no matter where they are in the land
use area.&nbsp; Also, with the potential concerns for
permafrost degradation, it is crucial that winter roads
are properly constructed and managed throughout
the land use area.
Recommendation Please remove &quot;<strong>not
within the road alignment</strong>&quot; and use
the standard condition (winter roads).

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation. Pre‐ access
planning to include discussions and site tours with
Inspector to ensure intent of condition is respected at all
times.

10

26(1)(f) Control or
Prevention of
Ponding of Water,
Flooding, Erosion,
Slides and
Subsidence of Land

Comment A standard condition must be included in
this section of the land use permit.
Recommendation Please include the following
condition;&nbsp;The land‐use operation shall not
cause obstruction to any natural drainage. (Natural
Drainage)

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.

11

26(1)(f) Control or
Prevention of
Ponding of Water,
Flooding, Erosion,
Slides and
Subsidence of Land ‐
Condition #29

Comment Please use the standard condition as
rutting or gouging is not acceptable in the land use
area.&nbsp; This condition is for winter road aspects
of the project and therefore must remain as worded
to ensure protection of potential permafrost areas
along the right‐of‐way or access roads.
Recommendation Please remove the following
wording from Condition #29, &quot;<em>Outside the
road corridor, quarries, quarry and water souce
access roads</em>,&quot;

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation. Proponent
understanding is that disturbance due to the cut and fill
construction of the new road and quarry development
activities would not be considered rutting. Pre‐work
planning to include discussions and site tours with
Inspector to ensure intent of condition is respected at all
times.

12

26(1)(g) use,
storage, handling
and Ultimate
disposal of any

Comment Backfilling sumps prior to spring break up is Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
not possible or practical for the proposed land use
operations.
Recommendation Condition #46 is acceptable to

chemical or toxic
mitigate potential environmental concerns from
material ‐ Condition sumps and therefore Condition #45&nbsp;must be
#45
removed.&nbsp;
Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment In order for this condition to be enforced
by an Inspector, all findings and summary reports
must be submitted.&nbsp;
Recommendation Please add &quot;Inspector&quot;
to the last sentence in this condition.

13

26(1)(j) Protection
of Historical,
Archaeological and
Burial Sites ‐
Condition #62

14

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment Compliance with this condition cannot
26(1)(m) Fuel
Storage ‐ Condition occur by a Permittee during seasonal shutdowns of
land use operations. Other conditions in the land use
#63
permit mitigate concerns.&nbsp; Also, Environment
Canada Regulations regulate and mitigate the
potential for environmental concerns to arise from
petroleum storage tanks and associated conveyance
lines.
Recommendation Condition #63 must be removed
from the land use permit.

15

Comment Inspectors do not enforce types of stands
26(1)(m) Fuel
Storage ‐ Condition used by a Permittee and other conditions in the land
use permit will mitigate potential concerns from fuel
#67
storage and handling.
Recommendation Conditon #67 must be removed
from the land use permit.

16

26(1)(m) Fuel
Comment This condition is too restrictive as worded. Mar 14: No issue with recommendation. Maximum volume
of all fuel types on site at any one time confirmed as
Storage ‐ Condition Recommendation Therefore, type of fuels (Diesel,
#106
gasoline, propane,and oil) must be removed from the 106,000 L.
condition and the standard condition with total
volume of all fuel types would be acceptable.&nbsp;
Also, maximum volumes of fuel that will be on site at
any one time must be confirmed by the Applicant.

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.

17

26(1)(o) Restoration Comment Stockpiles will be required for construction Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
of the Lands ‐
and maintenance activities once the all weather road
Condition #116
(TASR) is constructed.&nbsp;
Recommendation Condition #116 must be removed
from the permit.

North Slave Metis Alliance: Shin Shiga
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Engagement Plan
(p.3‐8)

Comment The Engagement Plan provides for the
Tlicho ASR Corridor Working Group, and mentions the
anticipated participants to be " It will include the
GNWT, TlichoGovernment, regulatory boards and
government departments, Indigenous governments
or organizations, interested parties, contractor
representatives, and relevant co‐management boards
with the Developer (GNWT‐INF) as chair." In the
Report of EA, the Measure 14‐3 speaks to this
working group, and specifically lists North Slave Metis
Alliance to be funded to participate in this group. The
Engagement Plan does not clearly lists the NSMA or
the intention to fund the participating Indigenous
organizations.
Recommendation The Engagement Plan should
clearly state that the NSMA is invited to the Tlicho
ASR Corridor Working Group, and that the Proponent
will provide necessary funding for NSMA to do so, as
per the Measure 14‐3 of the TASR REA.

Mar 14: The proponent agrees and the next version of the
Engagement Plan will be updated to reflect the parties
invited to participate in the Tli?cho? ASR Corridor Working
Group. Funding for participation in the Tli?cho? ASR
Corridor Working Group will be finalized in the Tli?cho?
ASR Corridor Working Group Terms of Reference.

2

Adaptive
Management
Framework ‐
Objectives

Comment The third objective listed in section 1.1
states this document will "provide guidance on the
inclusion of adaptive management in the Tlicho ASR
environmental monitoring plans". The Adaptive
Management Framework document provides a good
summary of adaptive management concept, including
considerations and approaches; however, it doest not

Mar 14: Adaptive management measures are outlined in
the relevant environmental management plans. These
should not be duplicated in the Adaptive Management
Plan, so as to avoid continual updates to the Adaptive
Management Plan as the various environmental
management plans are revised through the construction
phase.

discuss how the Propnent plans to apply the
framework on the project as a whole or on each of
the various applicable management plans.
Recommendation In order to reach all the listed
Objectives, the Board should recommend GNWT‐INF
add a section outling how the Proponent plans to
implement the Adaptive Management Framework.
This implementation section should include
information regarding: ‐ How the framework will be
used for the project as a whole ‐ How the framework
will apply to each applicable management plan ‐
Which specific type of adaptive management
(passive, impromptu, active etc) is relevantfor which
plans ‐ Timeline of implementation of the Adaptive
Management Framework
3

Waste Management Comment The Proponent states in the Waste
Plan: Operation
Mangement Plan that the plan will only apply to the
construction phase of the project. One of the
recommendations in the NSMA's Traditional
Knowledge report concerned highway littering. NSMA
remains concerned that the problem of littering will
materilize and impact the land during the operation
phase. In their response to the NSMA's
recommendation, the Propnent did not commit to
any mitigation, monitoring, or adaptive management
of the littering concern other than the current
practice. This is problematic because the concerns
expressed in the TK report arose from the NSMA
members' experience with the past and current
practice.
Recommendation NSMA recommends that the Waste
Management Plan should including the operation
phase of the project. The section of the operation
phase should include, at minimum, mitigation,

Mar 14: While the proponent agrees that waste
management should continue into operations, the current
permit application is for construction only. Suggestions to
reduce littering during operations can be discussed
through the Corridor Working Group.

monitoring and adaptive management approaches
(REA Measure 10‐2 Part 2).
4

WMMP General
comment on the
process

Mar 14: The WMMP approval process was described in a
Comment It is unclear what the review process for
letter from GNWT‐ENR to GNWT‐INF on the public registry
the WMMP is going to be past this commenting
for W2016L8‐0001, uploaded on 1 February 2019.
period. As many of our comments seek further
clarifications and information, we will need at least
another opportunity to comment based on the
responses from the GNWT.
Recommendation GNWT: Please clarify the WMMP
review process moving forward. NSMA recommends,
at minimum, another round of review or opportunity
for NSMA to submit written recommendations after
the proponent's response to this round of review is
received.

5

WMMP: Offsetting
for project‐related
habitat loss
Reference: NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 4.3, 4.4
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measure 4.1, GNWT
TASR Closing
Arguments, Sections
2.9, 2.10; Table A‐1,
Table B‐3

Comment The NSMA requested that the Proponent
offset for habitat loss that will occur due to the
project, such as compensation for habitat loss by
decommissioning and restoring old or historic linear
corridors within the southern portions of the NT1
range. In the GNWT's Closing Arguments, Section 2.9,
the GNWT stated that they cannot commit to specific
offsetting because they are in the process of studying
the utility, effectiveness and legal implications of
habitat offsetting approaches in the context of
regulatory decision‐making and range planning for
both boreal and barren‐ground caribou. The GNWT
intended to prepare a policy or guideline around the
use of habitat offsets as mitigation. It would be
helpful for the NSMA to know whether there have
been any updates regarding this policy or guideline
(for the TASR and in general for development projects
in the NWT). Despite the current work to better
understand the appropriateness and effectiveness of

Mar 14: An offsetting plan for boreal caribou habitat is
currently being developed as per Report of Environmental
Assessment Measure 6‐3. In order to preoperly define this
plan for this project, work has already started with a
workshop already completed and a plan is in place to meet
this Measure.

offsetting mitigation, the GNWT can still commit to
the concept of offsetting for TASR‐related habitat
loss. We note that the GNWT had an additional
comment in their Closing Arguments, Section 2.10,
about their inability to decommission the Old Airport
Road because it is still used. However, the NSMA
points out that offsetting/habitat restoration can be
applied elsewhere in the southern portion of the NT1
range, where the majority of linear corridors and
other human developments in the NWT are located. If
offsetting via decommissioning and restoring disused
corridors is considered to be ineffective, the GNWT
should consider preserving more undisturbed habitat
in nearby areas (i.e., taking some areas used for
forestry out of circulation for this purpose, and
instead preserving them), such as mature coniferous
forest (which is important winter habitat for boreal
caribou), in addition to forest of staggered age
classes, which will develop to a suitable age of
maturity if protected, leading to an increase in the
amount of suitable habitat over time. In their
Technical Report, the NSMA also recommended that
the GNWT re‐calculate and re‐assess the amount of
continuous boreal caribou habitat within the NT1
range, prior to the construction of the TASR. This was
requested by the NSMA such that they can
understand whether or not the amount of
undisturbed habitat was still above the 65% threshold
outlined by ECCC's Boreal Caribou Recovery Strategy.
The GNWT responded that they were willing to do
this (GNWT Closing Arguments, Table B‐3,
Commitment No. 42). This re‐assessment will also
feed into developing offset/compensation measures.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT

provide the following information for consideration
alongside the WMMP: 1.
Please provide any
updates on the GNWTÃ¢Â€Â™s work studying the
utility, effectiveness, and legal implications of habitat
offsetting approaches. 2.
Please provide an update
as to whether the GNWT has developed a policy or
guidelines that could be applied to the TASR project.
3. Please provide an update on whether
offsetting/habitat restoration is considered feasible or
ineffective, and whether the GNWT is considering
preserving additional undisturbed habitat as an
offsetting tool.
6

WMMP: Second
harvest check
station and hours of
operation
Reference: TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Section 5.2.2 NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 3.1, 3.2
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measure 4.2 GNWT
TASR Closing
Arguments, Section
2.10, Table A‐1,
Table B‐3 GNWT
Technical Report
Responses to
NSMA, Section

Comment The NSMA requested that the GNWT add a
second harvest check station rather than move the
existing station, as this latter approach may create a
"blind spot" for harvest to the north of Whatì. In the
GNWT's Closing Arguments, the GNWT's response in
Table A‐1 stated that they had committed to a new
check station during the Public Hearing (PR#274).
However, the updated WMMP V3.2 still references
only a single checkpoint station (Section 5.2.2, p. 5‐
40). The GNWT's rationale (contradictory to their
commitment) appears in Section 2.10 of their Closing
Arguments, where they argue that the number and
location of check stations should remain flexible so
that monitoring effort can be focused when and
where harvesting is occurring. Despite commitments
made during the GNWT's final arguments, there is
nothing written in the WMMP about the possibility of
adding a second harvest check station should the
need arise. The inclusion of a second check station
commitment should either be included in Section
5.2.2 (Access and Harvest Monitoring) or 6.2.2
(Adaptive Management Response Framework). In the

Mar 14: The GNWT committed to a winter checkpoint
station for barren‐ground caribou on the TASR between
Highway 3 and Whatì. As referenced in Section 5.2.2,
bullet (iii) the check station would be kept open longer "if
there is eveidence that barren‐ground caribou are
wintering in the region north of Whati and if there is
evidence that hunters are using the Tlicho ASR to reach
barren‐ground caribou in that area". Decisions around the
operation of the harvest check stations, including staffing
and hours of operation, will need to meet operational
needs and include flexibility, decisions will be based on
harvest pressure, human resource capacity, animal
locations and competing requirements.

GNWT's Technical Report Responses to the NSMA,
Section 2.3.2, the GNWT noted that it is not
mandatory for people to stop and report at check
stations. Multiple alternatives for mandatory checks
should be explored. The proposed Renewable
Resource Officer to be posted in Whatì, who has the
authority to pull people over, could temporarily be
stationed at the existing checkpoint if there are
reports of harvest activity in the area. While the
Renewable Resource Officer posting is included in
WMMP V3.2 (Section 5.2.2, pp. 5‐39 to 5‐40), their
responsibilities do not include enforcing checks at this
station. Other funding could also be provided for
person(s) to be stationed at the check stations that
have the authority to enforce checks. The GNWT has
committed to including the NSMA in any discussions
relating to concerns about unsustainable levels of
wildlife harvest in the TASR Project area (GNWT
Closing Arguments, Table B‐3, Commitment No. 38).
We reiterate that a second, permanent harvest check
station should be installed at the commencement of
the Project; and both stations should be occupied by
persons with the authority to require vehicles to
participate in harvest checks where there is reason to
believe that harvesting has occurred. This is a more
proactive approach to protecting caribou as it may
allow for unsustainable harvest levels to be identified
earlier. It was also noted at the TASR Public Hearings
that hunters may avoid harvest check stations by
passing through the area at night, when the stations
are closed. This potential for check station
circumvention also needs to be addressed by the
GNWT, such as by extending the hours of operation
or including cameras to document illegal hunting.

Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways: 1. Update
the document to reflect the commitment to add a
second harvest check station, rather than moving the
existing station. 2. At both stations, post officers with
the authority to pull vehicles over for harvest checks.
3. Extend the harvest check station hours of
operation to address hunters who avoid checks by
passing by at night (noted to occur already with other
check stations). 4. If a second station will not be
added immediately, include provisions for doing so
within the adaptive management section of the
WMMP, and describe the monitoring and
measurements that will be used to trigger the need
for the second station.
7

WMMP: Monitoring
of boreal caribou,
apparent
competition, and
predators
Reference: TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Section 5.2, 6.2.2
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Sections 3.3, 3.4
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measures 4.3â€“4.6
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table A‐
1 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section

Comment The NSMA requested ongoing monitoring
for boreal caribou population size, distribution, and
trends, for a minimum of 10 years post‐construction.
The GNWT's Closing Arguments response in Table A‐1
states that the WMMP includes ongoing monitoring
of boreal caribou. However, in the WMMP V3.2,
Section 5.2 (Wildlife Effects Monitoring), point (b) on
p. 5‐37 does not specify that monitoring will be
ongoing, only "before, during and after road
construction." Furthermore, point (e) below states
that changes in distribution and abundance of moose,
bison, and caribou will be monitored and measured
for up to 5 years after construction is complete, and
"possibly longer if traffic levels increase substantially
beyond predicted levels." Neither the wording in
points (b) or (e) suggest that monitoring will occur for
a minimum of 10 years, as the NSMA recommended.
NSMA also requested monitoring for project effects
on other prey and predator species that could affect

Mar 14: 1. GNWT has committed to continuing monitoring
boreal caribou population trend for the first 5 years of
operations of the road, at which time the need for
continuing the program will be evaluated. It is likely that
population trend monitoring in the region will continue
beyond that point as part of monitoring programs
associated with the regional range plan for boreal caribou.
2. Options for responding to a declining population trend
will be evaluated if a declining trend is detected (e.g. 3‐yr
average lambda of <1) and will depend on what is thought
to be causing the decline. Annual and average estimates of
boreal caribou population trend over time will be reported
in the annual WMMP reports. Annual estimates of
population trend can fluctuate from one year to the next,
so several years of monitoring data will be needed in order
to assess whether the overall trend is declining, stable, or
increasing. 3 & 4. Potential management responses to a
declining population trend related to habitat dsturbance
will be discussed and formulated through the development

boreal caribou populations, including wood bison,
moose, and wolves. The WMMP V3.2 appears
satisfactory for monitoring the potentially competing
prey species (Section 5.2, points (d) and (e)). Predator
monitoring is also included in Section 5.2.7 (p. 5‐55).
While survey methods to assess wolf population
densities will be developed in greater detail after the
first annual review of the WMMP (likely following
Serrouya et al. 2016), the NSMA appreciates the
inclusion of these wildlife monitoring
recommendations in the WMMP. However, the
NSMA also recommended options for adaptive
management and mitigation measures to use if
monitoring results suggest a decline in boreal caribou
populations due to apparent competition or
predation (NSMA Closing Arguments Measures 4.5
and 4.6). The GNWT's responses in Table A‐1
indicated that this intensive monitoring would be
considered if the WMMP monitoring indicated a
concern with the status of caribou, moose or bison.
This approach has been incorporated into the WMMP
V3.2, Section 6.2.2, last point on p. 6‐60: "Changes
observed that require implementation of wildlife
management actions will occur through formal
Adaptive Co‐management processes with the WRRB."
The NSMA also notes that implementing actions
through adaptive co‐management with the WRRB
may take a long time. Under the GNWT's proposed
approach, boreal caribou populations will already be
declining before the formal process is triggered, and
they may continue to decline while wildlife
management plans are being developed, reviewed,
and approved through the formal process. Often, the
"Type 2" or "Beta" error associated with wildlife

of the regional range plan, as will triggers for such
management actions. As declines linked to predation or
apparent competition may be unrelated to the TASR, it is
more appropriate to address them in the regional range
plan than in the TASR WMMP.

numerical trend detections are very high, meaning
there is a high chance of failing to detect a decline
when it is actually occurring ‐ and such detections will
only typically be made when the magnitude of the
decline is large. Therefore, a more proactive approach
to preserving caribou would be to develop and
include management strategies in the present
WMMP, or to begin the discussion of potential
scenarios with the co‐management team now. At
minimum, the WMMP should include a timeline and
thresholds, if the current approach is followed. For
example, what are the thresholds for caribou
population estimates or trends that will trigger co‐
management meetings/discussions? What is the
timeline for drafting and finalizing the management
plan?
Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways: 1. Commit
to monitoring boreal caribou for a minimum of 10
years. Amend wording in WMMP to reduce
ambiguity. 2. Develop and integrate wildlife
management strategies into the WMMP to allow for
quicker implementation should boreal caribou
populations be observed to be declining due to
predation or apparent competition. 3. Discuss wildlife
management strategies with the co‐management
team now, rather than waiting for boreal caribou
declines to trigger actions. 4. If wildlife management
strategies cannot be included in the WMMP, provide
reasons as to why, and additional details regarding
the formal adaptive co‐management processes with
the WRRB, such as thresholds for caribou population
size/trend, and a timeline for actions.
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WMMP: Ground
surveys for wildlife
and use of infrared
detectors
Reference: TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Appendix D, Table
1; Section 5.2.3,
5.2.4, 5.1.6 NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 6.0, 6.1,
18.0, 18.1 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measures 4.7, 4.8
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table A‐
1 GNWT Technical

Comment The NSMA recommended that ground‐
based wildlife surveys be conducted prior to
vegetation clearing, blasting, and other construction
activities during calving, and post‐calving periods
when caribou are highly solitary, and during the rut,
when boreal caribou are in small groups of <5.
Reliance on collared animals during these seasons,
particularly during calving and post‐calving, would not
be protective enough. In their Closing Arguments,
Table A‐1, the GNWT stated that they already
committed to this recommendation in the WMMP
Appendix E (now Appendix D in V3.2). Appendix D,
Table 1, in the WMMP V3.2, partially supports our
concern, as it indicates that during the caribou
sensitive periods, ground‐based surveys will be
completed if they are triggered by collar data; i.e.,
wildlife monitors will survey 500 m ahead of
vegetation clearing/within 500 m of the blast site, if
caribou are within 2 km during late winter. However,
during the calving/post‐calving period (5 Apr‐15 Jul),
Table 1 only describes the use of collar data to trigger
mitigation, and does not include ground‐based
surveys. The lack of updates to the WMMP V3.2 may
be related to the GNWT's Technical Report Response,
Section 2.8.6, where they argued that the presence of
people on foot actively searching for caribou could be
more disruptive to calving females than the noise
from blasting itself. (See also NSMA‐WMMP‐5 below
for additional comments on blasting mitigation.)
Although reliance on collar data to trigger ground
surveys during later winter may be acceptable, as
boreal caribou tend to aggregate more (though still in
relatively small groups of 10‐20) during that season,
using only collar data is not protective enough during

Mar 14: 1. Ground‐based wildlife surveys will be part of
ongoing monitoring in areas of construction in the periods
noted. All personnel will be made aware of requirements
to be on lookout for instances of wildlife within or near
construction areas and requirements to report report
where wildlife is observed. Pre‐blasting surveys are
described in Appendix F. 2. Pre‐clearing surveys will be
completed ahead of equipment in areas scheduled to be
cleared. 3. Potential solutions for improving wildlife
detection will be investigated such as methods involving
thermal imaging cameras or binoculars.

periods when caribou are more solitary. For the TASR
project, the GNWT aims to deploy 20‐30 collars for
boreal caribou (WMMP V3.2, Section 5.2.3, p. 5‐44),
and attempts to maintain 50 collars annually on the
Bathurst herd of barren‐ground caribou (Section
5.2.4, p. 5‐49. The GNWT recognizes the limitations of
using collar data to trigger mitigation measures: only
a small portion of the boreal caribou population will
be collared, and there is a 48‐72 hr lag in data
management (WMMP V3.2, Appendix D, p. D‐2).
Given that the GNWT's approach since V2 of the
WMMP is to trigger mitigation by the presence of a
single animal, ground‐based surveys would be more
effective at detecting individual, uncollared animals.
Ground‐based surveys, therefore, should be
supplemented with collar data, not triggered by
them. In contrast, the protocol in Table 1 for
vegetation clearing during "less sensitive periods"
always involves visual scans 500 m ahead of clearing
activities, as no regular collar data maps will be
provided by the GNWT ENR. We also note that these
Table 1 protocols for vegetation clearing during
sensitive periods for caribou are inconsistent with
Section 5.1.6 of the WMMP V3.2. Section 5.1.6 on
Pre‐clearing Surveys states that ground‐based pre‐
clearing surveys for wildlife are proposed prior to
vegetation clearing, which is scheduled to occur
between September and April in 2019/20 and
2020/21. The sensitive late winter period for caribou
would fall within these timeframes. However, Section
5.1.6 only proposes surveying "immediately ahead of
the clearing activities." More details are needed to
avoid subjective interpretation by Project staff. This
statement should be amended to the 500 m specified

for caribou in Appendix D, Table 1. Low light
conditions will prevail during the winter period when
vegetation clearing is scheduled. The NSMA
recommended the use of infrared scopes (high
powered, long range options and/or UAV‐assisted) to
improve monitoring capabilities and distances in
winter dark conditions for monitoring of boreal
caribou. We also suggested that aerial drones with IR
detectors that scan downward through the trees may
be more effective, as the GNWT's Technical Report
Response (Section 2.19.2) indicated that areas of
dense vegetation is the limiting factor for
detectability. The GNWT indicated in Table A‐1 of
their Closing Arguments that this issue can be
discussed during the public review of the WMMP, but
notes that UAVs have very limited operational
parameters and must be flown within line‐of‐sight.
The NSMA believes that it may be possible to
overcome these UAV limitations (e.g., by operating
the pre‐clearing survey UAV from a lift). It is
important that effective pre‐clearing surveys are
conducted prior to work that may directly or
indirectly impact wildlife in the project area.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways 1. Provide
provisions for conducting ground‐based wildlife
surveys prior to all vegetation clearing, blasting, and
other construction activities, to avoid the limitations
of using collar data to trigger mitigation. 2. Include an
amendment to the WMMP, Section 5.1.6, on Pre‐
clearing Surveys, to specify a survey distance of 500 m
ahead of clearing activities. 3. Include possible
solutions for improving wildlife detectability in low
light conditions and dense vegetation.
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WMMP: Blasting
mitigation and
adaptive
management TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Appendix D, Table
1; Appendix F;
Section 6.2.2 NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 6.0, 6.1,
7.0, 7.1 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measures 4.7, 4.10
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table A‐
1 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA,

Comment With respect to blasting activities during
late winter, WMMP V3.2, Appendix D, Table 1
indicates that, in addition to using collar data and
conducting ground surveys within 500 m when
triggered by collar data, environmental monitors and
the blast manager will also visually confirm that no
caribou are present within the danger zone of the
blasting site before blasting proceeds. We
recommend using 500 m as the buffer zone (subject
to adaptive mitigation; see below), even if the blast
manager determines that the danger zone for a
particular blast has a smaller impact radius. During
the calving/post‐calving period, Table 1 proposes to
suspend blasting if collared caribou are within 1 km of
the blast site. As discussed in NSMA‐WMMP‐4, collar
data are insufficient to protect caribou during this
season. Ideally, ground‐based surveys within 1 km of
the blast site, consistent with the collar threshold,
would be conducted prior to blasting; however, a 500
m buffer may be more realistic. The NSMA
recommended using a blast sound effect threshold to
develop a well‐informed buffer distance around
quarry blasts. This threshold can be developed
through a literature view on noise levels known to
impact boreal caribou, barren‐ground caribou,
moose, and wood bison. This review and analysis
would also allow the GNWT to determine if their
proposed 500 m buffer zone is adequate to mitigate
sensory disturbance impacts on wildlife. In their
Closing Arguments, Table A‐1, the GNWT responded
that scans for wildlife near blast areas is already
proposed in the WMMP; they did not address the
comment about blast noise thresholds. We note that
in the WMMP V3.2, Appendix F, p. F‐15, the data to

Mar 14: 1. Blasting workplans and related safety protocols
include personnel surveying and then securing a
predetermined buffer around the perimeter of a blast zone
to ensure no personnel are present or enter the zone once
explosives have been initiated. This secure perimeter
includes a safety factor making it larger than the
immediate danger zone. Obervations for the presence of
wildlife are incorporated into this procedure. Personnel
securing the zone will complete visual scans for wildlife
and will be equipped with binoculars to further extend the
monitoring zone. Once the all clear is given then the blast
will quickly follow. This approach has been very effective
on many similar projects, does not rely on prescribed
survey distances in an environment that is very dynamic,
with conditions varying from blast site to blast site and
reduces the potential of wildlife re‐entering areas
unobserved. A prescribed wildlife survey boundary that
does not complement the safe blast buffer introduces
safety concerns for personnel responsible for observing
wildlife and securing the site for work crews. It should be
noted that there are periods of construction activity
leading up to a blast (excavations, rock drilling) which
would alert wildlife of activity and act as partial deterrent.
2. Adaptive mitigation will be applied if observations show
distrubed responses from wildlife. 3. Blasting protocols
require a series of airhorns or sirens preceding a blast at
set intervals such as 1 hr, 30 min, 10 min, 2 min and so on.
As noted in item 1, this noise can act as deterrent for
wildlife to move of area.

be recorded during pre‐blast surveys include "Area of
blast radius that cannot be surveyed due to
vegetation". If dense vegetation obscures visual
scans, the NSMA questions how the GNWT can
ensure that caribou and other wildlife are not within
the blast radius (See NSMA comments re: IR and UAV
technologies.) Furthermore, there are no provisions in
WMMP V3.2 for adaptive mitigation if caribou and
other wildlife are observed to exhibit disturbed
behavioural responses outside of the 500 m zone (or
blast radius as determined by the blast manager, if
our recommendation above is not accepted).
Thresholds and actions during the project
construction phase (Section 6.2.2, p. 6‐59) only
discuss adaptive responses if caribou is killed as a
result of construction operations, or boreal caribou
harvest exceeds sustainable levels. Appendix D, Table
1 also does not specify that environmental monitors
will watch for behavioural responses/reactions or
have the authority to suggest additional mitigation
(e.g., farther setbacks). The GNWT's Technical Report
Response, Section 2.9.2 states that "the suggested
behavioural monitoring specific to blasting is
unnecessary and not likely to provide useful
information" due to the use of air horns to deter
wildlife from the area before blasting. The GNWT
appears to be relying on using air horn warnings as a
wildlife deterrent, perhaps because detectability
during pre‐blast surveys may be limited by dense
vegetation. This approach is using a reduced form of
sensory disturbance rather than attempting to
minimize sensory disturbance through assessment of
predicted project effects (e.g., modelling, or at least a
literature review, of blasting noise to determine

appropriate buffer distances) and optimized survey
methods to ensure that wildlife are not present in the
zone of influence. If air horns are the primary
mitigation measure, additional details need to be
provided in the WMMP for review, such as the noise
level produced by air horns, the distance over which
they would repel animals, the duration of air horn
use, and the frequency of blasting activities (and thus
the frequency of air horn use). Will monitoring be
done to determine if wildlife move away from the
blast area, as expected? If animals do not move, or
become habituated, how can the GNWT ensure that
no animals are present in the danger zone if dense
vegetation prevents visual detectability?
Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways: 1. Include
protocols for conducting visual scans for wildlife
within a 500 m radius prior to blasting, even if the
danger zone is determined to be smaller. 2. Apply
adaptive mitigation (e.g., increase zone of influence)
if wildlife exhibit disturbed responses to blasting. 3.
Provide additional details regarding the use of air
horns as a wildlife deterrent.
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WMMP Flight
altitudes and annual
audits Reference:
TASR WMMP V3.2
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Sections 6.0, 6.1,
13.0, 13.1 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measure 4.9 GNWT
TASR Closing

Comment In the NSMA Technical Report, we
recommended 2000 ft (610 m) as a minimum flight
altitude during sensitive seasons for ungulate SAR
(boreal caribou and bison). The GWNT responded that
the WMMP follows the GNWT's "Flying Low?...Think
Again!" guidelines; however, these guidelines do not
distinguish sensitive seasons for ungulates and thus
does not provide guidelines for additional mitigation.
The GNWT also argued that the Government of
Yukon's "Flying in Caribou Country" guidelines (Gov.
Yukon 2010) are intended for the mountain ecotype

Mar 14: Frequent helicopter use is not anticipated for the
construction of the project, There may instances where
chartered aircraft is used to access remote sections of the
alignment or for site tours and surveiilance. In these cases,
all flights would follow GNWT's "Flying Low?...Think
Again!" guidelines in relation to wildlife. The availability of
information that would be a part of normal flight
operations (ex, GPS coordinates, altitude, flight paths) will
be discussed during the procurement process with charter
companies.

Arguments, Table A‐
1, Table B‐3 GNWT
Technical Report
Responses to
NSMA, Sections
2.8.10, 2.15.2

of woodland caribou, not the boreal ecotype.
However, there is currently no evidence that the
boreal ecotype of woodland caribou is any less
sensitive to aerial overflights than the mountain
ecotype, so a more conservative minimum flight
altitude is not unjustified. The NSMA also requested
that helicopter data loggers be used to collect real‐
time data on overflight altitudes and locations during
sensitive periods for boreal caribou. These data can
be used alongside collar data to determine if boreal
caribou distribution and movements are impacted by
helicopters. The GNWT, in their Closing Arguments,
Table A‐1, stated that this suggestion will be
considered for the next version of the WMMP. Table
B‐3, Commitment No. 48 also states that the GNWT
will consider NSMA's suggestions regarding an annual
audit on Project related flight paths and altitude
compliance in the next version of the WMMP.
However, neither of these considerations were
included in WMMP V3.2. The reason(s) for their
omission may be related to the GNWT's Technical
Report Response, Section 2.15.2, such as the lack of
clarity at the time regarding if or how frequently
aircraft will be required for construction. Have these
project details been decided since the GNWT's report
was published (27 Oct 2017)? If aircraft are still
planned for construction activities, it is important to
understand how helicopter overflights may affect
caribou and other ungulates. Analyses of helicopter
data logs and caribou collar data should be
incorporated into Appendix D of the WMMP (use of
boreal caribou collar data to mitigate impacts from
the construction of the TASR). The objective of this
operating procedure is to monitor caribou and

implement measures to reduce or avoid sensory
disturbance. Analysis of collar data with flight
altitudes and locations can help to evaluate the
effectiveness of the currently proposed WMMP
mitigation measures (e.g., following the "Flying
Low?...Think Again!" guidelines) and to trigger
adaptive mitigation, if needed (e.g., following the
Yukon's "Flying in Caribou Country" guidelines during
sensitive periods).
Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways: 1. Please
provide an explanation for why the NSMAÃ¢Â€Â™s
recommendations regarding helicopter data loggers
and an annual audit of flight paths and altitudes were
not included in WMMP V3.2 (this may be provided
outside of a formal WMMP update). 2. Apply 2000 ft
minimum flight altitude during sensitive seasons for
caribou, as recommended in the Government of
YukonÃ¢Â€Â™s guidelines.
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WMMP Approaches
to wildlife traffic
protection
Refernces: TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Sections 4.3.1,
4.4.1, 4.4.2;
Appendix D, Table 1
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Sections 11.0, 11.1
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measures 4.20, 4.22
GNWT TASR Closing

Comment In their Technical Report and Closing
Arguments, the NSMA recommended that the GNWT
set a clearly defined distance at which construction
vehicles should stop for wildlife, including caribou,
that are near the road. The NSMA also requested that
the snowmobile setback distance for caribou (250 m)
be reinstated in the next version of the WMMP. The
GNWT responded that wildlife are provided with the
right‐of‐way on the road during construction. The
GNWT also argued that setback distances are not
practical in dense forest habitat, and setbacks would
not be enforceable for public vehicles during TASR
operation. The main mitigation measure in the
WMMP V3.2 is that if any big game species are
observed within the cleared right of way (ROW)

Mar 14: 1. During construction a set stopping distance may
not be practical at all times as drivers have to take into
account line of sight from other vehicles operating on the
road. For instance if a set distance from an animal were to
require a driver to stop on a blind corner or hill than this
would create a safety hazard. Drivers will be instructed to
slow down, use radio to inform other drivers and stop
when it is safe to do so until animal has cleared road.
Notwithstanding the above, a 100 m minimum stopping
distance will be implemented in cases where it is safe to
do so. 2. A flowchart for wildlife mitigation will be
considered. 3. As with other big game species, caribou
sightings within construction areas will trigger radio
notifications and monitoring of speed limits by
environmental monitors. 4. Stronger wording along lines of

Arguments, Table A‐
1, Table B‐3 GNWT
Technical Report
Respo

adjacent to active construction areas, speed limits will
be reduced to 30 km/h within 1 km on either side of
the sighting (Section 4.3.1). Although the GNWT's
Technical Report Response (Section 2.13.2) mentions
that "construction will be stopped if there is a risk of
wildlife injury or mortality (for example wildlife
directly on the road)", there are no details on
stoppage distances. The NSMA feels that "wildlife
have the right‐of‐way" is too vague. While we
acknowledge that dense vegetation may lessen the
value of setback distances (GNWT Technical Report
Response 2.12.2), we believe that the GNWT can still
designate a stoppage distance when animals are
sighted on the road or within the cleared ROW. In
addition to Appendix D, Table 1, it may be useful for
the GNWT to create a "caribou decision tree" as part
of the WMMP ‐ a graphical, easy‐to‐follow flowchart
of wildlife mitigation for Project staff, which would
also reduce subjective interpretation. For example,
when caribou (or other large mammals) are on the
road, construction vehicles should stop as far back as
possible (e.g., >30 m); when caribou are <100 m of
the road, construction vehicles should reduce speed
to 30 km/h, and proceed with caution; etc. This
"caribou decision tree" can also take into account
wildlife behaviours and movements, such that if
caribou are observed to be moving toward the road,
additional mitigation (i.e., stoppage) should be
applied; whereas if caribou are resting or feeding,
then vehicles may proceed with caution. Instructions
for snowmobiles could also be added to this
flowchart. We also note that in Appendix D, Table 1,
p. D‐7, mitigation for other construction activities
includes reducing speed limits along the road to 30

"speed limits will be strictly enforced" will be added. 5. Salt
use will be limited during the construction phase, and it is
not often used on gravel roads. Notifications via radios and
during daily safety meetings in instances where it is used
will be provided. Signage may not be as effective as
activities may be spread over different sections of the road
corridor and travel limited to short sections resulting in not
everyone seeing the signs. Experience with use of salt on
Highway 3 will also be incorporated.

km/h within 2 km on either side of caribou
sightings/collar locations. However, other sections of
the WMMP describe reducing speed limits within 1
km on either side of big game sightings. The GNWT
should ensure that project staff understand that a
longer trigger distance will be used for caribou; this
could also be included in the "caribou decision tree".
Furthermore, Section 4.4.1, p. 4‐25, states that speed
limits may be lowered to 30 km/h for construction
vehicles within 1 km of wildlife sighted on or adjacent
to the road. Stronger wording should be used: "speed
limits will be lowered." Finally, although the GNWT
has committed to carefully document the use of
sodium chloride on Highway 3 and the TASR (GNWT
Closing Arguments, Table B‐3, Commitment No. 55),
this does not directly address the NSMA's
recommendation to install caribou warning signs
around locations of salt application to reduce collision
risk. The WMMP V3.2 does not discuss sodium
chloride. Section 4.4.2, p. 4‐26, states that the GNWT
has the ability to install temporary portable signage
and temporarily lower speed limits if a localized
wildlife collision hazard is present. This section
further states that "this mitigation will be applicable
to areas where groups of bison, caribou, or moose are
seen or reported along the right of way, in areas
where wildlife‐vehicle collisions repeatedly occur, or
where caribou are known to be nearby based on
collar data." These situations are all based on a
reactive approach rather than a proactive one. Traffic
warning signs should be installed at the same time as
salt application, as it is a known attractant to
ungulates, rather than waiting for reports of wildlife
presence to trigger mitigation.

Recommendation The NSMA requests the GNWT
update the WMMP in the following ways: 1. Please
include stoppage distances for construction vehicles
when wildlife are on or near the road. 2. Consider
including a Ã¢Â€Âœcaribou decision treeÃ¢Â€Â or
similar flowchart for wildlife traffic mitigation. 3.
Please ensure that Project staff understand that
speed limits will be reduced within 2 km of caribou
sightings/collar locations, rather than 1 km for other
big game species. 4. Please use stronger wording in
Section 4.4.1: Ã¢Â€Âœspeed limits will be lowered to
30 km/hÃ¢Â€Â¦Ã¢Â€Â 5. Please install traﬃc
warning signs at the same time as salt application on
the TASR, rather than waiting for reports of wildlife
observations and/or collisions.
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WMMP Allowing
more time for
wildlife to naturally
clear the area
References:TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Sections 4.4.1, 6.2
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Sections 12.0, 12.1
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measure 4.21
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table A‐
1 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.14.2

Comment NSMA recommended that wildlife be
allowed up to 2 hours (rather than 15 min) to clear
the construction area naturally before the
Environmental Monitor approached them to
encourage them to leave. In their Closing Arguments,
Table A‐1, the GNWT indicated that they would
review the NSMA's suggestion in the next version of
the WMMP. However, there were no changes to
WMMP V3.2 regarding the 15‐min window. The
GNWT's Technical Report Response (Section 2.14.2)
stated that the duration will be subject to review
through the adaptive management process described
in the WMMP. It is unclear what this means, as the
WMMP V3.2, Section 6.2, does not include specific
thresholds and actions regarding this issue. For
example, will the duration for wildlife to naturally
clear the area be extended, if it is found that wildlife
tend to not leave the area within 15 min, and that the
Environmental Monitor often needs to approach

Mar 14: The principle of providing wildlife the right of way
is the first course of action. Section 4.4.1 describes the
option to encourage wildlife to move away from
construction activities only in the event that there is an
imminent risk to the safety of the wildlife or workers. This
contingency is anticipated to be a rare occurrence, if ever
required at all, and will be documented with an incident
report. However the need for this contingency was
illustrated in the example of the Deh Cho Bridge
construction, where bison would often bed down in
construction areas and laydown areas. To re‐iterate,
wildlife will be left alone if they do not pose a risk to
human safety or if there is no imminent risk to the wildlife.
The procedure for moving animals away from risk is
described in the WMMP in broad terms only, so as not to
not oblige the use of any techniques that they are not
comfortable with. All such efforts to move wildlife, if ever
required, will be documented in an Incident Report, which
will be included in the Weekly Reports.

animals? Specific thresholds for adaptive
management should be set, such as if >50% of
incidents require the Environmental Monitor to
approach.
Recommendation The NSMA requests that the GNST
provide the following information to assist them in
their review of the updated WMMP: 1. An
explanation about why the duration for wildlife to
naturally clear the area was not extended past 15 min
in the V3.2 update of the WMMP. 2. Clarification as to
how the WMMPÃ¢Â€Â™s adaptive management
framework will evaluate the appropriateness of the
proposed 15 min window for wildlife to naturally
clear the area.
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WMMP Collect and
retain fine‐scale
data from traffic
counters
References: TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Sections 5.2.1, 5.2.3
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Section 22.3 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measure 4.14
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table A‐
1 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.23.2

Comment NSMA recommended that the GNWT
collect minute‐by‐minute traffic data at several
locations along the road, as opposed to traffic data
averaged over multiple years from one location.
Traffic rates by season, day, and minute may then be
analyzed against caribou collar data, to evaluate the
effects of road traffic on boreal caribou (e.g., changes
in step length, rate of movement, deflections). In
their Closing Arguments (Table A‐1) and Technical
Report Response (2.23.2), the GNWT argued that
technological and privacy reasons would not allow
such a monitoring system. The GNWT also noted that
while the permanent traffic counters record the
cumulative observation every hour, a traffic counter
is a stationary sensor that does not provide
information on the location of vehicles on the road.
The NSMA would like to clarify that we were not
recommending that vehicles be equipped with
tracking systems, as we recognize that this would be a
breach of privacy for the public. Rather, our

Mar 14: Traffic counters document the time of each
vehicle pass, and the raw data will be available for analysis.
A traffic counter will be located within 2.5 km of the mid‐
point of the road. The traffic counters that we currently
install counts traffic at one‐hour intervals. The counters
cannot give a breakdown by vehicle type or direction of
travel. In our 5‐Year ITS Implementation Plan, there are
plans to install a traffic counter in combination with a web
camera on the TASR. The traffic counter would be able to
count and classify traffic by vehicle type in addition to
giving total counts by hour and data would be transmitted
by satellite, celluar or other means so that no one has to
go on site to download data. The exact location along the
TASR is to be determined.

recommendation was that traffic counter data be
collected and retained by the minute (if possible), or
at least by the hour, instead of diluting the usefulness
of the information by summarizing the data into
average annual daily traffic (AADT) rates. We also
recommended that counters be installed at multiple
locations along the road. However, the GNWT did not
agree to this recommendation either; Section 5.1.2 of
the WMMP V3.2 only refers to a single permanent
traffic counting station along the TASR. Section 5.2.1
describes the GNWT's approach to traffic monitoring,
and states that mechanical traffic counters provide
hourly information on traffic. Related to the NSMA's
recommendation to analyze traffic data with caribou
collar data, the last sentence in this section states
that "the monthly traffic data can be used as a
covariate in analyses for other programs under this
WMMP." Further, Section 5.2.3, p. 5‐45, briefly
discusses the development of RSF or SSF to assess the
impacts of construction and operation of the TASR on
the distribution and movement behaviour of boreal
caribou, including covariates such as traffic levels and
taking into account seasonality. Although monthly
traffic averages would be more useful than annual
averages, an even finer scale of analysis (i.e., by the
minute, or hourly) would allow the GNWT to interpret
step length and redirection of collared caribou in
relation to road proximity and associated traffic rates.
Monthly averages may not be able to distinguish
potential project effects, as traffic highs and lows
would get averaged out.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
from the GNWT: 1. Please set traffic counters to
collect data by the minute, if possible. 2. Please retain

minute‐by‐minute or hourly traffic data for analysis,
rather than summarizing monthly averages. 3. Please
install multiple traffic counters along the TASR.
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WMMP Use of NT1
range and
ecologically relevant
boundaries TASR
WMMP V3.2,
Section 5.2.3 NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 3.3, 3.4
NSMA Closing
Arguments,
Measure 4 GNWT
TASR Closing
Arguments, Section
2.8, Table A‐1, Table
B‐3 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.4.2

Comment Multiple intervenor parties commented on
the use of the NT1 boreal caribou range to assess
Project‐specific effects. In Section 2.8 of their Closing
Arguments, the GNWT stated that "the submissions
do not make a convincing case that alternative study
areas would have improved the environmental
assessment." The GNWT also argued that use of the
NT1 range to assess the self‐sustaining status of
boreal caribou in the NWT is supported by ECCC and
the national Recovery Strategy for Boreal Caribou.
The NSMA notes that the GNWT is currently
developing the Boreal Caribou Range Planning
Framework, where three options have been discussed
with the Boreal Caribou Working Group: 1) Allowing a
total disturbance limit of 35% in the NT1 range, 2)
each region (smaller areas defined within the NT1
range) having a total disturbance limit of 35%, and 3)
human disturbance thresholds within various smaller
regions within the NT1 range, based on ECCC risk
categories for boreal caribou. Therefore, the Boreal
Caribou Working Group is currently evaluating the
appropriateness of using the NT1 range for land and
wildlife management in the NWT. The NSMA
submitted comments on these options and
recommended option 2, as it is the most conservative
and protective of caribou. However, the GNWT
argued that the Wek'èezhìi portion of the NT1 range,
in which the TASR is located, likely does not contain a
biologically discrete caribou population (GNWT
Technical Report Response, Section 2.4.2). The NSMA
also agrees that the currently proposed regional

Mar 14: The study area for the TASR WMMP wildlife
effects monitoring program is different from the
boundaries proposed for the development of regional
range plans, and these should be considered as two
separate issues. The study area for the TASR WMMP
boreal caribou monitoring program was initially based on
trying to get a sample of collared females that use areas
close to theTASR alignment, and collared females that use
areas far from the TASR alignment which would be unlikely
to interact with the road to serve as a "control" sample.
The initial study area boundary which delineated the area
within which ENR searched for boreal caribou to deploy
collars on has since been expanded to encapsulate the
movements of those collared females, and will likely
continue to evolve as new collars are added to the study
area. ENR is contemplating splitting the current TASR
WMMP study area for boreal caribou along HWY3 as there
seems to be limited movement of boreal caribou across
HWY3. The portion of the study area that is south/east of
HWY3 would be combined with the adjacent Mackenzie
study area currently monitored by the ENR South Slave
regional office, and the area north/west of HWY3 would be
retained as the TASR study area. NSMA will be included in
future discussions and review of study area boundaries
through the TASR corridor working group.

boundaries (which follow jurisdictional boundaries
rather than caribou population information) are
inappropriate for delineating caribou ranges; the
NSMA submitted comments to this end in a technical
review of the Boreal Range Planning Framework. The
NSMA recommends that the GNWT follow Ontario's
guidelines for delineating woodland caribou ranges
(MNRF 2014). Further information and supporting
evidence for the need to redesign the outline of
regions for the Boreal Caribou Range Planning
Framework can be found on pages 3‐5 of the
Supporting Document, attached to the NSMA's official
comments. We are pleased to see that in the GNWT's
Commitment No. 40 (Closing Arguments, Appendix B,
Table B‐3) states that, ultimately, the study area will
be informed by ecologically relevant population unit
boundaries and the area used and movement
patterns of caribou on which GPS collars have been
deployed in the vicinity of the TASR. The NSMA would
like information about whether a more appropriate
study area for boreal caribou been identified.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
from the GNWT: 1. Please provide information on
whether or not a more appropriate study area for
boreal caribou been identified, based on collar data.
2. Please include the NSMA during ongoing
discussions and review of the information used to
define the new boreal caribou study area.
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WMMP Road
effects on predators
and wood bison
References: NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A, Section

Comment This issue appears to be partially addressed
and the NSMA appreciates the additional monitoring
for caribou, moose, and bison that has been added to
the WMMP. Monitoring for bison in the WMMP V3.2
(section 5.2.5), will help to determine the baseline
bison population and potential effects to bison. We

Mar 14: Although wolf sightings are recorded during
moose/bison aerial surveys, as well as boreal caribou collar
deployment and composition surveys, these constitute
incidental sightings and cannot be relied upon to generate
wolf density estimates in the study area (at best they
would be minimum density estimtates). Dedicated aerial
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4.2 GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.4.6 and 5.2.7
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Section
2.5 TASR WMMP
V3.2, Section 5.2.5

also understand that resources are limited, and
decisions must be made accordingly. However, we
also note that, as shown in Figure 2 (p. 5‐52, WMMP
V3.2), produced from wildlife surveys in 2018, wolf
observations are already recorded. However, the
monitoring questions (in section 5.2.5, WMMP V3.2)
do not include objectives related to wolves. These
surveys, which already incorporate wolf observations,
can be used to monitor wolf densities and any
patterns of wolf habitat use that emerge. This
monitoring objective would not require substantial
additional resources, yet would be extremely valuable
to the WMMP. It is also unclear, based on the other
response, whether monitoring for predators is
already occurring or not. Given the additional
evidence in the closing arguments it suggests that
predation effects on caribou will be limited; however,
there is some uncertainty for bison. Given the
potential for predation to change due to the TASR,
and to impact wood bison; and, given that wolves can
be surveyed for concurrently with surveys for bison, it
should be fairly straightforward to survey wolves and
present information on density and habitat use
patterns in annual reports.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
addition to the WMMP: 1. Please add a monitoring
questions to section 5.2.5 of the WMMP about
whether the relative abundance of wolves changes
over time, and ensure that the answers reached via
this monitoring objective feed back into
considerations about bison (and caribou).

surveys or alternate approaches to monitoring wolf
densities will be required to adequately answer this
question. As stated in Section 5.2.7 of the WMMP, GNWT
will undertake monitoring specific to estimating predator
densities, movements and predation rates and the
methods for these surveys will be defined in a future
version of the WMMP, likely based on an analysis of
different potential approaches that will be undertaken in
summer 2019 (See response to WRRB comment #23).

WMMP Mitigation
for wood bison in
the vicinity of the

Comment The WMMP V3.2 (Section 4.3.1) states
that: "If bison are present on roads, Environmental
Monitors will be contacted. Environmental Monitors

Mar 14: WMMP will be updated to reinforce the use of
caution for environmental monitors and construction
personnel in encounters with animals in general and

road and for large
groups
References:NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 5.2, 9.1,
11.0 GNWT
Technical Report
Responses to
NSMA, Section
2.11.2 TASR WMMP
V3.2, Section 4.3.1

should be aware that groups of bison with more than
5 individuals are likely to be nursery groups
containing calves and juveniles." However, it does not
state that "environmental monitors should use extra
caution when there are groups of 5 or more bison
because they are more likely to contain calves and
juveniles", as was suggested in the GNWT response
(Section 2.11.2). This simple change in wording should
be updated in the WMMP itself. The WMMP would
also be improved by operationalizing the practice of
animals having the right of way, specifically for large
groups. Recent data collect during baseline surveys
provides better information on expected bison group
sizes in the areas, which should allow the GNWT to
determine an appropriate level for enhanced
mitigation for large groups. For example, based on
Figure 2 (p. 5‐52 WMMPV3.2), large groups of bison
appear to include 5‐8, 9‐17, and 18‐54 animals. Given
this new information, it should be much easier to set
an appropriate mitigation threshold for "small",
"medium", and "large" groups of bison. For example,
group sizes of 5 or more bison could result in
temporary work stoppages.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
updated to the WMMP: 1. Please update the text of
the WMMP (Section 4.3.1), as was suggested in the
GNWT response, to be more specific that extra
caution is expected of the environmental monitor in
the case of large groups. 2. Please update the WMMP
to be more specific about increasing levels of caution
needed for various group sizes of bison. 3. Please
operationalize the practice of animals having the right
of way by recommending that construction vehicles

specifically in instances of large groups involving bison.
Anticipated responses from animals following use of
deterrents will be incorporated into procedures. For
example, deterrents will not be used if there is not a clear
path for animals to retreat from the worksite. Right‐of‐way
requirements for wildlife will be reinforced with personnel
in awareness training and clear direction given on when to
slow down, stop and when to safely proceed where large
animals such as bison, caribou or moose are in the right‐of‐
way. This will be operationalized similar to the caribou tree
decision tree recommendation in comment ID # 11.

stop when groups of bison (5 or more) are
encountered in the right of way.
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WMMP Bison
disturbance by
blasting Reference:
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Sections 7.0, 7.1
GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.12.2 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measures 4.7, 4.10
TASR WMMP V3.2,
Section 4.3.1, and
Appendix D

Comment In section 7.1 of our technical review we
recommended that the GNWT set a preliminary blast
sound effect threshold at 90 decibels. A distance
threshold may then be devised based on noise
modelling or testing of blast noises received at
different distances. We expect the distance effect
threshold to be in the range of 250 ‐ 756 m based on
literature (Harrington and Veitch 1991, Maier et al.
1998, Bradshaw 1997). For example, a preliminary
distance of 500 m can be used and adjusted
adaptively. The proponent response explained that
"setback distances are difficult to implement in the
thick forest surrounding the TASR" because vision is
impaired at distances of 50‐80 m (Section 2.12.2,
GNWT response). As summarized in our closing
argument (Section 4, point 7), ground‐based wildlife
surveys should be done prior to blasting and other
construction activities, at least during the calving
period. For bison, there are no collared animals to use
as a trigger for this more advanced surveying.
However, a lack of collared animals does not mean
that nothing should be done to protect calving bison
from blast disturbances. Instead, we suggest that
wildlife monitors survey 500 m ahead of vegetation
clearing operations and blasting, to determine
whether or not wood bison are present during the
calving period, as is planned for caribou when
collared caribou are nearby. We note that we also do
not feel that collared animal presence is a sufficient
trigger for ground based surveys for boreal caribou
during seasons where they tend to be more solitary
(see comment NSMA‐WMMP‐5 within the present

Mar 14: As stated in other responses, the objective of the
proposed mitigation is to avoid harm to wildlife. Additional
mitigation to reduce sensory disturbance is proposed
where it is responsible and practical to do so, or where the
sensory disturbance from construction is drastically
different from what it will be during operations. Sensory
disturbance will be a permanent feature of the area once
the road is complete, as described in the Adequacy
Statement Response. Thus, there is limited value to
providing mitigation to reduce sensory disturbance during
construction. See also the response to NSMA ID#12.

review, for the problems with relying on collared
animals to trigger surveys during calving, post‐calving,
and rut periods). The AANDC guidelines state that
"Important wildlife and bird nesting, denning, staging,
overwintering, and feeding areas should be avoided
during sensitive time periods. If these areas cannot be
avoided, recommended minimum setback distances
should be maintained". For bison this includes a
minimum setback of 500m during the sensitive period
from Mar 1 ‐ Jul 15. Therefore, it would go against the
published best practice guidelines to blast in bison
habitat during the calving period, without checking if
bison are present within 500 m. As stated by the
proponent, the planned visual surveys are likely to
only cover a distance of 50 m from the proposed blast
site. Noise associated with industrial activity can have
a significant effect on wildlife such as avoidance
behaviour, extra energy expenditure, panic running,
elevated heart rate, decreased foraging, decreased
nursing frequency, and lower calf survival (Harrington
and Veitch 1991, Harrington and Veitch 1992, Maier
et al. 1998, Calef et al. 1976, Krausman et al. 1986,
Stockwell et al. 1991, Gunn et al. 1985, Kuck et al.
1985, Andersen et al. 1996). The NSMA has concerns
about this mitigation and hopes that it will be
reconciled.
Recommendation The NSMA makes the following
requests and recommendations to the GNWT for the
next updated version of the WMMP: 1. A preliminary
blast sound effect threshold at 90 decibels. A distance
threshold may then be devised based on noise
modelling or testing of blast noises received at
different distances. If the current blast distance of
500 m does not exceed 90 decibels, then 500 m, is

acceptable. 2. A commitment to use wildlife monitors
to survey 500 m ahead of vegetation clearing
operations and blasting, to confirm whether wood
bison are present during the calving period. 3. The
NSMA recognises that such surveys over the entire
length of the road may be difficult, but conducting
them during the bison calving season, and within high
quality bison habitats as determined by mapping, may
be logistically possible. 4. Survey methods using
drones or infrared cameras are other options which
may make these surveys more practical; as noted in
comment (NSMA‐WMMP‐4) there are likely ways of
overcoming limitations of using UAVs due to Line of
Sight rules from Transport Canada.
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WMMP Surveying
key wildlife features
including salt licks
Reference: NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,
Sections 19.0, 19.1
GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.20.2 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measure 4.24
GNWT TASR Closing
Arguments, Table B‐
1, Commitment No.
91 TASR WMMP
V3.2, Appendix

Comment In the WMMP V3.2 (Appendix F) two
surveys are proposed prior to vegetation clearing. The
first will focus on wildlife present immediately ahead
of the clearing activities scanning the forest along the
edge of the right of way. The second will focus on
detecting denning bears before winter, using 200m
transects (1 km apart). We would also recommend
using mapping, remote sensing, and TK to identify
areas that may contain mineral licks well in advance
of land clearing. Then, focused surveys using transects
similar to the method for bear dens, should be able to
determine if there are any mineral licks near the road
route. We note that we had made a prior comment
about identifying locations of wildlife features of
importance, including salt/mineral licks in (NSMA
technical report, Sections 19.0 and 19.1). The GNWT
provided a commitment (#91, Table B‐1 GNWT
closing arguments) that was meant to address this
issue. However, they only stated that "In the event
that an active mammal den or bird nest is identified

Mar 14: The traditional knowledge studies completed by
the Tlicho, Yellowknives Dene First Nation and NSMA did
not identify mineral licks as being a component of this
environment. The well‐drained sedimentary bedrock and
glacial till are unlikely provide the springs often associated
with mineral licks. Caribou water crossings are associated
with large rivers and lakes on the barrenlands that
intersect migratory movements. Barren‐ground caribou
use the Tlicho ASR area in winter, when lakes and rivers
are frozen. Finally, the Tlicho ASR can best mitigate
impacts to wildlife by sticking to the existing cleared trail.
Moving the road into undisturbed forest to avoid a
particular feature will likely create more disturbance than
it mitigates.

during construction, GNWT‐ENR will be consulted to
determine an appropriate strategy to avoid or
minimize disturbance. A protocol for pre‐clearing den
surveys will be developed once the final TASR
alignment and borrow source locations are
determined." This commitment did not address or
fully consider our original point (NSMA technical
report, Sections 19.0). For example, there is no
mention of surveying for salt/mineral licks in the list
of commitments. Survey methods for determining
locations of key habitat features for caribou and bison
including rutting areas, mineral licks, and water
crossings should be provided in the WMMP.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
updates be made to the WMMP by the GNWT: 1.
Include clear survey methods for determining
locations of key habitat features for caribou and bison
including rutting areas, mineral licks, and water
crossings. 2. Please include details such as when such
surveys will be conducted relative to construction,
and how data collected will be used in relation to
road construction and mitigation.
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WMMP Moose
disturbance due to
blasting Reference:
NSMA Technical
Report, Appendix A,
Section 10.0 GNWT
Technical Report
Responses to
NSMA, Section
2.12.2 NSMA
Closing Arguments,
Measures 4.7 TASR

Comment In section 10.0 of our technical review we
recommended a broad mitigation measure to
suspend construction and/or blasting when any large
mammal (including moose) is observed within a
minimum of 250 m, which should prevent injury or
excessive distress to these important species. In the
guidelines for sensitive periods provided by AANDC et
al. (2012), a setback of at least 0.25 km (250 m) is
recommended for all wildlife and birds during the
general breeding and birthing seasons. For moose,
calving typically occurs in May, for which a setback of
250 m would apply. In the GNWT Technical Report

Mar 14: The request seems to imply that there will be
blasting operations along the entire road corridor. Based
on geotechnical investigations it is not likely that blasting is
needed within the road footprint. If there are unidentified
areas of rock within the road footprint requiring removal
the size of the blast necessary would be minimal. Blasting
is planned for quarries. See responses above indicating
that the focus of mitigation is to avoid harm to wildlife.
With respect to blasting, see response above for NSMA
ID#9.

WMMP V3.2,
Section 4.3.1

Responses to NSMA, the proponent explained that
"setback distances are difficult to implement in the
thick forest surrounding the TASR" because vision is
impaired at a distance of 50‐80 m (Section 2.12.2,
GNWT response). As summarized in the NSMA's
closing argument (Section 4, point 7), ground‐based
wildlife surveys should be done prior to blasting, and
other construction activities, at least during the
calving periods. For moose, there are also no collared
animals to use as a trigger for more advanced
surveying as was proposed for caribou. However, we
also do not feel that the presence of collared animal
is a sufficient trigger for ground based surveys for
boreal caribou during seasons where they tend to be
more solitary (See comment NSMA‐WMMP 3‐5 within
the present review). A lack of collared moose,
therefore, does not mean that nothing should be
done to protect calving moose from blast
disturbances. Instead, we suggest that wildlife
monitors survey 250 m ahead of blasting, to
determine whether moose are present during the
calving period. AANDC guidelines state that
"Important wildlife and bird nesting, denning, staging,
overwintering and feeding areas should be avoided
during sensitive time periods. If these areas cannot be
avoided, recommended minimum setback distances
should be maintained". For moose and other wildlife
this includes a minimum setback of 250m during the
sensitive period in May. It would go against these best
practices to blast in moose habitat during the calving
period, without checking if moose are present within
250 m. As stated by the proponent, the planned visual
surveys are likely to only reach 50 m. Noise associated
with industrial activity can have a significant effect on

wildlife such as avoidance behaviour, extra energy
expenditure, panic running, elevated heart rate,
decreased foraging, decreased nursing frequency, and
lower calf survival (Harrington and Veitch 1991,
Harrington and Veitch 1992, Maier et al. 1998, Calef
et al. 1976, Krausman et al. 1986, Stockwell et al.
1991, Gunn et al. 1985, Kuck et al. 1985, Andersen et
al. 1996). Therefore, this issue deserves more
attention and mitigation should be adjusted
accordingly.
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
updates be made to the WMMP: 1. Please use wildlife
monitors to survey 250 m ahead of blasting to
confirm whether or not moose are present during the
calving period (May). We recognise that surveys over
the entire length of the road may be difficult, but at
least conducting them during the moose calving
season, and in high quality moose habitats (as
determined by mapping) is preferred and likely to be
logistically feasible. Survey methods using drones or
infrared cameras are other options that may make
these surveys more practical. Further, surveys may
also be combined with similar surveys for bison (Mar
1  Jul 15) and caribou (April 5 to July 15) as
there is some overlap between the sensitive seasons
of these species.
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WMMP Wetlands,
rare plants and
community
surveying and
setbacks
References: NSMA
Technical Report,
Appendix A,

Comment The original draft WMMP indicated that
setbacks would be used around wetlands, rare plant
populations, and rare ecological communities
however this has been removed in subsequent
versions. Within previous comments submitted by the
NSMA, we noted that setback distances and survey
measures to protect wetlands, rare plants, and
communities were not fully described (NSMA

Mar 14: 1. The route alignment t was selected based on
various factors outlined in Section 3.0 of the Project
Description to minimize environmental effects. 2. Surveys
along the Project footprint in the fall of 2018 did not
detect any rare plants.

Sections 14.0, 14.1
GNWT Technical
Report Responses
to NSMA, Section
2.16.2 TASR WMMP
V3.2, Section 4.1.1

technical comment, Section 14.0). The new version
WMMP V3.2 addresses survey timing but has reduced
the mitigations used so that there is no mention of
surveys for wetlands, and no setbacks are indicated as
required. WMMP V3.2 (Section 4.1.1) states that
"herbaceous plant surveys of the project footprint will
be completed during the growing season by a
qualified botanist in advance of construction". The
result being "if rare plants and/or invasive species are
found, GNWT‐ENR will be consulted to determine
next steps". Best management practices used in many
jurisdictions across Canada (including BC and New
Brunswick) recommend 30 m buffers around riparian
areas, including wetlands (British Columbia 2006,
New Brunswick 2017). The present WMMP does not
appear to be surveying for wetlands or using
appropriate mitigation such 30 m setbacks around
wetlands. Similarly, setbacks around rare vegetation
communities have not been planned. This should be
decided in advance of the project. As it is now, GNWT
is proposing to contact GNWT‐ENR if rare vegetation
is found, which may not allow independent oversight
of this matter. For example, the Colorado Rare Plant
Conservation Initiative (2011) recommends that
"where plants of concern occur in a project area, an
avoidance buffer of 200 meters minimum is
recommended. The 200 meter buffer reduces dust
transport, weed invasion, unauthorized vehicular
activities, and chemical and produced‐water spills. It
also reduces impact to pollinators and their habitat.
Where avoidance is not feasible and development is
allowed within 200 meters of plant populations,
impacts to the plants of concern can be reduced by
placing temporary fencing or other barriers around

the footprint of the project. To avoid working in
habitat for the plants of concern, and drawing
attention to the plants, the edge of disturbance
should be fenced, not the nearby plant population."
Others have recommended similar mitigation, such as
a "minimum set‐back distance of 30 m from all
detectable individuals" to protect plants and habitats
from acute disturbance (Henderson 2011).
Recommendation The NSMA requests the following
updates be added to the next version of the WMMP:
1. Please clarify how wetlands, an important moose
habitat, will be surveyed for; and, use appropriate
30m setbacks from these areas. 2. Please indicate an
appropriate setback from rare plants which would be
used in the event they are located by the qualified
botanist in herbaceous surveys.
Tlicho Government: Ginger Gibson
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

General File

Comment (doc) Letter from&nbsp;Tlicho Government
Recommendation

2

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section Reporting
and Adaptive
Management

Comment Process of Adaptive Management
Recommendation There is a suggestion of weekly,
monthly and yearly monitoring. The Tlicho
Government wishes to ensure that adaptive
management meetings occur in the communities, as
has been done through the process.

3

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan

Mar 14: No response required
Comment Revision of the Plan
Recommendation No recommendation. The TG notes
that the plan has been modified heavily based on
input from the TG over time, and recognizes the
distance that this WMMP has gone.

Mar 14: Corridor Working Group meetings are scheduled
to every six months, with at least every other one in
Whati`. Adaptive Mangement is a topic for that group.

4

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section 5.2.2 Access
and Harvest
Monitoring

Comment Tlicho Government notes the sentence:
"This would involve having someone within the
community to collect information about how many
animals are harvested based on conversations with
people in the community."
Recommendation The TG aims to have to additions
brought into this section. First, the TG requires that
the approach to the harvest study is based in
traditional knowledge, brought forward from the
Tlicho Government. Secondly, the harvest study
needs to have solid technical design associated with
it. The TG looks forward to collaborating again on
these topics.

Mar 14: Traditional knowledge provided by the Tlicho
were instrumental in the environmental assessment, and
the GNWT has committed to ongoing support of TK
studies. This continuing TK work will be reflected in the
harvest monitoring work.

5

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Table 4, Section
5.2.5 Moose and
Bison population
monitoring (and
other sections)

Comment We note that there is a strong dependence
on collaring in specific species ‐ to identify the
impacts of road on wildlife. The intent is to use collars
in the region, however there may be some alternative
technical study designs that assist with respect to
monitoring different species.
Recommendation We recommend that alternative
approaches that do not rely on radio‐collars be used
to monitor wildlife and test for road effects over time.
Study designs using camera traps and/or acoustic
recorders would provide additional insights in to
possible mechanisms for road effects and on non‐
ungulate species that are not radio‐collared. We
expect that these alternative approaches might be
reviewed and considered along with appropriate
study designs, that may also be integrated with
traditional knowledge.

Mar 14: While there are other alternatives to the proposed
GPS collars, there is no other available method that
collects as much data with so many applications as GPS
collars. Remote cameras have been used with some
success to document caribou road crossing at Ekati, but
the effectiveness of this approach would be limited in a
boreal environment. Further, a camera only collects data
when a caribou happens to walk in front of it, and provides
no information on what occurred before or after the
photo. GPS collars, by contrast, provide information on
caribou movements throughout their range, delineate the
range, identify calving areas, provide estimates of survival,
habitat use preferences and evidence of avoidance of
development. Acoustic recorders would similarly have
limited value, as they would require a caribou to be within
earshot of the recorder and to make a distinctive sound
that could only be ascribed to a caribou. Acoustic
recorders are typically only used for frogs and birds during
the breeding season, and bats using echolocation.
Regardless, GNWT is willing to discuss alternative

information collection methods with the Tlicho
Government.
6

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section 5‐43

Mar 14: Proponent looks forward to working with Tlicho
Comment TG notes that many of the study
approaches are based on study questions related to Government to incorporate TK into the WMMP.
collar monitoring.
Recommendation TG notes that traditional
knowledge monitoring will be collected, as per
Measure 10‐2. The TG also notes that the current
draft of the WMMP does not include an approach and
method for integration of Traditional Knowledge. This
is understood, given this is early in the process. The
TG looks forward to ensuring that TK is drawn into
every aspect of this plan. The TG expects to give this
direction and will provide guidance on a clear process
for integration.

7

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Table 4

Comment Table 4. Project Effects Pathways ‐ this
section has no details on how Traditional Knowledge
was used to identify project effects pathways or
incorporated in to monitoring (for example for
sensory disturbance from noise and dust).
Recommendation TG recommends that Traditional
Knowledge monitoring data as well as alternative
technical approaches (e.g., camera traps or accoustic
recorders) be integrated to ensure that traditional
knowledge is integrated into the data sets.

Mar 14: Traditional knowledge provided by the Tlicho
were instrumental in the environmental assessment, and
the GNWT has committed to ongoing support of TK
studies, including working with the TG on how TK can be
integrated into the data sets.

8

Wildlife
Management
Monitoring Plan,
Table 4

Comment Table 4. Project Effects Pathways
Recommendation The Project Effects Pathways is an
excellent example of how TK will be integrated.
Currently this table includes no pathways, and no TK
knowledge integration. This is a primary place where
TK will inform both the pathways and the plan. For
example, harvesters observations of dust, and the
impact on berries and medicinal plants should be

Mar 14: The pathways presented in Table 4 incorporated
the valuable Tlicho harvester's input during the scoping
session, and the TK report prepared for the Project. As
Table 4 is intended to show the linkages from the
environmental assessment to wildlife monitoring, these
pathways need not be altered to further integrate TK into
wildlife monitoring.

noted. As well sound and disturbances to animals,
particularly caribou, will be another pathway that
harvesters will both contribute ideas on, and TK will
be brought to bear for both how the construction is
managed and how the mitigations are designed. We
expect TK to inform adaptive management on an
ongoing basis.
9

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section 4.3

Comment Mitigation for Sensory Disturbance
Recommendation Why does this section only refer to
sensory disturbance for construction? Please identify
if sensory disturbances for operation should be
similarly identified.

Mar 14: During construction, the dominant source of
sensory disturbance will be the construction activities.
Once the Tlicho ASR is opened to the public, the dominant
source of sensory disturbance will be public traffic, which
is not subject to the same level of control. The
environmental assessment explicitly identified sensory
disturbance as a permanent impact that will result from
the road.

10

Wildlife
Management
Monitoring Plan, 4‐
26

Comment Consistency in reference to Boreal and
Barren Ground Caribou
Recommendation There are different statements and
sections on barren ground and boreal caribou
throughout, these need to be carefully reviewed to
ensure consistency.

Mar 14: The document will be reviewed for consistency,
but note that in some cases there are different mitigation
and monitoring protocols used in for boreal and barren‐
ground caribou.

11

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Mitigation for Direct
Wildlife Mortality

Mar 14: Each instance of bison deterrence will be
Comment Section on bison management during
documented in an incident report, and the WMMP can be
construction
updated to accommodate any learnings that result.
Recommendation The TG notes that gentle
approaches may not suffice with respect to
encouraging bison movement. There may need to be
more aggressive conditioning or lethal removals both
of which would require trained personnel. The TG
recommends there be discussion of this further.
Strategies for managing bison movements and
distribution along the TASR should be consistent with
broader goals and objectives established in the
Mackenzie Bison Management Plan. There may also

need to be monitoring and adaptive management
through the Road Corridor Working Group.
Mar 14: During the environmental assessment, the TG and
GNWT agreed to enter into such a data sharing agreement
(see the GNWT Closing Arguments and MVEIRB Report of
EA).

12

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section 6‐12

Comment Annual Reports require an adaptive
management process.
Recommendation There may be need for access to
data that is collected, such as collaring data and the
locations for that data. TG and ENR should discuss
mechanisms for sharing of data, such as collaring
data.

13

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Section 6‐12

Mar 14: TK will be added as a source of information for the
Comment Annual Reports requires an adaptive
Annual Report
management process and a collaborative process.
Recommendation There needs to be information
provided by the Tlicho Government for the Annual
Report. This should be referred to in this section. TK is
a vital input, and the TG expects that as collaborators,
we will be contributing data (for example, harvester
or TK monitoring inputs). The TG requests that
acknowledgement of these TK input be made.

14

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan,
Appendix 1 in
Appendix D

Comment Blasting protocols
Recommendation TG recommends that Traditional
Knowledge be considered with respect to sensitive
disturbance periods that occur throughout the year.

15

Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan

Mar 14: The maps are intended to show project layout
Comment Maps that are used in the WMMP
only.
Recommendation The maps that are used do not
integrate harvester knowledge about caribou habitat
and movement. The TG refers ENR to materials
provided in Working Group meetings.

16

Archaeological Site
Chance Find
Protocol

Comment Legislation and Guidelines
Recommendation The legislation and guidelines
section needs to refer to the Tlicho Agreement,
Chapter 17 (Heritage Resources) and Chapter 26

Mar 14: The dates already include traditional knowledge
collected through caribou range planning and recovery
strategies.

Mar 14: Appropriate references will be included.

(Economic Measures). Please ensure that references
are made.
Mar 14: Section will be updated as recommended.

17

Archaeological Site
Chance Find
Protocol

Comment Section 5 Training
Recommendation This section should recognize the
Tlicho Government as a potential delivery provider,
and should refer to Chapter 26 of the Tlicho
Agreement.

18

Archaeological Site
Chance Find
Protocol

Mar 14: Section will be updated as recommended.
Comment Discovery Protocols
Recommendation This section should be consistent
with Chapter 17 of the Tlicho Agreement, and ensure
that all protocols are followed with appropriate Tlicho
direction. In addition, primary contact should be DCLP
Director.

19

Archaeological Site
Chance Find
Protocol

Mar 14: TG to be included in notification requirements.
Comment Contacts
Recommendation Notification needs to include the
TG as a key contact through the DCLP, when an object
has been identified.

20

Archaeological Site
Chance Find
Protocol

Mar 14: Recommendations to be included in Protocol,
Comment Artifact identification
Recommendation Please include burial sites, as an
additional area that may need to be identified. Please
also broaden the heritage resources to include burial
sites, place names, as well as sensitive cultural
heritage sites.

21

Mar 14: Discussion will be held with Tlicho Government
Conceptual Closure Comment Section 2.2.7 Access Roads
prior to final site reclamation.
Recommendation The Tlicho Government
and Reclamation
recommends that there is dialogue with the TG on the
Plan
closure of Access Roads, as it may be desirable to
have modifications made to plans for harvesters.

22

Conceptual Closure Comment Section 2.2 Quarries
Recommendation Some quarries will be on Tlicho
and Reclamation
Lands, and there should be addition of Tlicho
Plan
Government into the review of quarries and quarry

Mar 14: Quarry applications have been prepared for
proposed borrow sources on Tlicho lands and will be
submitted to the Tlicho Government.

plans to ensure that there is strong engagement of
the TG.
23

Updated Project
Description Report

Mar 14: Contractor will maintain communications with
Comment Section 3.4 Construction Access ‐ during
Operation the TG notes that the access is unrestricted Tlicho Government and GNWT to facilitate access during
to the public. There is no comment in the PDR on the construction.
construction period, but access will likely be
restricted. This should be clearly identified, and
reviewed.
Recommendation The TG notes that access during
construction will need to be carefully managed with
the TG, and communications in the TG region will
need to be jointly coordinated.

24

Updated Project
Description Report

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.
Comment LUP Conformity p. 4‐47, Quarries
Recommendation The TG notes that this activity is an
allowable activity if related to the road
construction/maintenance. Therefore the activity is
not out conformity with the TG LUP.

25

Updated Project
Description Report

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation. Location of roads
Comment Access Roads
Recommendation The TG would like to confirm with to be confirmed as part of initial mobilization and
the proponent the location of the access roads. There confirmation of site conditions.
may need to be discussion and ground truthing to
ensure the siting of access roads.

26

Updated Project
Description Report

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation. Location of camps
Comment Camp 2 and water sources
to be confirmed as part of initial mobilization and
Recommendation The TG would like to ensure that
confirmation of site conditions.
Camp 2 is an agreeable location and requests
dialogue with the proponent to review if there are
water crossings, as well as to discuss cultural heritage
issues.

27

Updated Project
Description Report

Mar 14: Consultation to take place as recommended.
Comment Section 3.9.4 Cleared vegetation ‐
harvested trees
Recommendation That TG recommends consultation

in order to ensure local people are able to recover
harvested trees during construction.
28

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment item 1 notes that there will not be a cabin
with 300 m of the road. There is a historic cabin closer
than that.
Recommendation The TG notes this may not be
feasible, given the proximity of a previously burned
cabin (and potentially rebuilt) site to the TASR. The TG
should be included in authorizing and review of this
aspect.

Mar 14: Throughout the environmental assessment, the
GNWT committed to a setback of 50 metres from any
cabin. The 300 metres proposed within the draft land use
permit is not attainable as cabins have been constructed
near the existing Old Airport Road trail. GNWT ‐ INF will
work with the TG in any required review of any cabin
closer than 300 meters.

29

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 3: Drilling condition
Recommendation This condition appears to be
applicable for mineral exploration, and therefore
does not apply for this project.

Mar 14: Drilling will be required as part of additional site
geotechnical investigations and quarry development.

30

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 8: Inspection of the proposed land use
area
Recommendation Add representative of the TG ‐
DCLP for consultation

Mar 14: GNWT believes that this request may be better
suited for a stand‐alone agreement between the GNWT
and TG than as a condition in the permit that would bind
the TG.

31

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Mar 14: See response to TG ID 30
Comment Item 10 and 11
Recommendation Duplicative conditions also add TG
‐ DCLP, CGW AND CGB.

32

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 12
Recommendation Add TG‐ DCLP for consultation

Mar 14: See response to TG ID 30

33

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 60
Recommendation Add the TG‐ DCLP. Please change
the language from " the Board OR Inspector" to "
AND".

Mar 14: See response to TG ID 30

34

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 62
Recommendation Add TG‐ DCLP for consultation

Mar 14: See response to TG ID 30

35

Draft Land Use
Permit Conditions

Comment Item 107
Recommendation Add TG‐ DCLP for consultation.

Mar 14: See response to TG ID 30

36

Draft Water Licence Comment Length
Application
Recommendation The TG recommends that is be
seven years, to line up with the LUP and potential
extension.

Mar 14: No issue with recommendation.

37

Draft Water Licence Comment Insurance date
Application
Recommendation Should be issuance date

Mar 14: Agreed

38

Draft Water Licence Comment Condition 5
Application
Recommendation Should say "affected"

Mar 14: Agreed

39

Engagement Plan

Comment Affected Parties
Recommendation Contact information should be
revised.

Mar 14: Agreed

40

Engagement Plan

Comment The TG has a Consultation and Engagement Mar 14: Agreed
Policy, and recommends that the Policy be utilized.
Recommendation Reference and utilize the Draft TG
Engagement Policy. This should be utilized once it is
finalized.

41

Engagement Plan

Mar 14: Agreed
Comment Implementation of Engagement Plan
Recommendation Engagement with the TG should be
through the appropriate Tlicho Government's
department or the Working Groups that have been
formed to ensure effective implementation.

42

Comment James Creek
Mar 14: No issue
GNWT Letter Re
Recommendation Letter should refer to James River,
James Creek
Highway Alignment not James Creek
and Gravesite
Mitigations

Wek' eezhii Renewable Resources Board: Laura Meinert
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

WRRB Comments
Cover Letter

Comment (doc) N/A
Recommendation N/A

Mar 14: No comment

2

WMMP Boreal
Caribou

Mar 14: The wording of Section 2.8.1 will be updated.
Comment Section 2.8.1 describes boreal caribou
distribution within Wek&rsquo;&egrave;ezh&igrave;i,
and states that &ldquo;the current population trend
in the North Slave Region and Wek&rsquo;e`ezhi`i
region are unknown but areas except in southern
NWT are believed to be stable or increasing (SARC
2012)&rdquo;. The Draft Boreal Caribou Range
Planning Framework Discussion Document (GNWT
2018) lists disturbance in
Wek&rsquo;&egrave;ezh&igrave;i as 43%, well above
the 35% upper National Recovery Strategy limit for
defining an area as self sustaining. Updated fire
mapping may reduce total disturbance in
Wek&rsquo;&egrave;ezh&igrave;i to 34.2% (GNWT
2018). Total disturbance levels to boreal caribou
habitat in Wek&rsquo;&egrave;ezh&igrave;i more
closely match southern NWT than they do in the
remainder of the boreal caribou range.
Recommendation The Board recommends wording in
Section 2.8.1 be updated to reflect that undisturbed
habitat in the Wek&rsquo;&egrave;ezh&igrave;i
portion of the NWT boreal caribou population may be
limiting, as it is already above or near the 35%
disturbance threshold before the TASR was
constructed.

3

WMMP Mitigation
for Indirect Habitat
Loss or Alteration
â€“ Construction

Comment Section 4.2.1 Construction says that dust
suppression techniques will be &ldquo;utilized as
required and feasible to reduce dust emissions onto
vegetation&rdquo;. The WRRB encourages dust
suppression as a method of reducing the size and
magnitude of a project&rsquo;s zone of influence.
The Board is concerned that no specific dust
suppression techniques, dust thresholds
which&nbsp;trigger dust suppression, or length of

Mar 14: Section 4.2.1 to be updated to include thresholds
and potential dust suppression techniques.

road to be targeted are listed.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends section
4.2.1 describe potential dust suppression techniques
which may be used on the TASR, as well as at what
thresholds these techniques may be used and where.
4

WMMP Mitigation
for Sensory
Disturbance â€“
Construction

Comment Section 4.3.1 indicates that construction
will be temporarily suspended or speed limits will be
reduced, when moose, caribou, bison or any other
wildlife valued component that may be at imminent
risk of injury, or mortality, are known to be near the
active construction site. The Board could not find a
detailed description of what a &ldquo;wildlife valued
component&rdquo; is in the WMMP.
Recommendation The WRRB requests that
&ldquo;wildlife valued component&rdquo; be
defined or this section clarified.

Mar 14: Mitigation will be updated to read: 'Construction
will be temporarily suspended by the NSI Environmental
Manager, or speed limits on the road temporarily reduced,
in the vicinity of wildlife that may be at imminent risk of
injury or mortality near active construction.'

5

WMMP Mitigation
for Sensory
Disturbance â€“
Construction

Comment It is noted in Section 4.3.1 that speed limits
will be reduced within 1km on either side of a big
game sighting.
Recommendation The Board asks if there is a
monitoring protocol for this speed reduction, or if
not, how will the speed reductions be communicated
and by whom?

Mar 14: Personnel will be instructed to notify the NSI
Environmental Manager of big game sightings. The
Environmental Manager The NSI Environmental Manager
will communicate the reduced speed limit to Supervisors
and equipment operators working in the area via site
radios. The Manager will monitor equipment operations to
ensure the reduced speed limit is followed."

6

WMMP Mitigation
for Direct Wildlife
Mortality â€“
Construction

Comment This section states that wildlife will have
the right of way on all roads during construction.
Recommendation The Board recommends this be
updated to clearly identify how drivers will be aware
that wildlife have the right of way (training, signs,
onboarding, etc.).

Mar 14: Section 4.7.1 confirms that all Project staff will be
educated and trained on all mitigation applicable to their
tasks. All training will be documented and recorded in the
WMMP annual report. This will include a review of the
WMMP, and specifically that wildlife have right of way and
speed limits will be imposed. Section 2.6 and Appendix C
confirm that the NSI Environmental Manager and GNWT
are responsible for ensuring that WMMP commitments are
implemented, supported by Environmental Monitors.
Implementation of mitigation will be documented in the

Annual Report, and further confirmed by GNWT
Inspectors.
Mar 14: The principle of providing wildlife the right of way
is the first course of action. Section 4.4.1 describes the
option to encourage wildlife to move away from
construction activities only in the event that there is an
imminent risk to the safety of the wildlife or workers. This
contingency is anticipated to be a rare occurrence, if ever
required at all, and will be documented with an incident
report. However the need for this contingency was
illustrated in the example of the Deh Cho Bridge
construction, where bison would often bed down in
construction areas and laydown areas. To re‐iterate,
wildlife will be left alone if they do not pose a risk to
human safety or if there is no imminent risk to the wildlife.
The procedure for moving animals away from risk is
described in the WMMP in broad terms only, so as not to
not oblige the use of any techniques that they are not
comfortable with. All such efforts to move wildlife, if ever
required, will be documented in an Incident Report, which
will be included in the Weekly Reports.

7

WMMP Mitigation
for Direct Wildlife
Mortality â€“
Construction

Comment Section 4.4.1 further states that if wildlife
do not leave the area within 15 minutes, they may be
gently encouraged to move away from construction
activities. This contradicts the earlier statement made
by INF that wildlife will have the right of way during
construction.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends that either
non‐dangerous wildlife be left alone, regardless of
length of time in the area, or that the wildlife right of
way be expanded on further, detailing that they only
have the right of way in areas where construction is
not occurring (completed segments of road).

8

WMMP Mitigation
for Direct Wildlife
Mortality â€“
Construction

Comment Section 4.4.1 further states that if wildlife Mar 14: Updated procedure will be developed.
do not leave the area within 15 minutes, they may be
gently encouraged to move away from construction
activities. This contradicts the earlier statement made
by INF that wildlife will have the right of way during
construction.
Recommendation The Board also recommends that
the WMMP elaborate on the procedure for
&ldquo;gently encouraging&rdquo; large mammals
out of an area, including if Environmental Monitors
will be on foot or in vehicles, how close are staff
permitted to get to wildlife during the

encouragement, and how escalation will occur (horns,
bear bangers). If escalation occurs, how will this be
recorded and reported on?
9

WMMP Mitigation
for Direct Wildlife
Mortality â€“
Construction

Mar 14: Awareness training will be provided prior to staff
Comment Section 4.4.1 states that project staff will
be provided with environmental awareness training. working on site. Plan will be updated to reflect this.
Recommendation The Board asks INF to outline in
the WMMP when this training will occur (ideally prior
to staff starting work).

10

WMMP Education
and Training

Comment This section outlines education and training Mar 14: List will be updated to clearly state that staff are
to immediately report bird nests.
for project workers and includes instructions not to
disturb any birds or nests of observed birds. Workers
should also be instructed to immediately report bird
nests to the Project Supervisor, as nests are protected
under the Migratory Birds Convention Act and there
may be impacts to construction activities.
Recommendation The Board recommends the
Education and Training list be updated to more clearly
include that staff will be instructed to immediately
report bird nests.

11

WMMP Education
and Training

Mar 14: Section will be updated to specifically include
Comment Education and training on wildlife legal
requirements are also listed in section 4.7.1, including Migratory Birds Convention Act as training for employees.
the specific listing of wildlife feeding, harassment,
hunting and trapping. No mention of the Migratory
Birds Convention Act is listed, which is a legal
requirement that staff should be trained on.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends this
section be updated to specifically include the
Migratory Birds Convention Act as training contract
employees will receive.

12

WMMP Education
and Training

Comment It is stated that there will be
&ldquo;instructions for the Environmental Monitors
and other designated/trained staff on how to use
non‐lethal deterrent materials (e.g., bear spray and

Mar 14: Section will be updated to include the
requirement to complete a Wildlife Incident Report for any
use of wildlife deterrents.

bear bangers). These individuals will be given access
to non‐lethal deterrent materials while working and
living on construction sites&rdquo;. The WRRB has no
concerns with the methods used to ensure staff are
safe. However, all uses of deterrents on wildlife
should trigger a Wildlife Incident Report as described
in Appendix F. The
Recommendation The Board recommends INF update
the Education and Training section to include training
for all workers that every use of deterrents (lethal or
non‐lethal) on wildlife triggers a Wildlife Incident
Report.
Mar 14: Section 5.1 and Appendix F will be consolidated to
provided one clear set of monitoring protocol and
datasheets.

13

WMMP Mitigation
Monitoring

Comment Section 5.1 describes Mitigation and
Monitoring activities that will take place to protect
wildlife and wildlife habitat. The surveys outlined in
this section mirror the monitoring protocols and
datasheets found in Appendix F. However, details
such as frequency of survey, reporting procedures,
and specific methods differ between Appendix F and
Section 5.1.
Recommendation The Board recommends Section
5.1 and Appendix F be updated to match each other
to avoid confusion and ambiguity.

14

WMMP Road
Surveys

Comment Road Surveys are described in both Section Mar 14: Section 5.1.2 confirms that the survey will include
access roads and borrow sources.
5.1.2 and Appendix F. The aim of the survey is to
document wildlife observations along the road, which
can provide information on use of the area by
wildlife, risks to wildlife and the need for future
mitigation. These surveys are to be conducted along
&ldquo;the entire drivable length of road&rdquo; and
should occur &ldquo;at least twice per week.&rdquo;
Recommendation The WRRB would like confirmation

that this includes all spur roads on the project, and if
not, that they be included in this survey.
Comment The Camp Surveillance survey, outlined in
Section 5.1.3 and in Appendix F, is intended to
prevent wildlife incidents through systematically
documenting wildlife activity during construction
only. Section 5.1.3 states that &ldquo;Monitoring of
camps could be suspended if camps are
unoccupied&rdquo;. Quiet, unoccupied camps
provide enticing shelter to birds, bears, foxes and
other wildlife. Later use or decommissioning of these
camps can put both the wildlife and staff at risk.
Recommendation The Board recommends that
weekly Camp Surveillance surveys continue at all
camps, regardless of occupation, until they are
deconstructed.

Mar 14: Weekly surveys may not be practical . During
shutdowns periodic monitoring will be performed to
ensure camps remain secure and there is no damage from
weather events. Wildlife checks will be included as part of
this monitoring. In addition, unoccupied camps will be
"shuttered" to reduce potential for wildlife intrusion.
Screens or barricades will be placed on entrances where
animals can enter and attractants such as food and
garbage will be removed.

15

WMMP Camp
Surveillance

16

Mar 14: Plan will be updated to include use of appropriate
WMMP Bird Nesting Comment The Bird Nesting survey monitors for the
buffers for nests, hibernacula or roosting sites
presence of nests or nesting activity on project
infrastructure and work sites. The survey outlines
how to identify and monitor nest activity. Bird nests,
bat hibernacula or roosting sites are protected under
both the Wildlife Act and Migratory Bird Convention
Act, and can be easily damaged and disturbed by
human activities. There are no details in Appendix F:
Monitoring Protocols and Datasheets or in Section
5.1.4, which describe protecting nests if they are
found, including barricades, signage or temporary
area closures.
Recommendation The Board recommends the Bird
Nesting Protocol&rsquo;s procedure be updated to
instruct Environmental Monitors to ensure nests,
hibernacula or roosting sites are adequately
protected from disturbance.

17

Mar 14: Reporting section will be updated to include ECCC.
WMMP Bird Nesting Comment Reporting for the Birds Nesting survey
indicates that the Project Supervisor will contact
GNWT‐ENR to determine an appropriate course of
action. ECCC is the responsible authority for migratory
birds in Canada.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends that the
Reporting section for the Bird Nesting Monitoring
Protocol be updated to include that ECCC will be
contacted to determine appropriate courses of action
for bird nests which are observed.

18

WMMP Non‐
Intrusive Pre‐
Clearing Surveys

Comment It is mentioned in 5.1.4 Bird Nesting that
&ldquo;this protocol does not include any pre‐
clearing nest surveys if vegetation must be removed
during the migratory bird nesting season. If non‐
intrusive pre‐clearing surveys are required, plans will
be developed case‐by‐case in consultation with ECCC
and ENR&rdquo;. If vegetation clearing is required
during the migratory bird nesting season, there is a
high likelihood that nests will be encountered and
disturbed. Potential methods for non‐intrusive pre‐
clearing surveys should be listed and in place prior to
construction to ensure nests can adequately be
identified and protected. Which methods to use can
be chosen on a case‐by‐case basis in consultation
with ECCC, ENR, and the WRRB (as per Section 12.5.1
of the Tli?cho? Agreement).
Recommendation If INF cannot confirm vegetation
clearing will not occur in the migratory bird nesting
season, the WRRB requests that a list of non‐intrusive
pre‐clearing survey methods be established prior to
construction.

19

WMMP Pre‐Blast
Surveys

Comment The Pre‐Blast survey is intended to protect Mar 14: Blasting will be one component of the near
large mammals from injury and impacts from blasting continual noise and activities associated with quarries, and

Mar 14: Vegetation clearing has been scheduled to occur
outside of the migratory bird breeding season. However,
to account for any unforeseen circumstances, information
on methodology for survey protocols including ECCC
provided information for buffer zones will be included in
the WMMP")

during TASR construction. A minimum distance for
wildlife to be from blasting is not stated in the
monitoring protocols, only that wildlife should be
outside of the blast radius. The WRRB appreciates the
use of boreal caribou collar data to mitigate impacts
from the construction of the TASR (Appendix E);
however, as there are very few collars on boreal
caribou in the NWT, a minimum distance for wildlife
to be from the blast should be stated to ensure that if
wildlife are observed, they will be protected. If
wildlife are observed within this distance, blasting will
not occur.
Recommendation The Board suggests a 1km buffer
be established, where blasting does not occur when
wildlife are observed within it. Additionally, the Board
recommends the buffer be expanded to 2km for
caribou from 05 April &ndash; 15 July, which is
when&nbsp;boreal caribou calve. Blasting should not
commence until the caribou have naturally left the
exclusion zone. These visual surveys are to take place
in addition to the use of boreal caribou collar data, as
outlined in Appendix D.
20

WMMP Pre‐Clearing Comment The Pre‐Clearing Surveys are intended to
Surveys
monitor for wildlife present immediately ahead of
vegetation clearing activities, as well as detecting
denning bears before winter. The monitoring
protocols state that areas should be surveyed
&ldquo;at least 2 days prior to the vegetation
clearing&rdquo;. It is not clear if INF plans surveys to
be two or more days from clearing, or within two
days of clearing. Information on mammal use in the
area is most helpful to Environmental Monitors if
gathered as close as possible to the clearing activity.
Mammal use more than two days from clearing is

will not necessarily be any louder than other noises from
the quarry. Blasting will be used infrequently and can be a
means of mitigating disturbance as it reduces reliance on
heavy equipment for excavation. The focus is thus on
avoiding harm to wildlife. The safe radius surrounding a
blast will be specific to the blast. In some cases, this
distance may be measured in tens of metres. The safe area
around the blast will be the same for wildlife and humans.
A commitment to an exclusion area extending 1 or 2 km
into the forest could not be reliably implemented, as the
dense forest in the area limits visibility to tens of metres.
Appendix E outlines a very cautious approach for the
calving season in that vegetation clearing or blasting would
be suspended if collar data indicates that boreal caribou
are within 3 km. Collar data would be re‐evaluated every
24 hours to determine if they move out of this cautionary
zone, at which point activities could resume.

Mar 14: Plan will be updated to clearly state that surveys
are completed within 48 hrs. prior to clearing.

generally less useful, as that wildlife is more likely to
have left the area by then.
Recommendation The Board recommends the
methods for Pre‐Clearing surveys be updated to
ensure the surveys happen within 48 hours of pre‐
clearing activities to ensure information gathered is
able to fulfil the purpose of the survey.
21

WMMP Wildlife
Incidents

Comment The Wildlife Incident Reporting procedures Mar 14: Section will be updated to include Migratory Birds
Convention Act reporting and ECCC contact information.
include a list of when to notify ENR of wildlife
incidents. No mention of incident reporting for
migratory birds is mentioned.
Recommendation The Board recommends section
5.1.7 Wildlife Incidents, as well as the Wildlife
Incident Reporting Monitoring Protocol, be updated
to include wildlife incidents and mortalities which
need to be reported to ECCC as per the Migratory
Birds Convention Act. This should include updating
Section 3. Who to Contact of the Monitoring Protocol.

22

WMMP Traffic
Monitoring

Comment Traffic monitoring, as outlined in Section
5.2.1, is intended to occur indefinitely through the
operational phase of the TASR and will be used to
monitor if levels are staying within 50% of the
maximum annual average predicted for the TASR. If
vehicles numbers are above the 50% increase over a
three‐year period, program changes within the
WMMP may need to be considered. Page 5‐38 of the
WMMP Version 3.2 states the predicated annual
average daily traffic levels were 20‐40 vehicles/day,
and that a 50% increase in these levels is 40‐80
vehicles/day. This amounts to a 100% increase.
Recommendation The Board would like INF to update
this section, to specify that a 50% increase to traffic
levels from 20‐40 vehicles a day to 30‐60 vehicles a

Mar 14: This section of the WMMP should have referred to
a 100% increase predicted traffic levels, i.e. from 20‐40
vehicles per day to 40‐80 vehicles per day. This section of
WMMP will be updated to correct this mistake.

day will trigger review of WMMP programs (not 40‐80
vehicles/day).
23

WMMP Access and Comment The Proposed Approach and Temporal
Harvest Monitoring Scope for Section 5.2.2, Item iv) states that
&ldquo;GNWT‐ENR will work with the Tli?cho?
Government and WRRB to develop and implement a
non‐mandatory Aboriginal harvest monitoring and
reporting program&rdquo;. No timeline for the
development or implementation of this plan, or a
temporal scope of the program was stated.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends INF state a
timeline for the development and implementation of
this plan, as well as a temporal scope for the
monitoring.

Mar 14: GNWT‐ENR will work with the Tlicho Government
and WRRB to develop a non‐mandatory Aboriginal harvest
monitoring and reporting program with a view to having it
be ready to implement once the Tlicho All‐Season Road is
open for public use.

24

WMMP Annual
WMMP Review

Comment Section 5.3 Refinement of the Study Design
states that statistical analysis will be conducted to
verify whether modifications of the initial study
designs for wildlife effects monitoring proposed in the
WMMP are required to ensure that the proposed
programs obtain the information required. The Board
is pleased that statistical analysis will be conducted
and used to adaptively manage the WMMP; however,
no timeline or schedule for the refinement of the
study design was outlined.
Recommendation The Board recommends Section
5.3 be updated to include a schedule for refinement
of the study design, as well as where this will be
reported on, such as in the WMMP annual review.

Mar 14: Section 5.3 of the WMMP will be updated to
indicate that a review and analysis of the wildlife effects
monitoring program study design will be completed in
Summer 2019, and the results of this review and analysis
will be reported on in the WMMP annual review.

25

WMMP Reporting

Mar 14: WRRB will be added to distribution list.
Comment Weekly reports during the construction
phase are listed as being submitted to &ldquo;the
GNWT, the NSI Environmental Manager, the Tli?cho?
Government, the WLWB, ECCC, and other interested
parties.&rdquo; These reports will include pertinent

wildlife information, including wildlife incidents,
review or changes to WMMP mitigation, observations
of Species of Concern or Species at Risk and wildlife
mortalities.
Recommendation The WRRB requests its inclusion in
the distribution list for the weekly reports.
Comment One item listed in Section 6.2.2 which will
trigger an immediate review of the WMMP mitigation
is &ldquo;destruction or disturbance of one bird nest,
one roost site or hibernaculum, or one mammal
den&rdquo; during construction. Disturbance in this
case is not specifically defined, and it is unclear if this
would include the permitted movement of an active
nest, or abandonment of an active nest by adult birds.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends INF
update this section to clearly outline what kinds of
disturbances to nests will trigger review of the
WMMP mitigation.

Mar 14: Any movement or abandonment of an active nest
will be documented in an Incident Report, which will be
published weekly. Section 6.2.2 will be updated to clarify
that disturbance of a nest includes abandonment.
Mitigating impacts to an active nest by moving it would be
implemented only with the direct guidance of ECCC, and so
should not be included as mitigation in the WMMP.

26

WMMP Response
Framework

27

WMMP Appendix C Comment Appendix C: Responsibility Hierarchy and
Contact Information does not include contact
information for ECCC, who have authority over
migratory birds as per the Migratory Birds Convention
Act and will be the contact for the Project Manager in
incidents and mortalities involving migratory birds.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends Appendix
C be updated to include contact information for ECCC
as a regulator who will enforce the Migratory Birds
Convention Act.

Mar 14: The Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan
Guidelines require a responsibility hierarchy for within the
Proponent. Contact for outside agencies is included
elsewhere in the document as required.

28

WMMP Appendix D Comment Appendix D: Operating Procedure for Use
of Boreal Caribou Collar Data to Mitigate Impacts
from Construction outlines protections for collared
boreal caribou while they are within the&nbsp;region.
However, the vast majority of Boreal caribou in the

Mar 14: The road, once in operation, will be a continual
source of sensory disturbance to wildlife. Likewise, the
road cannot be constructed without leading to some
sensory disturbance. Wildlife quickly habituate to this, as
evidenced by the frequency that bison are observed on

NWT are not collared. The Use of Boreal Caribou
Collar Data to Mitigate Impacts from The
Construction of the TASR, as well as the Pre‐Clearing
Survey do not provide adequate protection for non‐
collared caribou. The Pre‐clearing survey occurs 2 or
more days prior to clearing. More than two days
allows for a substantial amount of unobserved
caribou movement in the area. Additionally, maps are
only provided every two days to project staff, which
may allow for a great deal of caribou movement and,
therefore, uncertainty in their current location.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends Appendix
D be modified so that the buffer distance around
collared boreal caribou be increased to 4km from 2km
for the late‐winter period and to 6km from 3km for
the calving period, which will provide residual
protection to non‐collared caribou by the collared
animals, as well as protect collared caribou who may
have moved.

Highway 3. This sensory disturbance will provide wildlife
with ample warning as they approach the road, so they will
not be surprised when they encounter it. The primary
objective is to reduce the risk of harm to wildlife, and the
proposed monitoring and mitigation provides a
precautionary approach to doing so.

29

WMMP Appendix D Comment In Table 1 of Appendix D, it is stated that
boreal caribou collar data maps will be provided every
2 days from March 16 to April 4 by ENR, and up to
every 24 hours during calving.
Recommendation The WRRB would like confirmation
that ENR will be able to provide maps every 2 days,
including weekends and holidays, and if that is not
possible, the WRRB recommends that the protocol be
updated accordingly, including increases to buffers
around collars when maps are older than 1 or 2 days
(depending on what was required per Table 1).

Mar 14: GNWT‐ENR will endeavor to meet the schedule
for providing updated collar maps as specified in Appendix
D; if a map indicates that a collared caribou is present
within a cautionary zone identified in Appendix D, and ENR
is not able to provide the next scheduled map on time, it is
recommended that the developer assume that the cariobu
is still within the cautionary zone and to follow the
mitigation measures in Appendix D until ENR can provide
an updated map can be provided. Appendix D of the
WMMP will be updated to reflect this approach.

30

WMMP Additional
Mitigations

Comment The Waste Management Plan for the TASR Mar 14: Transferring details from one document to the
lists one of its goals as to &ldquo;protect the
other may create discrepancies when either document is
environment, including the air, water, land,
updated as each document requires separate approval

vegetation, wildlife and fish, during
construction&rdquo;. The Waste Management plan
includes procedures to store waste, including
domestic waste, to avoid attracting wildlife.
Inspections are outlined, as well as resultant
documentation and record keeping. An effective
waste management plan is an integral tool in
minimizing impacts to wildlife during construction.
There is no specific section in the WMMP, which
summarizes wildlife mitigation that occurs in the
Waste Management Plan.
Recommendation The WRRB recommends specific
and detailed information about the Waste
Management Plan be added to the WMMP in one
section, including how reporting from waste
inspections will be incorporated into WMMP
reporting.

(the Waste Management Plan by WLWB, the WMMP by
GNWT‐ENR). References from one plan to the other will be
included where required.

WLWB: Anita Ogaa
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Updated Project
Description
Appendix A Tlicho
All‐Season Road
Plan Index Map
TOPIC: Camps

Comment The UPD in Section 3.6 states that 3 camps
are anticipated during construction; one 50‐person
camp at the approximate beginning (KM 0) of the
road alignment, with a 200‐person camp at the mid‐
way point (KM 35 to 53) and a third camp with a 50‐
person capacity between (KM 69‐92.5) as
construction progresses. The Tlicho All Season Road
Plan Index Map shown in Appendix A shows 4 50‐
person camps and 2 200‐person camps.
Recommendation Please clarify why there are 6
camps shown on this map.

Mar 14: The map shows the potential locations of the
camps. The maximum number of camps will be three but
they may move with construction activities from one
location to the next.

2

Updated Project
Comment Preliminary written consent from the
Description Section communities of Whatì and Behchoko was given in
3.9.1 TOPIC: Waste 2015 for waste to be directed to these communities.

Mar 14: Construction contractor will finalize agreements
with the communities of Whati and Bechoko following
finalization of Project Contract in Spring 2019.

Disposal
Authorizations

At that time the UPD stated that "approximately 75
m3 of non‐combustible waste per year that would
need to be diverted to the community government
landfills. This has since been updated to an estimate
of approximately 5500 m3 of non‐combustible waste
per year". The UPD states that "discussions between
the communities and Inspectors indicate that capacity
at these landfills will be available."
Recommendation When does the GNWT INF expect
to be able to provide the WLWB with updated Waste
disposal authorizations from the communities of
Whatì and Behchoko?

3

Engagement
PlanSection 3 â€“
Engagement
MethodsTOPIC:
Availability of
Translation and
Interpretation

Mar 14: GNWT ‐ INF will work collaboratively with the TG
Comment Section 3 of the plan states:
&ldquo;Communication will predominantly occur in to ensure translation services arae available as
appropriate.
English; however, translation into Tlicho or other
Indigenous languages will be available upon request.
An effort will be made to have translation services
available during community meetings where Tlicho is
the primary language of the attendees.&rdquo; The
latter sentence indicates that translation may not
always be available. Similarly, Section 3.2.2 states that
during meetings: &ldquo;Interpretation may be
provided if required.&rdquo; It is noted that the
MVWLB Engagement Guidelines for Holders of Water
Licences and Land Use Permits state that the
Proponent should &ldquo;Ensure translation is
available when required.&rdquo;
Recommendation Please clarify how the GNWT INF
will determine whether translation services are
required at community meetings.

4

Engagement Plan
Section 3 â€“
Engagement

Comment Section 3.1 of the Engagement Plan states
that electronic mail will be the primary source of
written communication and states that: "When

Mar 14: The next version of the Engagement Plan will be
updated to state "When electronic mail is not available or

Methods TOPIC:
Written
Communication

electronic mail is not available or easily accessible by easily accessible by affected parties, faxes and/or letters
delivered by post will be utilized."
affected parties, faxes and/or letters delivered by
post may be utilized."
Recommendation It is unclear from the statement
whether the alternatives to electronic mail will always
be used in the case that electronic mail is not an
option. Please clarify.

5

Engagement Plan
Section 3 â€“
Engagement
Methods TOPIC:
Engagement
Methods

Comment Section 3 of the Engagement Plan outlines
various engagement methods. Section 3.15 states:
"The GNWT websites, Facebook and Twitter accounts
(including future forms of social media) can be
utilized to provide immediate notification of updates
and can provide the public with an additional
communication outlet." Similarly, Section 3.2.2
describes the advantages and use of meetings in
Engagement but does not indicate when meetings
would be used in engagement.
Recommendation Board staff recognize that there
are various of engagement methods that CAN be
used. However, it is unclear from Section 3 HOW and
WHEN methods such as social media,
teleconferences, and meetings will be utilised specific
to the Project. Please clarify.

6

Engagement
PlanSection 4.2 â€“
Issues Management
TOPIC: Engagement
Triggers Tables

Mar 14: Reference should be to Tables 2 and Table 3.
Comment Section 4.2 states: &ldquo;A list of all
engagement undertaken for the Tlicho ASR based on Correction will be included in updated plan.
the engagement triggers described in Tables 1 and 3
is provided in the Engagement Log (Appendix B Table
1).&rdquo;
Recommendation Please clarify that the correct table
numbers have been referenced.

7

Engagement Plan
Section 4.1 â€“
Planned

Comment Board staff note that the primary purpose Mar 14: Engagement triggers will be clarified in update of
of several engagement triggers is not directed at
plan.
potentially affected Parties (e.g. occurrence of a spill).

Mar 14: Section 4 of the Engagement Plan provides the
triggers and means of engagement (i.e. the how and
when). The next version of the Engagement Plan will clarify
the methods used for engagement.

Engagement TOPIC: Board staff also note that several engagement
Engagement
triggers in Table 2 may take place during Construction
Triggers Tables
and Operations (i.e., Table 3).
Recommendation Could GNWT provide its thoughts
on how Table 2 and 3 can be updated to address
these two issues.
8

Engagement Plan
TOPIC: Community
Grievance
Mechanism and
pre‐construction
community
meetings

Mar 14: Clarification will be provided in update of plan.
Comment The Post‐EA Information Request states:
"The Engagement Plan must outline the Proponent's
community grievance mechanism, as per the
Mackenzie Valley Impact Review Board (MVEIRB)'s
Report of Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
Tlicho All‐Season Road Project Measure 5‐5. This
measure also requires the Proponent to hold public
engagement sessions with the communities of Whatì
and Behchoko to discuss project‐related concerns
before the start of construction. The Engagement
Plan must describe when these sessions, and other
proposed engagement activities, will take place."
Recommendation Please describe how the GNWT‐INF
believes it has addressed these two items as required
by Measure 5‐5.

9

Incinerator
Management Plan
Section 2.5.3 TOPIC:
Ash
Characterization

Comment Section 2.4 of the Incinerator Management
Plan describes that ash will be removed and tested. In
section 2.5.3, the Plan states that if the ash is not
characterized as leachable, it will be disposed of as
non‐hazardous waste and if ash is characterized as
leachable, it will be disposed of as hazardous waste.
Recommendation The Plan states that disposal site
for ash will be dependent on the results of a Toxic
Characteristics Leaching Procedure and gives USEPA
1992 as an example. Please confirm which Toxic
Characteristics Leaching Procedure the GNWT‐INF
intends to follow.

Mar 14: Procedure to be used will be the US EPA 1311 ‐
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP). All
samples will be sent to an accredited laboratory for
analysis.

Mar 14: Some of the large equipment required for bridge
installations, such as cranes, will not be easily mobile once
set‐up at a water crossing site due to size, limited space
and strict tolerances for positioning. Moving them for re‐
fueling or maintenance and reinstallation may not be
practical at all times. Additional site specific re‐fueling
mitigation measures will be in place for any re‐fueling
requirements of equipment not able to be reasonably
moved.

10

Fish and Fish
Habitat Protection
Plan Section 4.0
TOPIC: Re‐fueling
Distance from
Watercourses

Comment Section 4 of the FFHPP states that:
"Refueling and servicing of machinery and storage of
fuel and other materials for machinery will occur, a
minimum of 30 m away from any watercourse, and
100 m where possible."
Recommendation Considering the BoardÃ¢Â€Â™s
Standard Land Use Permit Conditions, please provide
rationale for why the GNWT‐INF believes that a 100 m
buffer from watercourses will not always be possible.

11

Fish and Fish
Habitat Protection
Plan Section 6.2
TOPIC: Ammonium
nitrate‐fuel oil
mixture distance
from water courses

Comment Section 6.2 "The use of ammonium nitrate‐ Mar 14: A 100 m buffer can be implemented to match the
LUP condition. Plan will be revised.
fuel oil mixtures will not occur in or within 30 m of
fish‐bearing water due to the potential production of
toxic by‐products (e.g., ammonia)."
Recommendation Considering the BoardÃ¢Â€Â™s
Standard Land Use Permit Conditions, provide
rationale for why a 100 m buffer from fish‐bearing
water courses has not been proposed.

12

Quarry Operations
Plan Appendix B

Comment Appendix B of the Quarry Operations Plan
provides a Quarry Summary Table that provides data
for acid rock drainage and metal leaching potential
for 12 out of the 21 prospective quarry sites. 11 out of
the 12 are listed as having a 'low' metal leaching
potential while 1 (Prospect 116) is listed as 'yes' for
metal leaching potential as identified in the text in
Section 2.15. The MVIERB Report of EA for the Tlicho
All‐Season Road Project states that borrow sources
that have been characterized as having high or
moderate acid rock drainage or metal leaching
potential will not be used.
Recommendation 1) Please indicate whether
Prospect 116 will be removed from the list of
prospective quarry sites. 2) Please confirm that other

Mar 14: 1) Additional testing is proposed for Prospect 116
as part of additional quarry investigations planned prior to
construction. If metal leaching potential is confirmed, it
will be removed from list. 2) Confirmed. No sources that
do not align with the Report of EA commitments will be
used.

prospective sources that do not align with the Report
of EA commitments will not be used.
13

Quarry Operations
Plan Section 2.15
Geochemical
analysis TOPIC: Site‐
specific Quarry
Operations Plans

Comment Section 2.15 of the Quarry Operations Plan
describes the Geochemical Analysis Plan which states
that a site‐specific Quarry Operations Plan will be
submitted for each quarry to document management
of risks associated with drainage and leaching.
Recommendation 1) Does GNWT‐INF anticipate
submitting Quarry Operations Plans at the same time
for all quarries, or separately. 2) If the Plans will be
submitted separately, how long before the use of
each quarry will the respective Quarry Operations
Plans will be submitted, and why.

Mar 14: This reference was regarding the potential use of
material from Prospect 68a (not yet tested) and Prospect
116 (metal leaching potential to be confirmed) if they
showed geochemical risks through the use of site specific
risk management measures. However, As noted in
previous response, GNWT has committed to not using
material from sources that have high or moderate ARD/ML
potential. This section will be revised to remove this
reference.

Government of

Gouvernement des

Northwest Territories Territoires du Nord-Quest

Mr. Joe Mackenzie
Chair
Wek'eezhh Land and Water Board
1- 4905 48 STREET
YELLOWKNIFE, NT X1A 353

MAR 1 4 2019

Dear Mr. Mackenzie:
Tl1ch9 All-Season Road Water Licence W2016L8-0001 and Land Use Permit
W2016E0004 Proponent Response Package
The Department of Infrastructure (GNWT-INF) has reviewed all comments and
recommendations received by February 21, 2019 on the Wek'eezhh Land and Water
Boards Online Review System. GNWT-INF submits the attached comments on the draft
Water Licence (W2016L8-0001) and draft Land Use Permit (W2016E0004) conditions,
and has responded to the comments and recommendations received during the public
review period via the Online Review System.
GNWT-INF sought the expertise and advice of the Department of Environment and
Natural Resources (GNWT-ENR) and the P3 consortium, North Star Infrastructure (NSI)
selected to design, build, operate and maintain the Tl!ChQ All Season Road, during the
authoring of proponent responses; GNWT - INF has considered their advice in the
development of the proponent responses. In addition, both GNWT - ENR and NSI have
provided further comments on the Land Use Permits and Water License draft conditions
GNWT - INF agrees with and accepts all comments and
(Appendix 1 and 2).
recommendations in Appendix 1 and 2.
Should you have any questions you may contact me at (867) 767-9089 ext. 31186 or by
email at Michael_Conway@gov.nt.ca at your earliest convenience.

.../2
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Attachments
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Ms. Laura Duncan
Tłı̨chǫ Executive Officer
Tłı̨chǫ Government
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Wekweè tı̀

Chief David Wedawin
Community Government of Gamè tı̀
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Appendix 1: Tłı̨chǫ All – Season Road: Department of Environment and Natural Resources Wildlife Division Comments
to draft Land Use Permit and Water Licence Conditions
Table 1a: Selected draft Land Use Conditions
Condition
Draft Text
Comment
26(1)(h) Wildlife
and Fish Habitat #
51.

Within 60 days of the
effective date of the Permit,
the Permittee shall submit
to the Board the approved
Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan.

The timeline required for the Permittee to submit
an approved Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan (WMMP) to the Board, may be
insufficient to allow for GNWT-ENR to conduct its
review and approval process after the WLWB’s
public comment period has closed. Following the
public review of the WMMP, via the WLWB’s
Online Review System, GNWT-ENR will provide
any needed advice to GNWT-INF and may require
changes to the WMMP at this point. If no changes
are required the plan will be forwarded to the
Wek’èezhı̀ı Renewable Resource Board (WRRB)
for their final review, as required under section
12.5.1 of the Tłı̨chǫ Agreement. Should changes
be required, a revised plan will be resubmitted to
ENR, who will forward the plan to the WRRB for
their formal review. GNWT-ENR has to provide
the WRRB with 42 days to conduct their final
review. Once GNWT-ENR has received the
WRRB’s review and recommendations, it may
take up to 30 days for GNWT-ENR to respond to
the WRRB, and, if necessary, issue direction to
GNWT-INF on additional required changes to the

Recommendation
Since GNWT-ENR cannot anticipate
what the “effective date of the
Permit” will be, it is recommended
that the condition be revised as
follows:
# 51. A minimum of 60 days prior to
the commencement of construction,
the Permittee shall submit to the
Board the approved, or conditionally
approved, Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan.

WMMP before it can be approved. It is
anticipated that it could take up to 123 days for
GNWT-ENR to complete its review and approval
of the WMMP (including the WRRB’s review)
following the close of the WLWB’s public
comment period (roughly the end of June 2019,
based on the public comment period closing date
of February 21, 2019).
26(1)(o)
Restoration of the
Lands - # 120.

The Permittee shall restore
any trails impacted by the
land-use operation by
removing fallen trees and
any other obstructions from
the trails.

This condition may limit the ability of the GNWT
to implement commitments made in the
Environmental Assessment and draft WMMP
related to mitigating the impacts of the road on
wildlife in terms of improved access and
harvesting. Section 4.5.2 of the draft WMMP
includes a commitment to “Discuss use of
windrows to limit access to spur trails with the
Tłı̨chǫ ASR Corridor Working Group”. This is
particularly relevant to those sections of the
existing old winter road cutline that will not be reused for the construction and operation of the
TASR, as there may be no rationale for keeping
those sections open. This condition may also
fetter the GNWT’s options for identification of
candidate sites for habitat-restoration based
offsets in the Offsetting Plan required under
conditions 52 and 53. It may be decided by
parties involved in the development of the offset
plan that some existing trails should be targeted

Revise condition #120 to “Unless
otherwise agreed to in the draft/final
Offset Plan, the Permittee shall
restore any trails impacted by the
land-use operation by removing fallen
trees and any other obstructions from
the trails.”

for habitat restoration to reduce the habitat
disturbance footprint in boreal caribou range.

Table 1b: Selected Draft Water Licence Conditions
Condition
Draft Text
Comment

Recommendation

Part B: General
Conditions - #15.

The Licensee shall comply
with the Wildlife
Management and
Monitoring Plan, once
approved. The Plan shall
comply with Schedule 1,
Condition 2.

GNWT-ENR notes that once proposed wildlife
regulations pursuant to Section 95 of the Wildlife
Act come into force, compliance with the
approved Wildlife Management and Monitoring
Plan will also be enforced by GNWT-ENR.

Consider amending or removing this
Water Licence condition once wildlife
regulations come into force that allow
GNWT-ENR to enforce compliance
with an approved Wildlife
Management and Monitoring Plan.

Part B: General
Conditions - #8.

The Plans referred to in:
Part B, Condition 14; Part B,
Condition 15; Part B,
Condition 16; Part B,
Condition 17; Part E,
Condition 9; Part G,
Condition 1; Part G,
Condition 2; Part G,
Condition 9; Part G,
Condition 16; Part H,
Condition 1; Part H,
Condition 2; Part I,
Condition 1; and Part J,
Condition 1, shall be

Part B, Condition 15 pertains to the Wildlife
Management and Monitoring Plan (WMMP). The
WMMP is also a requirement of the Wildlife Act.
GNWT-ENR has developed draft guidelines for the
content and format of WMMPs which the
Licensee is encouraged to follow.

In the event that there is inconsistency
between GNWT-ENR’s draft WMMP
guidelines, and the MVLWB’s Standard
Outline for Management Plans, it is
recommended to either a) remove
“Part B, Condition 15” from this
Condition, or b) specifically reference
that the plan referred to in “Part B,
Condition 15” shall be presented in a
format consistent with GNWT-ENR’s
draft “Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan (WMMP) Guidelines”
(December 2018 version).

presented in a format
consistent with the
Mackenzie Valley Land and
Water Boards’ Standard
Outline for Management
Plans, unless otherwise
approved by the Board.
Schedule 1 – Part
B: General
Conditions - #2.

The Wildlife Management
and Monitoring Plan
referred to in Part B,
Condition 15, but not be
limited to the following:
a) information specific
to the management
and protection of
boreal and barren
ground caribou and
caribou habitat
according to
measures 6-1, 6-2,
and 6-3 of the REA;
and measures 7-1
and 7-2 of the REA,
respectively;
b) a description of the
management and
protection of

The pre-amble to Part B: General Conditions - #2
should read “…, shall include, but not be limited
to…”.
Measures 6-1, 6-2, and 6-3 of the REA do not
explicitly require that any element of those
measures be addressed by, or implemented
through, a Wildlife Management and Monitoring
Plan (WMMP) required for the project. Measures
6-1 and 6-2 are specifically targeting the
development and implementation of the
Recovery Strategy for the Boreal Caribou in the
NWT or range plan(s). Measure 6-3 requires the
development of an offset plan for the project, but
does not specify that the offset plan be
incorporated into or implemented through the
WWMP. Many aspects of these measures are
beyond the scope and purpose of the WMMP.
GNWT-ENR is of the view that Measures 6-1, 6-2,
are more appropriately implemented through the
Recovery Strategy for the Boreal Caribou in the

Part B: General Conditions - #2.a)
should be revised to focus solely on
Measure 7-1 and to reflect the
requirements of that measure. The
following revised wording for Part B:
General Conditions - #2.a) is
recommended:
“The Wildlife Management and
Monitoring Plan referred to in Part B,
Condition 15, shall include, but not be
limited to the following:
Findings of the program that uses
Tłı̨chǫ harvesters’ traditional
knowledge and methods to monitor
the state of barren-ground caribou
(ɂekwǫ̀ ) winter habitat, during and
after the construction of the Project
while the WMMP is in place, as per
measure 7-1(c) of the REA,

migratory birds and
bird species at risk,
providing a
description of
potential habitat
(e.g., borrow
sources, nesting
areas etc.) and its
protection;
c) include Traditional
Knowledge from all
Aboriginal groups
that harvest in the
area on ways to
mitigate, monitor,
and adaptively
manage impacts
from the Project to
wildlife;
d) results of available
surveys and
monitoring, such as
caribou, bird
(Measure 10‐1), and
moose surveys;
e) construction
activities, including

NWT or range plan(s), and Measure 6-3 is more
appropriately implemented through the
Offsetting Plan required under draft LUP
conditions 52 and 53. Measures 7-1 and 7-2 of
the REA do specifically mention the WMMP;
however, Measure 7-2 only requires completion
of the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan prior to the
expiry of the WMMP. It does not in any way
specify that the WMMP has to include any
“information specific to the management and
protection of boreal and barren ground caribou
and caribou habitat” that might be contained
within the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan.

respectively;”

clearing, consider
sensitive wildlife
periods, for
example nesting
periods of
migratory birds; and
f)

any relevant
monitoring plans
should be
referenced.

Appendix 2: Tłı̨chǫ All – Season Road: Proponent Responses to draft Land Use Permit and Water Licence Conditions
North Star Infrastructure (NSI) has reviewed the draft conditions of the Land Use Permit and Water Licence. As the
Project corridor extends over a large and geographically diverse area, there are some conditions that if applied as written
could impose restrictions by not allowing for potential situations that may impact construction activities. While the intent of
the conditions is understood, it is proposed that allowances be made for consultation with the applicable regulatory body
in cases where a site-specific solution may be required. In all cases, NSI will apply appropriate mitigation measures to
ensure there are no unwanted environmental impacts. The noted conditions and proposed change are summarized in the
following tables.
Table 2a: Selected Draft Land Use Permit Conditions

Condition
Condition 26 (1)
(a) Location and
Area - #2.

Draft Text
The Permitee shall locate
all camps on Durable
Land or previously
cleared areas.

Condition 26 (1)
(d) Methods and
Techniques #16

The permittee shall
Dogleg quarry access
roads that approach
Watercourses or public
roads

Condition 26 (1)
(d) Methods and
Techniques #19

The permittee shall leave
a buffer strip of
undisturbed vegetation at
least 30 metres in width
between cleared and
public roads.

Comment
May not be practical in all circumstances. The
intent of the condition to set camps on solid
ground is understood. However, potential
camp locations may require clearing beyond
existing clearing available due to size of area
required for camp footprint, parking,
equipment and construction laydown.
May not be practical in all circumstances
during the construction period taking into
consideration sightlines required for the large
haul trucks to operate safely.

Recommendation
Add “unless otherwise authorized
in writing by an Inspector”

May not be practical in all circumstances as
quarries overlap road alignment and due to
existing cleared or limited vegetation areas
where construction activities take place.

Add “unless otherwise authorized
in writing by an Inspector”

NSI will confirm locations with
Inspector as part of preconstruction site tour.
Add “unless otherwise authorized
in writing by an Inspector”
NSI will confirm road layouts with
Inspector as part of site tours.

NSI will confirm road layouts with
Inspector as part of site tours.

Table 2b: Selected Water Licence Conditions
Condition
Part D:
Conditions
Applying to
Stream
Crossings - #4

Draft Text
The licensee shall not
destroy or damage
beaver or muskrat dams
or lodges, and minimize
disturbance to beaver and
muskrat activities

Comment
Dams or lodges may require removal along
road corridor where culverts become blocked
or flooding exists.

Part E:
Conditions
Applying to
Construction - #
3

At least 90 days prior to
the start of Construction,
the Licensee shall submit
to the Board for
approval a detailed
design report for all
Engineered Structures.
The report shall be signed
and
stamped by a
Professional Engineer
and shall include:
construction drawings,
construction
specifications and
construction quality
control/quality assurance
plan.
All sites affected by
construction or removal
activities shall be
stabilized, groomed and
landscaped as necessary
and suitable erosion
control measures

The term Construction applies to all work,
including clearing and site mobilization, that
would not be affected by a design report for
engineered structures. With the project being
a Design-Build model this report would be not
be at submittal stage this far ahead of the
start of Project.

Replace “Construction “with
“Construction of any Engineered
Structures.”

The terms groomed and landscaped imply a
certain level of expectations that may not be
realistic given site conditions.

Replace” groomed and
landscaped” with “in accordance
with approved Closure and
Reclamation Plan.

Part G:
Conditions
Applying to
Water and
Waste
Management

Recommendation
Add “without approval”.

NSI will consult with applicable
agencies if dam removal is
required.

implemented to minimize
sediment deposition into
any Watercourse.
Schedule 1, Part
B, Item 2 a)

information specific to the
management and
protection of boreal and
barren ground caribou
and caribou habitat
according to measures 61, 6-2, and 6-3 of the
REA; and measures 7-1
and 7-2 of the REA,
respectively;

Measures 6-1, 6-2, 6-3, 7-2 refer to standalone requirements that are approved under a
process separate from the WMMP, and under
different authorities (such as the Recovery
Strategy for Boreal Caribou and the Boreal
Caribou Range Plan).

Add “Cite” to the beginning of this
item, to clarify that this is an
opportunity to cross-reference
relevant documents.

Schedule 1, Part
B, Item 2 d)

results of available
surveys and monitoring,
such as caribou, bird
(Measure 10‐1), and
moose surveys;

Results from surveys should be documented
in WMMP annual reports, not directly in the
WMMP

Change to “include results of
available surveys and monitoring,
such as caribou, bird (Measure 10 1), and moose surveys in the
WMMP annual reporting”

February 18, 2019
Meghan Schnurr
Regulatory Specialist
Wek’èezhìı Land and Water Board
#1-4905 48th Street
Yellowknife, NT, X1A 3S3

Re: GNWT-INF Tłı̨ chǫ All-Season Road (TASR) Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan
Dear Ms. Schnurr;
The following comments are submitted to the Wek’èezhìı Land and Water Board (WLWB) on
behalf of the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) to be considered during the
review of the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT), Department of Infrastructure’s
(INF) Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan (WMMP), WLWB file numbers W2016E0004 &
W2016L8-0001. The WRRB has a mandate for wildlife, plant and forest management in
Wek’èezhìı and adheres to the principles and practices of conservation in fulfilling its duties.
The WRRB lists the following concerns:
Boreal Caribou
Section 2.8.1 describes boreal caribou distribution within Wek’èezhìı, and states that “the
current population trend in the North Slave Region and Wek’èezhı̀ı region are unknown but
areas except in southern NWT are believed to be stable or increasing (SARC 2012)”. The Draft
Boreal Caribou Range Planning Framework Discussion Document (GNWT 2018) lists
disturbance in Wek’èezhìı as 43%, well above the 35% upper National Recovery Strategy limit
for defining an area as self sustaining. Updated fire mapping may reduce total disturbance in
Wek’èezhìı to 34.2% (GNWT 2018). Total disturbance levels to boreal caribou habitat in
Wek’èezhìı more closely match southern NWT than they do in the remainder of the boreal
caribou range. The Board recommends wording in Section 2.8.1 be updated to reflect that
undisturbed habitat in the Wek’èezhìı portion of the NWT boreal caribou population may be
limiting, as it is already above or near the 35% disturbance threshold before the TASR was
constructed.
Mitigation for Indirect Habitat Loss or Alteration – Construction
Section 4.2.1 Construction says that dust suppression techniques will be “utilized as required
and feasible to reduce dust emissions onto vegetation”. The WRRB encourages dust
suppression as a method of reducing the size and magnitude of a project’s zone of influence.
The Board is concerned that no specific dust suppression techniques, dust thresholds which
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trigger dust suppression, or length of road to be targeted are listed. The WRRB recommends
section 4.2.1 describe potential dust suppression techniques which may be used on the TASR,
as well as at what thresholds these techniques may be used and where.
Mitigation for Sensory Disturbance – Construction
Section 4.3.1 indicates that construction will be temporarily suspended or speed limits will be
reduced, when moose, caribou, bison or any other wildlife valued component that may be at
imminent risk of injury, or mortality, are known to be near the active construction site. The Board
could not find a detailed description of what a “wildlife valued component” is in the WMMP. The
WRRB requests that “wildlife valued component” be defined or this section clarified.
It is noted in Section 4.3.1 that speed limits will be reduced within 1km on either side of a big
game sighting. The Board asks if there is a monitoring protocol for this speed reduction, or if
not, how will the speed reductions be communicated and by whom?
Mitigation for Direct Wildlife Mortality – Construction
This section states that wildlife will have the right of way on all roads during construction. The
Board recommends this be updated to clearly identify how drivers will be aware that wildlife
have the right of way (training, signs, onboarding, etc.).
Section 4.4.1 further states that if wildlife do not leave the area within 15 minutes, they may be
gently encouraged to move away from construction activities. This contradicts the earlier
statement made by INF that wildlife will have the right of way during construction. The WRRB
recommends that either non-dangerous wildlife be left alone, regardless of length of time in the
area, or that the wildlife right of way be expanded on further, detailing that they only have the
right of way in areas where construction is not occurring (completed segments of road). The
Board also recommends that the WMMP elaborate on the procedure for “gently encouraging”
large mammals out of an area, including if Environmental Monitors will be on foot or in vehicles,
how close are staff permitted to get to wildlife during the encouragement, and how escalation
will occur (horns, bear bangers). If escalation occurs, how will this be recorded and reported on?
Section 4.4.1 states that project staff will be provided with environmental awareness training.
The Board asks INF to outline in the WMMP when this training will occur (ideally prior to staff
starting work).
Education and Training
This section outlines education and training for project workers and includes instructions not to
disturb any birds or nests of observed birds. Workers should also be instructed to immediately
report bird nests to the Project Supervisor, as nests are protected under the Migratory Birds
Convention Act and there may be impacts to construction activities. The Board recommends the
Education and Training list be updated to more clearly include that staff will be instructed to
immediately report bird nests.
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Education and training on wildlife legal requirements are also listed in section 4.7.1, including
the specific listing of wildlife feeding, harassment, hunting and trapping. No mention of the
Migratory Birds Convention Act is listed, which is a legal requirement that staff should be trained
on. The WRRB recommends this section be updated to specifically include the Migratory Birds
Convention Act as training contract employees will receive.
It is stated that there will be “instructions for the Environmental Monitors and other
designated/trained staff on how to use non-lethal deterrent materials (e.g., bear spray and bear
bangers). These individuals will be given access to non-lethal deterrent materials while working
and living on construction sites”. The WRRB has no concerns with the methods used to ensure
staff are safe. However, all uses of deterrents on wildlife should trigger a Wildlife Incident Report
as described in Appendix F. The Board recommends INF update the Education and Training
section to include training for all workers that every use of deterrents (lethal or non-lethal) on
wildlife triggers a Wildlife Incident Report.
Mitigation Monitoring
Section 5.1 describes Mitigation and Monitoring activities that will take place to protect wildlife
and wildlife habitat. The surveys outlined in this section mirror the monitoring protocols and
datasheets found in Appendix F. However, details such as frequency of survey, reporting
procedures, and specific methods differ between Appendix F and Section 5.1. The Board
recommends Section 5.1 and Appendix F be updated to match each other to avoid confusion
and ambiguity.
Road Surveys
Road Surveys are described in both Section 5.1.2 and Appendix F. The aim of the survey is to
document wildlife observations along the road, which can provide information on use of the area
by wildlife, risks to wildlife and the need for future mitigation. These surveys are to be conducted
along “the entire drivable length of road” and should occur “at least twice per week.” The WRRB
would like confirmation that this includes all spur roads on the project, and if not, that they be
included in this survey.
Camp Surveillance
The Camp Surveillance survey, outlined in Section 5.1.3 and in Appendix F, is intended to
prevent wildlife incidents through systematically documenting wildlife activity during construction
only. Section 5.1.3 states that “Monitoring of camps could be suspended if camps are
unoccupied”. Quiet, unoccupied camps provide enticing shelter to birds, bears, foxes and other
wildlife. Later use or decommissioning of these camps can put both the wildlife and staff at risk.
The Board recommends that weekly Camp Surveillance surveys continue at all camps,
regardless of occupation, until they are deconstructed.
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Bird Nesting
The Bird Nesting survey monitors for the presence of nests or nesting activity on project
infrastructure and work sites. The survey outlines how to identify and monitor nest activity. Bird
nests, bat hibernacula or roosting sites are protected under both the Wildlife Act and Migratory
Bird Convention Act, and can be easily damaged and disturbed by human activities. There are
no details in Appendix F: Monitoring Protocols and Datasheets or in Section 5.1.4, which
describe protecting nests if they are found, including barricades, signage or temporary area
closures. The Board recommends the Bird Nesting Protocol’s procedure be updated to instruct
Environmental Monitors to ensure nests, hibernacula or roosting sites are adequately protected
from disturbance.
Reporting for the Birds Nesting survey indicates that the Project Supervisor will contact GNWTENR to determine an appropriate course of action. ECCC is the responsible authority for
migratory birds in Canada. The WRRB recommends that the Reporting section for the Bird
Nesting Monitoring Protocol be updated to include that ECCC will be contacted to determine
appropriate courses of action for bird nests which are observed.
Non-Intrusive Pre-Clearing Surveys
It is mentioned in 5.1.4 Bird Nesting that “this protocol does not include any pre-clearing nest
surveys if vegetation must be removed during the migratory bird nesting season. If non-intrusive
pre-clearing surveys are required, plans will be developed case-by-case in consultation with
ECCC and ENR”. If vegetation clearing is required during the migratory bird nesting season,
there is a high likelihood that nests will be encountered and disturbed. Potential methods for
non-intrusive pre-clearing surveys should be listed and in place prior to construction to ensure
nests can adequately be identified and protected. Which methods to use can be chosen on a
case-by-case basis in consultation with ECCC, ENR, and the WRRB (as per Section 12.5.1 of
the Tłı̨ chǫ Agreement). If INF cannot confirm vegetation clearing will not occur in the migratory
bird nesting season, the WRRB requests that a list of non-intrusive pre-clearing survey methods
be established prior to construction.
Pre-Blast Surveys
The Pre-Blast survey is intended to protect large mammals from injury and impacts from
blasting during TASR construction. A minimum distance for wildlife to be from blasting is not
stated in the monitoring protocols, only that wildlife should be outside of the blast radius. The
WRRB appreciates the use of boreal caribou collar data to mitigate impacts from the
construction of the TASR (Appendix E); however, as there are very few collars on boreal
caribou in the NWT, a minimum distance for wildlife to be from the blast should be stated to
ensure that if wildlife are observed, they will be protected. If wildlife are observed within this
distance, blasting will not occur. The Board suggests a 1km buffer be established, where
blasting does not occur when wildlife are observed within it. Additionally, the Board
recommends the buffer be expanded to 2km for caribou from 05 April – 15 July, which is when
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boreal caribou calve. Blasting should not commence until the caribou have naturally left the
exclusion zone. These visual surveys are to take place in addition to the use of boreal caribou
collar data, as outlined in Appendix D.
Pre-Clearing Surveys
The Pre-Clearing Surveys are intended to monitor for wildlife present immediately ahead of
vegetation clearing activities, as well as detecting denning bears before winter. The monitoring
protocols state that areas should be surveyed “at least 2 days prior to the vegetation clearing”. It
is not clear if INF plans surveys to be two or more days from clearing, or within two days of
clearing. Information on mammal use in the area is most helpful to Environmental Monitors if
gathered as close as possible to the clearing activity. Mammal use more than two days from
clearing is generally less useful, as that wildlife is more likely to have left the area by then. The
Board recommends the methods for Pre-Clearing surveys be updated to ensure the surveys
happen within 48 hours of pre-clearing activities to ensure information gathered is able to fulfil
the purpose of the survey.
Wildlife Incidents
The Wildlife Incident Reporting procedures include a list of when to notify ENR of wildlife
incidents. No mention of incident reporting for migratory birds is mentioned. The Board
recommends section 5.1.7 Wildlife Incidents, as well as the Wildlife Incident Reporting
Monitoring Protocol, be updated to include wildlife incidents and mortalities which need to be
reported to ECCC as per the Migratory Birds Convention Act. This should include updating
Section 3. Who to Contact of the Monitoring Protocol.
Traffic Monitoring
Traffic monitoring, as outlined in Section 5.2.1, is intended to occur indefinitely through the
operational phase of the TASR and will be used to monitor if levels are staying within 50% of the
maximum annual average predicted for the TASR. If vehicles numbers are above the 50%
increase over a three-year period, program changes within the WMMP may need to be
considered. Page 5-38 of the WMMP Version 3.2 states the predicated annual average daily
traffic levels were 20-40 vehicles/day, and that a 50% increase in these levels is 40-80
vehicles/day. This amounts to a 100% increase. The Board would like INF to update this
section, to specify that a 50% increase to traffic levels from 20-40 vehicles a day to 30-60
vehicles a day will trigger review of WMMP programs (not 40-80 vehicles/day).
Access and Harvest Monitoring
The Proposed Approach and Temporal Scope for Section 5.2.2, Item iv) states that “GNWTENR will work with the Tłı̨chǫ Government and WRRB to develop and implement a nonmandatory Aboriginal harvest monitoring and reporting program”. No timeline for the
development or implementation of this plan, or a temporal scope of the program was stated.
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The WRRB recommends INF state a timeline for the development and implementation of this
plan, as well as a temporal scope for the monitoring.
Annual WMMP Review
Section 5.3 Refinement of the Study Design states that statistical analysis will be conducted to
verify whether modifications of the initial study designs for wildlife effects monitoring proposed in
the WMMP are required to ensure that the proposed programs obtain the information required.
The Board is pleased that statistical analysis will be conducted and used to adaptively manage
the WMMP; however, no timeline or schedule for the refinement of the study design was
outlined. The Board recommends Section 5.3 be updated to include a schedule for refinement
of the study design, as well as where this will be reported on, such as in the WMMP annual
review.
Reporting
Weekly reports during the construction phase are listed as being submitted to “the GNWT, the
NSI Environmental Manager, the Tłı̨chǫ Government, the WLWB, ECCC, and other interested
parties.” These reports will include pertinent wildlife information, including wildlife incidents,
review or changes to WMMP mitigation, observations of Species of Concern or Species at Risk
and wildlife mortalities. The WRRB requests its inclusion in the distribution list for the weekly
reports.
Response Framework
One item listed in Section 6.2.2 which will trigger an immediate review of the WMMP mitigation
is “destruction or disturbance of one bird nest, one roost site or hibernaculum, or one mammal
den” during construction. Disturbance in this case is not specifically defined, and it is unclear if
this would include the permitted movement of an active nest, or abandonment of an active nest
by adult birds. The WRRB recommends INF update this section to clearly outline what kinds of
disturbances to nests will trigger review of the WMMP mitigation.
Appendix C
Appendix C: Responsibility Hierarchy and Contact Information does not include contact
information for ECCC, who have authority over migratory birds as per the Migratory Birds
Convention Act and will be the contact for the Project Manager in incidents and mortalities
involving migratory birds. The WRRB recommends Appendix C be updated to include contact
information for ECCC as a regulator who will enforce the Migratory Birds Convention Act.
Appendix D
Appendix D: Operating Procedure for Use of Boreal Caribou Collar Data to Mitigate Impacts
from Construction outlines protections for collared boreal caribou while they are within the
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region. However, the vast majority of Boreal caribou in the NWT are not collared. The Use of
Boreal Caribou Collar Data to Mitigate Impacts from The Construction of the TASR, as well as
the Pre-Clearing Survey do not provide adequate protection for non-collared caribou. The Preclearing survey occurs 2 or more days prior to clearing. More than two days allows for a
substantial amount of unobserved caribou movement in the area. Additionally, maps are only
provided every two days to project staff, which may allow for a great deal of caribou movement
and, therefore, uncertainty in their current location.
The WRRB recommends Appendix D be modified so that the buffer distance around collared
boreal caribou be increased to 4km from 2km for the late-winter period and to 6km from 3km for
the calving period, which will provide residual protection to non-collared caribou by the collared
animals, as well as protect collared caribou who may have moved.
In Table 1 of Appendix D, it is stated that boreal caribou collar data maps will be provided every
2 days from March 16 to April 4 by ENR, and up to every 24 hours during calving. The WRRB
would like confirmation that ENR will be able to provide maps every 2 days, including weekends
and holidays, and if that is not possible, the WRRB recommends that the protocol be updated
accordingly, including increases to buffers around collars when maps are older than 1 or 2 days
(depending on what was required per Table 1).
Additional Mitigations
The Waste Management Plan for the TASR lists one of its goals as to “protect the environment,
including the air, water, land, vegetation, wildlife and fish, during construction”. The Waste
Management plan includes procedures to store waste, including domestic waste, to avoid
attracting wildlife. Inspections are outlined, as well as resultant documentation and record
keeping. An effective waste management plan is an integral tool in minimizing impacts to wildlife
during construction. There is no specific section in the WMMP, which summarizes wildlife
mitigation that occurs in the Waste Management Plan. The WRRB recommends specific and
detailed information about the Waste Management Plan be added to the WMMP in one section,
including how reporting from waste inspections will be incorporated into WMMP reporting.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact our office.
Sincerely,

Jody Pellissey
Executive Director
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cc.

Joseph Judas, Chair
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board
Minister Robert C. McLeod
Environment & Natural Resources, Government of the Northwest Territories
Violet Camsell-Blondin, Manager
Culture and Lands Protection, Tłı̨ chǫ Government

