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INTRODUCTION
The Sahtu Land and Water Board (SLWB), the Canada Energy Regulator (CER) and the
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board (MVEIRB) co-hosted an information
session to explain the cooperative Preliminary Screening (PS) process that would be
carried out by the SLWB and the CER. All organizations presented information on their
organizational mandates and roles, and how they would conduct their parts of the
process. The SLWB and the CER also demonstrated how participants could access
information on their respective public registries and submit comments. Participants were
given an opportunity to ask questions following each presentation, and again in a general
Q&A session at the end.
This summary identifies the questions asked and responses provided during each section
of the session. It is not verbatim, rather a simplified version of the question and response.
A recording of the presentation, will be available for a limited time, by request to SLWB
staff.
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AGENDA
Opening and Introductions
(facilitated by Heidi Wiebe)
• Opening Prayer
• Welcome and Introductions
• Zoom Protocols

Preliminary Screening Process – Mackenzie Valley
Environmental Impact Review Board (MVEIRB)

Overview of Workshop Objectives and Agenda

•

Who We Are and What We Do

Contributing your Views during Preliminary Screening
for the WMF

•
•

•
•

Sahtu Land and Water Board (SLWB)
Canada Energy Regulator (CER)

•

Preliminary screening steps
Screening the whole environment and the whole
project
Who can refer the Project to Environmental
Assessment (EA) and when?

How to find and access the materials on SLWB and
CER websites? (SLWB and CER)

Break
Question Period
Wrap up
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LIST OF ACRONYMS
CER
DSOs
EA
MVEIRB
MVRMA
ORS
PS
Q&A
SLWB
WMF
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Canada Energy Regulator
Designated Sahtu Organizations
Environmental Assessment
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board
Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act
Online Registry System
Preliminary Screening
Questions and Answers
Sahtu Land and Water Board
Waste Management Facility
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Opening Prayer led by Joseph Kochon
Heidi presented Welcome and Introductions, Zoom Protocols, Agenda, and
introduced Sahtu Land and Water Board Executive Director, Paul Dixon:
I hope that we are able to present who we are, our roles and inform you about how
you may participate.
The Northern Regulatory system is built on information sharing, the system only
works if you participate.
Interests of Sahtu Beneficiaries, Residents and All Canadians is what screening is
about as well as environmental mitigations.
Central to our decisions are questions about the significance of public concern and
effects to the environment.
We have expertise to work on the environmental mitigations, and we can work on
your concerns if they are brought forward.
People who built this system wanted indigenous voices, knowledge and ways of life
to be respected and treated equally to scientists, expert opinion and government
rules.
Your concerns be equally weighted in our decisions and that we understand the
importance of your participation.

Please understand that we cannot answer specific questions about Imperial oils
application because we can’t introduce bias to our process.
You as stakeholders have to have your own discussions, organize your concerns, and
ideally review them with your respective organizations and submit those to the Land
and Water Board and the CER.
The Board can only evaluate information that it is given, if nothing is said then the
board cant consider your concerns.
Since the Board runs application based processes, information that is presented
during the process is what is considered and delt with.
So again, please understand the importance of your organized participation.
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Preliminary Screening, that’s what this is all about.
We want you to know what it is, the importance and how you raise your concerns so
that the Boards may consider them.
So, in this case we will be dealing with an application by Imperial Oil, so we want to
hear from those that may be affected by their work to know how to participate.
We also want you all to know who we all are in terms of the organizations that we
represent and what role we play in the decision-making process
We also want to make it clear that we as staff do not make the final decisions, that
our Board Members serve that role.
That is also their exclusive role, they must consider all the information in their
decisions.
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The co-management Boards link the Land Claim resource management decision
making with fair and transparent processes.
They come directly from the Land Claim and were important parts of the negotiations
between Government and the people of the Sahtu.
The Boards an equally represented by SSI appointments and Government
appointments.
The boards act like a judge, they look at the evidence and their job is to make difficult
decisions.
They do that by reviewing what is presented to them.
We call that the evidence and the judgement or decision is outlined in our Reasons
for Decision
What's specifically interesting about the Boards is that the people that argued for
their inclusion in the Land Claim also wanted local indigenous knowledge and
traditional knowledge to be valued and defined it to have the same authority as
scientific or technical knowledge.
So, the Boards are tasked with reviewing all forms of evidence presented to them in a
proceeding.

SAHTU DENE AND METIS
COMPREHENSIVE LAND
CLAIM AGREEMENT 1993
•

Established co-management
control over 283,171 square
kilometres of land and water,
including Great Bear Lake.
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SAHTU DENE AND METIS
COMPREHENSIVE LAND
CLAIM AGREEMENT 1993 –
CONT.
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•

Gives rights in decision making
over the use of land, water,
and resources within the
Sahtu Settlement Area (SSA).

•

Established Sahtu
organizations to manage
funds, access to land, and the
rights and responsibilities of
the Sahtu First Nation.

•

SSA is broken into 3 district
land corporations and 5
municipal land corporations.
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1.

1920 - Historic Operation – beginning of oil extraction

2.

1970 – 1st Licence issued by DIAND

3.

Establishment of Northern Inland Waters Act
NWT Water Board established
1981 - Report of Environmental Assessment (EA) for the expansion (Enbridge
pipeline + 6 artificial islands + new central
processing facility)

4.

1992 – NWT Water Act Established

5.

1993 – SDMCLCA
Water Board co-management boards established through the
settlement of land claims

6.

1994 - Licence N3L1-0919 issued by NWT Water Board

7.

1998 - MVRMA established the LWB

8.

1999 - S99L1-003
All three authorisations required public hearings
No further screening conducted because the operational licence’s
scope and activities were unchanged

9.

2004 - S03L1-001
No further screening conducted because the operational licence’s
scope and activities were unchanged

10. 2015 to 2025 - S13L1-007
First modernized licence to be in line with the LWB guidance and
procedures (of 2015)
Aquatics Effects Monitoring Program (AEMP) and Closure and
Reclamation Plan (CRP) components were added
RECLAIM model for security, used to prepare an updated closure cost
estimate.
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Good morning, my name is Bonnie Bergsma. I am the Regulatory CoordinatorSpecialist for the SLWB.
As Team Lead for the Imperial Licence, I will be presenting a high-level overview of
Imperial’s amendment application and why it has triggered the requirement for a
preliminary screening, what development proposal the screening will be considering,
and when and where the screening occurs in the Board’s regulatory process.
I will describe the purpose of the application review time up until the Board’s
preliminary screening decision which is to gather comments and concerns from the
public about the application and how the Board reviews these concerns to make their
decision.
I will describe how these concerns can presented to the Board as questions and give
you some strategies for writing effective questions.
Finally I will walk you through the Impact – Mitigation Table that the Applicant must
prepare and submit for the preliminary screening with examples of types of questions
you may want to ask as you complete your review.
The Application was submitted on September 30, 2022 and reviewed for
completeness of the required information. The review of the quality of the
information began when the item was distributed for review on the SLWB online

review system on April 21, 2022. The legislated process timeline of 9-months usually
takes about a year and a half to complete when you add in the Applicant’s time.
We are at the first comment period where the public has 6 weeks to submit their
questions, comments, and recommendations. Between now and May 31 is when all
concerns and questions on the application documents can be submitted on the public
record in written or oral format so that they can be considered evidence for the
Board.
The Board equally considers all evidence whether it is science-based, culturally based,
or based on Traditional or Indigenous Knowledge.
After the comment period closes, the Applicant is given time to respond to all
comments. This record of questions or comments and responses is the evidence that
the Board uses to prepare the Preliminary Screening report with the decision and
reasons which has two possible outcomes:
A. Refer to EA or
B. B. Not refer to EA.
At any time during the comment period up until the PS decision by the Board, as
indicated by the flags, any Regulatory Authority or Designated Regulatory Agency or
agency of the federal or territorial government, or Sahtu First Nation or local
government can submit a recommendation for a referral to EA.
If it goes to EA the Board’s process stops until the EA decision has been made and
then it comes back to the Board at the time in the process that it was referred and
the Board resumes their process with technical sessions, public hearing, drafting of
the Licence conditions and reasons for decision and final approval by the federal
minister.
If the application is not referred to EA, from the PS decision, it can still be referred to
EA at any time in the regulatory process until the Board’s final decision on the
application.
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When you are preparing your questions for submission to the Board some strategies
for effective comments include:
- Be as specific as possible – make a separate comment for each issue or concern.
- Organize your thoughts by first stating the question or concern, then present the
evidence from documents or knowledge that you relied upon to support your
concern.
- Where you can, recommend a possible condition that the Board could include in
the Licence to ensure the concern can be addressed through monitoring,
inspection and compliance.
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To date, all of Imperial’s Water Licences have been approved with conditions that
regulate the Norman Wells Operation for the extraction and production of oil and gas
and progressive reclamation activities. PR is when components of the operation that
are no longer needed are decommissioned and cleaned up or reclaimed as soon as
possible rather than waiting until the facility closes.
For context, the Norman Wells Operation is located within the Proven Area shown in
red, and includes the Mainland Operations, Goose, Bear and Frenchy’s Islands and six
Artificial Islands that were built following the 1981 expansion. The Proven Area is
located within the Town of Norman Wells Municipal boundary shown in yellow and is
therefore subject to the Town’s zoning bylaw but is exempt from the zoning and
conformity requirements of the Sahtu Land Use Plan (SLUP).
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The purpose of the amendment application purpose is to prepare the site for the
eventual closure of the Norman Wells Operation and transition from a Licence that
regulates the production of oil and gas to a Licence that regulates final closure.
During FC, all the facility components and contaminated materials will be
decommissioned, dismantled, and disposed of and the site returned to a condition as
close to the pre-1920 development condition as possible.
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This figure taken from Imperial’s Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan shows all
areas of the operation that will need to be reclaimed in lime green.
Most of the materials identified for reclamation are hydrocarbon impacted soils. The
purpose of the WMF shown in dark green in its approximate location in the upper
right-hand corner in the area of the Mainland sumps is to be developed and used for
the permanent disposal of all of the materials collected from the lime green areas of
the ma.
This landfill is proposed to be designed and constructed with a leakproof liner and
cover system that will securely isolate the contaminated materials from the
surrounding environment, for the long term.

WHY THE WMF REQUIRES A PRELIMINARY SCREENING?
• The WMF is a new proposed development located within the Proven
Area.
• The WMF was not a component of the Preliminary Screening
conducted by the Board in 1999.
• All new developments must be screened under Part 5 of the
Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act {MVRMA):

a) to ensure that the potential impact on the environment receives careful
consideration before actions are taken in connection with them.
b) to ensure that the concerns of aboriginal people and the general public are
taken into account in that process.
c) to determine if the development should be referred to Environmental
Assessment.
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The impact mitigation table was initially developed by the Review Board and
recently updated by the LWB.
There are 5 columns to complete. I will walk you through each one.
1. ABC Components - Questions to Ask: have all physical, biological and cultural
components that are reasonably expected to be affected by the proposed
development been identified? Is something missing?
2. Current Site Conditions – Questions to Ask: has each component been
adequately described? Is there anything missing from these descriptions? Are
these measurable? By scientific means or Traditional Knowledge? Is there
adequate baseline data or information to measure and monitor changes that will
confirm whether the mitigation measures for the development are working as
they predicted?
3. Potential Impacts – are predictions made about the intensity or extent of
response from any activity that may affect the current site conditions and
components that need to be protected and maintained. These are generally
measured in a relative scale as in high, medium, low, none, positive, or negative.

The intensity or degree of impact and predicted effect depends on how sensitive
or significant the ABC components are and their ability to respond, recover and
adapt to changes over time. Questions to Ask: Have all potential impacts been
accurately described? Are the predictions about the impacts been clearly
explained and supported by the data? Have all underlying assumptions been
clearly stated?
There are 3 types of impacts
Direct impacts – arise from activities that immediately generate a stress response or
change that can be physical, chemical, biological, or cultural. Direct impacts most
often occur during construction activities which are temporary and preventable
through technology, proper construction practices, site inspections, monitoring
programs that the Board’s standard conditions address.
An example would be if trees needed to be cleared to build something that would be
an irreversible and direct loss. The significance of this impact would depend on the
size of the area affected, and the importance of those trees to provide habitat for
wildlife in the surrounding area. As compensation for the loss the trees could be
made available to the local community as a source of firewood.
Indirect impacts – arise from activities that generate a slower response over a longer
time and are often associated with the operation of the development after
construction. These are harder to predict.
An example would be that the trees around the edge of the development may start
to shows signs of stress and possibly die after a few years due to change in drainage
or from root damage caused by excavation or by a migration of contaminants from an
accident.
Cumulative impact - the sum of all impacts from multiple developments over time
and space and is the hardest to measure. An example would be that if one
development spills 10 litres fuel per year to a small waterbody = low to insignificant
impact; but if you have 10 developments that each spill 10 litres of fuel per year to
the same lake = more significant impact. Each one by itself is not significant but
added together it is significant.
4. Mitigation – the prevention, modification, or alleviation of impacts or actions on
the environment or people through avoidance (don’t do it or relocate to a safer
place), rehabilitation (fix something to improve the conditions), compensation (give
something in exchange for the loss), or technology (apply something or change the
design) to reduce the intensity and extent of impacts. Questions to Ask: Are the
proposed mitigation measures reasonable, tested or an untested new technology?

5. Net Effects – are predictions any the intensity and extent of impacts that will
remain after application of all mitigation measures designed and installed to prevent
and/or minimize the predicted response. They are determined by comparing the
baseline state of the environment prior to development (Column 2), to the long term
expected state of the environment after mitigation is applied (Column 4). Questions
to Ask: Are the conclusions and recommendations of the net effect assessment
supported? Are there uncertainties with some of the proposed mitigation measures
or new technologies that need further analysis? Is there potential for cumulative
impacts over time that may lead to loss or injury to key ecosystem components?
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The Board’s Preliminary Screening decision involves an assessment of all the evidence
to determine if the concerns can be addressed through known technologies and
conditions in the Licence. If the evidence supports this conclusion, then Board's
decision would be to not refer the application for an Environmental Assessment, OR
If there are any outstanding concerns for which uncertainties, significance, potential
for cumulative impact, or the effectiveness of proposed mitigation measures need
more analysis and/or will likely result in significant adverse impacts to the
environment or people, OR if there are unresolved public concerns, the Board's
decision would be to refer the application to MVEIRB for an Environmental
Assessment.

HOW TO ACCESS THE DOCUMENTS AND SUBMIT
COMMENTS ON THE SLWB ONLINE REVIEW SYSTEM (ORS)
• You can access the Registry by visiting www.slwb.com and then clicking on the
green ONLINE REVIEW SYSTEM button at the top of the webpage.
• Under Active Reviews, click on the SLWB icon
.
• Click the eye icon on the right of the Imperial Oil Norman Wells Operation
Waste Management Facility Item for Review
.
• There is an Item Description followed by 19 documents available for download.
• At the bottom of the page there are two ways to add your COMMENTS
• After logging in you can add a writing comment or a voice recording in your preferred language.

• For assistance there is a User Manual (found at top of the page).
• or contact our Regulatory Technicians.
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Q&A
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SLWB PRESENTATION – WHO WE ARE AND WHAT WE DO
Response by: Paul Dixon (PD) and Bonnie Bergsma (BB)
Question

Response(s)

Impact Mitigation Table: How do you differentiate development
impacts from climate change impacts from others? How are
impacts being monitored and tested, and who is monitoring?

That has to be addressed in the Impact Mitigation Table by the
applicant. If you consider the additive effect of climate change, that
may make impacts greater. Monitoring is often a mitigation measure
applied to address impacts. (BB)

How are Dene people along the river or down river part of the
MVRMA PS process?

All DSOs (Designated Sahtu Organizations) are participants and
potentially affected parties, and their input is highly valued and will be
considered by the Board and CER. They also have direct decisionmaking power as you’ll see in the MVEIRB Presentation. (PD)

Why is there no requirement for a land use permit?
Will the slides be shared after?

There has been no application for a land use permit, so we won’t
discuss it here. (PD)
Yes. They will be shared. (BB)
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CONTRIBUTING YOUR VIEWS DURING PS FOR THE WMF – SLWB DEMO
Response by: Fatima Youssef
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Questions

Response(s)

Is there another way to comment, other than
online?

If you are in Fort Good Hope, you can come to our office. You can also call us or email us, and we can submit
comments on your behalf. You can submit both written and oral comments on the SLWB ORS. You can even speak in
your language, and we will translate them.

How does this info get out to the public? It’s long
and technical.

Yes, the documents are complex. Not everyone has to read everything. You can share your concerns without technical
capacity. DSOs and government will also review these documents and bring their concerns forward.
Key information is in the Environmental Management Plan, in the Impact and Mitigation Tables. If you have difficulty
downloading or accessing documents, we can help make hard copies available to you. It is also important to look at
the Engagement Document. Facility Design Basis Update describes the facility, but its technical.

Are there any funds to help local orgs engage
with their communities on this process?

The SLWB does not receive participant funding and therefore cannot provide it to other organizations. We have raised
this issue several times with the federal government.

And how many comments have you received so
far?

We have not yet received any comments on this application so far. You can monitor the comments received on the
ORS.

Yamoga Land Corporation did make a comment.
There are about 800 pages of technical materials.
It is difficult to address that in the time provided
and with available resources. We’ll have more
comments later.

If you need more time, you can request that and the Board will consider it, keeping in mind our overall 9-month
timeline. We can also hold technical sessions where we will have further discussion. Information requests go out to
clarify information and narrow down the key issues to discuss at a public hearing. There are many opportunities to
present comments and concerns. This first 6-week period is to make sure your key questions and concerns have been
answered, so the Board can decide (to proceed or refer to EA).

CER PRESENTATION – WHO WE ARE AND WHAT WE DO

Response by: Christy Wickenheiser

Question

Response(s)

Who has registered in Sahtu Dene
communities (how many from each
community?) How will the hearing be
done? By Zoom or in each community?

We’ll have a demo later that shows currently registered organizations on our website, and that
information is available to the public.
Our Hearing Order is like the SLWB workplan. We hope to decide whether it will be in person (Norman
Wells) once the PS is complete. The Hearing is also through a written process so you can start
submitting comments right away.

Who is doing the PS?

Both the SLWB and CER need to have the information on their registries about the PS and run their own
processes. CER hopes to adopt the SLWB screening, but that is one of several options (do our own
screening, adopt the SLWB screening, decide to not issue a screening report at all, and have the SLWB
be the only one). We’ll decide in July, after we’ve got complete records on the PS.

Will the questions being submitted by
May 31st be considered by both Boards?

If you want your question to be considered by both boards, then you must submit them to both boards.

If CER and SLWB go in different directions, Yes, we hope to adopt the screening of SLBW but that is the Commission’s decisions. It will depend on if
when will we see the workplan, and will
the application if referred to EA or not. Our process plan currently ends at PS. Once we know the
you share it?
results, we would update our Hearing Steps/Order, likely in July or August at the latest.
What is the SLWB’s process for PS?

See the table (Slide 10) from the SLWB’s presentation.
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PRELIMINARY SCREENING PROCESS
MACKENZIE VALLEY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW BOARD (MVEIRB)
Response by: Chuck Hubert, Mark Cliffe-Phillips, Alan Ehrlich

Questions

Response(s)

Why would you put the Waste Management Facility right next to
the river? Isn’t it a safer practice to locate this facility further from
the town and river?

Today is just about the PS process (steps and timelines). But this is the
type of comment that should get onto the public record for the SLWB and
CER.
In the case of the Giant Mine PS and other projects, comments like this led
to improvements from the original application. Those improvements can
happen in the PS, but also in EA if a referral is made.

There will be two decisions in the same timeline, then a 10-day
pause period. The SLWB will do its PS first, then a 10-day pause. So,
is the CER forced to make their decision in that 10-day period?

The SLWB and CER are both conducting a PS. There are many options for
CER to take under the MVRMA. CER can’t issue its decision until the SLWB
process is done.
The 10-day pause period starts after final adoption of both agencies’ PS
processes. This is why SLWB and CER have adopted similar timelines.

How does the MVEIRB proceed should they received 2 PS?

The 10-day pause is not strictly for the MVEIRB. It’s for all organizations
and agencies, all referral authorities to consider both screening decisions.
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CONTRIBUTING YOUR VIEWS DURING PS FOR THE WMF – CER DEMO
Response by: Christy Wickenheiser

Questions

Response(s)

How does this work with Indigenous organizations
that have confidential agreements with Imperial Oil?

Those would remain confidential. What we manage is
the hearing process and how you can provide
comments.
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GENERAL Q & A
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Questions

Response(s)

For SLWB: Bonnie mentioned that there will be more time
for discussion post PS. Or is this our only chance to
comment on EA, or will there be later opportunities for
that?

Yes, a Type A application is a longer process, and we must run a public hearing.
We start to collect comments early. We don’t go far if there will be a referral to
EA. We want the Board to decide early on, whether to send the application to
EA or continue. If it doesn’t go to EA, then we narrow down the issues and set
up technical sessions to ask questions, request more information, and everyone
gets that information. Then there is a public hearing. Anyone can be an
intervenor and participate in the hearing. More information requests can come
out of the hearing. Once the hearing is done, the record closes, and then the
board deliberates on the whole record.

Who decides whether a land use permit is required or not?

The Norman Wells Proven Area is complicated. We’ve discussed with the GNWT
and CIRNAC whether a Land Use Permit is required or not. The SLWB will
prepare a summary as to why a land use permit was not required in this case.
(Response on next 2 slide).

Long-term Waste Management Facility (LTMF) / Waste Management Facility (WMF)
Regulatory Agency and Imperial Discussions on Application Requirements
Licencing Requirements
Imperial initially proposed that the applicable WL criteria for the LTMF would be a deposit of waste activity in
conjunction with other industrial undertaking and therefore Type B WL.
•

“LTMF requires a Type B Licence in accordance with the Guide to Completing Water Licence Applications to the
Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB, 2003), Appendix B, part (f) “other industrial undertaking” (i.e.
remedial undertaking)”.

SLWB responded that even if it is a Type B, the Board could still require a public hearing if it felt that it would be in the
public’s best interest, especially if it does not pass the public concern test of the PS. If the LTMF was included in an
amendment to the current WL this would certainly involve revising the PS as well as running a Public Hearing. The
possible alternate option would be to apply for a separate authorization for just the LTMF/WMF.
At the 4th Working Group meeting held for the ICRP/WMF on April 9, 2018 in Norman Wells, it was confirmed that
the application would be for a Type A Licence and that it should be an Amendment of the current Licence S13L1007, not a stand-alone Licence.
•

WMF requires a Type A Licence in accordance with the Mackenzie Valley Federal Areas Waters Regulations,
Schedule IV for Industrial Undertakings, Item 3(b), “the deposit of waste in conjunction with oil and gas production,
processing, and refining”.
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Long-term Waste Management Facility (LTMF) / Waste Management Facility (WMF)
Regulatory Agency and Imperial Discussions on Application Requirements
Permitting Requirements
Imperial considered that they may need a LUP for the geotechnical investigation but did not see any of the designated
activities for a LUP applying to the LTMF/WMF.
•

“No Land Use Permit (LUP) required for LTMF development, per the Guide to the Land Use Permitting Process (MVLWB,
2013). We note that an LUP may be required for the geotechnical program during the design phase”.

SLWB clarified that a Permit would be required for any proposed geotechnical investigations/assessments that use drilling
equipment in accordance with the MVLUR,
• 4. No person shall, without a Type A permit, carry on any activity that involves (b) on land within or outside the
boundaries of a local government, (i) the use of motorized earth-drilling machinery the operating weight of which,
excluding the weight of drill rods, stems, bits, pumps and other ancillary equipment, equals or exceeds 2.5 t, for a
purpose other than the drilling of holes for building piles or utility poles or the setting of explosives within the
boundaries of the local government.
On February 28, 2018, SLWB issued Type A Permit S18X-001 for geotechnical drilling for the preliminary WMF design –
expires March 1, 2023.
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GENERAL Q & A
CON’T

Is it possible for an organization to participate in the SLWB's public hearing on the
water licence if it does not participate in the preliminary screening?

Yes.

Does the CER have a preferred format for submitting comments? The SLWB
requests comments in a topic-comment-recommendation format. Given that
Use any format that works for you.
intervenors are most likely to submit the same comments to both the CER and
SLWB, is the CER fine with also accepting that format as long as intervenors include
the CER file and hearing information in the submission to the CER?

If the SLWB does not have intervenor funding, are there other organizations that
can help with funding to allow organizations to hire technical expertise to assist
them with review and comments?

Intervenors in CER’s process receive
participant funding. The window has
closed now, but you can register as a
late participant.
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Name

Organization

Ahmed Elgazar
Alissa Bougie
Angela Love
Angela Plautz
Anne and Lucy Jackson
Anne-Marie Hess
Ash Verguese
Barb Crawford
Benjamin Roy
Bonnie Bergsma
Brian Chambers
Catarina Owen
Ceilidh Stubbs
Celina Hoeve
Chad Grummett
Chief (Screen name only)
Chief Tom Kakfwi
Chris Rose
Christy Wickenheiser
Chuck Hubert
Colson Foster
David Paynter
Dinah Elliott
Doug Matthews
Erica Klassen
Fatima Youssef
Jaclyn Mersereau
Jenn Walsh

GNWT, Energy Resource Division
SRRB
MVLWB
MVLWB
Fort Good Hope
CER
GNWT, Lands
CER
SLWB
SLWB
CER
SRRB
Yamoga Land Corporation
GNWT, ENR
Imperial Oil
Unknown
K'asho Gotine Community Council
CIRNAC
CER
MVEIRB
Imperial Oil
CER
GNWT, ITI
SSI (taking notes for them but not their rep on this file)
MLT Aikens LLP
SLWB
Imperial Oil
CIRNAC, Impact Assessment Directorate

Name

Organization

Jennifer Sabourin
Johnny Lennie
Joseph Kochon
Krista Wandler
Laurie McGregor
Leanne Dohy
Leanne Pass
Lola Oladapo
Malory ??
Marie Nietfeld
Marlene Evans
Megan Larose
Melissa Pinto
Merrill Shepherd
Paul Dixon
Shelagh Montgomery
Shelby Skinner
Skylar Niehaus
Stephanie Kearns
Todd Slack
Tony Epp
Tumia Knott
Tyree Mullaney
Veronique D'Amours Gauthier
Walter Bayha

ECCC
ITI, Oil and Gas Rights
Ayoni Keh Land Corporation
CER
GNWT, ENR
Imperial Oil
??
CER
Unknown
SLWB
ECCC, Saskatoon
CIRNAC, Resource and Lands Management
ECCC
First People's Law on behalf of Yamoga Land Corp
SLWB
MVLWB
GNWT, Lands
SRRB
Legal Counsel for DGG and DRRC
Deline Gotine Government, Lands
CER
First People's Law on behalf of Yamoga Land Corp
MVLWB
CER
Deline Gotine Government, Elders Council
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CONTACT INFORMATION
Paul Dixon
Executive Director

Sahtu Land and Water Board (SLWB)

(867) 598-2413
ext. 225

paul.dixon@slwb.com

Bonnie Bergsma
Regulatory Coordinator-Specialist

SLWB

(519) 289-3380
(867) 496-2778

bonnie.bergsma@slwb.com

Fatima Youssef
Regulatory Technician

SLWB

(867) 598-2413
ext. 3

fyoussef@slwb.com

Benjamin Roy
Regulatory Technician

SLWB

(867) 598-2413
ext. 3

broy@slwb.com

Tony Epp
Process Advisor

Canadian Energy Regulator (CER)

(587) 834-1421

WMF.ProcessHelp@cer-rec.gc.ca

Brett Maracle
CER Crown Consultation

CER

1-800-899-1265

brett.maracle@cer-rec.gc.ca

Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact
Review Board (MVEIRB)

(867) 766-7052

chubert@reviewboard.ca

MVEIRB

(867) 766-7055

mcliffephillips@reviewboard.ca

Chuck Hubert
Sr. Environmental Assessment Officer
Mark Cliffe-Phillips
Executive Director
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THANK YOU!
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