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1 Summary of Comments
In February 2017, the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan (BCRP) Working Group (WG) released its
Interim Discussion Document. The Discussion Document outlined progress towards development
of a range plan for the Bathurst caribou herd planning area (Figure 1), and presented management
options, important considerations and questions for guiding community and decision-maker
engagement. Between February and April 2017, with support from WG members, Environment
and Natural Resources (ENR) held engagement sessions in several communities and met with 21
groups and agencies. A list of meetings is provided as Appendix 1.
This document summarizes comments received during the engagement period and how they have
been addressed in the Draft Range Plan. In addition to discussions held during the engagement
sessions, written submissions were received from one individual and 16 organizations representing
Aboriginal governments and organizations (AGOs), co-management Boards, industry and nongovernmental organizations. A list of groups that provided written comments is provided as
Appendix 2.
General perspectives, and specific comments organized by the major themes introduced or
discussed in the Interim Discussion Document, are summarized and described below and presented
individually in Appendix 3. These comments have been incorporated into developing the Draft
Bathurst Caribou Range Plan to be released for public engagement in the of Fall 2017/Winter 2018.
The BCRP WG wishes to thank all of the communities, agencies, groups and individuals who
participated in the engagement sessions. Your input, perspectives, commitment, and expertise to
the Bathurst herd range planning process are greatly appreciated.
Comments and responses from ENR are summarized by theme in the following sections of this
report. As mentioned, Appendix 3 contains all written feedback received by ENR, grouped in the
same themes.

1.1 General Perspectives
Of the comments received many were related to points of clarification and a request for more
information. There were also differing opinions on the management approaches presented. With
respect to the cumulative disturbance framework some felt that some areas of the range should be
in the red or critical zone, others felt the disturbance frameworks were too restrictive. There were
also many comments on the scientific modeling and technical analyses.
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1.2 Scope of the Range Plan
Comments on the scope of the Range Plan emphasized the importance of clarifying the context of
the Range Plan in relation to other management processes, either in place or under development,
and presenting the relative contribution of all factors influencing the Bathurst caribou herd.
Additionally, comments indicated that more information is needed to substantiate the impacts of
human disturbance on caribou and the various factors that were assessed in models and
predictions.
In response, the Draft Range Plan is designed to be complementary to traditional laws, harvest
restrictions, and other processes such as land use planning. These structures and processes are
described in section 2 of the Draft Range Plan. The Technical supporting documents outline the
various factors affecting caribou populations and the Draft Range Plan has been updated to be
clearer on these factors and that human disturbance is an incremental cumulative effect.

1.3 Planning Area
Comments were received that recommended expanding the planning area boundary to the east of
Bathurst Inlet and provide information about how the plan will address potential changes to the
range.
The planning area boundary was selected based on an annual range derived from the analysis of
collared caribou (1996 – 2014), acknowledging that the Bathurst herd once used a larger area
including a calving area east of Bathurst Inlet. The WG agreed that the “historic” range should be
reflected on all maps in the Range Plan and perhaps best referred to as the range identified through
Traditional Knowledge (TK).

1.4 Goals and Objectives
The Interim Discussion Document presents the overarching goal for the Range Plan as:
Maintain the Bathurst caribou herd annual range in a resilient landscape condition.
Four objectives were identified to assist in achieving the goal of a resilient landscape condition:
Objective 1 – Maintain the amount of human disturbance below threshold levels.
Objective 2 – Maintain connectivity between seasonal ranges.
Objective 3 – Maintain the integrity of sensitive habitats.
Objective 4 – Manage human access.
Comments suggest the goal of maintaining a resilient landscape condition is widely supported. The
concept of finding a balance between economic, social and ecological perspectives received mixed
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comments. Some suggested that seeking a balance should be the task of Land Use Planning (LUP);
others that no balance is required as there is evidence that mining and caribou can co-exist. Some
comments suggested that the (economic) value of a diversified economy (to communities,
outfitters, and ecotourism) should be emphasized.
In response, the draft BCRP has added text to reflect the importance of continuing dialogue in
balancing different interests.

1.5 Knowledge sources
The Range Plan process has considered and utilized TK and scientific sources in its technical work
and development of management approaches. Comments received on these knowledge sources
and how they were used are presented below.
1.5.1

Traditional knowledge

To document TK, all AGO WG members were supported and three TK workshops were held, two in
2016 and one in 2017, to share this information and discuss its appropriate use.
Comments on the use of TK in the Discussion Document related to a variety of areas. Perhaps
overarching is that TK in the Draft BCRP should use and build on existing and emerging sources
including Dene Nation Resolutions related to caribou in addition to ongoing processes
U
T ch U
kaitcho .
In response, the draft BCRP has been reframed to incorporate TK and ensure that traditional
perspectives and values are taken into account at all stages of decision-making and management.
1.5.2

Scientific information and technical analysis

Comments received on the science and technical information/analyses are presented under the
following topics: development scenarios and economic analysis, modeling, Zone of Influence and
seasonal ranges.
1.5.2.1 Development scenarios and economic analysis
Comments related to development scenarios and economic analysis suggested different approaches
to conducting economic analyses and questioned aspects of the predictions of development
scenarios in the discussion documents.
In response, the development scenarios presented in the discussion documents are based on the
mining lifecycle from early exploration to closure. A Minerals Task Group comprised of NWT/
Nunavut Chamber of Mines, industry, and GNWT representatives worked to develop plausible
scenarios of future development based on publicly available information and expert opinion. These
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scenarios formed the basis of modeling cumulative impacts to caribou of future development and
an economic analysis. The Bureau of Statistics provided advice on the economic multipliers.
1.5.2.2 Modeling
Comments were received that asked for clarification on how the model used in the discussion
document was developed, what factors were included, requested additional information and
suggested the model be peer reviewed.
The CircumArctic Rangifer Monitoring and Assessment (CARMA) Caribou integrated cumulative
effects (CE) model was used as a learning tool to examine the relative contributions of mortality
(harvest, predation), environment and land use disturbance to caribou abundance. The model also
allowed the population level effects of future development scenarios to be explored along with the
implications of cumulative disturbance thresholds. The CE modeling and other technical analyses
were discussed extensively at the Technical Workshop held in June 2017. Agreement was reached
among the participants on how to improve on the documentation on the model assumptions, key
uncertainties, sensitivity analyses, how best to present results and the adaptive management cycle.
These areas of agreement can be found in the Technical Workshop summary and are reflected in
the Technical Supporting Documents.
1.5.2.3 Zone of Influence
Comments on the Zone of Influence (ZOI) related to how they were calculated and the rationale for
including only certain disturbances.
In response, the draft BCRP recognizes that ZOI is not easily or directly measurable, but is rather a
subjective way to account for the impact on habitat beyond the direct footprint. As such, ZOIs based
on the published and publicly available literature were used. Features assigned a ZOI are those
included in the Inventory of Landscape Change database which was derived from the Land and
Water Board permit registries. Communities, roads and transmission lines are included in this
database.
1.5.2.4 Seasonal ranges
Comments on seasonal ranges requested clarification on how the Range Plan will account for
seasonal range changes.
In response, the dynamic nature of the range has been incorporated into the draft BCRP. Adaptive
management is a key component of the draft BCRP, which will ensure the plan is regularly assessed
for its effectiveness.
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1.6 Range-scale Management Tools and Approaches
1.6.1

Cumulative Disturbance Frameworks

Comments were received requesting how the range assessment area boundaries were set. While
the concept of setting thresholds was generally supported, more clarification was requested for
what the management responses at each threshold level would be.
In response, the range assessment boundaries were derived using traditional territories, human
land use patterns, administrative boundaries, herd range use and habitat conditions. Management
responses are broad and varied. They include government-led, community-led, and proponent-led
initiatives, and are identified and tied to different levels of disturbance (Desirable, Cautionary, and
Critical). They include management or policy-based responses, monitoring, various habitat
protection options, as well as proponent-led mitigation and offsetting.
1.6.2

Protected / Conservation Areas

Most comments related to this topic sought clarification on how and when protected/conservation
areas would be used. There was also disagreement on the applicability of protected areas in
comparison to more flexible tools such as activity guidance (mobile caribou conservation measures
(MCCM)). This was especially apparent for calving and post-calving ranges.
In response, identification of sensitive areas/times, including calving grounds and post-calving
grounds, water crossings, and land bridges are included as a priority in the plan. The possibly of
MCCMs to address vulnerability at certain times of the year has also been included.
1.6.3

Land Use Activity Guidance

Comments regarding land use activity guidance varied from support for no-activity zones, to
ensuring recommendations are not too prescriptive to limit adaptive management.
In response, recommendations in the draft BCRP are worded to allow for a combination of options.
1.6.4

Access Management and Planning

Concerns about roads and access fall into categories of disturbance to caribou due to traffic,
barriers to movement and collision mortalities versus harvester access to the herd on its winter
range.
Both the issues of industrial impact and access management have generally been addressed in the
revised plan. Habitat fragmentation, disturbance, industrial access, mitigation measures, and
guardianship programs have all been included in the plan. The issue of increased public access has
also been included in the plan, but as a topic that requires further discussion.
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1.6.5

Fire Management

Comments received on fire management focused mainly on impacts to the range, but also
encompassed issues of suppression, fuel management, prescribed burns and re-vegetation.
While fire has been removed from the calculation of total disturbance updating the GNWT values at
risk database to include habitat and supporting feasibility studies on management and revegetation are part of the basic management responses for all range assessment areas.

1.7 Implementation
Considering issues of implementation will be critical to the success of the Range Plan. Work has
already been done on policy, regulatory and legislative implementation options for the
management approaches under consideration. These are presented in the Draft Range Plan.
Comments received on issues of implementation include, reporting requirements, adaptability of
management responses and the need for a phased and coordinated approach.
Assessment of effectiveness is an important pillar of the Range Plan, and includes a framework for
adaptive management and the future development of measures of effectiveness. The five-year
review period has been retained, but is considered a minimum. More frequent reviews can be
triggered based on a number of factors, including changes in population or with community
direction. Reviews will also be automatically triggered whenever a range assessment area moves
into the ‘Critical’ category.

1.8 Research, Monitoring and Adaptive Management
Comments related to research, monitoring and adaptive management related to the importance of
community-based research and monitoring initiatives. The identification of particular research
gaps like the relative importance of certain water crossings, the identification of key migratory
corridors and the relationships between different barren-ground caribou herds.
Community guardianship has been included as the first of the management tools in the Range Plan,
in the ‘Basic’ management response category which is to say that it will be a fundamental tool at all
levels of disturbance. Priority areas for research include Zone of Influence, the development of an
annual/range-wide range assessment area, impacts associated with non-footprint activities, further
identification of important habitats (including estimating importance and sensitivity), wildlife
management in the winter range, wildlife response to climate change, participatory communitybased research, and community-driven research to repair the relationship between people and
caribou.
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2 Key Directions from Working Group
The WG met in May 2017 to discuss the comments received on the Discussion Document and
technical supporting information during the public engagement phase. The project team presented
summaries based on major themes, as is presented in the above sections.
Upon deliberation and discussion, the WG provided the following key direction on next steps for
incorporating comments into the Draft BCRP.
Traditional Knowledge and community perspectives




Improve documentation of how Traditional Knowledge was used to inform:
o Setting the Principles, Goals and Objectives for the Range Plan;
o Developing disturbance management thresholds;
o Identifying important habitats; and
o Developing Range Plan recommendations
Hold a Traditional Knowledge workshop to discuss with TK holders the Discussion Document,
TK related comments and issues.

Caribou and habitat Assessment





More sensitivity analyses should be done on some key model assumptions as well as sensitivity
rankings, but no additional population modeling to be done.
Improve documentation of methods and assumptions.
Identify key uncertainties, and use these to prioritize recommendations for monitoring,
research and adaptive management.
Hold a Technical workshop with caribou science experts to discuss the Discussion Document,
technical analyses and CE modeling to solicit input on a path forward.

Tools and Approaches
Cumulative Disturbance Frameworks




Improve rationale for setting disturbance management thresholds.
Refine Thresholds based on re-analysis of Seasonal Range sensitivity.
Full consensus is unlikely, in this case it will be important to document the different
perspectives on current range status:
o Some say All Red
o Some say All Green

Protected/Conservation Areas


Recommend as a tool for protection of priority migration sites (water crossings and land
bridges).
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Describe benefit and role of existing rotected reas e.g. T ch U and Interim land
Withdrawals in the NWT.
Document the current status of the Draft Nunavut LUP, and BCRP WG member positions.

Access Management and Planning



There are significant challenges in restricting public access. The Draft BCRP will document
the issues and what can/cannot be done under current legislation.
There is consensus support for recommending Guardianship programs, coupled with
community-based monitoring.

Fire Management




Continue working with ENR Forest Management Division to document practical approaches
to:
o Integrating caribou habitat into the values-at-risk system.
o Implementing fuels management and restoration.
Recommend research into:
o Wildfire effects on caribou.
o Importance of fire disturbance relative to other factors.

3 Next Steps
At the direction of the WG, two workshops were held to discuss comments received on the
Discussion Document and define a path forward, on June 5-6 (Traditional Knowledge) and June 2829 (science and technical analyses). A Draft BCRP was developed based on the Discussion
Document and comments received during meetings, formal submissions and the June workshops.
The Draft BCRP will be publicly distributed and a period of public engagement will be held in the
Fall of 2017/Winter 2018. It is expected, that a final BCRP will be submitted to GNWT Cabinet by
June 2018.
It is the hope of the WG that consensus can be reached on recommendations presented in the BCRP.
We will continue to discuss and share knowledge and perspectives on the issues through WG
meetings and public engagement periods. If consensus is not reached over the next six months the
final BCRP will present the differing perspectives for consideration by decision makers. Overall, the
draft BCRP demonstrates it is through implementation of all management approaches that the goal
of a resilient range will be achieved.
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4 Appendix 1: Record of Engagement Sessions

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Group
Wek’èezhì Renewable Resources
Board
Community of ŁutselK’e
ŁutselK’e Dene First ation Chief and
Council
Athabasca Denesuline

Date
February 8, 2017

Location
Yellowknife

February 14, 2017
February 15, 2017

ŁutselK’e
ŁutsleK’e

February 27, 28 and
March 1, 2017

Government of Nunavut
Nunavut Land Use Planning
Commission representative
Nunavut Impact Review Board
representative
Nunavut Tunngavik Inc
Omingmaktuk HTO
Bathurst Inlet HTO
Kugluktuk HTO
Kitikmeot Regional Wildlife Board
Tåîchô Government Chief Executive
Council
Community of Behchok
Environmental Monitoring and
Assessment Board
Independent Monitoring Agency
Mackenzie Valley Environmental
Review Board
NWT / Nunavut Chamber of Mines
Wek’èezhì Land and Water Board
Yellowknives Dene First Nation Chief
and Council
Yellowknives Dene elders
North Slave Métis Alliance

March 3 and 4, 2017
March 3 and 4, 2017

Wollaston Lake, Black
Lake, Fond du Lac,
Saskatchewan
Cambridge Bay
Cambridge Bay

March 3 and 4, 2017

Cambridge Bay

March 3 and 4, 2017
March 3 and 4, 2017
March 3 and 4, 2017

Cambridge Bay
Cambridge Bay
Cambridge Bay

March 3 and 4, 2017
March 7, 2017

Cambridge Bay
Behchokô

March 13, 2017
March 14, 2017

Behchokô
Yellowknife

March 14, 2017
March 16, 2017

Yellowknife
Yellowknife

March 17, 2017
March 23, 2017
April 13, 2017

Yellowknife
Yellowknife
’dilo

April 10 and 11, 2017
April 28, 2017

Dettah
Yellowknife
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5 Appendix 2: Written Comment Submissions
The following 17 groups provided written comment submissions to the BCRP Interim Discussion
Document:
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Group
Athabasca Denesuline
Aurora GeoSciences Ltd.
Beverly Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board
Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society
DeBeers Canada Inc.
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Board
Government of Nunavut
Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency
Karen Mitchell
Kitkmeot Inuit Association
utselK’e Dene First ation
North Slave Metis Alliance
NWT / Nunavut Chamber of Mines
Seabridge Gold
Tlicho Government
Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board
Yellowknives Dene First Nation

Date Received
May 1, 2017
April 19, 2017
April 17, 2017
April 19, 2017
April 13, 2017
April 12, 2017
March 2, 2017
April 5, 2017
April 10,2017
June 20, 2017
March 30, 2017
May 4, 2017
April 18, 2017
April 18, 2017
April 11, 2017
April 18, 2017
May 11, 2017

Appendix 2: 1 | P a g e

Bathurst Caribou Interim Discussion Document. What We Heard – Summary of Comments and Meetings

6 Appendix 3: List of all Comments and Responses
The following is a summary of the feedback received on the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan Discussion Document that was circulated in February through April 2017.
Feedback is grouped by themes with relevant responses from Environment and Natural Resources (ENR). ENR thanks reviewers for their feedback. The feedback
received during this engagement period was used by ENR and its multi-stakeholder Working Group to develop a draft Bathurst Caribou Range Plan. Comments,
questions and recommendations are grouped into the same themes as previously outlined in this document. Feedback may not be presented exactly as submitted to
ENR. This is done to address the main points in feedback received as concisely as possible without losing the context for any comments, questions or recommendations.

Comments/Questions/Recommendations
1

General Perspectives

1.1

Tlicho Government
Compromises in reaching a consensus from various interests have resulted in a draft Interim Discussion
Document that does not make some of bold policy choices required of these perilous times for the
caribou.

1.2

ENR Responses

The goal of the plan is to manage cumulative disturbance from
human and natural sources. This involved a large number of
partners, with different interests, values, and perspectives. The
plan represents the best possible compromise between these
competing interests.

Athabasca Denesuline
S1.1: Is it necessary to say "capacity-building" here? It implies that only industrial development provides
resources or that such "capacities" meet the needs of the community.
S1.2: Need to be careful of the wording. Does this mean such caribou are no longer important in Northern
SK? That we shouldn't strive to have them back? ote wording changes: “Within the last 30 years
community members and biologists alike have noticed a decline in Bathurst caribou and their range.
Community members report fewer caribou less than seen in living memory.”

The importance of the caribou-human relationship has been
substantially expanded in the text with one of the primary focus
points now being renewing the relationship between caribou and
people.

S6.2: "Although people are not as dependent on country foods as they were in the past, people continue to
depend on caribou for their sustenance and cultural identity." Our communities are very much dependant
on caribou for the majority of their protein intake.
S6.3: The portions of the range used by our communities have no current mines (although some
exploration), but now have no Bathurst caribou.
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Comments/Questions/Recommendations

1.3

YKDFN
Hunter education programs must be a part of any caribou management approach. Proper education
coupled with information about where on the land harvesters intend to be can save lives.

1.4

Hunter education is not within the scope of this plan. Hunter
education is captured in the NWT Wildlife Act. Guardianship
programs would contribute to educating people regarding proper
behaviour around caribou when out on the land.

North Slave Metis Alliance
“20 days total reduction of ice road season”. Unclear wording 5.4.2 on p.50.

1.5

ENR Responses

The Draft Plan has been revised.

DeBeers
To put the entire BCRP in perspective, the percentage of disturbance statements currently in the
Appendix should be highlighted in the front-end of all publications related to this initiative (e.g., the BCRP
WG determined that less than 0.05% of the Bathurst annual range is currently affected by direct
footprint. Some of the disturbance is seasonal). The percentage of the disturbance that is seasonal
should also be provided.

The Technical supporting documents outline the various factors
affecting caribou populations and the Draft Range Plan has been
updated to be clearer on these factors and that human disturbance
is an incremental cumulative effect.

The GNWT-ENR should use scientific evidence-based decision-making when designing and implementing
landscape management for the benefit of caribou populations. Where scientific evidence is scant and
broad assumptions are made, those should be made clear.
1.6

NWT Chamber of Mines
Balance must be brought to the Range Plan with more focus on fires.
Recommend that all the quotes that express personal opinions be removed.
It is important to recognize too, that mineral exploration and mining are carefully and diligently
regulated under a number of pieces of legislation, including the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management
Act and Nunavut Impact Review Board. No approvals are granted that would create significant adverse
environmental effects, and mitigations are put into place to ensure this.
Limited discussion and consideration for socio-economic impacts to the NWT are included.

The Range Plan recognizes the regulatory and management
structures and processes in place in the NWT. In fact, this plan
flows from recommendations by the WRRB and MVEIRB to manage
cumulative impacts on Bathurst caribou. It addresses a gap in the
current regulatory/management strategy.
All quotes have been removed from the revised plan.
See response 1.1
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Comments/Questions/Recommendations

ENR Responses

Report states: “ ll harvest – including hunting by Aboriginal people – has essentially ceased”. Mineral
staking and exploration has also essentially ceased compared to 10 years ago.

See response 1.5

Report states: “ boriginal community members and TK holders have long stated that there is a link
between increasing levels of industrial development on the range and declines in herd size.” Evidence is
needed to counter or support perceptions.
This statement is no doubt true: “With declining caribou populations there have been parallel declines in
the traditional economy food security connection to the land and ultimately cultural identity.” How is
this offset by jobs and contracts associated with mining?
How do you differentiate the effects from human footprint and disturbance from other sources, eg, fire,
harvest, predation, and climate change? Is there risk that this is overly simplistic, and measuring mine
footprint increase is the easiest to do and could look like it’s the cause?
1.7

BQCMB
The BQCMB cautions that limits to habitat loss should not only be applied when the Bathurst herd is at
severely low population levels. Important high-quality habitats always need to be available so long-term
habitat needs of the herd are met, and those needs will increase as the herd recovers and the number of
caribou using the range increases.
Key points may be elusive for readers attempting to review the hundreds of pages of words, maps, tables
and graphs that have been produced. From the perspective of the BQCMB, the main points that need to be
considered are described in plain language below:
 The Bathurst caribou herd is in poor shape and at lower numbers than perhaps ever before;
 There are many factors contributing to the stresses faced by the herd, and we do not understand how
they all interact and accumulate to produce problems for caribou. We cannot do anything about some
of these factors while others can be “managed” to some extent.
 The knowledge of Caribou People and modelling by scientific caribou experts tell us similar things:
creating more disturbance for caribou to cope with will result in more harm to the caribou herd; or in
other words, as the amount of disturbance caribou experience from human development increases, the
negative effect on the population increases.
 We need to avoid adding more disturbance on the caribou range while the herd is in such poor shape
to provide the best conditions possible and increase the chance that the herd will recover. We also

a) See response 1.5
b) The dynamic nature of the range has been incorporated into the
revised plan. The majority of management focus is being
placed on the centre of habitation, which is limited to the
location of the herd in the last three years, thereby ensuring
that this area is generally representative of current range use.
Most mitigation measures include preventative actions (e.g.,
protection of sensitive areas, fire/fuel management, advance
road planning and management, online staking, and sitespecific BMPs.
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Comments/Questions/Recommendations

ENR Responses

need to ensure that enough high quality range remains to support more caribou when the herd size
increases again.
 There are only a few ways to prevent adding more disturbance to parts of the Bathurst caribou range,
and a few other ways can be used to reduce (but not totally avoid) disturbance caused by human
activities.
 A range plan, plans for the long-term, but at the same time urgent action is needed.
 We need to focus on the goal of conservation of caribou and habitat. We need to make some tough
choices to take care of caribou, and to take some action now.
1.8

WRRB
a) The Working Group should clarify whether important habitat is equivalent to critical habitat and how
the Plan anticipates the requirements for Threatened species.
b) Currently the draft Range lan “the lan” does not rationalize how it is meeting its goal of a
resilient landscape nor how success (or failure) of the objectives will be measured and assessed.
c) The Technical Report states that the “BCR Working Group is generally using a structured decisionmaking approach to explore and evaluate management options” but the Discussion Document
summarizes the different management strategies being considered, and is seeking input on those
strategies. What is the difference if any in this context between options and strategies?

1.9

EMAB
It would be helpful if information showing caribou movement and activity allowed viewers to distinguish
between periods prior to development of the diamond mines, and after.

1.10

a) Updated information on linkage to the species at risk process
included.
b) The Adaptive Management section of the Draft Range Plan
describes in detail the monitoring and process for adapting and
revising the plan over time. Annual meetings would review
monitoring results and consider any changes in herd
abundance and status of the range. In addition to the five year
cycle for revision, other triggers are included such as if an area
of the range enters the critical management tier.
c) The Draft Range Plan better describes the process undertaken
by the WG to consider management approaches and develop
the plan.
Map displays are included showing the different annual/seasonal
ranges of the herd and the contraction of the annual range from
1996 to now. A histogram showing population decline over the
same period has also been included.

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
The management objectives are clear and transparent. Management directives are supported by technical
documentation. The planning process, as reflected in this discussion document and accompanying
technical documents, seems fair, inclusive, and acknowledges caribou biology and uncertainty. Managing

See response 1.7b
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Comments/Questions/Recommendations
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disturbance on the range will be used in addition to harvest restrictions/controls.
The plan struggles to incorporate the natural variability of caribou ecology - relying more on mobile
caribou protection measures could be useful.
1.11

Aurora GeoSciences
Through the land use permitting process, increased restrictions on activities continue to be added to
proponents on the operational side. These restrictions are being imposed using the emotional argument
that industry is causing a significant deleterious effect on the migration of caribou. Where is the evidence
to support this?

1.12

See response 1.5

CPAWS
If the goal of the plan is a resilient landscape, questioning if balance is being achieved is seemingly
irrelevant, a consideration of balance may be more appropriate for land use planning.
The document focuses first on the relationship between caribou and economic development; the
relationship between caribou and people is secondary. Also, the discussion has been very centered on
mining. It needs to be included that a diversified economy including eco-tourism and outfitting
opportunities could be revived if the caribou population recovers.

2

Scope of the Range Plan

2.1

Tlicho Government
We offer that the T ch Wenek'e contains elements that the draft Interim Discussion Document should
consider using. The T ch Wenek'e contains numerous directives for proponents the T ch Government
and land management partners regarding caribou, resource development, cumulative effects, traditional
and scientific knowledge.
The T ch Wenek’e also protects the ekw trails through its connection with Chief Monfw ’s trails and
the T ch awoo Ke Det’ahot Cultural Heritage one which, by the way, is mislabeled as
Wehexlaxod ale in the draft BCR Interim Discussion Document.

The difficulty of making decisions in the face of competing interests
is acknowledged in the text. It also recognizes that these decisions
will be primarily value based and must be informed by continuing
and open communications between partners.

a) The Draft Range Plan is designed to be complementary to
traditional laws, harvest restrictions, and other processes such
as land use planning. These structures and processes are
described in section 2 of the Draft Range Plan.
b) The contribution of the T ch and Use lan has been
acknowledged in the Draft Range Plan and the label in the
figure corrected.

The T ch Government remains hopeful that its adequate input into the development of the Wek'eezh
Land Use Plan will ensure both continuity and consistency as envisioned in the T ch greement.
2.2

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
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Human access is being addressed through the Bathurst Caribou Herd Co-operative Advisory Committee
process.

See response 2.1a

Athabasca Denesuline
S4.2: We will need to ensure that the Nunavut Land Use Plan is in line with what our Range Plan is saying.
Will the BCRP submit this document to the NLUP process?
S4.2: The Athabasca Denesuline urge the settlement of south slave region land claims and the
establishment of a land use planning process and entity.

2.4

Potential protection from the Nunavut Land Use Plan has been
considered in the revised plan. The land use plan considers in detail
important habitats like calving and post-calving grounds, as well as
water crossings and appropriate buffers. Protection in Nunavut is
most appropriately dealt with through their land use planning
process and the recommendations included in this plan, while
hopefully being considered, are not binding upon the Government
of Nunavut.

YKDFN
YKDFN would like to see a concerted effort to re-establish the practice of seeking consent from
leadership, or delegated authority such as a land and environment office prior to harvesting in the
traditional territory of another Indigenous group.

See response 2.1a

YKDFN will look to the new wildlife management board established under the Akaitcho Treaty 8 land
claim to assess measures such as mobile no-hunting zones. YKDFN does not recognize the authority of the
WRRB or its recommendations. This should not be confused with a lack of commitment to protection of
caribou.
2.5

Aurora GeoSciences
Under your own findings, the Working Group has designated the summer grazing and calving grounds as
a significant concern for the long-term survival of the herd. This area will fall under the jurisdiction of the
GN and the Kitikmeot Inuit Association. Both groups have clearly stated that mining can co-exist with
sustainable wildlife framework initiatives and it will be their decision as to what type of conservation
areas, or protected areas, will be located here.

2.6

The plan is advisory and all recommendations are non-binding.
These recommendations are directed primarily at authorities in the
NWT for implementation. Where the plan makes recommendations
that fall within the herd range in another jurisdiction, they are nonbinding and provided as advisory for consideration under the comanagement processes of those jurisdictions.

DeBeers
Provide the very important contribution that other aspects (e.g. harvest, predation, environmental

See response 1.5 and response 2.1a
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conditions) make to caribou population viability as compared to cumulative disturbance. Provide
descriptions of the initiatives by which other aspects of caribou management (e.g. harvest, predation and
environmental conditions) are being addressed.
2.7

WRRB
Clarify linkage, relationship, and coordination of BCRP to Cumulative Effects Assessment Monitoring and
Management Framework (CEAMMF), Bathurst Management Plan, a herd recovery strategy and the
overarching Slave Geological Province multi-scale approach.

See response 2.1a

Indicate how the BCRP fits with aspects mentioned by the MVEIRB, & initiatives in WRRB (2016)
Bathurst Caribou Herd Part B report.
Though the Tlicho Land Use Plan (TLUP) has been completed, implementation of different components of
the TLUP, including the caribou strategy, has not occurred. A caveat should be included regarding the
directives being a work in progress.
In the Discussion Document, Section 5.1.1 (p.23), consider providing examples of what
processes/agencies are involved in management levers related to predation and harvest, (e.g. Tlicho
Government and E R’s joint management proposal and subsequent WRRB 2016 Proceedings). This also
applies to Section 6.1 (p.53), which mentions the implementation of harvest and predator management as
short-term solutions.
2.8

IEMA
Section 5 pg. 6: The BCR states “Harvest and other sources of mortality are being considered but
harvest levels and allocation, predator control, climate change adaptation and land use planning will not
be directly addressed”. The gency is unclear why this range plan is not a form of land use planning. Land
use planning is clearly referred to in many portions of the document. Figure 3 indicates that at the range
level Land Use Activity Restrictions are a key component. Clarify whether this statement is correct.

2.9

See response 2.1a

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
Caribou mortality is the key factor driving herd growth (and decline), so the success of this plan is

See response 2.1a
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dependent on successful harvest and/or predator management, which is not part of this plan.
Inuit harvest from the Bathurst caribou herd is statistically insignificant to the health of the Bathurst
caribou population. West Kitikmeot Inuit predominantly harvest from other caribou herds. A lack of
regulation and management of harvest Bathurst caribou by the GNWT in the NWT where the vast
majority of the Bathurst caribou harvest has historically taken place may have been a significant driver
related to the current state of the Bathurst caribou herd. This is further compounded by the GNWT's
inability to accept predator control as a measure to relieve pressure on the Bathurst caribou herd as an
interim measure.
2.10

BQCMB
In our view trying to balance different value systems is the purpose of land use planning. The discussion
document states that the proposed management tools and approaches can be implemented through
multiple means including land use planning so perhaps the “balancing” exercise should be left to those
processes?

2.11

See response 1.1

WRRB
Section 4.3.4 should be revised to clarify and be more specific and clear about the effects of development.
There is no description of the effects of caribou being deflected or displaced by mining, other industrial
developments, roads and communities (based on collared caribou encounter rates and traditional
knowledge).
Technical Report has too much emphasis on mortality which is outside the range plan context. Report
should highlight cumulative effect of low reduction in pregnancy rates, which when simulated over 16
years in the model, projects the herd to be 4000 to 8,000 caribou less depending on the level of
development (Figure 34, p.90).
A mention of the constant presence of air traffic would assist the reader in understanding that the
Working Group is aware of the concerns of regular aerial activities. In the future, cumulative effects
assessment should consider approaches to incorporating regular flight routes, as well as the timing and
location of surveys (for both industry and government-led approaches), given that aerial activities may
be an additional factor contributing to the seasonal impacts.

a) Substantial scientific literature exists on the impacts of
different types of disturbances to caribou. The impact
hypothesis pathway is described in the Technical supporting
documents along with the references for the Zone of Influences
used in the analyses.
b) A recommendation on the consideration of online staking has
been included in the Draft Range Plan as a way to reduce
impacts to caribou during the early phases in the mining
development cycle. A systematic approach for identifying and
monitoring non-footprint activities as definable sources of
potential disturbance is identified in Section 5 of the Draft
Range Plan as a potential research topic.
c) Transmission lines are assigned a Zone of Influence and
included in the modeling and calculation of total disturbance.

In the Technical Report, Figure 25 (p.65) predation should link to direct mortality.
Transmission lines are mentioned in the Discussion Document, Section 5.4.1 (p.47). In future versions,
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further consideration of the impacts of power lines may be appropriate given that there is a suggestion
that animals may avoid lines due to ultraviolet discharges (Tyler et al. 2014).
2.12

BQCMB
It appears that it is assumed that all readers of the Discussion Document understand the implications of
habitat disturbance to caribou, as various aspects are not explained. For instance, what does habitat
disturbance or fragmentation mean to caribou at the individual and herd levels in terms of habitat
availability, access to forage, nutritional status, productivity, etc.? It should not be assumed that readers
have prior knowledge necessary for understanding what disturbance effects mean for caribou over the
short or longer term.

2.13

See response 1.5.

Seabridge Gold
The Documents evaluate the effects of disturbance from human activities on caribou, but largely ignore
harvest and other effects, such as climate change, fire on the winter range, insects, etc., into the models or
predictions. A cumulative effects assessment must incorporate all the major potential drivers of caribou
population change, so that the relative importance of different effects can be assessed and management
applied accordingly.

See response 1.5.

(Section 2.1; p. 7-8): The Documents repeatedly imply that industry was the primary cause of the caribou
decline; however, there is no evidence to support this conclusion. To the contrary, there is ample
evidence that other factors were largely responsible for the decline. Evidence for the potential magnitude
of the relative contributions of various range conditions (including fire and industrial development
activity) to population decline should be included before moving forward. Present the various factors that
affect the Bathurst caribou in a clear and un-biased manner.
(Section 2.2 p. 8-10): The cause of the decline of the Bathurst herd should be described to enable the
Working Group to prioritize factors that are drivers of population change and should be managed to
support recovery of the herd. Review and describe the likely causes of the Bathurst caribou decline as
part of the next edition of the BCRP documents.
2.14

NWT Chamber of Mines
Caribou population changes are not directly linked to industrial development, with some declines
occurring where there is no development and some populations increasing where there is development.

See response 1.5.
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In addition, there is no scientific evidence that responsible mineral development affects caribou
populations, one way or the other.
Where is the evidence for the effects of various human disturbance on caribou?
Where is the evidence for habitat loss on caribou population?
“It is reported that numbers today are lower than in living memory”. Do we have statistics for areas of
fires, areas of disturbance, and numbers of caribou harvested, etc. over time, that can be plotted
graphically to try and develop patterns?
Page 27: Forest Fires - Why do you use 50 years for fire here, and 40 years for boreal caribou?
re the “highest levels of human disturbance” simply the “largest areas of human disturbance”? nd can
you say that “areas of human disturbance on the land” are not the same as “areas of caribou disturbance”?
A holistic, encompassing approach is required, where all potential stressors and contributors to caribou
population numbers are assessed and are weighted appropriately. Habitat change and industrial
development only create indirect effects on caribou, while other factors like harvest, disease, insects and
predation directly affect caribou mortality. Without their consideration in the range plan discussion,
habitat takes on an arguably larger weighting than it should.
2.15

Athabasca Denesuline
S4.1: Also, climate change should also be included somewhere, either in cumulative impacts or as a standalone disturbance. Climate change is a large factor, and will become even more important, regarding
forest fires, insects, plant succession, etc.

3

Planning Area

3.1

Athabasca Denesuline

Climate change is incorporated into a number of different sections
of the report. It is recognized as having an impact on caribou, is
linked to increasing severity/intensity of forest fires, and is also
linked to a shorter ice-road season necessitating the development
of all-season roads. As part of its tracking responsibilities, ENR has
committed to monitoring environmental conditions and changes,
including changes related to climate change. Likewise, the
relationship between climate change and forest fire has been
identified as a priority research area in the plan.
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S1.3, Fig 1: Maybe the legend should refer to "range identified by TK" instead of "Bathurst historic range"? The legend to this figure has been changed.
This is the range as identified by the communities. It may not be appropriate to only identify it as a
"historic" range, as it is the hope and belief that the caribou will return to this area once numbers are
restored.
3.2

Environmental Monitoring Advisory Board (EMAB)
The planning area boundary does not include all the areas used by the Bathurst caribou in the last several
decades (e.g., area east of Bathurst Inlet where Bathurst caribou calved in the recent past early 80’s/90’s.
This could be problematic for the BCRP if the Bathurst caribou start to use them again. It would be helpful
to understand how the BCRP plans to address potential changes to the area used by the Bathurst caribou.

4

Goals and Objectives

4.1

North Slave Metis Alliance
The report lists multiple options that can be discussed with communities as we seek agreement, or
compromise, on a way forward toward a range plan. Under principles, and regards to balance, it is
possible during that extractive industries may need to be excluded to reach overall balance with the
objectives of ensuring the continuing viability of the Bathurst herd. Are all parties comfortable with this
possibility?

4.2

The planning boundary is based on the overlapping area identified
by traditional knowledge, the annual range from collared females
from 1996-2014, and modified for recent observations.
The Draft Plan will be reviewed on a five year cycle where changes
in range use can be considered.

See response 1.1

Athabasca Denesuline
S3, Objective 3: Since winter habitat that isn't impacted by forest fire is becoming less available to the
caribou, maybe mention of winter habitat should be included in this section?
S3: Will the plan aim to ensure that northern SK /southern NWT habitat is maintained or enhanced to
provide suitable winter habitat? Wouldn't a reasonable goal be to increase population and allow
reoccupation of full range and ensure that all peoples, including the Athabasca Denesuline, are able to
access and utilise the herd?

Fire disturbance has been taken out of the calculation of total
disturbance in areas of the range that are within the taiga.
Reporting on fire disturbance and tracking fire size, are and
intensity are still part of the adaptive management framework of
the Draft Range Plan.
See response 10.1

S5: There are only two tools and objectives identified as relevant to RRA5? However, forest fire
management could also be used in Objective #2 and #3. Is this because the absence of the caribou
themselves limits the possible tools? Isn't connectivity between calving and post calving and the
wintering forest necessary and could be managed by fire control and industrial management; maybe
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these are more important than managing human access for winter range.
4.3

BQCMB
The BQCMB agrees that current goals and objectives are reasonable and an improvement over previous
versions.

See response 1.1

The fourth principle “ chieve Balance” is problematic for the BQCMB for a few reasons: lthough the
principle states that “achieving sustainable development across the range will require explicit tough
choices about ecological, cultural and economic values” the economic value of caribou and the economic
ramifications of the loss of caribou have not been included in the economic assessment conducted for this
planning process.
It is not certain that it is desirable or possible “to achieve balanced outcomes that are acceptable to all
participants.” given the diverse perspectives represented in the BCR Working Group.
4.4

EMAB
Protection of habitat quality, and particularly sensitive habitat, should be the top priority objective of the
BCRP, rather than focusing on thresholds of disturbance.
Allowing projects in a RAA based on the current level of disturbance potentially conflicts with
Management Objective 3. EMAB suggests the GNWT reconsider basing desirability of development solely
on the level of disturbance already in these areas. This is particularly true in areas most sensitive for the
Bathurst caribou herd. Any approach to maintaining disturbance below thresholds must ensure the
integrity of sensitive habitats is maintained, and consider the amount and sensitivity of habitat already
disturbed, in alignment with Objective 3 of the BCRP Interim Discussion Document.

5

Knowledge Sources

5.1

Traditional Knowledge

5.1.1

Athabasca Denesuline
As TK has explained, caribou are sensitive to noise and smell. The range plan should focus on this aspect,

Spatial configuration of development is addressed through the
implementation of all aspects of the Draft Range Plan from
protected/conservation areas in highly sensitive parts of the range,
to Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures (MCCM) in the centre of
habitation and the cumulative disturbance frameworks in all RAAs.

The body of the plan as a whole has been reframed to not just
incorporate traditional knowledge, but also ensure that traditional
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as opposed to hunting, which was to be looked at in the Bathurst Management Plan.

knowledge, rights, and values are taken into account at all stages of
decision-making and management. Traditional laws and protocols,
traditional territories, perspectives and values, participatory
research, community-based monitoring, and caribou-people
relationships have all been built into the revised plan.

TK should also be used to inform assessments of disturbance levels, land use activity and caribou
population health (not just computer modelling).
S5.2: Maintaining connectivity between seasonal ranges is important for caribou, but is also an important
factor for the AD. TK holders explain, and AD Traditional Land Use Maps show that key caribou migration
routes are also key travel routes for the Denesuline. It is important to acknowledge and incorporate this
type of knowledge into the report.
5.1.2

WRRB
While the Technical Report acknowledges the difficulty of incorporating an oral and cultural body of
knowledge (p.15), it does attempt to do so but with unreferenced interpretations and selected quotes
(some sources are named as people and some are not). Traditional knowledge does offer solutions in the
context of a resilient landscape (the goal of the Plan) but the Plan then concludes that implementation
would be complex and difficult. In the Discussion Document, consistent formatting of traditional
knowledge could be continued and/or modified throughout to ensure the traditional knowledge voice is
present ("quote" boxes throughout, vs. 1-page box on p.46).

5.1.3

See response 5.1.1

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
KIA provided the BCRP Group access to a limited amount of Inuit TK about caribou related to the Tuktu
Nogak project, earlier in the process. KIA has not vetted the use or interpretation of this information in
the development of the BCRP documents.

See response 5.1.1

The approach in the document to how TK is portrayed and applied is fundamentally different from the
approach that KIA used to develop the Naonayaotit TK Project (NTKP), and the approach that we believe
to be not only respectful, but also an approach that works towards giving TK the same credibility as
western science. The key differences are: KIA does not interpret TK from a western science perspective,
KIA allows Inuit to tell their own stories in their words, avoid interpretation but instead focus on the
application of TK in land management decisions, and KIA separates verified TK from information
collected during consultations (e.g., traditional science vs. opinion). One quote without context is an
opinion. Thirty quotes saying the same thing illustrates how TK is verified.
The Inuit TK that is used in the BCRP and associated documents is limited, obtained from a few
individuals and from studies that primarily consist of short term workshops. Despite the cautions of the
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dangers of taking TK out of context, the BCRP authors proceed to do exactly that with the Inuit TK that is
available to them. This is counter to the GNWT's own best practices for using TK.
5.2

Scientific Information and Technical Analysis

Economic Analysis
5.2.1

NWT Chamber of Mines
The bottom line is that some projects might not go ahead based on this plan and their location. If
additional impact mitigation is required, the costs could be prohibitive depending on requirements.
ppendix B: The chart’s vertical axis should be “change in GD ”.
Appendix B: But if blue represents declining GDP, then why is the blue line flat, (e.g.., no change)?
Appendix B: 2025 should show a significant decline in GDP under Case 1 with the closure of Diavik.
Appendix B: What about construction of the roads? These are also developments that will affect the GDP
and jobs too.

See response 1.1
A Mineral Task Group with representation from GNWT, NWT/NU
Chamber of Mines and industry was used to advise on the
development scenarios. Bureau of Statistics have provided advice
on the economic multipliers. The model and assumptions were
kept simple as it was used to consider relative changes among
scenarios.
Appendices have been revised as required.
Roads are included in the development scenarios and economic
analysis.

5.2.2

North Slave Metis Alliance
The precautionary principle should defer to the crisis that caribou are experiencing and the profound loss
that could occur if we don’t get this right. Innovative accounting including long term amortization of a
viable caribou herd and the setting of acceptable priorities is required.

5.2.3

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
Focus on economic impacts: Mining and other industrial activities can also cause economic impacts - not
just opportunities - and the economic benefits may not be evenly distributed.

5.2.4

See response 1.1

The social and economic impacts of reduced caribou abundance
and resource development are acknowledged but not quantified in
the technical analyses.

Seabridge Gold
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(Section 3.7, p.36) - Interpretation of economic impacts of different development scenarios should
consider the following:

See response 5.2.1

 Caution must be exercised in making comparisons among economic impacts of different policy
alternatives. The differences in gross economic impacts between scenarios should not be interpreted
as differences in net economic benefits;
 Economic impacts are not discounted and values reported apply to the years in which they occur. For
this reason, additional caution should be exercised in comparing development alternatives that have
different timelines;
 In estimating the annual economic impacts of a given project, impacts will not be limited to the year in
which the project expenditures are made. Specifically, indirect impacts will continue to occur after
project expenditures have ceased, typically for two to three additional years. Overall, it is likely that
the temporal distribution is flatter than presented; and,
 The economic analysis applied economic multipliers for the Northwest Territories economy for all
projects, including those located in Nunavut. With respect to projects in Nunavut, this will result in an
overestimation of the economic benefits relevant to the NWT and the study area. For example,
Cambridge Bay and other Kitikmeot communities are expected to receive significant economic benefit
from projects that develop in Area 1; the economic impacts that are estimated for these projects will
have a significant Nunavut component.
5.2.5

WRRB
The impact of harvest restrictions, should be mentioned as part of economic assessment (e.g. cost of meat
replacement, lower revenue re: outfitting) even if they were not factored into the assessment (note:
fishing, hunting, and trapping is linked to GDP, labour and employment in the NWT Economic Multipliers
report). By recognizing the costs associated with limits to harvest, the reader can better appreciate the
approach taken by the Working Group and the limitations of the scope of economic assessment.

See response to 5.2.1 and 5.2.3

Figure 40 (p.112) should be redrawn to clarify overlap between mineral potential and caribou high value
areas as well as current caribou use – the overlap between the layers should be summarized as tables to
define the extent of the potential problem in designing a resilient landscape.

The Technical Supporting Documents include a map of mineral
potential. A Marxan analysis is outside the scope of the Range
Planning process.

A formal GIS analysis tool, such as Marxan, is needed to set out the choices (e.g. between economic
development and caribou conservation).
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BQCMB
The focus of the economic development component is solely on mine-related infrastructure and projected
economic benefits of the mining industry. This needs to be balanced with similar analysis of the economic
benefits of regaining a healthy and accessible Bathurst caribou herd and a more diverse economy, as well
as the economic implications of the loss of Bathurst caribou (to communities, outfitters, the wilderness
tourism industry).

See response to 5.2.1 and 5.2.3
As recommendations are general in nature, predicting costs of
implementing actions in the Range Plan is not possible at this time.

Development Scenarios
5.2.7

NWT Chamber of Mines
Pages A2 and A3 charts: These are not entirely correct, eg, Diavik closure is now 2025, and Ekati with Jay
needs to be confirmed as 2034 not 2032.

See response 5.2.1

A1: Tibbitt to Contwoyto road only open to truck traffic from February through end of March (rarely
early April anymore).
The Chamber would suggest that the unavut Gray’s Bay Road and ort used in Case 3 should be in Case
2, and the Tibbitt to Contwoyto all weather road in Case 2 should be in Case 3.
5.2.8

WRRB
A summary narrative describing main drivers of the three development scenarios (cases), incorporating
details provided in the Technical Report and Appendices, as well as reiterating some information in the
Discussion Document, e.g. socio/cultural and biological factors mentioned under the Plan goals and
objectives, would strengthen the section on Adaptive Management (5.5.2).
In the Technical Report, Table 3 (p.40) states that after Ekati, Diavik and Gahcho Kué mine sites are
closed the Tibbit to Contwoyto winter road is no longer used (also note spelling error, Gacho, in
Transportation). However, in Figure 10 (p.41), for each of the three cases, the Tibbit to Contwoyto Road
remains in “operations” until 2040. clarification that the winter road remains operational until
completion of reclamation for all three of the mines may address any confusion as to why the road is
essentially “permanent” across all scenarios.

5.2.9

The Adaptive Management section has been updated.

Technical Supporting Documents have been revised.

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
KIA recommends that a qualified mineral economist or mineral development specialist provide a

See response to 5.2.1
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projection of mineral development in the region of the BCRP. KIA sees several flaws in the BCRP that
effectively bias the conclusions of disturbance thresholds against the Kitikmeot Region. There is a low
probability provided that projects in Nunavut will be developed in the timeframe of the BCRP projection.
Professional advice should be sought as to the odds of these will become operating mines with associated
infrastructure in the 23 years. The BCRP presented three scenarios for development in the Kitikmeot
region. We suggest these assumptions are oversimplified and would benefit from an analysis of a mineral
economist and a mineral development specialist.
The BCRPDD ignores the 'infrastructure effect' of Yellowknife in relation to projections of mine
development. The easiest place to find and build a mine is near pre-existing infrastructure and former or
current mining deposits. Yet, the BCRPDD does not acknowledge the fact that there are lower barriers to
find, develop, and build a mine in the Bathurst caribou range of the NWT, compared to Nunavut. It is
likely that yet undiscovered deposits closer to Yellowknife will be developed faster into mines than the
world class deposits in the Kitikmeot due to this infrastructure effect.
The BCRP authors did not include the GNWT support for an all-weather road from Yellowknife to the
Nunavut border. If developed, this road will enhance the Yellowknife 'Infrastructure Effect' further and
likely reduce the cost of capital to develop new mines in the NWT portion of the Bathurst caribou range.
In KIA's view, all trends point to the BCRP underestimating development scenarios in the NWT portion of
the Bathurst caribou range, and overestimating them in Nunavut. This should be a subject of re-analysis
of the BCRP.

Seasonal Ranges
5.2.10

Seabridge Gold
(Section 3.1, p. 17-18) Sensitive periods for caribou are proposed, but the rationale for selecting the
sensitive periods (calving, post-calving and summer) are not clearly described and they are at odds with
established management plans, such as the Beverly Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Plan (BQCMB
1999) on which the Working Groups based their approach, and other scientific reports. If summer is a
sensitive season, then management may be focused in RAA 2 where the bulk of mining activities are
located. However, if winter is selected as a sensitive season, then management should be focused on the

The CE modeling and other technical analyses were discussed
extensively at the Technical Workshop held in June 2017.
Agreement was reached among the participants on how to improve
on the documentation on the model assumptions, key
uncertainties, sensitivity analysis of ZOI and seasonal range
sensitivity rankings, how best to present results and the adaptive
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Comments/Questions/Recommendations
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winter range where fire, harvest and disturbance from communities and roads predominate. Revisit the
definitions of sensitive seasons for the Bathurst Range Plan in a clear manner, well-supported by
scientific information.

management cycle. These areas of agreement can be found in the
Technical Workshop summary and are reflected in the Technical
Supporting Documents.

NWT Chamber of Mines
The draft plan observes that the most sensitive time of year for caribou is calving and post calving. This is
contrary to all other ungulates in the country, where winter is the most sensitive. Given that the winter
range is also in the trees and closer to communities, the effects of forest fires and harvesting may be
larger than has been suspected to date. This requires more study.

5.2.12

See response 5.2.10

WRRB
Use most recent collar data set, not entire 1996-2014 data. Provide Appendix with analyses showing
range contraction and shift rates based on aggregated collar data at three-year intervals. Acknowledge
limitations of collar data to describe seasonal ranges.

See response 5.2.10

The decline in the numbers of caribou in the Bathurst herd has been paralleled with changes in seasonal
ranges. Currently, the Plan acknowledges that the seasonal ranges have changed but provides neither
details nor the implications for changes in the exposure of caribou within the RAAs. Of importance to the
Plan is the contraction and shift in the summer range, which is within RAA #2.
Recommends:
 Specify the changes in size of seasonal ranges and use within the RAAs has changed;
 Specify how the changes in seasonal range has changed the encounter rate of collared caribou with
footprints of industrial activity;
 Explain the implications of changing use within RAAs for describing thresholds and assessing
mitigation practices;
 Use individual RAA maps to show use and sensitive areas (Tech Report, Fig. 27, p.94);
 Change the Technical Report section on sensitivity to include the importance of pre-rut landscapes
and collective behaviour;
 Sensitivity could be revised to reflect collective behaviour and group size (see KIA in NPC 2015);
 Describe alternate approaches to determining sensitivity;
 Technical Report, Table 5 is difficult to rationalize;
 Technical Report, Section 4.4.2.1, pg. 95, the reference Williams and Gunn is for the BQ caribou herd
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not Bathurst; and,
 Fig. 9, pg. 35, the map of migration patterns is small and difficult to see, please adjust.
5.2.13

IEMA
RAAs are static in nature, and have been assigned thresholds for disturbance based on cumulative data
since 1996, at which time the herd still numbered in the hundreds of thousands. The document does not
address that the areas and extent of these seasonal ranges has varied with herd size and over time, and
how the temporal aspect of this variation in abundance and seasonal range use is covered within the
static RAAs. Shifts in summer range distribution, for example, would alter the sensitivity assigned to the
various RAAs.

See response 4.4

Clarify how changes in seasonal range distribution, especially at the current low in range use and
abundance, would affect the annual herd range resilience, and how this is captured in the Range Plan.
Clarify in the main document whether and how the location of developments in relation to highly
sensitive range within each RAA affects the threshold levels. You may wish to consider including Fig. 37
from the supporting document in the main document, as we suggest this is a critical figure.
5.2.14

EMAB
For each RAA the disturbance frameworks identify a total disturbance area, including Zone of Influence
(ZOI), which falls within a low, moderate or high range. It does not appear that the total disturbance
criteria take into account the proportion of sensitive habitat that comprises the total disturbed ZOI area.

Total disturbance is calculated by RAA. Range sensitivity is used to
scale thresholds.

Modeling
5.2.15

Seabridge Gold
(Section 2.1; p. 7-8): Separate all modeling results by the types of disturbances and effects, rather than
lumping them together as “human disturbance”.

See response 5.2.10

(Section 2.2 p. 8-10): Include other ecological factors in population modeling conducted for the herd.
Understanding mechanisms of the decline also offers an opportunity to test population models and the
model input parameters.
Shortcomings have been identified with the CircumArctic Rangifer Monitoring and Assessment (CARMA)
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energetics and population models. For example, the models have not been thoroughly described, and
their operation and internal structure have not been sufficiently detailed that would enable replication.
The models have not been thoroughly peer reviewed, vetted by researchers in the field, or applied by
anyone other than their authors.
Relying on a proprietary model developed by one of the Working Group members does not provide
confidence that the results are scientifically defensible.
The input variables for the energetics and population models are not described or justified. Variance in
the input variables is not propagated through the energetics or population models and measurements of
variation (error) are not displayed, reported or discussed.
There are no statistics to describe the outputs of the model. The output of the model is a small (ranging
from 1-2.5%) change in female fecundity due to energetic effects under different development scenarios.
Given the large variability in the input variables, it is extremely unlikely that model predictions based on
human disturbance would result in significant differences in the population parameters of the herd.
Though not discussed in the text, the error bars on one figure showing pregnancy rates associated with
the different development scenarios does not show any significant difference in pregnancy rates.
It is recommended that all future population modelling use a well-established population model rather
than the CARMA model. There are many individuals skilled in population modelling who may also
provide a fresh perspective on the development of other models that may better relate Bathurst range
conditions (including wildfire) to population abundance.
There are many appropriate and commonly used computer population modelling packages (e.g., Vortex
or RAMAS) that the BCRP Working Group should consider, with processes that are formally documented
and well referenced in the scientific literature. They commonly incorporate, among other things: simple
access to stochastic modelling functions for all variables; incorporation of harvest levels; statistical tests
to compare results; and advanced graphical functions that include error displays.
If the BCRP proceeds with the CARMA model, the complete CARMA model, along with all input data and
assumptions, should be presented for peer-review by other wildlife population modeling experts.
The authors should remove all claims about observed effects being important or significant unless those
effects have first been appropriately tested and confirmed with due consideration for the uncertainties in
the data.
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When the results of the movement and energetics models fail to show any difference in the parameter
that they predict, these two stages of the CARMA model should be dismissed as uninformative. Population
modelling can continue without their input.
Given the absence of significant differences in pregnancy rate based on results from the movement and
energetics modelling, the authors should consider removing the entire second set of scenarios as none of
their results can demonstrate significant differences from each other or from the No Development
scenario. If there is an insistence on retaining the scenarios, there should be clear language used to
indicate that each set of results cannot distinguish any significant effect of development on the
population.
Important variables, such as the effects of fire on the availability of forage availability on the winter range
and climate change, should be included in the modeling exercise to support a discussion about their
relative effects.
5.2.16

NWT Chamber of Mines
The Porcupine caribou herd range has mining, oil and gas, a highway, and hunting, and the herd
population is healthy. Test your model on that herd. Also test it on pre-1986 population changes.

See response 5.2.10

The plan is still relying on an energy model. It is potentially stopping industry for a 2% difference in
pregnancy rate caused by encounters. We do not believe the science is there to justify this. Natural
variability would be greater than this and thus the model is suspect and must be investigated.
The energetics and population models being used have not been published in peer-reviewed journals and
therefore have not been exposed to academic peer scrutiny.
Zone of Influence
5.2.17

NWT Chamber of Mines
The draft plan uses Zones of Influence (ZOI) that expand and exponentially magnify industry’s footprint.
The 14 kilometre zone radius appears arbitrary when compared to others used in the country. The OI’s
should be revisited and adjusted accordingly.
The ZOI used in this document is based on research on one style of mining in one particular habitat. From
an industry perspective, it is not appropriate to apply the same ZOI to all developments. Different types of
industry, or the same type of industry in a different habitat, could have different ZOIs.

The revised plan recognizes that ZOI is not easily or directly
measurable, but is rather a subjective way to account for the impact
on habitat beyond the direct footprint. In section 5, research on ZOI
has been identified as a priority, including improving and
standardizing methodology for estimating ZOI as well as gaining a
better understanding of the factors that contribute to caribou
behavioural response.
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ZOI impacts are not the same for caribou 14km from the source of the ZOI as they are to caribou 1km
from the source. Has this gradient of impact been taken into account?

The GWNT has commissioned work to develop a Framework for
Compensatory Mitigation plans (offsetting) as fulfillment of one of
the measures from MVEIRB on the Jay Project report of
Environmental Assessment.

Disturbance in this plan should not only be based on ZOI. Disturbance could instead be calculated as
footprint on critical habitat types. 1000m² of development on a boulder field should not be treated the
same as 1000m² on vegetated tundra. Assuming all habitat types as equal is false. The plan should favour
development on unfavourable caribou habitat.
Given the distance that snowmobiles can travel from communities and roads, the ZOI surrounding these
areas should be larger than the ZOI currently used, including major snowmobile corridors.
We do not support the assertion that the model’s 14 km OI radius would create a complete “dam”
between Misery and Ekati. We believe that caribou commonly use this area, which calls into question the
ZOI concept.

Enhanced CE assessment has been removed from the CLDF.
See response 5.2.10
See response 2.11b
See response 1.5

No effort is made to separate the ZOI effects of Tlicho communities, roads, transmission lines Yellowknife,
and mining, so the relative effects of each type of development cannot be determined. Do all have a 14km
ZOI? For example, the road to Whati is said to have a small footprint of 110 sq. km. Does that include a
14km ZOI on either side? Why or why not?
Is a ZOI a habitat loss? Is it calculated as habitat loss? How does it differ above and below the tree line?
Do you adjust fire disturbance in the charts based on age?
What about eskers?
At Prudhoe Bay there is habitat loss and there is likely ZOI, but caribou populations are fine. So how do
you make the linkages there vs here?
Recommend:
 Develop a spreadsheet of specific areas, including those with ZOI;
 Quote footprint as percentage of range;
 Develop detailed tables of disturbance to compare types of disturbance; and,
 Develop a chart of total area of disturbance from all types with percentages.
How is offsetting deemed successful? For an offset to be successful, the results must be measurable to
counteract the predicted impact. To require offsets, you must require a tool for which the offsetting can
be checked against. How would offsetting be measured against OI to reduce an area’s footprint?
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Seabridge Gold
The ZOI and modeled effects on caribou productivity and population are reported, but only as a total,
followed by a discussion of industrial effects while other sources of disturbance for caribou are ignored.
This pre-supposes a relationship between industry and caribou population dynamics that may not be
accurate.

See response 5.2.17 and 5.2.10

Recommends:
 Directly measure the ZOI surrounding other landscape features besides the Ekati and Diavik mines,
such as the TCWR, Yellowknife, communities, the highway, etc. Given the importance of the size of the
ZOI in the energetics modeling, this is a critical data gap;
 Recalculate the influence of ZOI at different distances, compatible with the actual sizes of different
projects, roads, communities, etc. and present this information as a sensitivity analysis of the influence
of ZOI over modeling results;
 Display the results split by the different types of human disturbance; highways, communities, roads,
mining and other activities, including harvesting, snow machine trails, etc;
 Recalculate the influence of ZOI due to burned areas in the winter range and include that in the list of
ZOI, energetics modeling, and as a separate displayed result on receptor variables such as female
productivity; and,
 Revisit the ZOI calculated at Ekati and Diavik to include measurements of habitat attraction and
avoidance at the scale of the summer range.
There is evidence from Alaska (Central Arctic Herd) that caribou populations are able to grow quickly
despite calving within a ZOI from industry, leading to questions as to whether the fundamental
assumptions made in the BCRP Technical Report that increased ZOI leads to decreased caribou fecundity
are well founded.
5.2.19

Aurora GeoSciences
Using scientific evidence to show negative habitat disturbance from industrial development should be the
rudimentary basis for inhibiting future mining developments. Case in point, is the recently released dust
control study from the Ekati minesite, looking at the haul roads. More scientific studies like these are a
necessity prior to placing any inhibiting factors on development.

5.2.20

See response 5.2.17

EMAB
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Dust, noise, light, and the physical presence of a mine or development are considered to affect caribou
ZOI. The BCRP would benefit from a discussion on potential adaptive management measures and how
these can be implemented for regional and project-related ZOI effects.

See response 5.2.17 and 5.2.10

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
It appears that there is uncertainty whether the 'Zone of Influence' and a key pillar of the thresholds
assessment of the BCRP exists. It is possible that a re-analysis of the monitoring data at Diavik and Ekati
may show that researchers find caribou where they look for them, independent of the location of the
development. If this emerging debate shows that this 'Zone of Influence', as presumed by many may not
be accurate, then this should be taken as a cautionary tale of how using monitoring data not intended to
be used for a particular scientific question with an accompanying appropriate experimental design, can
result in flawed conclusions.

6

Cumulative Disturbance Frameworks

6.1

Tlicho Government
The BCRP should distinguish between the various anthropogenic effects of mines as separate from the
communities and traditional use.

6.2

See response 5.2.17 and 5.2.10

Anthropogenic effects of different features are distinguished by the
Zone of Influence assigned to them (i.e. roads, exploration camps,
mines, communities). The assigned Zone of Influence is based on
the scientific literature, TK and previous environmental
assessments. Traditional activities are not included in the
calculations of disturbance to caribou.

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
S5.1.2 and S5.1.3 – Cumulative disturbance frameworks: It’s not clear how the desirable cautionary and
critical thresholds were established. Please explain in greater detail.
S5.1.2 - RRA1, RRA2: LKDFN does not agree with the current thresholds. LKDFN does not support any
further industrial activities within RRA 1 and RRA 2 until the Bathurst Caribou Herd population rebounds
to support sustainable harvest by Indigenous peoples. In other words, RRA 1 and 2 are both at the critical
threshold level.
S5.0 - Advanced exploration activities and wildfire areas are appropriate to include in establishing
thresholds.

a) The Draft Range Plan includes a description of how the
thresholds were set.
b) Diverse opinions related to the status of the range were
expressed by the WG and public comments. Some suggested
RRA2 should be in the critical (red) while others suggested it
should be in the desirable (green). The cautious status
assigned to areas 2 and 4 are meant to be reflective of the most
recent outcome of the Jay Project environmental assessment
which is in the central NWT part of the Bathurst range.
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6.3
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Athabasca Denesuline
S3 - Is there consideration that thresholds are already exceeded given that the population is no longer
accessible, or use relevant portions of the southern range?

See response 6.2a and b

S4.1 - Cumulative impacts / disturbance frameworks should seek to rebuild the herd not just stop further
degradation. This would perhaps allow for the reoccupation of the southern parts of the range.
6.4

North Slave Metis Alliance
The development and methodology for the thresholds in the cumulative disturbance framework are
noted as approximate and under review. Certainly, the numbers and approach presented will be useful
for discussion.

See response 6.2a and b

Minor errors - see RAA5 has higher human disturbance than RAA4? Last paragraph in 5.1.3.
6.5

Seabridge Gold
(Section 2.3 p. 11-13): The BCRP process is undergoing an onerous process of building a framework from
the ground up, rather than taking advantage of the failures and learnings from other processes. The
overall approach taken by the BCRP Working Group is not consistent with other established caribou
management plans, range plans, and recovery strategies and cumulative effects frameworks that could be
used as the basis for developing the BCRP. These complete plans are not referenced in the BCRP
documents, nor is there any discussion on the successes and challenges of other caribou management and
CEF programs.
Bring in expertise from other jurisdictions that have experience with successful herd management, range
planning, and cumulative effects systems.
Reference these plans in the BCRP and discuss the success and challenges of existing plans.
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the process for undertaking a cumulative effects assessment related to
the Bathurst caribou, including:
 assumptions and procedures for assessing current conditions of caribou and caribou habitat (e.g.,
indicators, trends, etc.);
 issues scoping and screening of potential effects (e.g., consideration for inclusion of potential effects
and cumulative interactions of mining, transportation, hunting/harvesting, etc.); and,

The BCRP cumulative disturbance framework is based on similar
work being done in other jurisdictions with respect to CE
management and is consistent with these approaches. The Draft
Range Plan includes references to best practice in this field.
The Technical Supporting Documents include the methods and
details of the CE assessment undertaken during Plan development.
Management responses are broad and varied. They include
government-led, community-led, and proponent-led initiatives, and
are identified and tied to different levels of disturbance (Desirable,
Cautious, and Critical). They include management- or policy-based
responses, monitoring, various habitat protection options, as well
as proponent-led mitigation and offsetting.
See response 6.2a
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 application of a mitigation hierarchy and development of mitigation measures for
identified effects.
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the considerations, actions, decisions and measures to understand and
manage cumulative effects across the range/resource sector. Determine levels of management responses,
for example:
 Site-level/proponent led management responses;
 Enhancement/improvement to existing policy/direction through information
gathering/consultation across Aboriginal groups, stakeholders and government; and,
 Establishment of policy/strategic management responses.
(Section 3.3, p. 26-27): The Documents present draft disturbance thresholds that are arbitrary values
based on the opinion of the BCRP Working Group members. Provide a clear methodology for choosing
threshold values that is science-based and not arbitrary or opinion-based.
(Section 3.3, p. 26-27): Refer to methods for establishing thresholds and indicators in other management
plans and the scientific literature.
6.6

DeBeers
Further engagement with Industry is required prior to any broad-scale adoption of 'compensatory
mitigation' as a management strategy for caribou. Do not require proponents to engage in more detailed
or more expansive cumulative effects assessments on a project by project basis. Any thresholds for
disturbance footprint should be underpinned with strong scientific evidence that such limitations on
disturbance will contribute to the recovery of the Bathurst population, or they should not be imposed.

6.7

See response 5.2.17

NWT Chamber of Mines
There is limited rationale for the listed thresholds. There is little evidence the thresholds presented in
this document are in any way tied to biological or ecological risks to caribou. As presented, these
numbers appear to have been arbitrarily selected (use of models that are likely not pertinent to the
science required).
RAA3/4/5: These areas also seem to be arbitrarily selected as opposed to representing different seasonal
distributions or seasonal use by caribou. As such, it is hard to understand how the areas relate to any
specific threshold of development. More information is needed on how and why these areas were
selected.

Additional wording is included in the Draft Range Plan describing
the derivation of the RAA boundaries. The boundaries of the five
RAAs were informed by traditional territories, human land use
patterns, administrative boundaries, herd range use, and habitat
conditions.
Currently all areas in the RAAs are considered equal.
It is anticipated that issues of equivalency and opportunities for
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There does not seem to be any link between the distribution or concentration of developments within a
specific area. Is 9km² of development in one area treated the same as 3km² in three areas?

offsetting/compensatory mitigation will be discussed

For new industry, there is no way to offset or progressively reclaim if you do not already have a footprint.
How can new projects be established in the cautionary level if they do not already have something to
mitigate?

See response 5.2.17
See response 6.2a

No consideration for the expansion of existing footprint .vs. a completely new footprint.
age 29: Charts. The charts are hard to contemplate; if you don’t know what area fires are, for example,
then how can you estimate how much road or mining could be allowed?
How do you link human disturbance threshold levels to caribou population?
6.8

BQCMB
It is stated that “the disturbance thresholds reflect limits of acceptable change based on consideration of
multiple values and perspectives – ecological caribou cultural social and economic.” p. 11
However, it is not clear whose values were used to define what change is considered “acceptable”.
Restricting assessment of disturbance to footprints and Zones of Influence (ZOI) from mines and
communities is not adequate; there is a need to consider cumulative effects (CE) from exploration
activities as well as mine-related activities.
The BQCMB supports incorporating the effects of disturbance and loss of high-quality habitat resulting
from wildfires into the assessment of CE on caribou and is glad to see that has been added to the
assessment of disturbance levels in relation to thresholds.

See response 6.2a
See response 2.11b
Further revisions to the consideration of fire has taken place. See
response 4.2
The development of an annual range-wide land disturbance
indicator or threshold has been identified as a priority research
area.

The Range Plan should also consider the overall range-wide CE of disturbance and loss of habitat on
Bathurst caribou (including effects on herd productivity).
Disturbance from wildfires has been incorporated into the assessment of cumulative disturbance levels,
as shown in relation to thresholds in the graphs illustrating potential disturbance levels over time for
three scenarios (Fig. 7, p. 30) and in the table summarizing current cumulative disturbance levels (Table
5, p. 31). This is a valuable addition to the assessments. Different thresholds for the Tundra and Taiga are
warranted.
Further refinement of this approach, as outlined under next steps (pp. 33-34), should be considered.
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Methods for developing a range-wide threshold of CE on Bathurst caribou habitat, for reporting current
levels by territory or RAA, and for monitoring change in the status of range-wide CE should be developed.
6.9

WRRB
Provide the scientific rationale for the thresholds.
Provide detail about weighting thresholds for ecological values and rationale for adjusting the relative
size of RAA2, which has the effect of reducing the cumulative ZOI.
Explain rationale of 9,000 km2 (Discussion Document, Table 3, p.25) for RAA2 as a threshold.
Explain why cumulative footprint 6610 km2 for RAA2 (Technical Report, Table 7) was adjusted to be
<50% of the 9,000 km2 threshold.
Explain rationale when cumulative ZOI (Discussion Document, Table 3, p.25) for RAA2 threshold (70% of
current disturbance) changes from cautionary to desirable.

The Draft Range Plan now displays changes in annual range use
over time coincident with changes in herd abundance.
Current disturbance amounts and threshold levels are provided in
Table 5 of the Draft Range Plan
See response 6.2a
See response 5.2.10
See response 6.8
See response 4.2

Explain risks and implications of treating the ZOI for footprints equally – is the radius of ZOI the only
important metric? What about the dispersion of the individual ZOIs within an RAA relative to caribou
features such as land bridges or water crossings.
Explain whether caribou sensitivity and distribution (Technical Report Section 4.4.1, p.93) was used to
develop RAA thresholds.
Explain how the cumulative development framework operates at the annual range scale rather than
individuals RAAs; how will the Plan integrate thresholds at annual scale as caribou will be integrating
impacts from different thresholds of consecutively used RAAs?
The thresholds need to be either expanded to include weighting by ecological, cultural, social and
economic factors, or a rationale for why the Working Group rejects this approach and relies on only RAAscale cumulative ZOI thresholds.
The BCRP does not address the relationship between the amount of disturbed habitat (cumulative ZOI)
and changes in abundance even although the cumulative ZOI, including fire is 50% for RAA4. The Plan
does acknowledge changes in seasonal range sizes but not to the extent of quantifying the relationships,
although seasonal ranges were summarized for three-year time steps. A graphical representation of the
Bathurst Herd’s exponential rate of decline relative to annual seasonal range sizes such as for the summer
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range would be useful in providing a conservation context for the thresholds.
Table 8 (p.106) summarizes the sensitivity, descriptive level of disturbance including forest fire, current
and future land use issues. It would be helpful to have also summarized the thresholds in the table.
Section 5.2 (p.110) does not clearly spell out issues except whether the tundra biomes and taiga biomes
should be considered separately, which makes sense in terms of caribou ecology, and whether the
disturbance framework considers both industry and fire as sources of disturbance, a precedent is set by
the critical habitat definition for boreal woodland caribou (ECCC 2011 and 2012).
6.10

Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency
What is unclear is the rationale for setting the target thresholds in RAA2, which are used to set levels in
R 1. That “the WT Central Tundra R 2 was first deemed to be within the Cautionary evel” section
5.1.2, pg 24) seems to be a decision based on the existing extent of disturbance footprint made to fit
midpoint.

The management response frameworks have been updated to
include intensification of response as disturbance increases.
See response 6.2a

Clarify in the main document how the Cautionary and Critical thresholds were established for RAA2.
Provide further explanation how thresholds for RAA1 were established.
The main management response for the Cautionary level disturbance is to enact compensatory mitigation
(also termed offset mitigation).
Add intensified mitigation as a management response for Cautionary level disturbance, or justify why this
should not be included as a potential management response.
6.11

K. Mitchell
Thresholds can only be effective if they are committed to by the decision makers. Please develop a range
plan that will contribute, protect and help the future of the Bathurst Caribou herd.

6.12

See response 2.5

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
The approach used to define disturbance is questionable and a key component of the potential
management threshold approach.

See response 6.2a

Thresholds are weighted in favour of the human land use currently occurring within the NWT RAAs.
Habitat-based thresholds could be based on more sophisticated disturbance thresholds and better
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approaches to identifying habitat.
6.13

Tlicho Government
RAAs: While the Range Assessment Areas (RAAs) are largely based on boundaries established by
legislation, it should also be considered that RAAs should also consider the current scientific and
traditional knowledge of the annual migration patterns of the caribou.

See response 6.7

Further under the current system R 4 has all four T ch communities tied together with the mines
the effect of which brings RAA 4 on the "cautionary level".
6.14

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
S4.5: Range assessment areas: Greater detail should be added to the discussion document on how the
RAA were identified/delineated.

See response 6.7

S4.5: RAA: LKDFN strongly recommends that the RAAs be based on Indigenous peoples jurisdictional
boundaries. For example, Tlicho Government, Akaitcho territory, Deh Cho, etc. have separate and
sometimes overlapping areas. LKDFN does not think they have jurisdiction in Tlicho territory nor others;
just like Canadian provinces and territories do not have jurisdiction in other provinces and territories.
S4.5: RAA: LKDFN requests that a sixth RRA be created for a home range threshold. In other words, a
total threshold for the entire range.
6.15

Athabasca Denesuline
S4.5, Table1: The Bathurst Herd, along with others, has formed a crucial component of AD culture and
food security. We should be striving to increase herd population and manage habitat such that they
reoccupy the southern portion of the range. Area 5: NWT Winter Range – Southeast – low use by caribou
in recent years, many wildfires, and overlap with other herds.

6.16

This is addressed indirectly in the revised plan, acknowledging the
importance of habitat for recovery.
The importance of the caribou-human relationship has been
substantially expanded in the text with one of the primary focus
points now being renewing the relationship between caribou and
people.

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
RAA1 intersects with the interests of the Government of Nunavut, and Inuit represented by NTI, KIA, the
KRWB and Kitikmeot HTOs. It the KIA's view that the BCRP has no legal binding influence in Nunavut or
on Inuit. KIA is concerned that the completion of a Bathurst range plan which includes Nunavut range,

See response 2.5
See response 3.2
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even if it developed without consideration of the wildlife management framework in Nunavut, will lend
unwarranted credibility and authority to the plan. KIA believes that any caribou range plan must be
accurate, balanced, realistic, and represent facts as Inuit see them, and be consistent with sound
governance processes based in the Nunavut Agreement and Nunavut Wildlife Act. KIA has concerns with
these matters in relation to the BCRP.
There are opportunities in place for parties outside of Nunavut, like the GNWT, to participate and advise
on wildlife management, environmental assessment, and land use planning in Nunavut (e.g., NPC, NIRB,
NWB, NWMB). KIA is the representative of all Inuit in the Kitikmeot Region. All Inuit vote for the KIA
board, and KIA has the authority to make appointments to co-management Institutions of Public
Government such as NPC, NIRB, and NWB. KIA objects to the NWT using this BCRP process as a screen for
NWT or Nunavut participants on the BCRP group to speak about land use planning in Nunavut.
While KIA appreciates the invitations and funding offered to Inuit organizations to participate in these
BCRP sessions, it is KIA's view that the primary focus for managing issues such as the Bathurst caribou
herd in Nunavut is using the measures agreed to by Inuit and Canada in the Nunavut Agreement.
There is an error in the historic range of the Bathurst herd in the BCRP documents for the Kitikmeot
region which is about 100% larger than the range planning area in Nunavut used for RAA1. Presumably
the Bathurst caribou historic range was determined using TK made available to the BCRP authors, but the
GNWT authors of the BCRP have chosen to ignore this. Ignoring this TK in this document effectively
double the impact of the threshold predictions in RAA1 because it reduces the Bathurst caribou range.
6.17

EMAB
The size and number of areas will greatly impact management decisions. EMAB suggests the discussion
document include a more thorough explanation of the rationales for area sizes and boundaries. The RAAs
should also include information on all known exploration and contaminated sites. These areas, though
inactive, can still act as physical barriers and deterrents for caribou and should be considered when
making management decisions. Some sites on the “Denison Ice Road” route were not identified. It may be
prudent to access additional sources to ensure all these sites are identified.

7

Protected / Conservation Areas

7.1

Tlicho Government
The migration routes from the calving grounds to the winter range are important habitat for ekw . We

See response 6.7

Identification of sensitive areas/times, including calving grounds,
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believe these trails and the sensitive habitats around the no'oke (water crossings) and tataa (land
bridges) need buffers of protection, while still allowing access for traditional hunters.

post-calving grounds, water crossings, and land bridges are
included as a priority in the plan. The possibly of MCCMs to address
vulnerability at certain times of the year has also been included.
The level of protection will be determined, as appropriate,
following prioritization of features and in consultation with AGOs
and government according to co-management processes.

T ch Government is of the view that the level of protection and the actual area for the important
migration trails can be stated more clearly. Continuing to work with our BCRP Working Group partners to
advance Traditional Knowledge Research will result in identification of important areas for protection.
When the T ch greement came into effect and the T ch Government took over the management of
39 400km2 of land the T ch ssembly adopted a precautionary approach and placed a moratorium on
Tlicho land development until we had the Tlicho Wenek'e in effect. Similarly an Interim and Withdrawal
is in effect for a portion of public lands in Wek’eezh during the establishment of the Dinaga Wek'e hod
North Arm Protected Area. With the perilous state of the Bathurst, we expect the same precautionary and
protective approach of the GNWT and the other Working Group members.
Traditional knowledge research is underway to identify seasonal habitat, important no'oke (water
crossings and tataa land bridges that are critical for caribou survival and for connectivity between
seasonal ranges. Some of T ch Research and Training Institute TRTI research is already displayed in
the draft Interim Discussion Document. We believe that TK research can play a leading role in advancing
identification of sensitive habitat, and we plan to continue this work in the coming years.
7.2

Some land withdrawals related to land use planning are already in
place. No further land withdrawals are being considered at this
time.

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
S4.2: Shorter-term protected area. Please clarify the benefits of the shorter term protected area.
S4.3: Mobile conservation measures. Should apply to the ZOI not just the project site.
S5.0, Fig5, Obj2: Explain why protected areas are not considered in all RRAs.

7.3

Water crossings have been identified as critical for maintaining
connectivity between seasonal ranges. The plan recognizes that
traditional knowledge holders are the best positioned to locate
these key features. Once identified, appropriate levels of
conservation/protection will be identified for priority water
crossings. However, water crossings are considered to be fairly
well geographically defined and sufficiently static that longer term
protection may be appropriate.

The revised plan recognizes the necessity of using a mix of longterm/permanent and shorter-term/flexible approaches to habitat
management. The benefits of each tool will vary depending upon
the situation (e.g., fixed protection may be appropriate for
migratory corridors while seasonal protection may benefit more
from MCCMs). The identification of sensitive habitat that requires
protection will largely be done by traditional knowledge holders,
recognizing that this is the most appropriate source of this
information. Protection may also be derived from indigenous-led
land use planning initiatives.

YKDFN
The YKDFN believe that identifying areas for long-term/permanent protection from development is an

See response 7.2
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important tool in caribou management. However, it must be stressed that protecting an area from
development is distinct from restricting traditional harvesting in an area. The only way the YKDFN will
support the establishment of fixed protected zones is through Indigenous land use planning.
7.4

Athabasca Denesuline
S4.2: "Establishing conservation areas may have implications for traditional practices" (p. 14). If this
refers to managing harvest, this is not the intent of the Range Plan and should be removed. If it does not
refer to harvesting, then it should be explained better.

7.5

Aurora GeoSciences
Protected Areas are defined in perpetuity and as such provide no leniency for protecting caribou, or any
other wildlife. These types of areas draw hard boundaries using no science and showing no
understanding that caribou move. Caribou do not calve and eat in the same areas, and these areas will
change through time. We need to provide studies that evaluate the co-existence of caribou with industrial
development to allow for economic opportunities for all Northerners.

7.6

Conservation areas will be developed in consultation with AGOs
according to co-management processes. Activities that are
restricted will necessarily need support from the affected AGO. It is
not the intent of the Range Plan to negatively influence traditional
activities on the range.
See response 7.2

DeBeers
Clearly articulate what each type of conservation area is protecting caribou against with rationale for why
that level of protection is needed. Permanent conservation areas are a fixed resource on the land.

Boundaries have been updated.
See response 7.2

Update figures to correspond with the most up-to-date boundaries of the Thaidene Nene Park.
7.7

WRRB
Large protected areas do not necessarily presuppose there will be no exploration; it depends on
implementation. Consider other options for implementation, such as areas for exploration can be rotated
by exchanging with protected areas or be closed to exploration for the duration of caribou seasonal use.

7.8

See response 7.2

BQCMB
Protected/conservation areas needs to be defined. Protected/conservation areas are not a single
homogeneous tool, as there are many different types of designations that can provide habitat protection,
as well as different levels of protection and degrees of permanence.

Protections tools are available for all RAAs even if protected areas
don’t currently exist in all R s.
Descriptions of existing and developing protection mechanisms
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The Plan should include more informative descriptions of existing protected/conservation areas on the
range of the Bathurst herd, which will possibly include protected areas established through the Nunavut
Land Use Plan (for core calving and post-calving areas and fresh-water crossings) and through federal
and territorial parks legislation (for Thaidene Nene around the East Arm of Great Slave Lake).

have been added.
See response 7.2
See response 7.1

Descriptions of protected areas established through land use planning are inconsistent and sometimes
inaccurate. On page 13 it is stated that “ rotected or conservation areas. . . can be either permanent e.g.
a land use protected area zone ” which is not correct. few lines later it is stated that “Conservation
Zones in land use plans are often reviewed every five years and can be amended on an as-needed basis . . .
and thus offer flexibility” which is accurate.
Calving grounds should be protected from exploration and development activities.
No new exploration or development activities should be allowed on calving and post-calving areas. No
mineral tenures, federal land use permits or Inuit land use licences should be issued on calving and postcalving areas.
No-activity buffer zones should be established around caribou during calving and post-calving periods
regardless of the vulnerability rating of the herd, and should apply seasonally during other periods when
a herd is considered to be highly vulnerable.
It is not clear to the BQCMB why protected/conservation areas: a) are not considered as a tool for
application in RAAs 3-5, and b) are not considered to make contributions for maintaining the amount of
disturbance below thresholds (obj. 1) or to manage human access (obj. 4).
Despite their inclusion in the map of protected/conservation areas (Fig. 15) and a brief mention of Tlicho
protected areas (pp. 40-41), the BCRP Discussion Document appears to ignore the possible contribution
of existing protected areas in RAAs 3 and 4 for maintaining integrity of habitats, and the possibility that
any additional protected areas established in future on the caribou range might contribute to this
objective.
Thaidene Nene will establish protected/conservation areas in RAAs 4 and 5. Why has this not been
considered or assessed?
Protected/conservation areas that prohibit specified activities should be used to protect the most
sensitive habitats, including core calving and post-calving areas and key water crossings. Mobile caribou
protection measures could be used at the same time to protect calving and post-calving caribou outside
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these core areas.
The BQCMB recommends 10 km (buffer around water crossings), which is the distance established in the
Caribou Protection Measures in place since 1978 in federal regulations. Review boards, regulators and
industry have accepted this buffer size.
There are multiple references in the Discussion Document to the protected area designations proposed in
the Draft Nunavut Land Use Plan (e.g., pp. 37 and 40). What this designation means for caribou habitat
protection and for land users (e.g., what types of activities will be prohibited) should be described?
Except for calving and post-calving areas and selected water crossings and land bridges, using any type of
area-based designations such as conservation areas or areas in which specific mitigation measures would
be required is not considered. The BQCMB urges the Working Group to consider that the integrity of the
winter range also needs to be maintained, and wildfires may be the main threat to winter range currently,
but disturbance from mineral exploration and development could occur in future.
Conservation areas/zones established through land use planning, which are not permanent but can be
reviewed and revised regularly, should be considered as an option for all seasonal habitats in all RAAs.
Should protected areas be established in the calving and post-calving and summer ranges to assist in
maintaining the integrity of these important habitats? Yes, the BQCMB would absolutely support this
approach.
7.9

K. Mitchell
Protected areas are the most effective way to prevent development and disturbance of caribou on calving
and post-calving grounds. Conservation measures should be established for summer range with careful
consideration that migration corridors and water crossings always remain undisturbed by development.

7.10

See response 7.2 and 7.1

Kitikmeot Inuit Association
KIA also recently presented information at conferences demonstrating variability in caribou calving areas
over long periods of time, and in the short term such as the last five years. Bathurst caribou collar data
showed peak Bathurst caribou calving areas are moving north and east and beyond defined caribou
calving groups. TK demonstrates that over longer periods of time caribou calving grounds move
considerably and may occur over a much broader area. Past attempts by government to define caribou
calving groups with protected areas have become obsolete; it is believed the Bathurst herd used to calve
much further east than its current range shown in the BCRP. This information points to geographically

See response 7.2 and 7.1
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static protection concepts being less preferred to adaptive geographic protection concepts, presuming
development has a population effect on Bathurst caribou.
Protected areas are proposed as a tool to conserve caribou habitat throughout the plan, but protected
areas are restrictive for land users, and based on other analyses provided to the KIA, are likely
meaningless within a relatively short period of time.
7.11

CPAWS
Protected/conservation areas and mobile caribou protection measures could be used in tandem with
clarification that mobile protection measures do not protect habitat. Annually or frequently used
corridors should be secured in protected/conservation areas. Mobile protection measures could be a
supplementary management option to reduce disturbance when caribou are moving toward the
protected/conservation areas. A definition of high – low frequency corridor use could be a helpful tool to
determining where protected areas would apply.

See response 7.2 and 7.1

The section Protected / Conservation Areas is a bit confusing as it gives an inaccurate notion of
restriction and permanency to and Use lan conservation zones. Consider the given example; “a land
use protected area zone” seems to be a hybrid term describing both rotected rea’s and and Use lan
zoning. This should simply say a “ rotected/Conservation rea”.
To simplify and clarify, Land Use Plan zones and Protected Areas should be considered under separate
headings.
CPAWS-NWT strongly opposes any form of exploration and/or development in calving and post-calving
grounds. Our preference is for no disturbance, especially when the herd is doing so poorly and showing
no sign of recovery. Will the Range Plan recommend to the Nunavut Planning Commission and its
signatories that calving and post calving grounds should be protected in the Nunavut Land Use Plan?
7.12

Seabridge Gold
(Movement Corridors, Section 3.4, p. 34-35): Identify data gaps related to caribou use of water crossings,
e.g., are all water crossings equivalent, what proportion of caribou switch migration and movement
routes yearly, etc. before proposing management activities that could have negative implications for
development and other land-use activities.

See response 7.1
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WRRB
Section 5.2.4 (p.113), the issue appears to be the large number of water-crossings but they could be easily
categorized on their probability of use, based on recent collar data.

8

Land Use Activity Guidance

8.1

YKDFN
The YKDFN supports the proposed no-activity zones for industry, particularly in sensitive areas and at
sensitive periods for the caribou.

8.2

ENR Responses
See response 7.1

A combination of protected/conservations areas and areas where
MCCMs would be implemented are proposed in the Draft Range
Plan.

BQCMB
Mobile Caribou Protection Measures should be considered, based primarily on tracking caribou locations
by telemetry using an adequate sample of radio-collars, supplemented by survey flying.
As stated on p. 14, this approach does not address direct habitat loss or disturbance, as roads, mines and
exploration camps would still be constructed under its application. The text refers to managing “habitat
effectiveness” at a range scale but the meaning of the term is not described. It should be made clearer
that this approach focuses on reducing effects and relates to disturbance on caribou and their behaviour.

Recognizing uncertainty in the effectiveness of MCCMs,
implementation of MCCMs will be phased: (1) Planning (creating an
MCCM framework, (2) Operation (application of MCCMs at sites),
and (3) Review (assessment and reporting on effectiveness).
Wording in the Draft Range Plan has been updated to reflect
MCCMs do not protect habitat

It should be indicated that the new version of measures that is referred to as “Mobile Caribou
Conservation Measures” are currently under development and that it has not yet been established if they
are feasible (in part due to the costs involved) or if the mining industry will agree to use them. Therefore,
their use as a management tool is uncertain.
Seasonal shutdown of exploration and mining activities (including roads) should be required as part of
established procedures at camps and mines in calving and post-calving areas.
Figure 5 and subsequent text (pp. 39, 43) also indicate that Mobile Conservation Measures could be used
to maintain integrity of sensitive habitats. The BQCMB disagrees with this assertion, and supports
statements made elsewhere in the Discussion Document (pp. 15, 43) that these Measures do not prevent
disturbance to habitat, habitat loss and fragmentation.
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Mobile Conservation Measures could be successfully developed and put in place to reduce disturbance to
caribou in calving and post-calving areas that are outside the protected areas. This would help to achieve
objective 2 to maintain connectivity between seasonal ranges.
8.3

Aurora GeoSciences
We believe that Mobile Protection Areas for caribou need to be the standard protection protocol. Calving
grounds and summer grazing areas are not stagnant and need to move for caribou to maintain good
grazing areas. This is one of your suggestions and we believe the Back River roject’s Caribou rotection
Measures document deals well with this.

8.4

DeBeers
Do not impose broad restrictions on activities within approved development footprints without strong
supporting scientific evidence of the value of those restrictions to population recovery.

8.5

Access management and planning has been broadened in the Draft
Range Plan to consider many issues of road planning and
mitigation to minimize impacts to caribou and caribou habitat.

IEMA
Mobile Caribou Conservation Measures (MCCM) are proposed as a potential tool to address some of the
objectives (Fig. 5: Tool #3), but there is little to no explanation how they work. Provide a description in
the main document of what MCCM are and provide an appropriate example of how they might be
implemented.

9

The recommendations of the BCRP would likely be considered for
existing projects only as their Wildlife Management and Monitoring
Plans come up for review. The overall and immediate
conservation concern of the Bathurst caribou along with all other
management levers either being applied or considered for
application justifies a precautionary approach to management.

NWT Chamber of Mines
Is there a preference for direction of linear developments (N-S vs W-E) when considering habitat
fragmentation?

8.6

See response 8.1

See response 8.2

Access Management and Planning
Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
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9.1

S.3, Obj 4: Manage human access: recommends that objective 4 should address the barrier affects that
roads have on the caribou’s migration route and connectivity between different parts of their range
rather than access management. LKDFN strongly recommends that the objective should focus on road
design, construction, operation, and closure/reclamation, rather than focusing on restricting or
controlling hunting activities.

Mitigating the impact of roads has been incorporated in the
cumulative disturbance framework of the Draft Range Plan.
Specifically, protecting sensitive habitats, managing road routing,
timing of construction, road design, traffic management, and timing
of road use have all been built into the basic management response,
which will apply in all RAAs. More stringent management
requirements are reflected in the enhanced and intensive
management responses.

9.2

Athabasca Denesuline
S3, Objective 4: The primary consequence of a newly constructed road is not access for harvesting but the
fragmentation of the land, increased and often intensive use of the road by industrial vehicles and the fact
that a new road leads to a new

9.3

Yellowknife Dene First Nation (YKDFN)
YKDFN does not support the development of all season roads in the Bathurst herds calving or postcalving range.

9.4

See response 9.1

The Draft Range Plan recommends the consideration of
protected/conservation area on the calving/post-calving ground of
the Bathurst herd.

Seabridge Gold
Access management is discussed, but options around management are limited to discussions of
preference for winter roads and proposed community guardianship programs. Harvest enabled by access
corridors is a key management concern for wildlife populations worldwide. In British Columbia, most
new mining access roads are gated, guarded, and closed to all members of the public. It is not clear
whether the closure of mining access roads to harvesters will be considered in the BCRP.

The Draft Range Plan includes a recommendation for government
to continue discussions with Aboriginal governments and
organizations and industry to explore options for managing access
on public and industrial roads.

Consider development of an access management plan for public use of industry winter ice roads. This
may include restricting public access to the ice road for hunting or other recreational purposes for a
period of several years and monitoring effects on the winter range (Zone of Influence, Section 3.2 p.26).
Discuss clear goals related to access management in upcoming versions of the BCRP (Access
Management, Section 3.6, p. 35).
9.5

DeBeers
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Work with the Tibbit to Contwoyto Winter Road Joint Venture to establish and access control station at
the Tibbitt to Contwoyto Road. Work with De Beers to establish an access control station at the Gahcho
Kue Spur Road.

See response 9.4

NWT Chamber of Mines
Winter roads built by the mines annually provide access to harvesting that directly affects caribou
populations.
Snowmobile trails should be added to the habitat disturbance data, in addition to roads.
The model states that ice roads are better than permanent roads. If followed, this plan would then affect
the government’s proposed road into the Slave Geological rovince.

9.7

Wek’eezhii Renewable Resources Board (WRRB)
In the Technical Report, in Section 4.3.3.2 (p.76), a citation or evidence is needed for the statement that
the Tibbit to Contwoyto winter road has increased access for hunting.

9.8

See response 9.1 and 9.4. Snowmobile disturbance is considered
within the Zone of Influence of communities. Trails and roads are
considered under the access management and planning section.
Guardianship programs would contribute to monitoring
snowmobile activity.

A reference will be added or the comment removed.

Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board (BQCMB)
On p. 15 it is stated that “Roads with high traffic volumes can restrict the ability of caribou to move from
one area to another resulting in habitat fragmentation.” but it does not explain what habitat
fragmentation is or what it means for caribou.

See response 9.1

Recommends that:
 No new all-season roads be allowed on caribou range;
 No new winter roads on calving, post-calving, or key migration corridors;
 Plans for any new roads to temporary developments should include plans for de-commissioning,
including removal of bridges;
 Limit public access to project related roads, prohibit hunting from these roads and enforce moderate
speed limits for all users;
 Roads or other linear disturbances should be limited in key seasonal movement corridors (such as
traditional water crossings);
 Could community guardianship be used as an effective access management tool on the Bathurst
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Range?; and,
 The BQCMB agrees that permanent all-season roads generally have greater potential for negative
impacts on caribou than temporary winter roads, except for winter roads that provide access to
caribou winter range.
9.9

K. Mitchell
A winter road should not be considered an effective management tool in the Bathurst winter range and
more likely than not, have contributed to the decline of this caribou herd. Managing people's use of any
type of road that provides access to wildlife is difficult, and needs to be a priority of government.

9.10

See response 9.4

CPAWS
Proposals to build all season and winter roads should also be informed by caribou migratory corridor
data. Habitat connectivity and human access management should be accounted in feasibility studies for
roads, including options that fully avoid important habitat, namely caribou calving/post calving grounds
and migratory corridors.

See response 9.1 and 9.4

We support that community guardians could be present to monitor wildlife, land use and access.
However, this requires financial support for training, and ongoing expenses. Guardians may also need the
support of legislation and policy so they can effectively function as a management authority.
Generally, a whole suite of legislation and policy needs to be reviewed and likely then be amended before
access management can be effective. Managing public access has been considered in various ways where
other roads are being considered in the NWT. Consider the proposed Prairie Creek all season road to the
rairie Creek mine site. The G WT recently clarified that public access wouldn’t be prohibited. Rather a
recommendation could be made that the public not use the road.
There are many examples from other places where governments are simply way behind the curve in
mitigating how new road access will impact wildlife. An improved access management regime needs to be
considered before a reasonable discussion can take place.
10

Fire Management

10.1

Athabasca Denesuline
S5.3.3: There are areas of winter habitat that should be included in ENR's Fire Values at Risk databases;

a) Updating the values at risk database to include habitat and
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remaining unburned forest that make up less than 20% of southern wintering habitat.

supporting feasibility studies on management and revegetation are part of the basic management responses for all
RAAs.
b) Saskatchewan fire history has been added to Figure 5 – Recent
Wildfire Activity.
c) Investigation of fuel management and re-vegetation options has
been included in the basis management response for all RAAs.
dditional background information on the G WT’s current
approach to habitat restoration has also been included.
Specifically, that re-vegetation is not typically pursued
following fires because burned areas are often too large to
replant effectively and because natural regeneration is often as
or more successful that planted seedlings.
d) Examining community concerns and perspectives regarding
potential wildfire management to conserve e important winter
range areas, wildfire burn rates and patterns and implications
of climate change has been identified in Section 5 of the Drat
Range Plan as a potential research topic.

S5.1.3 Figure 8: Saskatchewan fire history should be added to the map.
S1.5.1: Wildfire disturbance is an important contributing factor to total disturbed area in the Taiga range
areas, and should be incorporated into the development and implementation of disturbance thresholds.
S5.3.2: Strongly support proposed next step of: Further developing wildfire management concepts and
better understanding the potential effects of wildfire on range condition and population health. Further,
this should be expanded to address cost effectiveness issue.
Section 5.3.1, Table 8: Spending more on wildfire suppression may be a necessary cost, given that near
80% of the southern winter habitat in the Range Plan area has been burned in the last 50 years and the
importance of caribou to communities. It is doubtful that fire suppression costs are the same throughout
the range. Perhaps a different strategy, using local and traditional fire fighting skills/strategies could be
reviewed and used, cutting down on suppression budgets and increasing employment in local
communities most impacted by these fires.

10.2

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
The proposed fire suppression measures do not address fire suppression to address increased fire
intensity and frequency because of climate change.

10.3

North Slave Metis Alliance
By the same sort of measure, the burn disturbance area is subject to continuing investigation and
refinement by the technical group. The presentation of the various scenarios and disturbance areas
including wildfire in the taiga areas was somewhat confusing. Figure 7 and the text in 5.1.3 seem to be
out of sync somehow. This aspect will require clear presentation at community meetings.

10.4

See response 10.1d

See response 4.2

WRRB
Section 5.2.5 (p.113), if it is impractical to manage fire, why not use offsetting to counter its costs?

See response 10.1c and response 4.2

Provide clarity on whether fire management is viable in the taiga range of the Bathurst herd. If fire
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suppression is deemed impractical, then the knowledge that fire suppression is not an option can assist
with prioritizing and implementing remaining available management actions.
It would be useful to map 50-year-old burns to show area recovering based on 50-80 year cycle.
10.5

BQCMB
The larger areas that have not burned since 1965 in RAAs 3-5 and areas used as corridors between larger
areas of mature forest should be assessed for inclusion in the database. Enhanced monitoring and fire
suppression efforts should be applied to these areas when possible.

See responses 10.1a and c and response 4.2

Should ENR investigate the feasibility of habitat restoration (e.g., planting trees in recently burned areas
to accelerate recovery) in the winter range? Are there areas of particular importance? No, this would not
be a feasible action. It would take many decades for trees to grow to maturity to provide suitable habitat
for growth of lichens preferred by caribou. Natural post-fire regeneration would be preferable. A better
use of resources would be to focus efforts on preventing fires in remaining mature forest.
10.6

NWT Chamber of Mines
The Plan does not propose to investigate forest fires to determine the types of fires that have occurred,
and which ones affect caribou habitat, since we do know that caribou are not avoiding all burned areas. It
does not map out forest habitats and determine which are prime caribou habitat and then put those on a
forest fire fighting protection plan. It does not propose habitat enhancement and rehabilitation through
reforestation, through clearing of burned areas to assist caribou use and passage, or through the
establishment of new lichen habitat. There is work being done on caribou and reindeer habitat in other
circumpolar nations that should be researched for application here.

See response 10.1 and 4.2

Given the large areal extent of forest fires a larger weighting and removing the bias the current plan has
against mineral development is recommended.
Given the significant amount of habitat that fires effect, there must be a strategic plan to fight fires based
on habitat consideration and critical habitat and pathways.
Forest fires destroy habitat which can affect the wintering of the caribou. How does this model bring this
into effect when it is determined that summer habitat is most critical to caribou? We would argue that
there is not enough weighting for forest fires that destroy habitat caribou need for wintering.
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Forest fire is not human disturbance, yet is affecting caribou. Where is the evidence for this, and how do
you weigh fire against a winter road, against a mine site?
Is fire classified as human disturbance? How much additive? Are the direct mortality effects of predation
and hunting 85% of the effects, and human habitat disturbance the remaining, minor effect?
10.7

CPAWS
While it is not economically feasible to suppress fires throughout the entire winter range, it could be
considered if parts of the range are more valuable to conserving Bathurst caribou, if fire suppression was
an option. Could areas then be added to the G WT’S list of “values at risk?

See response 10.1 and 4.2

Planting trees is likely not a reasonable option to enhance regeneration and offset fire disturbance in the
winter range. Proponents of developments should consider ways to minimize footprints, and eliminate
access into undisturbed areas.
11

Implementation

11.1

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
S6.1, Caribou: Generally, LKDFN supports range scale strategies for Bathurst Caribou Herd protection to
address site-specific and cumulative impacts. However, LKDFN is concerned about the current population
and the herd's ability to recover if more industrial activities are permitted through the current, proposed
range plan. The range plan needs to be a dynamic plan that responds to change in the herd rather than on
a prescribed five-year administrative schedule.

11.2

See response 1.7b.

Seabridge Gold
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Develop opportunities to test the cumulative effects assessments to understand
the implications of the assessment findings and related land and resource use decisions.

See response 1.7b and 1.8b.

(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the process for ongoing monitoring of management objectives, including
the indicators and frequency of monitoring.
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the reporting schedule, including reporting responsibilities, types of
reports, frequency and review.
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the timeline for review and update of the range plan to be responsive to
data, and assessment and management responses.
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(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe how the BCRP, as a land or resource use decision-making tool, aligns and
co-exists with existing legislation, policies, procedures and decision-making tools (e.g., Mackenzie Valley
Environmental Impact Review Board, Nunavut Land Use Plan).
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the roles and responsibilities for decision makers, specifically within and
between territorial jurisdictions. Additionally, there is no guidance for consistent review of the caribou
range (and potential effects), or coordinated decision-making.
(Section 2.5, p. 14-16): Describe the opportunities for engagement, review and input from Aboriginal
groups, industry and government related to components of the BCRP. Demonstrate how issues raised
during engagement are incorporated into the process, mitigation measures, and management responses.
11.3

11.4

DeBeers
Provide the predicted response of the Bathurst caribou population size to each management action
proposed. Focus management actions on factors which will assist caribou recovery the most with the
least economic and social cost.

The CE modeling was used as a learning tool during Plan
preparation and not as a tool to evaluate management responses.
Many of the management responses could not be modeled.

Take a phased approach to implementation. Link continued implementation of the Cumulative
disturbance framework measures with evidence of their success.

See response 1.8b

WRRB
Land and Water Boards of the Mackenzie Valley released the updated Guideline for Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) Submission Standard, which may be a useful up-to-date reference; it is
designed to improve clarity for applicants and other parties submitting geospatial data during the
application phase of the regulatory process (https://mvlwb.com/content/updated-gis-guidelines-0).

The Draft Range Plan includes an approach to implementation
including reference to relevant GNWT legislation.
See response 1.8b

Technical Report should cite evidence that current mitigation practices are assessed and modified for
effectiveness as adaptive mitigation (Section 5.2.3, page. 112).
In the Discussion Document, Section 4.3 (p.14), in the introductory paragraph, consider mention of
Wildlife Effects Monitoring Plans and Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plans (acknowledged they
are at two different scales) in relation to expectations under the new Wildlife Act and the discussion of
clear/consistent guidelines for industry.
11.5

BQCMB
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eriodic cumulative effects assessment of all exploration and development activities in each herd’s range
should be conducted using the most up-to-date tools, as well as periodic re-assessment of standard land
use conditions (e.g., conditions issued in land use permits, licences and project certificates).

See response 1.8b

Effective enforcement to assess compliance with land use conditions and monitoring of ongoing
commercial land use activities should be conducted to identify effects of activities on caribou, habitats
and provide information for adaptive management.

See response 6.5
See response 11.4

Figure 5 (p. 20), it is not clear why broader application and additional benefits of some tools are not
recognized as options.
On page 20 it is stated that “the intention of the BCRP is that all tools and approaches be implemented
collectively to achieve all objectives and ultimately the goal of maintaining a resilient landscape for
caribou.” However the way in which the management tools are presented is limited to their individual
application. This does not adequately reflect how tools could be applied collectively, which is information
that should be provided for review by the Working Group and others.
11.6

CPAWS
We maintain concern that to be effective the plan and application of thresholds must be supported by
political and policy direction that gives priority to the protection of caribou. It appears that the outcome
will be a series of recommendations that may or may not be implemented dependent on the perspectives
of the current and future governments.

12

Research, Monitoring and Adaptive Management

12.1

WRRB
In the Technical Report, Section 4.3.2.2 (p.66) needs mention of large scale decadal climate.

12.2

See response 6.5 and 11.4

See response 1.5 and 5.2.10

Seabridge Gold
The Documents should identify data gaps and research priorities during development of the BCRP
process, which is a standard approach in the development of range and other land use and strategic
planning processes to focus management direction.

The Adaptive Management section of the Draft Range Plan
identifies potential research topics
See response 7.1

Movement corridors are identified in the Technical Report as water crossings and landbridges, and a
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variety of management options are proposed to conserve these areas. Figure 38 in this document
indicates that TK has identified a matrix of travel routes with multiple water crossings on most major
water bodies and rivers. Buffering and protecting these water crossings, as was done in the Nunavut Land
Use Plan, could effectively leave nowhere for development to occur. Both TK and scientific studies
indicate that caribou shift their migration routes year to year within a matrix of possible routes, including
some water crossings. A data gap has been identified that the relative importance of each water crossing
is not understood, and whether individual water crossings in a matrix of possible routes are truly critical
for movement.

See response 1.5 and 1.8b

(Section 2.4, p. 13-14): The Documents provide an overview of the extensive TK database that was
gathered and collated by the Working Groups, but do not adequately review scientific knowledge sources.
There are numerous peer-reviewed scientific, government, and gray literature reports spanning 30 years
on how the environment, harvest and industry affect caribou. This extensive literature and scientific
database has not been extensively reviewed.
Recommend:

12.3

 Conducting and presenting a thorough review of the scientific literature on the factors influencing
barrenland caribou populations;
 Incorporate these factors into modeling and decision-making processes;
 Identify data gaps in the scientific literature for the Bathurst herd;
 Present a plan to fill these data gaps; and,
 Identify gaps in the available data and research priorities to fill these data gaps for future editions of
the BCRP.
Tlicho Government
The T ch Government is conducting its ‘Boots on the Ground’ caribou monitoring program which works
with Traditional Knowledge holders from the T ch and unavut regions. The program attempts to
provide critical field information of current habitat and herd conditions in RAA 1 and RAA 2. We will
provide any results from the program that can assist the BCRP.

Community guardianship has been included as the first of the
management tools in the plan in the ‘Basic’ management response
category, which is to say that it will be a fundamental tool at all
levels of disturbance. This recognizes that the people who live with
caribou are best positioned to be guardians of caribou well-being.
This will build on programs already in place T įch Boots on the
Ground Hat’ni Dene K’ehodi U Community-based Monitoring
Network, on-the-land project-based monitoring, directives for safe
movement as provided by the Diavik TK Panel, etc.) within the
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range and will include monitoring of caribou well-being, condition,
abundance, movements, and distribution alongside socio-cultural
and environmental conditions. It is understood that to be effective,
guardianship programs will require funding and government-level
commitment.

12.4

Lutsel K’e Dene First Nation
S5.0, Research & Monitoring: It is not clear what community based research initiatives can or should be
undertaken. This should be made clear. For example, monitoring changing environmental conditions,
migration routes, etc.

12.5

See response 12.3

Athabasca Denesuline
S5.1.2: Community based monitoring programmes must have a direct feedback into management actions.
This should be reflected in the text.

See response 12.3

S5.1.2: Community based monitoring should be implemented during all management levels. Community
input could inform the management responses.
12.6

YKDFN
Community-based monitoring is essential to any long-term caribou management plan. Stable long-term
funding must be available.

12.7

See response 12.3

EMAB
EMAB is supportive of the opportunity the BCRP presents for community based monitoring programs
and collecting Traditional Knowledge on the Bathurst herd. EMAB has commented on the absence of
Traditional Knowledge used in monitoring and reporting in Diavik’s Wildlife Monitoring rogram in the
past. EMAB recommends the GNWT coordinate these community based monitoring efforts with mining
developments in the Territory.

See response 12.3
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