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Abstract 

Globally, mining and protected areas are both vital to our way of life. Mining provides the 

resources on which modern society depends, while protected areas help preserve the planet’s 

biological diversity by helping to ensure life’s essentials such as clean air and fresh water. The 

relationship between protected area management and mineral exploration and extraction is an 

issue of global and national significance. Many of Canada’s 42 national parks occur in close 

proximity to mining activities (AXYS, 2002) and the challenge becomes balancing development 

objectives with conservation values. Despite a historic perception that mining operations and 

protected areas are mutually exclusive, opportunities for partnerships exist and allowing mineral 

activities to occur within national park boundaries under certain limited circumstances could 

result in increased collaboration with the mineral industry and ultimately enable Canada to more 

quickly expand and better protect its national parks.     

 Using the proposed expansion of Nahanni National Park Reserve (NNPR) in the NWT as 

a case study, this thesis explores the merits of a hypothetical amendment to Canada’s National 

Parks Act, which would permit metal mining within national park boundaries under certain 

limited circumstances. Using a case study research strategy and based on available written 

sources of information, the social, economic and environmental ramifications of allowing metal 

mining operations to continue within the extended boundaries of NNPR (i.e. policy option #1) 

were considered. Results were evaluated against the advantages and disadvantageous of 

expanding NNPR around existing mineral interests (policy option #2), as well as against the 

alternate option of maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries (policy option #3).  

 Results suggest that including existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders within an 

expanded NNPR is the favored approach of the three policy options in terms of its potential 

economic and environmental benefits and therefore, policy option #1 could be the preferred 
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approach for most stakeholders.  It is recommended that the proposed amendment be presented to 

concerned parties to determine stakeholder support and, if favored by a majority, the amendment 

should be tabled to Parliament so that its merits can be debated at the national level.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

Mining and national parks are both essential to our way of life. Mineral exploration and 

extraction provide our society with the goods needed for modern living and protected areas must 

be established and properly managed to contribute to the conservation of our planet’s biodiversity 

and our well-being. However, when mining occurs in close proximity to national park boundaries 

there can often be a conflict between conservationist values and development goals. Established 

in 1976, the boundaries of NNPR protect only a small section of the South Nahanni River (SNR) 

watershed. While many have sought to expand the park over the last decade, among them Parks 

Canada and the Dehcho First Nation (DCFN)1, the issue has become contentious given the 

presence of existing mines, known mineral deposits and the potential for additional mineral finds 

in the area. This research explored the proposed expansion of the NNPR and investigated the 

merits of a hypothetical amendment to Canada’s NPA2, which would permit metal mining within 

national park boundaries under certain limited circumstances.  This research explored in depth the 

social, economic and environmental ramifications of allowing metal mining operations to 

continue within the extended boundaries of NNPR. The hypothetical amendment presented would 

permit the continuation of mining activities within the boundaries of new or expanded national 

parks where such third-party interests existed prior to park establishment or expansion, and 

acquisition of existing mineral holdings by the federal government was unachievable. The 

                                                        
1 Note: The area surrounding NNPR which forms the SNR watershed is comprised of lands claimed by the 

DCFN and controlled to a lesser extent by the Sahtu First Nation, making both aboriginal groups important 

stakeholders in any NNPR expansion proposal. A more detailed description of the rights held by the 

Dehcho and Sahtu First Nations follows in Chapter 3 under the heading “Expanding NNPR: An Overview 

of Competing Interests.”  
2 S.C. 2000, c.32.  
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researcher’s proposal is intended to analyze the advantages and limitations of a potential solution, 

which could help ensure that an important section of Canada’s northern wilderness is protected 

while at same time realizing the economic benefits associated with mineral deposits in the area. 

1.1 Research Purpose and Objectives 

In Canada mining and national parks increasingly occur in close proximity, and Canada’s parks 

are susceptible to the adverse environmental effects associated with mineral development 

(AXYS, 2002). Although legislation exists in Canada to protect the ecological integrity of 

Canada’s national parks, mining continues to pose a threat to Canada’s protected areas. Protected 

area management as it relates to mining is an issue of global significance and the subject of much 

commentary (Dudley & Stolton, 2002; Phillips, 2003; Dearden, Bennett & Johnston, 2005). Since 

the 1992 World Parks Congress, the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN), one 

of the world’s leading protected area management organizations, now recognizes that protected 

areas and commercial resource extraction are not necessarily mutually exclusive (IUCN, 1994; 

IUCN, 2000; Lock and Dearden, 2005). The IUCN now recognizes six (I-VI) different protected 

area categories, two of which, namely category V (protected landscape) and VI (managed 

resource areas), allow for resource extraction (IUCN, 1994). However, while there has been much 

commentary on the advantageous and disadvantages of allowing resource extraction within IUCN 

categories V and VI, there has been little discussion regarding when, if ever, it would be 

beneficial to allow mining to occur within the boundaries of more strictly protected areas (i.e. 

IUCN categories I-IV). The purpose of this study is to gain a better understanding of the issues 

involved in combining mineral development and protected areas with the primary objective of 

determining when, if ever, mining should be permissible in Canada within national park 

boundaries (IUCN categories I-II).  
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1.2 Thesis Structure 

The remainder of this thesis is organized into seven distinct chapters. First, a review of relevant 

literature and Canadian national park policy and legislation is outlined in Chapter 2. This chapter 

is followed by a more detailed description of the literature as it relates to NNPR, in order to 

provide the necessary background for the ensuing policy analysis. Chapter 4 briefly describes the 

methods used to conduct the research. Chapter 5 is split into three distinct sections: limitations of 

the Canada NPA, benefits of an ecosystem-based approach to NNPR, and finally the hypothetical 

amendment to Canada’s NPA which would allow metal mining within national park boundaries 

is presented. In Chapter 6 the social, economic and environmental consequences of the proposed 

amendment are analyzed and compared to two additional policy options: (1) expand Nahanni’s 

boundaries around existing mineral permit, claims and leases (i.e. policy option #2) and (2) 

maintain Nahanni’s existing boundaries (i.e. policy option #3). Finally, Chapter 7 summarizes the 

study limitations, conclusions and recommendations. Supplemental material appears in the 

appendices following the last chapter.   
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents Canada’s existing national park legislation and policies as they relate to 

mining3. This includes an analysis and global comparison of Canada’s protected area strategy, as 

well as a brief explanation of the current influence that mining has on Canada’s national parks. In 

addition, the theoretical framework upon which the proposed amendment to Canada’s NPA is 

based will be presented.    

2.2 Canada’s National Park Legislation and Policies    

Canada’s first national park was established in 1885 when a 26 km2 area around several mineral 

hot springs near Banff Station, AB was set aside for the benefit and enjoyment of the Canadian 

public (Parks Canada, 2005c). Decades later, with the establishment of The Dominion Parks 

Branch (now Parks Canada Agency4), Canada would be the first country in the world to establish 

an organization charged with the management of national parks (Parks Canada, 2000). Today 

Parks Canada is the principal Government of Canada Agency responsible for management of 

national parks, national historic sites and national marine conservation areas. On February 19, 

                                                        
3 For the purposes of this paper, mining includes all activities associated with the exploration, physical 

extraction and processing of solid minerals and metals. This includes the extraction of surface aggregates, 

such as gravel and rock, but does not include the extraction of petroleum resources.  
4 In 1998, Parliament passed the Parks Canada Agency Act (1998, c.31), removing Parks Canada as a 

program of the Department of Canadian Heritage and establishing it as a separate Government of Canada 

Agency (Parks Canada, 2005c). 
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2001 Parliament proclaimed the new Canada NPA5, which clearly establishes the 

“maintenance… of ecological integrity, through the protection of natural resources and natural 

processes… [as] the first priority of the Minister when considering all aspects of the management 

of parks.”6 Ecological integrity “means, with respect to a park, a condition that is determined to 

be characteristic of its natural region and likely to persist, including abiotic components and the 

composition and abundance of native species and biological communities, rates of change and 

supporting processes.”7 As a result, protecting the ecological integrity of Canada’s national parks 

is now clearly Parks Canada’s principal mandate, and this new objective has become thoroughly 

entrenched within the Agency’s Charter and Guiding Principles and Operational Policies (PC, 

1994a; PC, 2002).  In simplified terms, park ecosystems are said to have integrity when their 

native components (plants, animals and other organisms) and processes (such as growth and 

reproduction) are left intact (PC, 2000). Not surprisingly, given the potential adverse 

environmental effects associated with commercial resource extraction, all forms of commercial 

exploration, extraction and development of natural resources have been strictly prohibited within 

national park boundaries.8  

                                                        
5 The Canada National Parks Act is the principal piece of federal legislation which empowers Parks 

Canada Agency to establish and protect Canada’s national parks.  
6 Supra Note 2, s.8 (2) (emphasis added).  
7 Ibid. s.2.  
8 Note however, Ibid. s.17(1)(f) The Governor in council may make regulations respecting the exercise of 

traditional renewable resource harvesting activities “where the continuation of such activities is provided 

for by an agreement between the Government of Canada and the government of a province respecting the 

establishment of a park”; or s.17(2) “where aboriginal people have existing aboriginal or treaty rights to 

traditional renewable resource harvesting activities within any area of a park…”  
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2.3 Environmental Stressors on Canada’s National Parks 

Despite the protections accorded under Canada’s NPA, the ecological health of Canada’s national 

parks is being severely threatened by encroaching human activities (PC, 2000; PC, 2001a). In 

Parks Canada’s State of the Parks 1997 Report, 26 out of the 36 national parks considered, 

reported high numbers of stressors that were causing significant ecological impacts (PC, 2001a), 

and since then there appears to have been little improvement. Parks Canada’s Performance 

Report for the Period Ending March 31, 2006, provides the most recent assessment of the 

ecological integrity of Canada’s national parks. Out of 42 parks assessed by the report, 25 

received a rating of poor (red) or fair (yellow) in regards to one or more human-caused land or 

water stressors (Table 1), clearly indicating that anthropocentric pressures continue to adversely 

affect the ecological integrity of Canada’s national parks (PC, 2006a). While the type and severity 

of human-caused stressors vary greatly from park to park, in 1997 “15 of 36 national parks 

surveyed identified ‘mining’9 as a stressor causing significant environmental impacts” (AXYS, 

2002, p.1). When these same 15 national parks were surveyed again in 2002, to further 

investigate the nature and extent of environmental impacts attributable to surrounding mining 

activities, over 88 percent indicated that mining was adversely affecting the physical environment 

of their park ecosystems (AXYS, 2002). Habitat loss and fragmentation, native species 

disturbances and adverse changes in water and air quality were all among the negative impacts 

associated with mining activities occurring outside but within close proximity to national park 

boundaries (AXYS, 2002). Chief among the adverse environmental effects associated with 

mineral activity is the threat posed by acid rock drainage (ARD), or what is commonly referred to 

as acid mine drainage (AMD). ARD “is the contaminated drainage that results from oxidation and 

                                                        
9  “For the purposes of this scoping exercise, mining included all activities associated with exploration, 

physical extraction and processing of solid minerals and metals…” (AXYS., 2002, p.11, emphasis added).    
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metals leaching of sulphide minerals when exposed to air and water” (Nothern Affairs Program, 

1993, p.2-1), and it often occurs in conjunction with mineral activity as sulphide minerals are 

exposed to earth’s elements throughout the mining process. When mineral activity occurs in close 

proximity to national parks, ARD can be particularly problematic given its ability to enter streams 

and contaminate groundwater sources; adversely affecting water quality, fish populations and 

adjacent vegetation (Drever, 1997). Interestingly, out of all of the national parks surveyed in the 

AXYS report, NNPR in the Northwest Territories (NWT) reported having the most severe 

ecological impacts as a result of surrounding mineral activity (AXYS, 2002).10 Canada’s national 

parks are susceptible to problems associated with mining activities however; dealing with the 

pressures created by mineral exploration and development is not merely a Canadian problem. 

Mining has an influence on protected areas on virtually every continent and because of the 

mineral industries worldwide scope, increasingly many countries are looking for protected area 

management strategies which involve working in collaboration with the mineral industry 

(McNeely, 1994; Phillips, 2003; IUCN & International Council on Mining and Metals (ICMM), 

2003). 

 

 

                                                        
10 Note: The questionnaire used for this scoping exercise asked park interviewees “What degree of 

ecological impact is mining/exploration having on your park?” Impact was determined on a scale of 1 to 5, 

with 1 being “little or no impact” and 5 meaning “serious impact.” Even though this was a subjective 

question and difficult to quantify, the majority of respondents said that mining was having a mid to lower 

degree of impact on the park (level 2-3). In contrast, Nahanni National Park Reserve was the only park to 

report that mining activities were having “significant impacts on their park staff, due to resource limitation, 

and time spent reviewing regulatory applications, and that there was high potential for ecological impacts 



 

  8 

Table 1: A Snapshot of Ecological Integrity of Canada’s National Parks (Parks Canada, 

2006d) 

 

The snapshot of ecological integrity in national parks shown in Table 1 draws on the best available national information related to 
terrestrial bio-diversity, ecological process and stressors. Appendix 1 outlines the factors considered when assigning a green (good), 
yellow (fair) or red (poor) rating to an indicator.  
I=an improvement in ecological integrity    D =a decline in ecological integrity 
N = a retroactive change in status as the result of new information N/A= a retroactive change in status as a result of new 

information 

                                                                                                                                                                     

due to mining activities, but that necessary research was not available to make this assessment”  (AXYS, 

2002, p.21).  
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2.4 Mining in Canada and Protected Areas Globally 

While all forms of commercial mineral activities are prohibited within Canada’s national parks, 

mineral exploration and development is permitted within some provincial parks, and globally the 

IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas11 (WCPA) indicates that mining and protected 

areas are not necessarily mutually exclusive (IUCN, 1999). For example, full scale mining 

operations have been ongoing in Strathcona-Westmin provincial park located on Vancouver 

Island since 1966 (Government of British Columbia, 2007). Designated a Class B park by the 

Government of British Columbia, mining is permitted within park boundaries if, in the opinion of 

the Minister, such activities are “not detrimental to the recreational values of the park 

concerned”12. Located entirely within Stathcona provincial park, which as a class A park prohibits 

all forms of mining, Strathcona-Westmin provincial park was separated out of the rest of 

Strathcona provincial park in 1965 (Figure 1). The WCPA promotes the establishment and 

effective management of terrestrial and marine protected areas, providing expertise and guidance 

on protected area policies and management strategies in over 140 countries (IUCN WCPA, 

2007b). Within the last two decades there has been a recognizable global shift in the way 

protected areas are viewed in relation to their surrounding environments (Locke & Dearden, 

2005; Phillips, 2003). Protected areas are no longer “seen as isolated areas where no one may 

tread but as an integral and valued part of the land-use of a country; not as land or water ‘set 

aside’ for conservation but as areas that fulfill a wide range of functions and provide benefits to 

                                                        
11 The WCPA is one of six Commissions of the IUCN, which is one of the largest and most important 

conservation networks in the world. The IUCN brings together 83 States, 110 government agencies, more 

than 800 non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and some 10,000 scientists and experts from 181 

countries in a unique worldwide partnership (IUCN, 2007a).  
12 Park Act R.S.B.C. 1996, s.344, s.8(4). 
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the locality, the nation and the world” (IUCN, 2000, p.2). Prompted by a realization that protected 

areas can help local people alleviate poverty13 in developing countries, the new paradigm shift  

Figure 1: Location Map Strathcona Provincial Park and Strathcona-Westming Provincial 

Park (Government of British Columbia, 2007)  

 

 

focuses on the interaction between humans and nature and supports a more collaborative 

protected area management strategy in which governments, local communities, indigenous groups 

and the private sector are all engaged stakeholders (IUCN 2000; Phillips, 2003). As a result, the 

                                                        
13 Note: In many poorer countries protected areas have the potential to provide sustainable livelihoods for 

local communities (Phillips, 2001).   



 

  11 

WCPA now recognizes a total of six different protected area categories (i.e. categories I-VI)14, 

two of which, namely category V (Protected Landscape/Seascapes) and category VI (Managed 

Resource Protected Areas), promote both conservation and sustainable resource extraction 

(IUCN, 1994).15 With respect to mineral extraction, the WCPA supports a ban on mining in 

IUCN Protected Area Management Categories I to IV (IUCN, 1999). However, the IUCN 

encourages mining in categories V and VI contingent upon the completion of an environmental 

impact assessment and “subject to strict operating, monitoring and after use restoration 

conditions” (IUCN, 1999). The notion that mining and conserving biodiversity are not necessarily 

incompatible goals is an interesting concept, and one that has been implemented in many parts of 

the world (IUCN & ICMM, 2003). As of 2003 there were a total of 102,102 protected areas 

worldwide of which 34,196, or approximately 33.5%, were classified as IUCN categories V and 

VI, many of which allow some form of resource extraction including mining (Chape, Fish, Fox & 

Spalding, 2003). The IUCN’s support for mining within certain protected areas is echoed by other 

noteworthy environmental organizations such as the World Wildlife Fund (WWF) as evidenced 

by the latter’s 2002 publication, To dig or not to dig? Criteria for determining the sustainability 

or acceptability or mineral exploration, extraction and transport from ecological and social 

perspectives (Dudley & Stolton, 2002). While the WWF agrees with the IUCN that mining 

                                                        
14 For a complete list and definition of each of  IUCN’s WCPA protected area categories please see 

Appendix B.  
15 Protected Landscape/ Seascape: “Area of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where the interaction 

of people and nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant aesthetic, 

ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity. Safeguarding the integrity of this 

traditional interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance and evolution of such an area”; Managed 

Resource Protected Area: “Area containing predominantly unmodified natural systems, managed to 

ensure long term protection and maintenance of biological diversity, while providing at the same time a 

sustainable flow of natural products and services to meet community needs.” (IUCN, 1994).  
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should never be permitted within highly protected areas (i.e. IUCN categories I-IV), mineral 

activities would be acceptable to the WWF within areas of significant protection (i.e. IUCN 

categories V-VI) if; one, the critical ecological and social values of the area could be guaranteed 

and two, if there would be no long-term impacts on surrounding human communities (Dudley & 

Stolton, 2002). However, while there has been much commentary globally on the advantages and 

disadvantages of permitting mining within IUCN protected area categories V and VI (Phillips, 

2003; Dearden, Bennett & Johnston, 2005), there has been little consideration of when, if ever, it 

would be advantageous to allow mining within more strictly protected areas, namely IUCN 

categories I-IV. Currently Canada has representative examples of all of IUCN’s protected area 

categories however; all of the nation’s national parks are considered strictly protected areas 

falling within categories I-II (Earth Trends, 2003). The merits of the proposed amendment 

referred to in Chapter 1 and presented in Figure 2 will be considered in light of the issues 

surrounding the proposed expansion of NNPR and compared to two other alternatives; expand 

Nahanni around existing mineral holdings or maintain the parks existing boundaries. 

Figure 2: Hypothetical Amendment to Canada's National Parks Act 

Park Expansion and Existing Mineral Interests 

Section 15.2 (1) Notwithstanding subsection 8(2) and subject to subsection (2) and (3), the 
Minister may authorize the continuation of mining activities by a mineral owner within the 
boundaries of a park, where such third party interests existed prior to new park 
establishment or enlargement; 

(2) The Minister shall not authorize any mining activity which is likely to adversely affect 
the long term ecological integrity of the park; 

(3) The Minister shall not authorize any mining activity within park boundaries unless and 
until all reasonable means of acquiring possession of existing third party mining interests 
have been exhausted  
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2.5 Motivation and Theoretical Framework 

In October 2002 Parks Canada announced its intention to expand three national parks, including 

NNPR, and create ten new national parks and five new national marine conservation areas (Parks 

Canada, 2005c). As these parks are being established and expanded, the existence of third-party 

mineral interests on lands designated for protection has become an issue that must be negotiated, 

given the legal protections accorded to mineral claim holders and the fact that mining is currently 

prohibited within national parks boundaries. The proposed hypothetical amendment to Canada’s 

NPA could help facilitate park expansions and establishments throughout Canada by including 

existing mineral holdings within national park boundaries under certain limited circumstances, 

and helping to develop partnerships and increase collaboration between regulators and the 

mineral industry. This potential solution has its theoretical underpinnings in two schools of 

thought: collaborative planning and strategic environmental assessment.  

 Margerum (2002) defines collaborative planning as “an interactive process of consensus 

building and implementation using stakeholder and public involvement” (p.237). In the context of 

public policy, collaborative planning supports a more interactive, inclusive process by which 

strategic discourses are opened up to include all interested parties, allowing participants to “gain 

knowledge of other participants in addition to learning new relations, values and understandings” 

(Tewdwr-Jones & Allmendinger, 1998, p.1976).  

“Drawing stakeholders in from a range of points of view on issues enriches knowledge 
about them and their impacts and helps to develop the interconnections between the 
dimensions of issues, problems, and policies. Sharing knowledge and understanding 
helps to coordinate action. Inclusive processes also help to legitimate the policy decisions 
eventually taken” (Healey, 1998, p.1539).  

 

 Inclusion encourages cooperation and where a positive relationship exists between 

stakeholders the result can be improved land management along with a greater appreciation of the 
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“wider economic, social and environmental forces that structure, but do not determine, specific 

interactions” (Healey, 2003, p. 104).  

 Similarly, strategic environmental assessment (SEA), was developed in response “to 

widespread and genuine pressures for more effectively comprehensive, farsighted, critical and 

integrated approaches to decision-making on important policies, plans, programs and projects” in 

order to “meet the challenges of providing decent livelihoods for all without wrecking the planet” 

(Gibson, 2006, p.171). As an approach to public policy issues, SEA encourages a more “rigorous 

and better integrated evaluation of the economic, social and ecological consequences of policy 

level undertakings” (Stinchcombe & Gibson, 2001, p.345). Often applied to sectoral policies 

which govern specific sectors such as mineral extraction (Therivel, 1993), SEA “operationlizes 

sustainability principles” (Stinchcombe & Gibson, 2001, p.344) which can in turn result in more 

socially just and environmentally sustainable directions (Partidário & Clarke, 2000). SEA ensures 

that broader policy issues are considered within protected area strategies, with the potential of 

improving project evaluation and implementation.  

2.6 Summary  

Despite Canada’s existing national park legislation and policies, mining continues to have an 

adverse effect on the ecological integrity of its national parks. Globally, Canada is not alone in its 

fight to preserve its protected areas and increasingly there is a worldwide recognition that some 

protected areas can be managed so as to conserve the long-term biodiversity and ecological 

integrity of the park, while at the same time allowing for the sustainable flow of natural resources 

(Phillips, 2003; IUCN, 2000). To date mining has only been seen as acceptable within parks and 

conservation areas falling within IUCN’s protected area categories V-VI. The collaborative 

planning and SEA approaches substantially inform the proposed hypothetical amendment to 
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Canada’s NPA with the intention of increasing stakeholder participation and placing mining 

within a broader protected area strategy.  
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Chapter 3: Case Study Background 

3.1 Introduction  

This chapter presents contextual information on NNPR and its surrounding ecosystem, including 

a brief description of its regional context and history as well as its economic, cultural and 

ecological significance. This also includes a description of the interested stakeholders involved in 

the proposed expansion of NNPR.  

3.2 Location and Regional Context 

Nahanni National Park Reserve protects an area of 4,766km2 in the southwest corner of the 

Northwest Territories in the heart of the Mackenzie Mountains (Figure 2). There are five 

communities16 located around the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem (GNE), but in general the area is 

sparsely populated with an estimated total of 2000-2500 persons (GNWT, 2007c). The nearest 

community, Nahanni Butte (pop.<150), is located within 30km of the park’s southeastern 

boundary at the confluence of the South Nahanni and Liard Rivers. There are no roads into 

NNPR and entrance into the park is typically gained by chartered aircraft from Fort Simpson, 

arriving at one of Nahanni’s two designated landing strips located at Virginia Falls and 

Rabbitkettle Lake (PC, 2006c).17 NNPR is situated in the Dehcho region of the NWT (Figure 3), 

which is part of the traditional lands of the Dene. The Dehcho region comprises an area of  

                                                        
16 Nahanni Butte, Fort Simpson, Fort Liard, Wrigley & Tulita.  
17 Note: “It is possible to reach the headwaters of the South Nahanni River at the Mooseponds by float 

plane, or by traveling overland across the continental divide from the Yukon. In addition, some people also 

access the South Nahanni River by driving to the former mining town of Tungsten from Watson Lake in 

the Yukon. The road to Tungsten is not maintained on a regular basis, and is frequently impassable. At 

Tungsten, travelers may choose either the Little Nahanni River or the Flat River to descend to the South 

Nahanni River” (PC, 2006c).   
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Figure 3: Nahanni National Park Reserve and the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem (Parks 

Canada, 2007 modified) 

  
 

215,615km2 and includes eleven communities18 and approximately 7000 people (Dehcho Land 

Use Planning Committee Board (DCLUPC), 2006). The Dehcho First Nation 19, the Aboriginal 

governance body representing Dene and Métis peoples of the Dehcho, are currently involved in 

                                                        
18 Wrigley, Fort Simpson, Jean Marie River, Nahanni Butte, Fort Liard, Trout Lake, Fort Providence, 

Kakisa, Hay River, Hay River Reserve and Enterprise (DCLUPCB, 2006).  
19 Prior to 2005, the “Dehcho” First Nation referred to themselves as the “Deh Cho” or “DehCho” First 

Nation, and for the purposes of this paper all three spellings will be used interchangeably (DCFN, 2004).    

N 
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negotiations with the Canadian government over self-government, land and resource use issues.20 

Until these negotiations are completed with the signing of a Dechcho Final Agreement, Nahanni 

will remain in “reserve” status in recognition of the unsettled land claims in the region.21  

Figure 4: The Dehcho Territory (DCLUPC, 2006, modified)  

 

 

                                                        
20 Note: A more detailed description of the unsettled land claim agreement between the DCFN and the 

government of Canada can be found in Section 3.5.1. under the heading “Government of Canada and the 

Dehcho First Nation”.   
21 Supra note 2, s. 4(1): “Park reserves are established in accordance with this Act for the purpose referred 

to in subsection (1) where an area or a portion of an area proposed for a park is subject to a claim in 

respect of aboriginal rights that has been accepted for negotiation by the Government of Canada” 

(emphasis added). Once a final land claim agreement is in place, Schedule 1 of the Canada National Parks 

Act will be amended so as to include Nahanni as a National Park (INAC, 2007b). 

N 
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3.3 Ecological, Economic and Cultural Significance  

While Nahanni is perhaps best known as Canada’s premier wild river national park (Spence, 

1998; Haliwell & Catto, 2003; Murray, 2004), drawing hundreds of canoeists each year to the 

Dehcho region, it is also one of Canada’s most spectacular examples of protected northern 

wilderness (United Nations Environment Program (UNEP), 2002) and is revered by the Dene 

people (DCFN, 2004) as “a place of mystery, spirituality and healing” (PC, 2001b, p.2). 

Officially designated under Schedule 2 of Canada’s NPA in 1976, the park is home to 238 

different species of mammals, birds and fish (PC, 1984; Scotter, Carbyn, Henry & Neily, 1985), 

including several species currently listed under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (SARA).22 

Additionally, 230 genera and over 700 species of vascular plants have been recorded within park 

boundaries (PC, 1984). NNPR includes sections of the Flat and South Nahanni Rivers and 

contains several geological points of interest including the Rabittkettle Hotsprings and Virginia 

Falls, a 316 foot waterfall (Swan & Gross, 2004). 

Each year between 450 and 800 people visit the park to participate in overnight 

backcountry river excursions and an estimated 300 or more additional day visitors are flown in to 

view Virginia Falls (PC, 2001b). As a result, Nahanni is the most visited park in the Northwest 

Territories and because 60% of visitors use the services of outfitters, it is central to the tourism 

industry in the region (PC, 2004). For example, between 1975 and 2005, direct spending by park 

visitors on the local economy totaled $16.9 million (Outspan Group Inc., 2006). The parkland 

                                                        
22 S.C. 2002, c.29. Peregrine Falcon (anatum subspecies) – threatened; Woodland Caribou (boreal 

population) – threatened; Yellow Rail (Coturnicops noveboracensis) – special concern; Woodland Caribou 

(northern mountain population) – special concern; Western Toad (Bufo boreas) – special concern; and 

Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus) – special concern (MVEIRB, 2005). Schedule 1 lists species that are 

extirpated, endangered, threatened, or of special concern. Once listed the Act allows for the development of 

protection/recovery measures.  
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also has strong cultural significance for members of the DCFN whose ancestors have used and 

hunted the lands in and around the park for generations (Addison & Associates, 1976; Amsden, 

1978). Preliminary archeological assessments conducted within NNPR around Yohin Lake 

suggest a human presence reaching back thousands of years (Amsden, 1979). Many locations 

within Nahanni are important to the DCFN for their traditional use as gathering sites, travel routes 

and burial areas and based on their existing Treaty rights, members of the DCFN will maintain 

the right to traditional renewable resource harvesting activities, including subsistence hunting, 

within extended park boundaries PC , 2006b). In 1978, in recognition of the park’s exceptional 

natural beauty and significant geomorphic features, NNPR was among the first seven sites in the 

world to be granted World Heritage Status by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 

Cultural Organization (UNESCO) (UNESCO, 2007). In 1987, Canada proclaimed the section of 

the South Nahanni River protected by the park as a Canadian Heritage River (Canadian Heritage 

River System (CHRS), 2007). Together these designations highlight the parks strong ecological 

and cultural significance and clearly demonstrate why Nahanni is a place of great pride and 

importance to many Canadians. 

3.4 NNPR and the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem 

The GNE, also referred to as the South Nahanni River watershed, comprises an area of 

approximately 39,842km2; over seven times the size of NNPR (Figure 2). A watershed, or 

drainage basin, refers to “a land area that drains water into a river system or other body of water” 

(Strahler & Archibold, 2008). The GNE encompasses all lands in which the rivers and streams 

drain into the SNR (35,910km2) in addition to an area north of the park known as the Nahanni 
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karstlands (3,932km2) (Weaver, 2006).23 While the surface waters of the Nahanni karstlands drain 

into an adjacent watershed, it is currently unknown whether or not the groundwater flows into 

SNR watershed and therefore, the Nahanni karstlands have been included within the GNE (Ford, 

2005).  Historically, interest by the National Parks Branch in protecting Nahanni began in 1963 

and was prompted by the threat of hydro-electric development at Virginia Falls (Tate, 2003). 

Years later in 1972, following a trip to Virginia Falls by then Prime Minister Pierre Elliott 

Trudeau, the necessary land withdrawal was made through an Order-in-Council and Nahanni’s 

current borders were established (Hartling, 1998). Unfortunately however, Nahanni’s boundary 

lines were not based on a systematic evaluation of the area’s resources, and little thought was 

given to respecting intact watersheds or wildlife movements (Tate, 2000; Tate, 2003). Instead, the 

park boundaries “were established in haste to provide interim protection [for Virginia Falls and 

the South Nahanni River], with intent to expand the protected area in the future” (Tate, 2000, 

p.2).  As a result, since Nahanni’s inception almost a dozen studies by government and private 

consultants have called for various additions or expansions to the park (Tat, 2003). For example, 

as early as 1977, in response to public appeals, the National Parks Service (now Parks Canada 

Agency) examined the possibility of expanding Nahanni, and in 1978 recommended the addition 

of areas in the Ragged Range, Nahanni Karst Belt and Tologotsho Plateau (Figure 12) (Tate, 

2003)24. While these three specific areas of ecological interest were often the focus of early 

                                                        
23 Note: For the purposes of this paper the GNE and the SNR watershed will be used interchangeably to 

describe the area comprising the entire GNE.  
24 “The Ragged Range, Nahanni Karst Belt and the Tologotsho Plateau are all considered areas of high 

conservation value as they each satisfy one or more of the following criteria. “(1) Encompass features 

deemed either unrepresented or under-represented in NNPR (e.g., alpine communities, glaciers, Sibbeston 

Lake ecoregion, etc.), (2) Encompass special features or phenomena deemed unique or exceptional, thereby 

warranting protection within NNPR (e.g. , landforms of Nahanni Karst Belt, Meilleur River Hotsprings, 

etc.), (3) Encompass lands critical to maintaining the long-term survival of viable populations of all native 
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expansion proposals, more recently Parks Canada has put forth a position in support of an 

ecosystem-based management approach with an emphasis on protecting the entire South Nahanni 

River watershed (Tate, 2000). According to the 1994 Nahanni National Park Reserve 

Management Plan Amendments,  

“Nahanni National Park occupies one-seventh of the South Nahanni watershed. This 
watershed drains an area of 35,000 square kilometers, which then enters the Mackenzie 
River drainage basin via the Liard River. To date, the relative isolation and wilderness of 
the watershed has served to protect the park. However, existing and possible future 
adjacent land uses such as mining, big game hunting, tourism development and 
uncontrolled access have the potential to affect the park’s ecological and wilderness 
integrity. Within the context of an ecosystem-based approach to management, the South 
Nahanni River watershed is the extent of the parks immediate concern” (PC, 1994b, p.4-
5, emphasis added). 

 

The desire by Parks Canada to protect the entire SNR watershed is reaffirmed in the most 

recent 2004 Nahanni National Park Reserve Management Plan. According to the plan’s 

ecological vision statement, Nahanni “will protect a wilderness watershed in the Mackenzie 

Mountains where natural processes such as fires and floods will remain the dominant forces 

shaping the park’s ecosystem” (PC, 2004, p.12 emphasis added). Ultimately however, enlarging 

Nahanni’s boundaries will require a resolution to unresolved land claims in the Deh Cho region, a 

situation made all the more challenging given the presence of known mineral deposits and the 

potential for additional mineral finds in the area. 

                                                                                                                                                                     

species within NNPR (e.g., Dall’s sheep range, woodland caribou calving areas, animal movement 

corridors, etc.), (4) Encompass lands that contribute to maintaining the ecological processes that support the 

continued viability of the nature species & ecosystems of NNPR, (e.g. watersheds, groundwater aquifer 

systems etc.)” (Mondor, 2001).   



 

  23 

3.5 Expanding NNPR: An Overview of Interested Stakeholders 

First Nation groups, commercial hunting outfitters, the Governments of Canada and the NWT, 

mineral claim, lease and permit holders and environmental groups are all among those with an 

interest in the proposed expansion of NNPR.25 Collectively, these stakeholders are the 

landowners, stewards, regulators, employees and citizens that have an interest within the Nahanni 

region and determining the best course of action requires a detailed understanding of the issues 

and inter-relationships between all concerned parties.  

3.5.1 Government of Canada and the Dehcho First Nations:  

Canada and the DCFN each have a vested interest in the lands within and surrounding NNPR as 

each group claims legal title to the Deh Cho region: the federal government under Treaty No. 8, 

signed in 1899, and Treaty 11, signed in 1921, and the DCFN by virtue of historical occupation 

(INAC Dehcho Process, 2007b). Land claim issues persist between Canada and the DCFN 

because disagreement exists over the meaning and interpretation of Treaties 8 and 11. Based on a 

literal interpretation, the federal government maintains that the aboriginal peoples of the Dehcho 

region agreed to “cede, release, surrender and yield up to the Government of the Dominion of 

Canada… all their rights, titles and privileges whatsoever to the lands included…”26 in exchange 

for money, goods and promises of education, healthcare services and the establishment of 

reserves (Fumoleau, 2004). In contrast, the Dene people maintain that treaties 8 and 11 were 

understood only as peace and friendship agreements according to which the land would be shared 

                                                        
25 Note: A more detailed analysis of interested stakeholders follows in Chapter 6.  
26 Treaty No. 11, Ottawa, Queen’s Printer, Reprint 1957, p. 6; Treaty No. 8, Ottawa, Queen’s Printer, 

Reprint 1966, p.12. 
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with the non-Dene and the Dene would maintain their right to self-determination (Abel, 1993; 

Blondin, 1997; Helm, 2000). 

“When our ancestors entered the agreements now known as Treaties 8 and 11, it was 
understood that our right to be a self-determining people had been recognized. The 
records show that repeatedly, throughout the valley, our leaders told the treaty 
commissioner, that if signing the treaties meant that this was not our land, or that we 
would have to follow someone else’s laws, then they would never be signed. In some 
cases, the signatures were forged. In others, the repeated assurances of the bishop 
satisfied our leaders that recognition of our right to self-determination on our land had 
been satisfactorily negotiated. The agreements reached by our leaders and the 
negotiators for the Crown were not land cession agreements. Rather, they were 
understood as agreements by which our nation would live in peace and friendship with 
the non-Dene” (Watkins, 1977, emphasis added).   
 

NNPR and virtually all areas being considered as part of the potential expansion fall 

within the Dehcho territory and land negotiations between the two groups have become 

intricately connected with the issue of expanding NNPR. The Dehcho Process is the title given to 

ongoing settlement negotiations between the Government of Canada, the Government of the 

NWT, and the DCFN.27 The ultimate objective of this process is to reach a final agreement over 

land, resource, and governance rights as they apply in the Dehcho Territory (DCFN, Government 

of Canada, & GNWT, 2001b). On May 23, 2001 all three stakeholders signed the Deh Cho First 

Nations Interim Management Agreement, which provides temporary measures that would apply 

to the Dehcho territory while the parties are negotiating a final agreement. As part of this process 

                                                        
27 Note: While the GNWT is a participant of the Dehcho Process, virtually all of the lands in the NWT 

(approximately 97%), including those within the GNE, are under the control of the Government of Canada.  

Under the legislative authority of the Department of Indian and Northern Affairs and Northern 

Development Act (R.S.C. 1985, c.I-6), the Department of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) is 

responsible for resources in the NWT and has control, management and administration of all lands situated 

in the NWT belonging to the federal Crown. However, the Government of Canada continues to move 

toward devolution of powers from the federal government to the NWT but to date lands controlled by the 
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Parks Canada and the DCFN established the Nah?a Dehé28 Consensus Team whose mandate 

included the preparation of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) respecting the expansion of 

NNPR. On June 24, 2003 Parks Canada and the DCFN signed the NNPR of Canada Park 

Expansion MOU, in which both groups expressed their desire to 

“…achieve sustainable boundaries for the ecological integrity of Nahanni National Park 
Reserve of Canada and to work co-operatively to achieve compatible land use within the 
Greater Nahanni Ecosystem”   (PC, 2003a, p.2).  

 

In furtherance of their collective goal, effective August 13, 2003, the DCFN agreed to a 

withdrawal of most, but not all, of its lands within the SNR watershed thereby precluding any 

disposition of these lands for a five-year period (Figure 5) (PC, 2003b; Tate, 2003). In exchange, 

the federal government assured the DCFN that no new mineral claims would be registered or land 

leases issued on withdrawn lands during the same five-year period (INAC, 2007b).  In addition, 

in 2004 Parks Canada and the DCFN formed the Nahanni Expansion Working Group through 

which both parties are currently attempting to complete the necessary feasibility studies, mineral 

and energy resource assessments (MERA)29, and additional negotiation and consultation 

processes required to establish a final boundary for NNPR (Tate, 2003). Ultimately however, any 

decision on Nahanni’s final border will require an appreciation of the positions of all stakeholders 

within the GNE, especially those of mining operators currently active in the region. 

                                                                                                                                                                     

NWT are limited to those within or near community boundary’s, referred to as Commissioner’s lands 

(INAC, 2008).  
28 The Slavey name for NNPR. 
29 MERA is a study designed to estimate the potential for metals, gems, or oil and gas in an area. “MERA is 

a necessary part of supporting a national park on federal lands. These studies must be done for every new 

National Park in the NWT, Nunavut, or other federal lands to make sure that we know about the area’s 

potential for mineral deposits of oil and gas fields. The results from these studies provide information to the 
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Figure 5: Dehcho Process Land Withdrawal (PC NNPR, 2006) 

 
 

3.5.2 Existing Mines within the SNR Watershed: 

There are two existing base metal mines located within the SNR watershed and their operations 

could be directly affected if NNPR were expanded to include the entire SNR watershed.  Prairie 

Creek mine is a zinc-lead-silver mine located 35km upstream on Prairie Creek from the northern 

boundary of NNPR, and approximately 43km from the confluence of Prairie Creek and the South 

Nahanni River (Figure 6) (Canadian Zinc Corporation (CZC), 2008; CZC, 2001).  Built in 1982 

by Cadillac Explorations Ltd., the mine includes over five kilometers of underground 

                                                                                                                                                                     

Government of Canada to make the best decision on park boundaries” (Natural Resources Canada, 2007). 

The MERA conducted as part of the proposed expansion of NNPR was released in November, 2007.  
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development on three levels, a 200 person camp and a 1,000 ton per day mill (CZC, 2008; CZC, 

2001). Despite the mine’s extensive infrastructure however, it has never operated as Cadillac 

Explorations Ltd. encountered financial difficulties and filed for bankruptcy before the mine 

could open (CZC, 2007). PCM was subsequently purchased in 1991 and is now entirely owned 

by Canadian Zinc Corporation, formerly San Andreas Resources Corporation (CZC, 2008). The 

company currently holds two surface leases covering 132ha, eight mining leases covering 3540 

ha and an additional 10 mineral claims covering 7868 ha30 (CZC, 2001; CZC, 2008). The most 

recent mineral resource assessment of the Prairie Creek property concludes that there is a 

Measured and Indicated Mineral Resource31 totaling 5,158,164 tonnes grading 10.8% lead (Pb), 

                                                        
30 Note: A mineral lease is the most secure form of mineral tenure as it is a contract between the Crown and 

the mineral claim holder and, as such, cannot be altered except with the consent of both parties. Mineral 

leases are issued for terms of 21 years. A mineral claim is a portion of land held either by a prospector or 

mining company. A mineral claim, once recorded, is valid for a period of two years and remains valid in 

the NWT only if a certain amount of representation work has been done on the claim. The claim holder is 

required to perform $4.00 worth of work, measured in the cost per acre, in the first two-year work period. 

The claim holder must continue to do $2.00 worth of work per acre and file assessment reports annually, up 

to and including the ninth year, in order to keep the claim through the tenth year. A surface mineral lease is 

required under the Territorial Lands Act (R.S, c. T-7) if a project will require the use of Crown land 

anywhere in the NWT for longer than 2 years. A surface lease does not convey ownership to the minerals 

on or under the leased property (INAC 2005; INAC, 2006; GNWT, 2006). 
31 According to the Canadian Institute of Mining (CIM) Standards on Mineral Resources and Reserves—

Definitions and Guidelines, an ‘Indicated Mineral Resource’ is that part of a Mineral Resource for which 

quantity, grade or quality, densities, shape and physical characteristics, can be estimated with a level of 

confidence sufficient to allow the appropriate application of technical and economic parameters, to support 

mine planning and evaluation of the economic viability of the deposit. The estimate is based on detailed 

and reliable exploration and testing information gathered through appropriate techniques from locations 

such as outcrops, trenches, pits, workings and drill holes that are spaced closely enough for geological and 

grade continuity to be reasonably assumed. A ‘Measured Mineral Resource’ is that part of a Mineral 

Resource for which quantity, grade or quality, densities, shape, and physical characteristics are so well 

established that they can be estimated with confidence sufficient to allow the appropriate application of 
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11.3% Zinc (Zn), 175 g/t silver (Ag) and 0.4% copper (Cu), which translates into a mine life of 

approximately 10 years (Minefill Services Inc, 2007).32 Having completed a feasibility study in 

2001, CZC has since focused on obtaining the necessary land and water permits required to 

commence full scale operations at the mine site. To date, the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water 

Board (MVLWB)33 has granted CZC four land use permits and one Class B water licence, which 

collectively enable early stage and advanced exploration to be carried out on the Prairie Creek 

property (MVLWB, 2006b). In May of 2006 CZC was issued LUP#MV20010023, which 

authorizes the company to conduct diamond drilling at up to 60 sites on Prairie Creek properties 

in order to further the company’s known resource base (CZC, 2008). On April 11, 2007, the 

company also received permission through LUP#MV2003F0028 to re-establish its winter road 

which connects the Prairie Creek mine site with the Liard Highway near Lindberg’s Landing, just 

east of the Blackstone River in the NWT (Figure 7)(MVLWB, 2007). Restoring the winter road 

                                                                                                                                                                     

technical and economic parameters, to support production planning and evaluation of the economic 

viability of the deposit.  The estimate is based on detailed and reliable exploration, sampling and testing 

information gathered through appropriate techniques from locations such as outcrops, trenches, pits, 

workings and drill holes that are spaced closely enough to confirm both geological and grade continuity 

(CIM, 2005).  
32 Note: There is also an open-ended inferred resource of 5,541,576 tonnes grading 11.4% Pb, 13.5% Zn, 

215 g/t Ag and 0.5% Cu, which could substantially extend the life of the mine (Minefill Services Inc, 

2007). An ‘Inferred Mineral Resource’ is that part of a Mineral Resource for which quantity and grade or 

quality can be estimated on the basis of geological evidence and limited sampling and reasonably assumed, 

but not verified, geological and grade continuity. The estimate is based on limited information and 

sampling gathered through appropriate techniques from locations such as outcrops, trenches, pits, workings 

and drill holes (CIM, 2005).   
33 “The main function of this board is to issue land use permits and water licences on land in unsettled land 

claim areas (i.e. the Dehcho, and North and South Slave areas). The board also processes transboundary 

land and water use applications (i.e. projects that cross settled or unsettled land claim boundaries)” (INAC, 

2007g, p.7).  
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Figure 6: Nahanni National Park Reserve in relation to Tungsten and Prairie Creek mine 

sites (Parks Canada, 2005)  

 

 

is essential to CZC as it allows the company to bring in the necessary equipment and fuel to keep 

its operations going, and should CZC obtain the necessary permitting to commence full scale 

operations, the winter road will be the primary avenue by which mined minerals will be 

transported off the mine. As of June 11, 2008 CZC has applied to the MVLWB for a Type A 

Water Licence and a Type A Land Use Permit for operation of the Prairie Creek mine however, 

to date neither application has been approved (CZC, 2008). While CZC clearly states on its 

N 
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website that “mineral development and conservation of ecological resources need not be mutually 

exclusive” (CZC, 2008), it is equally evident that the company values the land for its economic 

potential and has every intention of commencing full scale operations in the very near future.     

Figure 7: Prairie Creek Access Road Location Map (PC, 2008)  

 

 

Cantung mine is a tungsten mine wholly owned by North American Tungsten 

Corporation Ltd. (NATC) and is currently the only fully operational mine within the GNE (Scott 

Wilson Roscoe Postle Associates Inc (SWRPA), 2006). Cantung is located approximately 110km 

upstream of NNPR on the Flat River within the Selwyn Mountains close to the Yukon boarder 

(Figure 6). Mining operations first began at Cantung in 1962 and since then the mine has operated 

intermittently, with several shutdowns due to low tungsten prices, most recently closing in 2003 
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(SWRPA, 2006). High tungsten prices allowed NATC to re-open the mine in 2005 and currently 

Cantung is considered North America’s largest producer of tungsten concentrate (SWRPA, 

2006).34  On average the mine processes 1,100 tonnes of ore per day with a recovery rate of 74% 

WO3 
35

 (SWRPA, 2006). The mine consists of two primary mineral deposits, the Open Pit ore 

body, near surface, and the E Zone, underground (SWRPA, 2006). Existing mine infrastructure 

(Figure 8) includes an array of workshops, warehouses and administrative buildings as well as 

two tailings ponds, a polishing pond, pumping station, diesel power plant and underground 

maintenance shop (SWRPA, 2006). While the original owners built and maintained a town at the 

mine site, known as Tungsten, currently only a portion of the town site is in use. Employees are 

accommodated in an 80-person apartment complex and in staff rooms above the main office 

(SWRPA, 2006). The mine operates under water licence MV2002L2-0019, which is valid until 

November 28, 2008 and authorizes the mine to use not more than 45,000m3 of water per week 

(MVLWB, 2003c). In a recent audited Technical Report released in December 2006, Scott 

Wilson Rosco Postle Associates Inc. concluded that remaining mineral reserves at Cantung mine 

will support a mine life of 2.75 years, allowing the mine to continue operations until the second 

quarter of 2009 (SWRPA, 2006). Assuming tungsten prices remain at profitable levels, it is likely 

NATC will continue its operations until its mineral reserves are exhausted. While NATC’s 

position on expanding NNPR is unknown, it is evident that the corporation values its properties 

within the SNR watershed primarily for their economic potential. The different perspectives 

between on the one hand, Parks Canada and the DCFN, and on the other, CZC and NATC, 

adequately demonstrate the major potential conflict in the region and the current challenge in 

                                                        
34 Cantung produces three lines of concentrate; a premium gravity concentrate (G1) containing 

approximately 65% WO3, a flotation grade concentrate containing 40% to 50% WO3, and a gravity 

concentrate (G2) containing approximately 55% WO3 (SWRPA, 2006).   
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expanding NNPR. However, it would be wrong to conclude that these four groups are the only 

stakeholders with an interest in the region.  

Figure 8: Cantung Mine Site Infrastructure (NATC, 2008)  

 

 

3.5.3 The Sahtu and Dene People:  

While most of the lands within the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem fall within Dehcho territory, the 

upper 16% of the SNR watershed (totaling 6,533 km2) lies inside the Sahtu region of the NWT 

(PC NNPR, 2006c) (Figure 2). The Sahtu Dene and Métis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement 

approved by the governments of Canada and the NWT and signed on September 6th, 1993, 

                                                                                                                                                                     
35 WO3 = tungsten tri-oxide, a compound of tungsten and oxygen containing 79.33% W.  
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allocated title of 41,437km2 of land in the Mackenzie Valley to the Sahtu Dene and Métis people. 

As part of this agreement, the Sahtu Dene Council, the political body for the Sahtu in all treaty 

matters (Modest, 2007), must be consulted before the establishment of any national park within 

the Sahtu Settlement Area (SSA) and an impact benefit agreement (IBA) must be prepared.36 

However, the land management structure within the SSA is a matter of some complexity and 

obtaining the necessary support of the Sahtu and Dene peoples for park expansion ultimately 

requires that the federal government receive the approval from the Tulita District Land 

Corporation.37  According to the Sahtu Final Agreement, the lands which comprise the upper 16% 

of the SNR watershed are under the control of the Tulita Distict Land Corporation which in turn 

controls three smaller land corporations: Tulita Land and Financial Corporation, Ft. Norman 

Metis Land Corporation and Norman Wells Land Corporation. If all three subsidiary corporations 

showed their support via resolution, their “parent” corporation Tulita District Land Corporation 

could negotiate on their behalf with Parks Canada to develop an IBA leading to an agreement to 

create a national park in accordance with Section 16 of the Sahtu Dene and Métis Comprehensive 

Land Claim Agreement (Steve Catto Pers. Comm., 2008). Currently, Parks Canada is actively 

involved in land withdrawal negotiations with the Tulita Dene Band Council. However, to date no 

                                                        
36 Sahtu Dene and Metis Comprehensive Land Claim Agreement s.16.2.1: “Prior to the establishment of a 

national park in the settlement area, a Sahtu Impact and Benefit Plan for the proposed park shall be jointly 

prepared by government and the Sahtu Tribal Council for the approval of the Minister.”    
37 Based on the Sahtu Final Agreement, the Sahtu Secretariat Incorporated (SSI) was formed to oversee and 

ensure the implementation of programs and services under the land claim agreement for the benefit of the 

Sahtú people.  The SSI coordinates seven different Land Corporations which collectively represent the 

interests of the Sahtu and Dene people of all five communities within the Sahtu Settlement Area. The Tulita 

District Land Corporation is but one of these corporations which represent the interests of the Sahtu and 

Dene people of the Tulita community (Modest, 2007). 
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comprehensive land withdrawal agreement has yet been signed and the Sahtu Dene and Métis 

people remain important stakeholders in the expansion process.  

3.5.4 Environmental Groups and Concerned Citizens 

The push by Parks Canada and the DCFN to expand NNPR and protect the land for future 

generations is also supported by a variety of environmental groups and concerned citizens 

throughout Canada including, but not limited to, Ducks Unlimited Canada (DUC) (DUC, 2007), 

the Canadian Boreal Initiative (CBI) (CBI, 2007) and Nature Canada (NC) (NC, 2007). However, 

among the supporting environmental groups, Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS) 

has been the most vocal proponent of park expansion and has repeatedly criticized ongoing 

mining activities within the GNE (CPAWS NWT, 2007). In November 2005 CPAWS launched a 

cross-country tour entitled “Nahanni Forever”, which brought together scientists, conservationists 

and politicians to raise awareness about NNPR and its surrounding ecosystem (CPAWS, 2007). 

Ending in a trip to see NNPR first hand, the Nahanni Forever tour succeeded in grabbing the 

attention of national news media outlets. CPAWs remains a vocal proponent of park expansion 

emphasizing the ecological value of the GNE, while showing little appreciation for those with 

economic interests in the area that might be adversely affected by park expansion. 

3.5.5 Additional Mineral Interests and Commercial Hunting Outfitters  

Although CZC and NATC are the only existing mines within the SNR watershed, as of July 

2007, there were an additional eight corporations and individuals with active mineral interests in 

the region (INAC Spatially Integrated Dataset (SID), 2007d).38  These eight additional 

                                                        
38 Active mineral leases held by: Canadian Zinc Corporation, North American Tungsten Corporation Ltd., 

Terrane Metals Corporation and Dr. Boye Ahlborn. Active mineral claims held by:  Canadian Zinc 

Corporation, North American Tungsten Corporation Ltd., Fred Diamond, Alex Black, War Eagle Mining 
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stakeholders have paid the required fees and completed the necessary representation work in 

order to secure prospecting permits39, mineral claims and mineral leases on certain sections of 

land within the GNE. All three forms of mineral tenure are governed by the Northwest Territories 

and Nunavut Mining Regulations pursuant to the Territorial Lands Act40. Besides CZC and 

NATC, none of the additional eight mineral stakeholders has even begun the lengthy regulatory 

process to obtain the necessary land use permits and water licenses required to operate a mine. 

However, all eight mineral permit, claim and lease holders have a vested interest in seeing a 

return on their initial capital investments and any expansion proposal must take their rights into 

consideration.  

 

Finally, it is important to note that there are currently four big game hunting outfitters 

with a licence to hunt within portions of the GNE (GNWT, 2008b). South Nahanni Outfitters 

(D/OT/01), Nahanni Butte Outfitters (D/OT/02), Ram Head Outfitters (S/OT/03), NWT Outfitters 

Ltd.(S/OT/4) all have hunting routes within the GNE making them stakeholders in any expansion 

proposal (Figure 9) (GNWT, 2007a; GNWT 2007d).41 Each outfitter is issued a guide licence 

                                                                                                                                                                     

Company Inc., Pacifica Resources Limited (now Selwyn Resources Ltd.) and Ron BerDahl. Active 

prospecting permits held by: Archer Cathro & Associates (1981) Limited (INAC Sid Viewer, 2007).    
39 Prospecting permits allow the holder the exclusive right to prospect in a specified area, which is 

approximately 18,750 ha (45,000 acres) in size. A prospecting permit is valid for a period of 3 to 5 years, 

depending on the area. If you are working north of 68 degrees north latitude, a permit can be held for 5 

years. If you are working south of 68 degrees north latitude a permit can be held for 3 years (INAC, 2005a).  
40 R.S.C. 1985, c.T-7. 
41 “In the Mackenzie Mountains in wildlife management units D, G, and S, there are eight hunting areas 

referred to as outfitter areas. These management areas are represented by the wildlife management unit 

letter, followed by the two letter code OT and a two-digit number, similar to all other hunting areas in the 

NWT, resident hunters do not require an outfitter to hunt in these areas” (GNWT, 2007c).  
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under the NWT Wildlife Act42 and a tourist licence under the Travel and Tourism Act,43 which 

together permit outfitters to offer guided hunting tours within a particular area as shown in Figure 

8. The challenge becomes balancing conservation needs against development goals, as the 

interests of all stakeholders cannot be accommodated under Canada’s existing regulatory regime. 

Figure 9: Outfitters Management Area Map (GNWT, 2007d) 

 

                                                        
42 R.S.N.W.T. 1988, c.W-4, s.45(1) “No person shall guide hunters while hunting big game or small game 

for money or money’s worth unless licensed to do so.”  
43 R.S.N.W.T. 1988, c.T-7, s.2(1) “No person shall operate a tourist establishment unless he or she holds a 

licence” 
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3.6 Summary: 

Nahanni National Park Reserve has extraordinary ecological, cultural and economic significance 

and represents an important piece of Canada’s protected northern wilderness. Since its inception 

there has been discussion regarding expanding NNPR to include a larger, more representative 

sample of its surrounding ecosystem to better ensure the long-term ecological health of the park. 

However, to date attempts to enlarge NNPR have been complicated by unresolved land claim 

issues with the DCFN and the existence of multiple stakeholders with competing interests within 

the GNE.  
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Chapter 4: Methods 
 

A case study research strategy (Yin, 1994) was used to ensure a thorough understanding of the 

issues surrounding NNPR in order to develop and critically evaluate the proposed hypothetical 

amendment to Canada’s NPA. Case study methods are one form of qualitative research, which  

“involves systematically gathering enough information about a particular person, social 
setting, event or group to permit the researcher to effectively understand how it operates or 
functions. The case study is not actually a data-gathering technique but a methodological 
approach that incorporates a number of data gathering measures” (Berg, 2001, p.225).  

 

The case study approach is commonly used in public policy research (Yin, 1984, Yin, 

1989) and case studies represent the preferred strategy “when ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions are 

being posed, when the investigator has little control over events, and when the focus is on a 

contemporary phenomenon within some real-life context” (Yin, 1984, p.13). Evidence for case 

studies may come from six sources: documents, archival records, interviews, direct observation, 

participant-observation, and physical artifacts (Yin, 1994). Evidence for the case study on NNPR 

came from two principal sources: (1) documentary information and (2) archival records. 

Documentary information collected included government and industry reports on NNPR and the 

GNE, administrative documents such as park proposals, land use plans and licencing reports as 

well as letters memoranda, and other communiqués between stakeholders. To establish a 

foundation on which a broader investigation of Canada’s policy options regarding mining and 

national park management could be based, academic literature was reviewed using the following 

research databases:  

• Biosis Previews;   

• Compendex; 

• ENVIROnetBase: Environmental 
Resources Online; 

• Environment Complete; 

• Geo Base; 

• Green File; 

• Web of Science; 
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• GeoRef; 

• Geography @ Scholars Portal 
Search; 

• IBSS: International Bibliography of 
the Social Sciences;  

 

Search terms used included: parks, policy, mining, mine, collaboration, protected area(s), 

boundaries, expansion, Nahanni, partnership, government, benefits, community, conservation, 

biodiversity, integrating, sustainable, resource, exploitation and extraction. An analysis of 

archival information located in Yellowknife was also completed and the following archives were 

accessed: Mining Recorders Office, Parks Canada’s Office—Northern Parks & Sites 

Establishment, Department of Indian and Northern Affairs, Yellowknife Legislative Main & 

Branch Libraries, Yellowknife Public Library, Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Center, and the 

Government of the Northwest Territories Industry, Tourism & Investment Library. Archival 

information obtained included less readily available documents very often in computerized form, 

including internal Parks Canada documents, wildlife surveys, park attendance reports as well as 

information regarding existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders active within the GNE. 

Although interviews are commonly used to provide evidentiary support in case study research 

(Yin, 1994), formal interviews were not conducted as part of the NNPR case study. Instead, the 

primary objective of this research was to determine how, if and when mining should be permitted 

within national park boundaries, and a thorough analysis of existing written information provided 

the necessary foundation upon which to develop and evaluate the proposed hypothetical 

amendment to Canada’s NPA. Conducting interviews and stakeholder discussions prematurely 

without a fully developed notion of when and how mining should occur within national park 

boundaries could have resulted in adverse social impacts (Interorganizational Committee on 

Principles and Guidelines for Social Impact Assessment, 2003). In addition, informal talks were 

conducted with a variety of stakeholders involved in the NNPR expansion including 
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representatives from the NWT Geosciences Office, INAC Mineral Development Division, INAC 

Water Resources Division, Parks Canada, Environment Canada, and representatives from the 

Dehcho and Sahtu First Nations as well as the GNWT, NNPR, CZC and NATC. None of the 

information acquired during these discussions was ever used in this research report however, 

these informal talks helped identify the location of additional sources of written information.  

Information collected was analyzed from a legal, policy and environmental perspective in 

order to gain a keen appreciation of all of the issues surrounding the proposed expansion of 

NNPR. Based on this analysis the researcher developed a hypothetical amendment to Canada’s 

NPA (Figure 2), which would permit mining within national park boundaries under certain 

limited circumstances. In developing the amendment, the researcher ensured that that the 

amendment conformed to the overall spirit of Canada’s NPA by maintaining a strong focus on 

the maintenance of ecological integrity. In addition, the researcher ensured that the hypothetical 

amendment’s key terms had already been defined in pre-existing federal legislation to facilitate 

its implementation if deemed a viable option.   

Information collected was further organized and classified under three broad categories: 

social considerations, environmental ramifications and economic implications. Once classified 

issues were identified within the information collected which lead to the development of 

evaluative criteria upon which all three policy options could be evaluated. Evaluative criteria 

were chosen to reflect the most pertinent issues surrounding the proposed expansion of NNPR 

(Figure 10). From a social perspective, stakeholder perspectives were of paramount importance. 

From an ecological perspective, each policy option was judged in terms of its effects on water 

quality, wildlife habitat and land preservation. Economic considerations included an estimate of 

park expansion and operation costs as well as the overall economic value of natural resources 

within the GNE. These estimates were weighed against the potential financial benefits associated 
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with an expanded park, including increased tourism and the economic value associated with 

protecting environmental systems and services.  

 Evaluative criteria chosen are limited in a number of respects. First, the evaluative 

criteria chosen do not necessarily encapsulate all potential social, economic and environmental 

effects. For example, in terms of social considerations, stakeholder perspectives are but one social 

impact assessment variable that can be evaluated in order to determine a policy’s social 

consequences. Additional social considerations include changes is size, density and demographics 

of local populations as well as variations in community and institutional structures 

(Interorganizational Committee on Principles and Guidelines for Social Impact Assessment, 

2003). Focusing solely on stakeholder perspectives does not represent a comprehensive social 

impact assessment however; it can provide valuable information that can help determine if a 

proposed policy option is a potentially viable alternative. Similarly, while the economic and 

environmental criteria considered do not necessarily encompass all potential economic and 

environmental effects of the three proposed policy options, consideration of the evaluative criteria 

listed in Figure 10 nonetheless provided enough information on which to base a worthwhile 

policy analysis of all three options. Second, evaluative criteria in all three categories were 

accorded equal weight despite potentially relevant differences between considered parties and 

among environmental and economic effects. However, according equal weight to the perspectives 

of stakeholders is justifiable on fairness grounds and is advantageous when trying to determine 

the validity of a proposed policy option. Too often according greater importance or emphasis to 

the perspectives of one stakeholder over another is contingent upon a particular perspective or 

agenda, which can result in an unjustified predisposition towards one policy option over another. 

Similarly, while there exist potentially relevant differences between the economic and 

environmental criteria chosen, according greater emphasis to water quality over that of land 
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preservation for example is an evaluation best left to interested stakeholders. Again, the objective 

of this research is to first determine, based on available written sources of information, whether 

there exists enough evidence to support policy option #1 as a viable alternative in the Nahanni 

situation. Stakeholder consultations would represent an important second step in evaluating the 

merits of policy option #1 were it first established as a viable option.     

Finally, while there are few anticipated methodological problems, dependence on 

documentary information and archival records requires carful consideration of the conditions 

under which each document was produced so as to prevent reliance on inaccurate or biased 

information. “Most archival records were produced for a specific purpose and a specific audience 

(other than the case study investigation), and these conditions must be fully appreciated in order 

to interpret the usefulness of any archival record” (Yin, 1994, .84). In addition, while the 

conclusions reached are closely linked to the issues specific to the proposed expansion of NNPR, 

results will be transferable to other Nahnni-like situations.  
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Figure 10: Evaluative Criteria 

Categories: Chosen Criteria: 

Social Considerations 1. Shareholder perspectives 

  

Environmental Ramifications 1. Water Quality 

2. Wildlife and Vegetation 

3. Land Preservation 

Economic Implications 1. Park Establishment and Operation 
Costs 

2. Tourism and Park Expenditures  

3. Economic Value of Undeveloped 
Natural Resources Within GNE 

4. Economic Value of Exploiting Natural 
Resources Within GNE 
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Chapter 5 : Policy Considerations  
 

5.1 Introduction 

The following chapter is divided into three distinct sections. The first two segments discuss the 

limitations of Canada’s NPA and highlight the ecological importance of protecting the entire SNR 

watershed. In the third section the proposed amendment to Canada’s NPA is presented.  

5.2 Limitations of the Canada National Parks Act:  

Based on current Canadian legislation and the presence of existing third-party interests within the 

GNE, it is highly improbable that NNPR will be expanded to include the entire SNR watershed. 

Recall that NNPR is protected under the legislative authority of Canada’s NPA, which prohibits 

all forms of commercial hunting and mining. As a result, hypothetically speaking, if NNPR were 

expanded to include the entire SNR watershed, all existing mining operations and big game 

hunting outfitters would be forced to cease operations.  In other words, based on the legislative 

authority of Canada’s Expropriation Act44, the Crown would force the sale of lands needed for the 

purpose of expanding NNPR, given the park’s purpose to serve the public good.45 In reality 

however, all existing third-party interests including mineral permit, claim and lease holders as 

well as big game hunting outfitters are protected against expropriation under section 15(6) of 

Canada’s NPA. Section 15(6) provides, “notwithstanding the Expropriation Act, Her Majesty in 

right of Canada may not acquire any interest in land by expropriation for the purpose of enlarging 

a park or establishing a new park.” As a result,  

                                                        
44 R.S.C. 1985, c.E-21.  
45 Ibid. s.4(1) “Any interest in land, including any of the interests mentioned in section 7, that, in the 

opinion of the Minister, is required by the Crown for a public work or other public purpose may be 

expropriated by the Crown in accordance wit the provisions of this Part.” 
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“if Parks Canada were to be interested in the purchase of any existing third-party interest 
within the Greater Nahanni Ecosystem, it could only be acquired by negotiated 
settlement, on a mutually agreed upon “willing seller”—“willing buyer” basis” (PC, 
2007d).   
 

Crown purchase of existing mineral rights within the SNR watershed is possible and 

perhaps even likely in the case of undeveloped mineral claims and commercial hunting outfitter 

land leases and hunting licences. However, it is highly doubtful that the federal government 

would choose to purchase the Prairie Creek or Cantung mine properties for two main reasons. 

First, the cost of purchasing an existing mine would likely be cost prohibitive. As of June 10th, 

2008 each share in Canadian Zinc Corporation, for which its only holding is Prairie Creek mine, 

was valued at $0.52 on the Toronto Stock Exchange, which, when multiplied by the total number 

of outstanding shares (i.e. 120,685,063) equals a total marketization value46 of approximately 

$62,756,232. While there are a number of ways to estimate the value of the Prairie Creek 

property, it nonetheless remains highly improbable that the federal government would dispense 

over $60 million to secure CZC’s mineral interests. Secondly, with the purchase of any existing 

mine the federal government would also inherit all of the environmental liabilities attached to the 

property. In the case of Cantung mine, the cost of remediation is difficult to approximate but 

estimates prepared for INAC by Brodie Consulting Ltd. and Steffen Robertson and Kirsten 

(Canada) Inc. suggest Cantung’s reclamation costs would total over $34 million (MVLWB, 

2003a). NATC is legally responsible for remediation once it has exhausted its mineral reserves 

and it is unlikely the federal government would willingly choose to accept this burden. 

Ultimately, including the entire SNR watershed within an expanded NNPR could only be 

accomplished in the unlikely event that the Crown purchased all existing third-party interests in 

the region on a willing seller willing buyer basis. A more probable resolution to park expansion 

                                                        
46 Maketization Value = share price multiplied by the total number of outstanding shares.  
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involves enlarging the boundaries of NNPR around existing mines and mineral claims 

incorporating as much of the GNE as possible. However, leaving sections of the SNR watershed 

undefended by the legal protection accorded under Canada’s NPA is far from ideal given the 

environmental significance of the entire ecosystem. 

5.3 Benefits of an Ecosystem-Based Approach to Nahanni National Park Reserve 

From an ecosystem-basedmanagement approach, expanding NNPR to include the entire 

GNE represents the ideal protected area strategy. Ecosystem-basedmanagement recognizes the 

need to see beyond arbitrary park boundaries and to holistically protect all of the interrelated 

species and process on which the health of ecosystems depend (Solocombe, 1993; Grumbine, 

1994). In the case of NNPR, an ecosystem-basedmanagement approach makes sense for three 

principal reasons. First, research has shown that Nahanni’s current boundaries are too small and 

too narrow to ensure the protection of its large carnivores and northern ungulates (Weaver, 2002; 

Gunn, Farnell, Adamczewski, Dragon and Laberge, 2002; Weaver, 2006).  Research studies have 

been conducted on the movement patterns, habitat needs and population levels of Dall’s sheep, 

woodland caribou, and grizzly bear within NNPR. Results demonstrate that the natural range of 

all three species involve movements beyond park boundaries (Weaver, 2002; Gunn et al., 2002, 

Weaver, 2006). Species native to the Nahanni region that range beyond the protection of existing 

park boundaries become vulnerable to the adverse effects of outlying human activities. 

Expanding NNPR to include the entire SNR watershed would encompass the trans-boundary 

movements of most of Nahanni’s species and would thus ensure their long-term protection.  

Second, Nahanni’s location in the lower reaches of the SNR basin leaves its aquatic systems 

vulnerable to upstream developments (Environment Canada, 1991; Halliwell & Catto, 2003). 

Mineral exploration on Prairie Creek and full scale mining operations along the Flat River (i.e. 

Cantung mine) in the upper reaches of the SNR basin, each represent potential threats to 
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Nahanni’s aquatic systems given that both streams run into the South Nahanni River. Although to 

date water quality within the park remains “pristine to near pristine” overall, there is much 

concern over future development in the area (Environment Canada, 1991; Halliwell, 1996; 

Halliwel, 1998; Halliwell & Catto, 2003). Protecting the entire Nahanni ecosystem within the 

boundaries of a national park would ensure that no future mineral claims could be established and 

would limit the geographic advancements of existing mineral developments. The lower the 

potential for future mining developments the greater the likelihood Nahanni’s aquatic systems can 

be maintained at pristine levels. Third, Nahanni’s current boundaries do not adequately 

encompass several geologically significant land formations including glaciers, alpine tundra 

plateaus and the internationally significant karst land formations47 (PC, 2006b). With respect to 

the former, the SNR watershed is home to the largest number of glaciers in the NWT although 

most are located northwest of the park outside the protection of its borders (PC, 2006b). In 

addition, as noted by Ford the Nahanni karst formations, located northeast of the park, is 

internationally significant and in need of protection (Ford, 2005). Expanding NNPR to include 

the entire SNR watershed would help ensure the long-term protection of a truly representative 

sample of the Mackenzie Mountains and all its naturally varying geological areas. The ecological 

benefits of an ecosystem-based management approach to NNPR are considerable. However, as 

we have seen, even if local aboriginal land claim issues were to be resolved, the legal rights of 

existing third-party interests will likely prohibit the expansion of Nahanni to its larger ecosystem. 

In what has been slated as the largest expansion proposal in Canadian history, one wonders which 

                                                        
47 “The Nahanni karst is a strange terrain of underground rivers, caves, sinkholes, natural rock bridges and 

isolated rock towers. karst landforms are created when water reacts with soluble rock over long periods of 

time. With the right conditions, water flowing either on the surface or underground will dissolve the 

bedrock underneath. Because of the significant amount of time it takes to create them, karst landforms are 

considered non-renewable resources that are vulnerable to disturbance” (PC, 2006b)  
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will be the preferred approach between the following three options: (1) expanding NNPR 

including existing mineral holdings, (2) expanding the park excluding existing mineral permit, 

claims and leases or (3) maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries 

5.4 Hypothetical amendment to Canada’s National Parks Act 

The following hypothetical amendment to Canada’s NPA represents a potential shift in Canada’s 

protected area strategy and, if implemented, could allow for the long-term protection of the entire 

SNR watershed while at the same time permitting the continuation of mining activities in the 

region.   

Park Expansion and Existing Mineral Interests 

Section 15.2 (1) Notwithstanding subsection 8(2) and subject to subsection (2) and (3), the 
Minister may authorize the continuation of mining activities by a mineral owner within the 
boundaries of a park, where such third-party interests existed prior to new park establishment or 
enlargement; 

(2) The Minister shall not authorize any mining activity which is likely to adversely affect the 
long-term ecological integrity of the park; 

(3) The Minister shall not authorize any mining activity within park boundaries unless and until 
all reasonable means of acquiring possession of existing third-party mining interests have been 
exhausted  

5.4.1 Scope  

Understanding the scope of any legislative provision requires an appreciation of its composite 

terms. In the case of the above hypothetical amendment there are a number of terms which 

require defining, and for simplicity sake, useful definitions for all of them have been acquired 

within pre-existing Canadian statutes and regulations (i.e. Canada’s NPA, and the Northwest 

Territories and Nunavut Mining Regulations, Metal Mining and Effluent Regulations48).   

                                                        
48 S.O.R./2002 -222. 
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ecological integrity means, with respect to a park, a condition that is determined to be 
characteristic of its natural region and likely to persist, including abiotic components and the 
composition and abundance of native species and biological communities, rates of change and 
supporting processes49;   

mineral owner in respect of a claim, lease, mine or mining property, means any person with a 
legal or beneficial interest in the recorded claim, lease, mine or mining property50; 

mining activities: means a work or undertaking that produces or has produced minerals or 
processed minerals, and includes the depreciable assets below or above ground and used in 
connection with the work or undertaking;51  

mineral: means any naturally occurring inorganic substance found on or under any surface of 
land, but does not include native sulphur, construction stone, carving stone, limestone, soapstone, 
marble, gypsum, shale, clay, sand, gravel, volcanic ash, diatomaceous earth, ochre, granite, slate, 
marl, loam, earth, flint, sodium chloride or soil 52 

 

The definition provided in Canada’s NPA for ecological integrity is a useful one, as it 

includes the individual plant and animal species living within a natural region, as well as the 

processes which ensure the continuation of the entire ecosystem. As a result, any mining activity 

which would adversely affect the long-term abundance of native species or the ecological 

integrity of the ecosystem’s supporting processes, would be expressly prohibited by this 

hypothetical amendment. Mining or “mine”, as defined by the Northwest Territories and Nunavut 

Mining Regulations, encompasses a broad range of activities although the term “mineral” limits 

the amendments application to “inorganic” substances thereby excluding coal, petroleum and 

other related hydrocarbons. Oil and gas exploration involves different practices, politics and 

impacts than mining and given the paper’s focus on NNPR, of which the primary stressor is 

mining, including oil and gas development within the breadth of the hypothetical amendment 

                                                        
49 Supra note 2, s. 2.  
50 Supra note 8, s.2. 
51 Supra note 8, s.2 
52 Supra note 8, s.2.   
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goes beyond the scope of this research paper. Finally, the amendment would only ever permit the 

continuation of mining activities by existing mineral owners, or in other words those who have an 

existing legal title to a mineral permit, claim or lease. The terminology used within a provision 

helps define its scope where as its objective becomes apparent only after a thorough reading of all 

of its requisite parts.  

5.4.2 Objective:  

There are three sections to the proposed amendment and all three contain vital components, 

which when read collectively, clarify the amendment’s purpose. With respect to the opening 

section, it is important to note that the amendment could only be invoked where third-party 

mineral interests existed prior to new park establishment or enlargement. Therefore, the rationale 

behind the proposed amendment is not to allow the mineral industry to enter into existing national 

parks. In contrast, the amendment is geared towards situations comparable to that of NNPR in 

which there exists substantial ecological reasons to expand or establish a park but doing so is 

prohibited by existing mines in the area.  

The second provision, namely s.15 (2), ensures that maintaining the ecological integrity 

of the park remains a chief priority of the Minister. At its core, s.15 (2) essentially shifts the 

Minister’s focus from protecting ecological integrity to protecting the long-term ecological 

integrity of the park. Although seemingly minor, this shift is important for two main reasons. 

First, it recognizes that no matter how controlled a mine may be, there will still be some adverse 

ecological consequences by virtue of the extractive nature inherent in any mining adventure. In 

other words, if the provision did not allow the Minister to accept some short-term level of 

disturbance to the park ecosystem, it would be extremely challenging if not impossible for any 

mine to operate within park boundaries. Second, and of equal importance, it necessarily excludes 

more destructive forms of mining which are likely, although perhaps not certain, to cause 
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irreparable damage to the park’s ecosystem or its species. Essentially, the provision allows the 

Minister to permit mining within a new or expanded park only where it could be demonstrated by 

established means (i.e. environmental assessment, monitoring, etc…) that the mine(s) would pose 

no threat to the long-term ecological integrity of the protected area. As a result, this amendment 

conforms largely to the existing purpose of the NPA and maintains a strong focus on ensuring the 

ecological integrity of our national parks.  

Finally, the third section of the proposed amendment highlights the fact that s.15 is only 

to be used unless and until all reasonable means of acquiring possession of existing third-party 

mining interests have been exhausted. Recall that while Parks Canada is prohibited from 

expropriating existing mineral interests for the purposes of park expansion, nothing prevents the 

federal government from purchasing the mineral rights to an area by way of a mutually agreed 

upon settlement. In other words, before the Minister would consider allowing mineral activities to 

continue within park boundaries, all other reasonable means of acquiring the mineral interests 

would have to be exhausted.  

5.5 Summary  

Expanding NNPR has become a contentious issue in light of the competing interests held by 

stakeholders in the area. Although there are many ecological benefits associated with a larger 

Nahanni, expansion options are currently limited given Canada’s existing national park policy. In 

the following chapter the social, economic and environmental consequences of the proposed 

amendment will be assessed in order to determine whether amending Canada’s NPA is a 

worthwhile endeavor.  
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Chapter 6 : Discussion and Analysis 

6.1  Introduction 

The following chapter, will include a comparative analysis of three potential options for NNPR: 

(1) Amend Canada’s NPA to allow NNPR to be expanded to encompass the entire GNE including 

existing mineral permit, claims and leases, (2) Expand the park to include the GNE excluding 

existing mineral permit, claims and leases or (3) Maintain Nahanni’s existing boundaries. All 

three policy options will be evaluated based on their social, economic and environmental 

ramifications. The preferred course of action will be the one that satisfies the needs of most 

stakeholders while also ensuring the long-term ecological and economic health of the region. 

6.2 Social Considerations 

Park expansions are complex policy issues because they often include large expanses of territory 

and have wide ranging effects on a variety of groups and individuals with potentially conflicting 

interests. In the case of the proposed Nahanni expansion, the SNR watershed is principally valued 

for its cultural and ecological significance as well as its known mineral resources. However, 

while most stakeholders recognize that there are important ecological, cultural and economic 

aspects of the SNR watershed, often the value accorded to each differs significantly between 

interested parties. As a result, those whose primary focus is conservation are often at odds with 

those groups whose principal objective is economic gain. Determining the preferred course of 

action requires considering the needs of all concerned parties and choosing the policy option 

which best addresses the desires of most stakeholders.  

6.2.1 Perspectives of First Nations:  

The DCFN and to a lesser extent the Sahtu First Nation (SFN) are the only aboriginal groups with 

an interest in the GNE, and both groups support expanding NNPR to include the entire SNR 
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watershed as evidenced by their respective land use plans (LUP). In general terms, once a LUP 

receives the necessary approval53 it becomes a legally binding54 document that governs the use, 

conservation and development of a particular area. Both the Sahtu and Dehcho land use plans 

were drafted to promote the social, cultural and economic well being of their respective residents 

and communities and both plans were established only after extensive community consultations 

(DCLUPC, 2006, Sahtu Land Use Planning Board (SLUPB), 2007). As a result, the Sahtu and 

Dehcho land-use plans represent the clearest indication of the desires of the local aboriginal 

population with an interest in the proposed expansion of NNPR.  

Officially ratified by the DCFN in June of 200655, the final draft of the Dehcho LUP 

designates the entire portion of the GNE within Dehcho territory (Figure 11) as a “conservation 

                                                        
53 Once a land use plan is approved by the DCFN, it will be forwarded to the territorial Minister of 

Environment and Natural Resources for approval and the federal Minister of Indian Affairs and Northern 

Development for favorable consideration. Following favorable consideration of the Plan and after 

consideration with the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board, the Minister of INAC may, under section 

109 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act(S.C. 1998, c.25), provide written policy directions, 

in relation to the Plan, binding on the Board with respect to the exercise of its functions (Dehcho Land Use 

Planning Committee (DCLUPC), 2006).   
54 As stipulated in the Deh Cho First Nations Interim Measures Agreement between the Government of 

Canada, the Government of the NWT, and the DCFN, all “…parties share the objective that upon approval 

of a Deh Cho Final Agreement, the approved [Land Use] Plan will be a land management tool that provides 

legally-binding direction and guidance to regulatory agencies and decision-makers in the evaluation of 

development projects, protected area proposals, and other potential land uses” (DCFN et al., 2001b, 

Appendix II, p.1, emphasis added).  Having already signed a Final Agreement with the Canadian and 

Territorial Governments, the SFN’s final Land Use Plan will be enforceable pursuant to the legislative 

authority of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act Part 2.     
55 Note: Although the Final Draft Plan was submitted to the Minister of Environment and Natural 

Resources for the GNWT, and the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs Canada for their approval and 

favorable consideration on June 13, 2006, the Plan has yet to be approved by either Minister (DCLUPC, 

2008a). The DCLUP presents a governance agreement by which the Government of Canada and DCFN 
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zone”, for which all land uses other than tourism56 are strictly prohibited57 (DCLUPC, 2006b). 

The Plan applies to all land uses which require “a land use permit, lease or other interest in land, 

water licence, commercial fishing licence, big game hunting outfitter licence, or outfitter licence” 

(DCLUPC, 2006, p.3); and five key land uses are addressed by zoning in the Plan: agriculture, 

forestry, tourism, mining, and oil and gas development (DCLUPC, 2006). Although the Dehcho 

LUP recognizes 35 different types of land-use zones, each according different protections and 

subject to different conformity requirements, the Dehcho people designated the GNE as a 

conservation zone in recognition of its exceptional cultural and ecological significance 

(DCLUPC, 2006b). The decision by the DCFN to prohibit all forms of commercial resource 

extraction within the GNE is particularly significant given that it is the result of over four years of 

consultations with Dehcho communities, governments and other planning partners (DCLUPC, 

2006). All eleven Dehcho communities, including aboriginal and non-aboriginal residents alike, 

were consulted before a majority of Dene and Metis Chiefs representing each Dehcho community 

                                                                                                                                                                     

would co-operatively manage the land within the Dehcho region. However, disagreement exists because the 

federal government would seemingly prefer a governance strategy which divides the land within the 

Dehcho region, according ownership of each segment to either the Dehcho or the federal government. In 

previous settlement agreements within the NWT, the Canadian Government has always maintained 

ownership and control over some segments of land while at the same time ceding control of other sections 

to the requisite aboriginal group. The DCLUP represents a co-operative management strategy that would be 

the first of its kind in the NWT.    
56 Note: While tourism is allowed within conservation zones it is subject to several tourism related 

Conformity Requirements, Actions and Recommendations, which together ensure that tourism-related 

impacts on communities and traditional land use and occupancy are minimized (DCLUPC, 2006b). For 

example, it is recommended that responsible authorities encourage individuals and tourism operators 

visiting the Dehcho territory “to follow Leave No Trace (GNWT, 2004) guidelines during their stay” 

(DCLUPC, 2006, p.35).     
57 Note: “Traditional land use and occupancy is permitted everywhere within the Dehcho territory, 

including conservation zones” (DCLUP, 2006b, p.116).     
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unanimously voted to protect the entire SNR watershed (DCLUP, 2006). Dehcho support in favor 

of protecting the GNE is perhaps not surprising given that prior to the ratification of the DCLUP, 

there were four leadership resolutions that supported the protection of the entire SNR watershed 

(DCLUPC, 2006b). 58 In addition, recall that throughout the Dehcho Process the DCFN has 

supported park expansion as evidenced by their Park Expansion MOU with Parks Canada and the 

Dehcho land withdrawals that resulted from this agreement (PC, 2003b, Tate, 2003). Ultimately 

however, while the DCFN are clearly in favour of expanding NNPR and protecting the entire 

GNE, it is important to note that the DCLUP does not apply to any “rights, titles, interests, 

entitlements, licences, permits [or] authorizations existing in the Dehcho territory on the day 

prior to Plan approval” (DCLUPC, 2006b, p. 194, emphasis added). In other words, any big game 

hunting outfitter or mineral permit, claim or lease holder in existence prior to the day of Plan 

approval would be allowed to continue to operate within the GNE despite the latter’s 

classification as a conservation zone. However, while the Plan is not retroactive and does not 

apply to existing third-party interests, it is still interesting to note how the Dehcho view different 

land uses. Mineral development within the Dehcho portion of the GNE has been limited to a few 

small areas, and the Dehcho recognize the importance that these developments play to the 

Dehcho economy (DCLUPC, 2006; DCLUPC, 2006b). In contrast, the DCFN are culturally 

opposed to the harvest of animals not for consumption and therefore would like to see 

commercial hunting prohibited within the GNE (DCLUPC, 2006). Ultimately, although the Final 

                                                        
58 Resolution #6: South Nahanni Watershed. Dehcho First Nation Leadership Meeting, Fort Providence 

(Zhahti Kue). October 29-31, 2002. Resolution#4: Nahanni National Park Reserve Interim Agreements. 

Dehcho First Nations Leadership Meeting, Wrigley (Pehdzeh Ki). February 17-21, 2003. Resolution #03: 

Prairie Creek Road (Unanimous non-support for road). Dehco First Nations Leadership Meeting, Hay River 

Reserve (K’atlodeeche).  May 4-6, 2004. Resolution #14: Protecting the South Nahanni Watershed. Dehcho 
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Draft Plan awaits approval and favourable consideration by the requisite federal and territorial 

Ministers, the Plan remains a clear indication of the DCFN’s strong desire to protect the GNE 

while still allowing for the continued development of existing third-party mineral interests.   

Figure 11: Greater Nahanni Ecosystem Conservation Zone (DCLUPB, 2006) 

 

 

The current draft of the Sahtu First Nation LUP was released in February 2007 and 

designates the Nahanni Headwaters, the area of the GNE located in Sahtu territory (2), as a 

conservation zone (SLUPB, 2007)59. The Sahtu LUP establishes three types of land use zones: 

                                                                                                                                                                     

First Nations Leadership Meeting. Hay River Reserve (K’atlodeeche). February 22-24, 20005. DCLUPC, 

2006b, appendix 3).   
59 Note: Although the outcome of the Sahtu land use process is still uncertain, it is possible that the Nahanni 

headwaters would not be an ‘addition’ to an expanded NNPR, but rather a new national park that simply 

shares a boundary with NNPR. This situation exists elsewhere, such as Vuntut and Ivvavik National parks 

in the northern Yukon. Vuntut National Park is cooperatively managed with the Vuntut Gwich’in of the 
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conservation zones, special management zones and multiple use zones60 (SLUPB, 2007). 

Conservation zones are sites with high traditional, cultural, historical and/or biological 

significance and they prohibit all surface and subsurface development activities except for low 

impact recreation and tourism (SLUPB, 2007). The Sahtu’s intention to list and protect the 

Nahanni headwaters as a conservation zone is particularly significant given that it is a decision 

that came only after extensive consultations with communities, industry and other interested 

stakeholders (SLUPB, 2007). “Meeting, open houses, workshops and household interviews were 

held with over 700 people from the Sahtu communities, industry and environmental groups” 

(SLUPB, 2007, p.10). Not surprisingly, a majority of respondents throughout the consultation 

process wanted to see a balance between conservation and development (SLUPB, 2007). 

“Residents saw the need to develop resources for the security of future generations. They also 

recognize that conservation is key to ensuring land is sustainable” (SLUPB, 2007, p.11). Like the 

DCLUP, the SLUP does not apply to permits, licences or other authorizations that were issued 

prior to the approval of the final draft of the SLUP (SLUPB, 2007). Therefore, any existing 

mineral claim, lease or permit holders in the region would only be subject to the conditions and 

prohibitions of the Plan upon the renewal or substantial amendment of such permits, claims or 

leases (SLUPB, 2007). Before the Sahtu Land Use Planning Board officially adopts the LUP 

pursuant to section 43(1) of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act, a second and third 

draft of the plan will be compiled and presented following additional consultations (SLUPB, 

2007). However, as with the DCLUP it is clear from the first draft of the SLUP that the Sahtu 

                                                                                                                                                                     

Yukon, while Ivvavik is cooperatively managed with the Inuvialuit of the Beaufort/Delta region (Steve 

Catto, pers. Comm., 2008).   
60 Note: “Special Management Zones allow development with specific protection and development 

requirements and Multiple Use Zones are open for development subject to requirements established by 

regulatory agencies such as the Sahtu Land and Water Board” (SLUPB, 2007, p.12).  
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recognize the ecological importance of the Nahanni headwaters and desire its protection, while at 

the same time acknowledging the rights of existing third-party interests to continue. 

As evidenced by the Dehcho and Sahtu LUPs, the Dehcho and Sahtu First Nations value 

both conservation and development and therefore, their preferred policy option would need to 

allow for both. Maintaining Nahanni’s current boundaries (i.e. policy option #3) would leave the 

GNE open for development and allow for economic gain but would do nothing to further 

conserve the ecological integrity of NNPR or the surrounding area. Therefore, it is reasonable to 

conclude that both the Dehcho and Sahtu would support either expanding Nahanni and including 

existing mineral developments (policy option #1) or expanding Nahanni around existing mineral 

claims (policy option #2). First Nation support for including or excluding existing mineral 

interests within an expanded NNPR is impossible to tell with certainty without presenting both 

options to the Dehcho and Sahtu First Nations. However, based on available evidence it is 

reasonable to conclude that preference would rest with one of the first two policy options.  

6.2.2 Perspective of Local Non-Aboriginal Residents  

The communities that comprise the Dehcho and Sahtu regions of the NWT include both 

aboriginal and non-aboriginal residents, and the latter are also stakeholders in the proposed 

expansion of NNPR. The most recent demographic statistics published by the GNWT indicate 

that in 2006 the total population of all the communities in the Dehcho region was 3,368 of which 

489 (or 14.5%) were non-aboriginal (GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007).  Similarly, the total 

population of the Sahtu’s five communities in 2006 was 2,629 of which 654 (or 24.8%) were non-

aboriginal (GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007). To date no survey has ever been conducted to 

judge the opinions and desires of local non-aboriginal residents. However, non-aboriginal 

community members were very much involved throughout the consultation processes that lead to 
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the drafting of both the Dehcho and Sahtu LUPs. Workshops, meetings and open houses were 

open to members of the public, regardless of ethnicity and geographic location, and the opinions 

shared throughout these consultations formed the foundation upon which a decision was made to 

protect the entire GNE excluding existing third-party interests. As a result, it is reasonable to 

conclude that the Dehcho and Sahtu LUPs represent the majority position of both aboriginal and 

non-aboriginal peoples and the latter would therefore also support policy option #1 or #2 over 

that of maintaining Nahanni’s current boundaries.   

6.2.3 Perspectives of Governments:  

The federal and territorial governments, as represented by Parks Canada and the NWT 

Department of Environment and Natural Resources, together represent the interests of Canada’s 

citizens and both support expanding NNPR to include as much of the GNE as possible. With 

respect to the former, Parks Canada has been on record since 1984 as wanting to expand NNPR to 

“better represent the Mackenzie Mountains Natural Region in the National Parks System and to 

enhance the ecological integrity of the Park Reserve” (PC NNPR, 2006). As stated in Parks 

Canada’s 2004-2005 Estimates A Report on Plans and Priorities and more recently in Parks 

Canada Agency Corporate Plan 2007/2008-2011/12, expanding Nahanni is a key priority and 

one for which the Canadian Government has taken an ecosystem-basedapproach (Treasury Board 

of Canada, 2005; Parks Canada 2007a). In addition, as a signatory to the NNPR Park Expansion 

MOU, Parks Canada has clearly expressed its desire to work with the DCFN to enlarge NNPR. 

Similarly both the federal and territorial governments are signatories to Nahanni’s current 

Management Plan, which envisions Nahanni protecting “a wilderness watershed in the 

Mackenzie Mountains where natural processes such as fires and floods will remain the dominant 

forces shaping the park’s ecosystem” (PC, 2004, p.12 emphasis added). Although the Canadian 

government has a greater interest in Nahanni’s expansion by virtue of the federal governments 
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ownership of lands in the NWT and control over national parks, neither the federal nor territorial 

governments would support maintaining Nahanni’s current boundaries (policy option #3) given 

the perceived adverse ecological ramifications of this proposal. Instead, both the federal and 

territorial governments would support expanding Nahanni to include as much of the GNE as 

possible while still recognizing the legal right of existing third-party interests to continue to 

operate. Based on existing legislation, the likely government policy with respect to Nahanni will 

be to expand the park around existing third-party interests (policy option #2). However, if the 

federal and territorial governments were presented with the option of amending Canada’s NPA to 

allow for the inclusion of existing mineral interests within an expanded park (policy option #1), 

this could become the favoured approach. 

6.2.4 Perspectives of Canadian Zinc Corporation and North American Tungsten 

Corporation 

Regardless of whether or not NNPR is expanded or not, CZC and NATC will be allowed to 

continue their operations and develop their existing mineral permits, claims and leases. Recall 

that mineral claims and leases are protected under the Northwest Territories and Nunavut Mining 

Regulations, and Parks Canada is expressly prohibited by section 15(6) of Canada’s NPA from 

expropriating any interest in land for the purposes of park expansion. As stipulated by Kevin 

McNamee, Director of Parks Canada’s Park Establishment Branch, in a January 2006 letter to the 

DCLUPC, “…the conservation zone will not affect existing third-party rights, and these rights 

will be respected throughout the process of expanding the national park reserve.” Given the 

existing legal protections and government assurances that their existing mineral rights will be 

protected regardless of park expansion, it is difficult to say with certainty which of the three 

policy options CZC and NATC would favour.  Including the existing mineral interests within an 

expanded Nahanni (policy option #1) or expanding the park around existing mineral interests 
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(policy option#2) would ultimately make little difference to either mining company. In either 

scenario CZC and NATC would be free to develop their existing claims but would be prohibited 

from expanding beyond their existing claim limits and would face equally stringent 

environmental regulations. The primary concern of CZC and NATC as corporations is a return on 

their initial investment and both policy options one and two would enable each company to 

develop its respective mineral interests for economic game. However, the third policy option, that 

of maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries, would also allow each company to continue its 

operations with the added advantage that more territory would be left open for future mineral 

discoveries. Throughout the DC land use planning process, CZC made several submissions to the 

planning committee outlining its concerns that protecting the entire GNE and prohibiting future 

mineral developments is “not justified on any basis and is not in the best interests of the Deh Cho 

First Nations or its communities, the Northwest Territories or the people of Canada” (Kearney, 

2006). At the time CZC’s opinion was based on the Mineral and Energy Resource Assessment 

Open File Report 1686 (OF 1686) prepared by the Geological Survey of Canada (GSC), which 

concluded that several areas, including Prairie Creek and Cantung, had high to very high mineral 

resource potential and there was the possibility of additional resources in the area surrounding 

these deposits (CZC, 2004). The most recent MERA report released in 2007 confirms that the 

Prairie Creek advanced prospect and the Cantung tungsten mine were among the areas with the 

highest assessed mineral potential (Wright, Harris, Lemkow & Falck, 2007). The larger the 

mineral deposit the greater the economic return and therefore, it is in the interest of both CZC and 

NATC to develop any outlining mineral deposits adjacent to their existing claims; an option that 

may not be possible if those same areas were protected within an expanded Nahanni. In addition, 

were Nahnni expanded around, or to include, existing mineral claims CZC and NATC might face 

increased environmental scrutiny. Private companies often view increased environmental scrutiny 



 

  62 

negatively because it sometimes requires corporations to adjust their operating procedures to 

conform with more stringent environmental requirements. For example, while the Canadian 

government has guaranteed that CZC will be able to access its mineral properties, concern 

remains over the location and resulting cost of an access road, a situation that could be 

complicated by park expansion and a resulting increase in environmental scrutiny. Ultimately, 

expanding Nahanni around or including existing mines may pose no further limitation on CZC or 

NATC beyond those they already face given that their immediate operations will remain 

undisturbed. In fact, as expressed by CZC president John Kearney in a press release following 

Prime Minister Harper’s announcement in August 2007 that CZC’s existing mining and access 

rights would be respected and protected,  

“Canadian Zinc believes that the Prairie Creek mine and the expanded Nahanni National 
Park Reserve can coexist and that properly planned and managed the expanded Park will 
not interfere with the operation of Prairie Creek mine and similarly that the operation of 
the mine will not adversely impact upon the Park or its ecological integrity” (Harper, 
2007). 

 

Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that CZC and NATC could support any one of the 

three proposed policy options.   

6.2.5 Perspectives of Additional Mineral Permit, Claim and Lease Holders  

As with the existing mines, the eight additional mineral permit, claim and lease holders with an 

interest in lands within the GNE could potentially favour any one of the three proposed policy 

options. While there exists a greater likelihood that undeveloped mineral interests will be 

purchased by the Crown in the event of park expansion, the decision to sell ultimately rests with 

existing claim holders. Like CZC and NATC, existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders are 

protected from expropriation and each have the legal right to develop their claims regardless of 

which of the three policy options is chosen. The primary objective of existing claim holders will 
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be to receive a return on their initial capital investment whether this be through the establishment 

and development of a mine or through the sale of their mineral interests to the federal 

government. All three policy choices allow existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders the 

opportunity to achieve their chief economic objective although the third policy option (i.e. 

maintain Nahanni’s existing boundaries) provides the added benefit of leaving more territory 

open for future mineral discoveries and claims. As stated by Peter Dimmell President of the 

Prospectors & Developers Association (PDAC) of Canada in a written submission to DCLUP on 

behalf of the PDAC, the Mining Association of Canada (MAC) and the NWT & Nunavut 

Chamber of Mines, there is some concern by existing claim holders that expanding Nahanni 

could “discourage mineral activity in the region” (Dimmell, 2006). Ultimately however, any one 

of the three proposed alternatives could represent a viable policy option for existing mineral 

permit, claim and lease holders, given that each option satisfies their primary economic objective.    

6.2.6 Perspectives of Big Game Hunting Outfitters 

It is reasonable to assume that all four commercial hunting outfitters with hunting routes within 

areas encompassed by the GNE (i.e. South Nahanni River Outfitters, NWT Outfitters, Nahanni 

Butte Outfitters and Redstone Trophy Hunts) would favour maintaining Nahanni’s boundaries 

(policy option#3) or expanding the park around existing third-party interests (policy option #2). 

With respect to the latter, recall that while the focus of the second policy option is on expanding 

the park around existing mineral interests, the rights of existing commercial hunting outfitters are 

also protected from expropriation under Canada’s NPA in the event of park expansion. Therefore, 

unless existing big game hunting outfitters willingly accepted a compensation package from the 

federal government in exchange for a removal or displacement of their existing hunting routes, 

outfitters would be allowed to maintain their existing camps even if the Nahanni was expanded. 

All four affected outfitters have been in operation at least 10 years and three are family run 



 

  64 

businesses, suggesting a strong desire by each to maintain their livelihoods and continue their 

operations (Nahanni Butte Outfitters, 2007; NWT Outfitters, 2007; Redstone Trophy Hunters, 

(n.d.); South Nahanni Outfitters(n.d.)). However, while maintaining Nahanni boundaries (policy 

option #3) or expanding Nahanni around existing third-party interests (policy option #2) would 

both allow outfitters to continue their operations, amending Canada’s NPA (policy option #1) 

would provide little benefit to commercial hunters. In contrast, the proposed hypothetical 

amendment on which the first policy option is based is geared specifically towards allowing for 

the continuation of existing mineral interests and does not support the continued operation of 

existing commercial hunting outfitters within national park boundaries. The proposed amendment 

rests on the assumption that mining, unlike commercial hunting, is critical to our modern way of 

life as it through mineral exploration and extraction that humans obtain the necessary resources 

on which our society depends.  As a result, it is reasonable to conclude that if given the choice 

existing commercial hunting outfitters would favour policy options #2 or #3. 

6.2.7 Perspectives of Environmental Groups: 

Not surprisingly, all of the environmental groups that have commented on the proposed 

expansion of NNPR, among them Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society, Nature Canada and 

Duck Unlimited Canada, have unequivocally supported expanding Nahanni’s boundaries and 

would therefore never favour policy option #3 (i.e. maintain Nahanni’s existing boundaries). 

However, if given the choice between expanding Nahanni around existing mineral interests 

(policy option #2) or expanding the park to include such interests (policy option #1), it is unclear 

which option environmental groups would prefer.  While each environmental organization has a 

different mission and or vision for Canada they all share a common desire to see more of 

Canada’s wilderness protected from exploitation. For example, Nature Canada’s Mission “is to 

conserve and protect nature—Canada’s natural diversity of plant and animal species and their 
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environment” (NC, 2008), while DUC’s primary goal is to “conserve, restore and manage 

wetlands and associated habitats for North America’s waterfowl” (DUC, 2008). In light of the 

strong emphasis on conservation inherent in the mission statements of most environmental 

groups, it could be argued that such groups would resist any policy proposal that would allow 

mining within national park boundaries. However, it is equally possible that environmental 

groups would support a more collaborative relationship with the mineral industry, especially if 

such an association would result in more environmentally-friendly mine procedures. Globally 

there is a growing recognition of the need and importance of increasing dialogue between mining 

and conservation interests (Phillips, 2001), and environmental groups recognize the effectiveness 

of a collaborative approach. In furtherance of its vision for a healthy ecosphere CPAWS strives to 

“work co-operatively with government, First Nations, businesses, and other organizations and 

individuals in a consensus seeking manner, wherever possible.” In addition, as evidenced by their 

written submissions to the Deh Cho Land Use Planning Committee in response to the DCLUP 

draft report, CPAWS and DUC both support a balanced approach between conservation and 

economic development (Morin, 2006; Charlwood, 2006). Ultimately, environmental groups could 

favour policy option #1 or #2 and while the favoured alternative between the two is difficult to 

establish with certainty it is evident that any option which would maintain Nahanni’s existing 

boundaries would not be supported by environmental groups.  
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Table 2: Summary of Stakeholders Views   

 

 

 

Stakeholders 

Policy Option#1: 

Include existing 
mineral interests 

Policy Option #2: 

Expand Nahanni 
excluding existing 
mineral interests 

 

Policy Option#3 

Maintain Nahanni’s 
current boundaries 

Government of 
Canada     X        X 

 

Government of NWT        X        X 
 

Dehcho First Nations       X        X 
 

Sahtu First Nations       X        X 
 

North American 
Tungsten Corporation       X        X        X 

Canadian Zinc 
Corporation       X        X        X  

Existing mineral 
permit, claim and 
lease holders 

      X        X        X 

Local Non-Aboriginal 
Community Members       X        X 

 

Commercial Hunting 
Outfitters 

        X        X 

Environmental 
Groups       X        X  

Results:        9       10        4 
X= Denotes potential support for a particular policy option 

6.2.8 Results of the Analysis of Social Factors: 

The results from the above social analysis are summarized in table 2. While the list provided is 

not necessarily comprehensive, it does include those groups, citizens, and organizations with a 

direct interest in all or part of NNPR and/or its surrounding ecosystem. The concerned parties 

analyzed included those who have been most vocal throughout the expansion process and 
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arguably incorporates all those who stand to be the most affected by any extension of NNPR. For 

the purposes of this research paper the position of each stakeholder group was accorded an equal 

weight despite potentially relevant differences between considered parties. For example, given 

their legal claim to most of the land comprising the GNE it could be argued that the opinions of 

the Sahtu and Dehcho First Nations should be accorded greater weight then say for example, non-

aboriginal community members. Similarly, it could be argued that the positions of CZC and 

NATC should be accorded greater relevance than undeveloped mineral permit, claim and lease 

holders given the greater investment expenditures by CZC and NATC to date. However, 

according greater relevance to one concerned party over that of another is often a very subjective 

process and the criteria used to determine a stakeholders significance is too often contingent upon 

a particular perspective or agenda. In the interest of fairness, each stakeholder was accorded equal 

relevance in the above social analysis. Results suggest that out of the three policy options 

considered, policy option #2 stands the greatest likelihood of being preferred by most 

stakeholders based on available written sources of information. However, the favoured approach 

when presented to stakeholders will depend largely on the economic and environmental 

ramifications of each option.        

6.3 Environmental Ramifications  

Collectively, Canada’s 42 national parks have a critically important part to play in protecting the 

country’s natural and cultural features, preserving the diversity of its plant and animal species and 

maintaining the environmental services on which Canadians depend (clean air, water etc…). 

NNPR is an area of high natural and cultural significance and its ecological integrity will depend 

on the health of its greater ecosystem. The following section will compare all three policy options 

in terms of their respective effects on water quality, wildlife habitat and land preservation. The 
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preferred approach will be the policy that stands the greatest likelihood of ensuring the long-term 

ecological health of NNPR.  

6.3.1 Water Quality: 61 

Overall the water quality of the SNR and its major tributaries is good and NNPR water is of high 

quality and pristine to near pristine overall (Environment Canada, 1991; Halliwell, 1996; 

Halliwell, 1998; Halliwell & Catto, 2003). Nahanni’s waters are characterized as naturally 

conductive, weakly alkaline62, highly coloured, turbid, hard, and rich in suspended and dissolved 

solids (Halliwell, 1998). Water quality within NNPR and the GNE is affected by regional geology 

                                                        
61 Note: Initially this section was to analyze the effects of each proposal on water AND air quality however, 

the effects on air quality were not considered in this analysis for the following two main reasons: (1) For 

mines located on federal lands in the NWT, air-quality regulation is a matter of some contention. 

Established under the NWT Environmental Protection Act (EPA) (R.S.N.W.T. 1998, c. E-7), the Guideline 

for Ambient Air Quality Standards in the Northwest Territories (GNWT, 2002) sets limits for sulphur 

dioxide (S02), ground level ozone (O3), total suspended solids and fine particulate matter. However, while 

in principle the EPA applies “to the whole of the Northwest Territories” (R.S.N.W.T. 1998, c. E-7, s.2), in 

practice it applies only to Commissions lands. Commissioner’s lands make up about 2% of the NWT 

(mostly community lands) and are comprised of those lands that the Government of Canada has transferred, 

and given administration and control of the land to the Commission of the Northwest Territories (GNWT, 

2008). All mines on federal land in the NWT (approximately 97% of land) fall under the jurisdiction of the 

Government of Canada. However, while the MVRMA defines ‘environment’ as comprising “land, water, 

and air, including all layers of the atmosphere (S.C. 1998, c.25, s.2 emphasis added) to date the Act has 

only been used to establish land and water boards in the NWT, which do not specifically address ambient 

air quality. Ultimately, in practice the apparent regulatory gap between the federal and territorial 

governments regarding air quality is addressed through the implementation of separate private agreements 

between the mineral company, aboriginal groups and the federal and territorial governments. (2) While it is 

reasonable to assume that the development of any new mine within the GNE would be subject to an 

agreement on air quality; currently neither Cantung and Prairie Creek mines face regulatory guidelines with 

respect to air emissions. As a result, an assessment of air quality emissions and regulatory standards went 

beyond the scope of this research paper.    
62 Alkalinity: The capacity of a system to neutralize acid (Drever, 1997).  
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and spatial and temporal variability.63 Due to Nahanni’s local geochemical and biochemical 

background, Park waters, suspended sediments and fish tissue (e.g. livers and gills) have been 

shown to contain naturally elevated levels of certain metals including zinc, cadmium, copper and 

iron (Haliwell, 1996; Halliwell, 1998). As evidenced by the pristine quality of Nahanni’s 

waters,64 the SNR watershed appears to have largely adapted to these natural stressors; however, 

the already strained ecosystem remains susceptible to future anthropocentric stress from mining 

and other activities (Halliwell, 1998, Halliwell & Catto, 2003).  

All mining activity within the GNE, including existing mines and future mineral 

developments, has the potential to adversely affect water quality within the SNR watershed. If 

mine tailings and/or contaminated mine water are not adequately contained and treated before 

being released into the environment, the water quality within the GNE can be adversely affected 

threatening both aquatic species and human health. North of the 60th parallel there are two 

principal federal statutes, each administered by INAC, which govern water use and waste 

disposal into water: the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act and the Northwest 

                                                        
63 Spatial Variability: “Ground and surface water runoff dissolves mineral and nutrients as it passes through 

bedrock and surficial material. Differences in water quality characteristics along the SNR mainstem and 

amongst tributaries reflect spatial variations in bedrock geology (i.e. rock types and structures) and surficial 

geology (i.e. glacial, alluvial and organic deposits)” (Halliwell, 1998, p.20). 

Temporal Variability: “Water and sediment quality is variable over time because of changes in water flows 

and levels during each water year (i.e. seasonality), and between water years (Halliwell, 1998, p.23).  
64 “The water and suspended sediment quality of Nahanni is essentially pristine. However, 1992-1997 long 

term objective (LTO) exceedance data suggest that 1988-1991 water-quality work failed to describe large 

natural variability of water quality. Short-term objective (STO) and Canadian Water Quality Guideline 

exceedances (CWQG) (for Zn, Cu, Cd, Pb, etc…) at five sites confirm that future water quality and other 

media monitoring is warranted. It is too early to interpret the meaning of GWQG exceedances at two 

sample sites established or re-established in 1994 (e.g. Flat River/Park Boundary, South Nahanni River 
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Territories Waters Act (NTWA).65 In general, deposits of waste into northern waters require a 

licence from the Northwest Territories Water Board (NTWB) established under the NTWA.66 

However, within unsettled land claim areas of the Mackenzie Valley, land use permits and water 

licences are issued by the MVLWB under the legislative authority MVRMA.67 The MVRMA 

“arises from and implements obligations under the comprehensive land claim agreements 

between the Government of Canada and the G’wich’in and Sahtu Dene and Metis, respectively,68 

and the comprehensive land claim and self-government agreement between the Government of 

                                                                                                                                                                     

above Virginia Falls), and only preliminary LTOs and STOs have been established for these two sites” 

(Halliwell & Catto, 2003, p.277-278).  
65 S.C. 1992, c.39. Note also that Canada-wide the two most important regulatory laws applicable to mining 

are the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999 (“CEPA 1999”)(S.C.1999, c.33) and the Fisheries 

Act (R.S.C. 1985, c. F-14). The former “authorizes the federal government to determine whether substances 

used in commerce and industry are toxic and to restrict or prohibit their introduction, use, and release into 

the environment primarily through regulations promulgated on a substance by substances basis (S.C.1999, 

c.33, Part 5)” (Castrilli, 2007, p.15). The Fisheries Act and its Metal Mining Effluent Regulations, are 

administered by the Environment Canada and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) and grant 

discretionary power to the DFO to issue an authorization attaching conditions to activity that may alter, 

disrupt, or destroy fish habitat (R.S.C., 1985, c.F-14, s.35(1): “No person shall carry on work or 

undertaking that results in the harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of fish habitat.” 
66 Ibid. s.9 (prohibiting deposit of waste in certain waters except in accordance with licence issued by 

Northwest Territories Water Board). Note also that the NTWB cannot issue a licence with conditions that 

are less stringent than the requirements contained in regulations under the Canada Water Act (R.S., 1985, 

c.C-11) or the Fisheries Act that may also be applicable to those waters. Ibid. ss.15(5): “Where the Board 

issues a licence in respect of any waters that do not form part of a water quality management area 

designated pursuant to the Canada Water Act, and to which any regulations made under subsection 36(5) of 

the Fisheries Act apply, the Board may not include in the licence an conditions relating to the deposit of 

waste in those waters that are less stringent than the provisions of those regulations”  (emphasis added). 
67 Supra, note 56, s. 102(1) The MVLWB “…has jurisdiction in respect of all uses of land or waters or 

deposits of waste in the Mackenzie Valley for which a permit is required under Part 3 or a licence is 

required under the Northwest Territories Waters Act.”  
68 Ibid.  
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Canada, the Government of the Northwest Territories, and the Tlicho” (Castrilli, 2007, p.36).69 

Virtually all of the GNE falls within unsettled land claim areas of the Mackenzie Valley and 

therefore, existing and future mines will fall under the jurisdiction of the MVLWB. Both existing 

mines within the GNE currently operate in accordance with water licences issued by the 

MVLWB, which authorize the withdrawal of fresh water and regulate all minewater and tailings 

superantant discharged. Cantung’s mining and milling operations are governed by Water Licence 

MV2002L2-0019, which requires regular surface and ground water monitoring (MVLWB, 

2003c). The Flat River is monitored at five stations, numbered 4-1, 4-5, 4-12, 4-13 and 4-29, 

while groundwater monitoring occurs at nine wells, 8 of which are equipped with multiple 

piezometers (EBA Consultants, 2006b). In order to continue operations NATC must ensure that 

all mill waste and minewater discharged to the Tailings Containment Area meets effluent quality 

requirements as outlined in Part E of their water licence (MVLWB, 2003).70 Similarly, while not 

a fully operational mine, Prairie Creek’s metallurgical pilot plant and underground decline 

development requires the use of water and the disposal of wastes into water and is therefore 

regulated by the MVLWB under water licence MV2001L2-0003. In accordance with its water 

licence, CZC uses 11 water quality monitoring stations to ensure that all waters discharged into 

Prairie Creek, Harrison Creek and the Catchment Pond meet the necessary effluent quality 

requirements (MVLWB, 2003c).71 While imposing water quality standards and ensuring proper 

monitoring cannot completely eliminate the risks associated with mineral development, to date 

                                                        
69 Tilcho Land Claims and Self Government Act, S.C. 2005, c.1 (bringing into force the agreement of 

August 25, 2003).  
70 For a complete list of effluent quality requirements provided within NATC’s water licence MV2002L2-

0019 please see Appendix C.  
71 For a complete list of effluent quality requirements provided within CZC’s water licence MV2001L2-

0003 please see Appendix D. 
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there has been no recognizable adverse effects on water quality resulting from existing mineral 

development (Halliwell & Catto, 2003). Repeated studies by representatives of Parks Canada and 

Environment Canada have concluded, “the effects of Tungsten Mine [Cantung] and Cadillac 

Mine [Prairie Creek] development, construction, production and decommissioning are currently 

undetectable, with natural cycles predominating” (Halliwell, 1998, p.23 emphasis added; 

Halliwell, 1996; Halliwell & Catto, 2003). Mineral development can adversely affect water 

quality in numerous ways but the threat posed by ARD is typically of chief concern to regulators. 

Both the Cantung and Prairie Creek ore deposits are hosted by high proportions of carbonates, 

particularly dolostones, which help neutralize acid generation and thereby reduce the risk of ARD 

(NATC, 2005; CZC, 2001). However, although to date Prairie Creek and Cantung mines have not 

had a recognizable adverse effect on water quality, due in part to their favourable mineralogy, 

each mine continues to pose a threat to the SNR watershed and future water-quality monitoring is 

essential.  

In total Cantung mine has five tailings ponds of which tailing ponds #4 and #5 are 

currently in use (NATC, 2005).  Tailings Ponds #1 and #2 were used from 1965-1973 (~ 500,000 

tonnes) and from 1971 until 2007 tailings from underground mining were discharged into tailings 

Pond#3 (MESH, 2008). Prior to 1965 Cantung deposited its tailings directly in the floodplain of 

the Flat River and although they were covered, irrigated and seeded in 1996, recent reports 

suggest they may be acid generating (MESH, 2008). In January, 2008 MESH Environmental Inc 

released a report on the Geochemical Characterization of the Cantung Mine Tailings, NWT in 

which they concluded “that a majority of the tailings stored on the Cantung minesite have the 

potential to generate acid” (MESH, 2008, p.13).  The report goes on to explain that tailings stored 

in Ponds #1, #2, #3 and #4 are characterized by abundant neutralization potential and are 

therefore unlikely to produce acid for some time (approximately 20 years); however, the Flat 
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River tailings “are currently acidic with depleted neutralization potentials” (MESH, 2008, p.13). 

There have been no adverse effects on water quality in the Flat River as a result of drainage from 

the reclaimed tailings deposits in the flood plain (EBA Engineering Consultants Ltd., 2006; 

NATC, 2003) although they remain a potential future threat and require proper management and 

close monitoring.  

Similarly, while Prairie Creek has never been fully operational, the construction of roads 

and mine facilities can result in altered drainage and increased sediment loading to water bodies 

along with sewage effluent and minewater discharge (Beavers, 2002). Studies of Prairie Creek 

operations conclude that minewater, high in metals, ammonia and total suspended solids, is being 

discharged into Harrison Creek and Prairie Creek although whether its adversely affecting water 

quality and/or aquatic species remains unclear (Beavers, 2002). As sources of acid rock drainage 

and contaminated mine water, the Cantung and Prairie Creek properties will both remain potential 

threats to the water quality of the SNR watershed, especially when their effects are combined 

with those of future mineral developments.  

When the effects of Cantung and Prairie Creek mines are combined with the effects of 

future mineral developments in the area the cumulative impact could be considerable if not 

properly planned and managed. Cumulative effects are defined as “changes to the biophysical, 

social, economic, and cultural environments caused by the combination of past, present and 

‘reasonably foreseeable’ future actions” (INAC, 2007, p.1). While some cumulative effects occur 

naturally and are not necessarily negative, those associated with mineral development often have 

adverse environmental consequences. The more mineral development that occurs within the SNR 

watershed, the more the effects could “add up” or “accumulate” to produce an adverse impact on 

the water quality of the GNE. All three policy options will allow for the continued operation and 

development of existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders. However, policy option #3 (i.e. 
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maintain Nahanni’s boundaries) comes with the added disadvantage of leaving the entire GNE 

open to future mineral exploration and development thereby increasing the potential risks posed 

by cumulative effects. In other words, the greater the number of mines that are allowed to operate 

within the SNR watershed, the greater the potential risk that their cumulative impact will 

adversely affect the water quality in NNPR and the GNE and therefore, policy option #3 would 

not be the preferred approach. However, in terms of protecting water quality there is little 

difference between policy option #1 and policy option #2. Both options would limit development 

to existing mineral claims and the risks to water quality would be the same whether mineral 

claims were included or excluded from park boundaries, given that all mineral claims are located 

within the confines of the larger SNR watershed. Therefore, in terms of effects on water quality 

policy option #1 (include mines) and #2 (exclude mines) would be equally favoured over that of 

maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries. 

6.3.2 Wildlife, Vegetation and Land Preservation:   

Nahanni’s current boundaries do not encompass enough critical wildlife habitat to adequately 

sustain viable populations of many of its wildlife species (Weaver, 2002; Weaver, 2006). Funded 

by the Wildlife Conservation Society of Canada, Dr. John Weaver conducted field studies during 

2002-2005 on grizzly bears, Dall’s sheep and woodland caribou and concluded that NNPR is “too 

small and too narrow to protect these wide-ranging, vulnerable wildlife” (Weaver, 2006, p.2).  

While both grizzly bear and woodland caribou have particularly low resiliency to human 

developments and activities, the ranges of all three species went well beyond park boundaries and 

all three were vulnerable to commercial hunting outfitters and the adverse effects of outlying 

mineral activities (Weaver, 2006). According to Dr. Weaver, protecting the entire SNR watershed 

would conserve critical seasonal wildlife ranges from habitat fragmentation and encompass a 

more representative sample of the Mackenzie Mountains landscape; providing both plants and 
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animals with room to move northward and higher in elevation in response to climate change 

(Weaver, 2006). While Dr. Weaver’s studies focused on grizzly bears and northern ungulates, 

further studies have suggested that many lesser known species, including bats, trumpeter swans 

and wood bison, would also benefit greatly from an expanded park (McCormick, 1985; Lausen, 

2006; Larter & Allaire, 2007), and it is reasonable to assume that results would be similar for 

most ranging wildlife. Expanding NNPR to include the entire GNE would also encompass a 

variety of land cover types and landscape features that are representative of the Mackenzie 

Mountains, chief among which is the North karst. According to Dr. Ford, a leading world 

authority on karst landforms, the “North Karst is the most accentuated and important example or 

arctic/subarctic karst that is known anywhere on the planet at the present time” (Ford, 2005, p.4). 

The North karst features cave systems, underground rivers, sinkholes, rock bridges, limestone 

pavements, isolated rock towers, and poljes (karst corrosion plains that occasionally flood to form 

lakes) (Brook & Ford, 1978; Ford, 2005; PC, 2007). The karst caves also represent important 

habitat for Dall’s sheep as they provide both security and food in the form of lush grasses and 

forbs at the entrance of most caves (Weaver, 2006). Ultimately, it is undeniable that critical 

wildlife habitat and geological features within the GNE but outside Nahanni’s current boundaries 

exist and warrant protection on ecological grounds.     

In comparison to maintaining Nahanni’s current boundaries (policy option #3), policy 

option #1 (include mines) and policy option #2 (exclude mines) would both offer greater 

protection to wildlife, vegetation and important geological features within the GNE. While all 

three policy options allow for the continued development of existing mineral claims, the first two 

options would see Nahanni expanded to protect most of the GNE from future human 

developments and activities. The more territory protected from future development within the 

GNE, the more critical wildlife habitat is conserved and the greater the likelihood that viable 
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populations of large carnivores and northern ungulates will be maintained. In addition, both 

policy option #1 and #2 would prevent future human expansion into geologically significant areas 

such as the North karst. However, while either policy option #1 or #2 would be preferable to 

maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries in terms of wildlife protection and land preservation, 

there are several important distinctions between the first two alternatives.  

 With its inclusion of all existing mineral holdings, policy option #1 would undeniably 

protect the greatest expanse of territory. As of July 2007, the total land covered by existing 

mineral permits, claims and leases within the SNR watershed totaled 825.59 km2 (~204,008 

acres) (INAC SID Viewer, 2007d).  While mining infrastructure does exits on lands controlled by 

CZC and NATC, all other mineral permits, claims and leases within the SNR watershed remain 

virtually untouched by human activities and in some cases have proven ecologically significant. 

For example, Archer Cathro & Associates (1981) Limited hold three prospecting permits totaling 

486km2 (~120,127 acres) in the southwest portion of the GNE, which falls within the seasonal 

range of the Lower Nahanni woodland caribou range (Weaver, 2006). Similarly, the highest 

density of grizzly bears occurs in the mountainous areas north of the park boundary between 

Prairie Creek and Clearwater Creek (Weaver, 2006). Were Canada’s NPA to be amended 

pursuant to policy option #1, all of the existing undeveloped mineral interests which were not 

purchased by the Crown on a willing-seller willing-buyer basis, would immediately form part of 

an expanded NNPR. As presented, the hypothetical amendment at the foundation of policy option 

#1 allows existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders to develop a mine on their property but 

would not permit any other exploitive industry from operating on that same property. In other 

words, the amendment is strictly geared towards permitting the continued operation of existing 

mineral interests and would not permit other forms of resource extraction (timber, hunting etc…) 

even if the owner did not want to develop a mine on the property. While in principle every 



 

  77 

existing mineral permit, claim and lease within the GNE could be developed into a mine, 

statistically this is very unlikely. For example, “since 1971, 2,539 mineral exploration projects 

have been initiated in the NWT and of those, only 15 (approximately 0.6%) have resulted in a 

mine” (INAC, 2005b). As a result, it is reasonable to assume that most of the existing mineral 

permits, claims and leases currently on record in the SNR watershed will never be developed into 

mines. Instead these areas will remain untouched pieces of wilderness and by including them 

within an expanded NNPR initially, more land within the SNR watershed will ultimately be 

protected. In contrast, by excluding these mineral claims from Nahanni’s expanded boundaries 

(i.e. policy option #2), these claims would remain open to other kinds of resource extraction (e.g. 

timber, hunting etc…) even if developing a mine was not economically feasible.72 Similarly, even 

if existing mineral interests are developed into operational mines, once mineral reserves are 

exhausted and those mines are remediated, as will be required by their respective water licence, 

these reclaimed lands would already be part of NNPR under policy option #1. In contrast, if 

Nahanni is expanded around existing mineral claims, then reclaimed lands would remain open to 

other forms of resource exploitation unless they were added to Nahanni’s boundaries through a 

legislative amendment to Canada’s NPA; a process which could take years. 

                                                        
72 Note: Under policy option #2, NNPR would be expanded around existing mineral permits, claims and 

leases. In the event that some or all of these mineral permits, claims or leases went undeveloped (ex. mine 

was not economically feasible etc…) and were allowed to expire by their rightful owner; it is conceivable 

that they could be added to Nahanni’s already established expanded boundaries. However, adding pieces of 

land to an existing national park can be a lengthy process and would involve an amendment to Canada’s 

NPA, officially changing the legal description of the park so as to include the additional pieces of land. 

Therefore, policy option #1 would remain the preferable option in lieu of the fact that any undeveloped 

mineral holdings that were allowed to expire would already be included within the expanded boundaries of 

NNPR.      
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 Finally, including existing mineral claims within an expanded NNPR could increase 

collaboration with the private sector and result in improved protection and better management of 

park biodiversity. Historically, the relationship between parks and extractive industries such as 

mining “has been antagonistic and many protected areas were established to prevent the very 

activities—mining, logging, fossil fuel extraction and major infrastructure projects—that are the 

lifeblood of the private sector” (Mulongoy & Chape, 2004, p.43). Nahanni itself was established 

in order to protect Virginia Falls from hydro-electric development (Tate, 2003). However, more 

recently there has been a recognizable global shift in protected area management, which has 

focused on encouraging the inclusion of a broader range of stakeholders, including the private 

sector. “Participatory management approaches, involving greater numbers of stakeholders in 

decision-making, have become a main focus of PA [protected area] literature over the last 

decade” (Dearden, Bennett & Johnston, 2003, p.92). SEA is an approach that promotes greater 

stakeholder participation as a means of better ensuring sustainability through the “full integration 

of relevant biophysical, economic, social and political considerations” (Partidário & Clarke, 

2000, p.4). In Canada mining and protected areas often occur in close proximity and encouraging 

greater collaboration between the mining and conservation sectors, as well as with aboriginal 

groups and local communities, makes sense as mutual benefits can result from stronger 

partnerships between stakeholders. The mineral industry can help protect park biodiversity and 

water quality through a wide range of programs including “regional flora and fauna surveys, 

education and training, research funding, sponsorship of community environmental groups or 

projects; and local and regional economic developments that have biodiversity spin-offs [e.g. 

rehabilitating a mine site to promote eco-tourism]” (IUCN/ICMM, 2003, p.14). In exchange, by 

working in partnership with the federal, provincial and/or territorial governments, mining 

companies would likely see an improvement in public relations and perhaps a more accessible 
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regulatory application process; both of which can serve to reduce a mining companies’ project 

risk (International Institute for Environment & Development (IIED) and World Business Council 

of Sustainable Development (WBCSD), 2004).  

The desire by the mining industry to increase its understanding of conservation issues and 

the conservation sector’s desire to work in partnership with the mineral industry to strengthen the 

protection of Canada’s wilderness, is illustrated by the recent collaboration between the Mining 

Association of Canada and the Canadian Nature Federation (CNF) on several projects 

(MAC/CNF, 2003). For example, in October 2003 the MAC and the CNF held a joint workshop 

entitled “Mining and Canada’s National Parks Learning Through Dialogue: Pukaskwa National 

Park Workshop.”  Located on the North shore of Lake Superior halfway between Sault St. Marie 

and Thunder Bay, Pukaskwa National Park covers 1,880 km2 and protects a representative sample 

of the Central Boreal Uplands and the Great Lakes coastline (MAC/CNF, 2003). To the north of 

the park is the Hemlo gold camp, the site of three operational mines: Williams and David Bell, 

owned and operated by a Teck Cominco Limited and Barrick Gold Corporation joint venture, and 

Golden Giant operated by Newmont Canada Ltd. (MAC/CNF, 2003). Prompted by concerns over 

potential water quality degradation and habitat fragmentation due to impacts associated with 

outlying mineral activity, the workshops generated considerable discussion and resulted in 

information sharing on water, plant and wildlife surveys as well as opportunities for joint research 

on environmental indicators (MAC/CNF, 2003). The Pukaskwa National Park Workshop is a 

representative example of the cooperation already occurring between conservationists and mining 

companies with respect to protected area management. However, including mines within the 

boundaries of national parks in areas of high ecological and cultural value where mineral interests 

are already established could result in even greater environmental stewardship by the mineral 

industry as well as an improved understanding of industry needs by the Government of Canada.  



 

  80 

“Protecting sensitive area values has the greatest chance of success if all stakeholders 
work together for more productive outcomes… Trust is most likely to be effectively built 
by establishing joint programs of work on issues where consensus already exists, or 
where it is beginning to emerge. If successful, this might then lead gradually to furthering 
dialogue, even agreement, on areas where there is currently disagreement” (IIED & 
WBCSD, 2003, p.31).  

 

Essentially, including mineral interests within the boundaries of Canada’s national parks 

would establish a true partnership between claim holders and regulators in which the common 

goal would be to allow mineral extraction without adversely affecting the long-term ecological 

integrity of the park. As consensus is beginning to emerge in Canada between conservationists 

and the mineral industry, perhaps the next step is recognizing the ecological benefits which could 

result if Canada’s NPA were amended to allow the inclusion of mineral interests within a national 

park boundaries where such interests existed prior to park establishment or expansion.   

In contrast however, it could be argued that amending Canada’s NPA to provide the 

Minister with the option of allowing metal mining within national park boundaries could increase 

mining within both new and existing national parks, and in so doing it could degrade the 

ecological integrity of Canada’s national parks. Canada needs some national parks that prohibit 

all forms of commercial resource extraction. Parks which remain predominantly untouched by 

human development or activities represent vital wildlife and vegetation havens and help Canada 

maintain a critical balance between conservation and development. The purpose of policy option 

#1 is to allow the Minister to include mines within the boundaries of a national park so as to 

allow more and larger areas of significant ecological and cultural value to be protected. However, 

while the proposed hypothetical amendment at the foundation of policy option #1 only applies 

where “third-party interests existed prior to new park establishment or enlargement”, from a legal 

perspective this amendment could still be used by the mineral industry to argue in favour of 

allowing mining within all national parks, including those for which mineral interests did not 
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exist at the time of park expansion or establishment. In fact, every successful implementation of 

the amendment could potentially bolster the mineral industries argument that mineral activities 

and national parks can co-exits together and therefore, mining should be permitted within existing 

national parks as well. The language used in the hypothetical amendment presented is not 

conducive to such an interpretation. However, the argument remains that this amendment could 

be the first step on a continuum which ends with all of Canada’s national parks being subject to 

mineral exploration, development and extraction; a risk which is not present with policy option 

#2 or #3. 

6.3.3 Environmental Results: 

The results from the above environmental analysis are listed in Table 3. As with the social section 

all three environmental categories were weighted equally and results suggest that all factors 

considered, policy option #1 is the favoured approach from an ecological perspective. While there 

is little difference between policy option #1 and #2 in terms of water quality protection and 

wildlife habitat preservation (as in both options viable populations of wide ranging animals are 

likely to be maintained), policy option #1 does ultimately protect more land. While the difference 

in land protected is small in comparison to the overall size of the SNR watershed, it is nonetheless 

significant that some of the land has proven ecologically significant and statistically is unlikely to 

ever be developed. Policy option #1 also comes with the added advantage of increasing 

collaboration with the mineral industry from which increased environmental stewardship is a 

likely result. However, the importance of this latter advantage is lessened by the potential risk 

that the proposed amendment in policy option #1 could be used by the mineral industry to gain 

access to national parks previously excluded from mineral development. Ultimately, based on the 

evaluative criteria chosen, policy option #1 is the favoured approach in terms of its environmental 
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effects, although there is still much to be considered in terms of each policy’s economic 

implications.  

Table 3: Summary of Environmental Effects 

 

 

Environmental 
Effects 

Policy Option #1: 

Expand Nahanni 
including existing 
mineral interests 

Policy Option #2: 

Expand Nahanni 
excluding existing 
mineral interests 

Policy Option #3: 

Maintain Nahanni’s 
current boundaries 

Water Quality        X        X  

Wildlife and 
Vegetation 

 

       X        X  

Land Preservation        X           
Results:        3        2                0        
X: Denotes the favoured approach for each environmental effect  

6.4 Economic Implications 

Canada’s national parks attract domestic and foreign tourists, employ thousands of people and are 

a significant contributor to Canada’s economy. With approximately 26 million visits a year 

Canada’s national parks, historic sites and national marine conservation areas contribute more 

than $1.2 billion to Canada’s gross domestic product (GDP)73 and the equivalent of 38,000 full 

time jobs (Parks Canada, 2005c). Nahanni is the most visited national park north of the 60o 

parallel and its potential enlargement could have wide-ranging economic consequences on the 

local, territorial and Canadian economies. The following section describes the potential economic 

                                                        
73 “The total market value of all goods and services produced in a country in a given year, equal to total 

consumer, investment and government spending, plus the value of exports, minus the value of imports” 

(InvestorWords, 2008).  
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consequences of all three policy options in an attempt to highlight the alternative with the greatest 

economic benefits.  

6.4.1 Parks Establishment and Operation Costs:  

Policy option #1 (include mines) and policy option #2 (exclude mines) would each see NNPR 

expanded to include an area nearly seven times its current size, resulting in initial capital 

development expenditures and increased operation and monitoring costs not present with policy 

option #3 (maintain existing boundaries). While Nahanni’s annual budget fluctuates from year to 

year, between 2001 to 2005 total expenditures by NNPR averaged just over two million a year 

(Outspan Group Inc., 2006).74  However, according to the most recent economic assessment on 

the proposed expansion of NNPR75, if Nahanni were expanded to include the entire GNE initial 

capital development expenses are estimated to cost between $1-2 million and operation and 

maintenance costs are likely to increase by 500,000-1,000,000 annually (Outspan Group Inc., 

2006). Capital development expenses would cover the costs associated with the construction of 

new infrastructure required due to the increased size of the park; including two new patrol cabins, 

a new office and maintenance depot along with a staff residence in Nahanni Butte and new 

signage required for safety, directions and interpretation along the river and trails (Outspan Group 

Inc., 2006). Conservative estimates would therefore suggest that enlarging NNPR in accordance 

with policy option #1 or #2 would result in additional development, operation and maintenance 

                                                        
74 2005-06: $1,403,000; 2004/05: $2,809,100; 2003/04: $2,062,200; 2002/03: $1,812,700: 2001/02: 

$1,930,300 (Outspan Group Inc., 2006).  
75 In 2006 the Outspan Group Inc., prepared a report for Parks Canada entitled Economic Impact of 

Nahanni National Park Reserve Expansion, which represents the clearest, most up to date assessment of the 

economic implications associated with park expansion.  
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costs of at least 6 million76, a cost increase which would not be required if Nahanni’s existing 

boundaries were maintained (policy option #3). However, the increased costs associated with 

expanding Nahanni must be considered in light of their positive economic spin offs on the local 

and territorial economy, as well as the potential for increased tourism revenues associated with an 

enlarged park.  

6.4.2 Tourism and Park Expenditures  

Expanding NNPR, contingent with policy option one or two, will result in increased park 

expenditures on the local, territorial and Canadian economies as well as increased tourism. 

Assuming a cost increase of $10 million over ten years77 associated with an enlarged NNPR, 

Table 4 illustrates the potential spending impacts on GDP78, labour income79 and employment in 

the Nahanni Region, the NWT and the rest of Canada. Of particular note are the spending impacts 

within the region with $4.9 million of $7.2 million of GDP in the territory over ten years 

(Outspan, 2006). The influx in spending associated with the NNPR expansion will also create 

new jobs and increase federal and territorial tax revenues. Although the economic impact 

associated with increased park spending is difficult to estimate with any exact precision, it is clear 

                                                        
76 Outspan Group Inc estimates that over a ten year period new spending on NNPR could total between $6 

million and $12 million and therefore, it is reasonable to assume that $6 million will be the minimum 

amount spent on an expanded NNPR during its first 10 years of operation (2006). Note also, Nahanni’s 

potential expansion costs have been accounted for in Budget Plan 2003, which provided Parks Canada with 

$144 million over five years to move forward with federal commitments, including that of expanding 

NNPR by the end of 2008 (Parks Canada, 2005c). 
77 A reasonable assumption given that the Outspan Group Inc. estimates that over a ten year period new 

spending on NNPR could total between six and twelve million (Outspand Group Inc., 2006). 
78 “Reflects the value-added retained within the territory from spending by the Park” (Outspan, 2006, p.43). 
79 “Labour income is a component of GDP and represents the amount retained in the territory in the form of 

wages, salaries, and profits from unincorporated businesses” (Outspan Group Inc., 2006, p.43)  
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that there will be some positive impacts on the local and territorial economy, which will offset 

some of the increased park establishment and maintenance costs. In addition, expanding NNPR 

will almost certainly result in increased tourism revenues. Since the 1980s, there has been no 

clear trend in attendance and Nahanni’s visitation numbers have fluctuated from year to year 

averaging approximately 1,000 day and night visitors annually (Outspan Group Inc., 2006). 

Expanding NNPR to include most if not all of the GNE is expected to increase tourism to the 

region for two main reasons: (1) The park will have more to offer visitors, including a longer 

river experience along the SNR as well as additional hiking and site-seeing activities within areas 

currently located outside existing boundaries; and (2) various activities currently occurring 

outside Nahanni’s boundaries will be counted as visitors within the park, including mountaineers 

in the Ragged Range to the west of the park as well as hikers in the northern karst area (Outspan 

Group Inc., 2006).  

Table 4: Total Spending Impacts in the Nahanni Region, the Northwest Territories and the 

Rest of Canada Attributable to Nahanni NPR Expansion (Outspan Group Inc., 2006, p.64) 

 Nahanni Region Northwest Territories Rest of Canada 

GDP $5,000,000 $7,880,000 $2,561,000 

Labour Income $4,560,000 $6,460, 000 $1,673,000 

Employment (FTE)* 23.7 59.2 48.1 

Tax Revenues  Not available  $132,000 $143,000 

Full-time Equivalents. One FTE equals one year of work for one person.  

 

Increased visitation to Nahanni results in increased expenditures by tourists on lodging, 

transportation and supplies and these expenditures will have a very positive economic impact.  

“The total estimated new visitor spending for the period 2007-2016 varies between the 
low estimate [an additional 10 overnight visitors per year] of $470,000 and $2.6 million 
for the high estimate [5% increase in overnight visitors per annum]. The estimate for the 
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medium estimate [average between high and low] was $1.56 million over the ten year 
period” (Outspan Group Inc., 2006, p.58).  

 

As illustrated by the above statistics, the total impact of increased spending is again 

difficult to estimate with any precision however, it is reasonable to assume that expanding 

Nahanni will have some positive economic impacts with respect to tourism, and could amount to 

an influx of an additional $2.6 million over ten years to the local and territorial economy 

(Outspan Group Inc., 2006). A greater expanse of protected wilderness will also be of particular 

benefit to adventure tourism operators80 because it will allow for new and expanded opportunities 

for different kinds of wilderness tourism activities (Outspan Group Inc., 2006). Policy option #1 

(include mines) and policy option #2 (exclude mines) would both see Nahanni expanded to 

include most of the GNE and therefore, have a comparable economic impact on the local and 

territorial economies in terms of increased tourism and park expenditures. However, including 

existing mineral permits, claims and leases within Nahanni’s extended boundaries could result in 

two additional economic advantages. First, by including existing mineral interests, mine tours 

could potentially be offered as an additional tourist draw to the Park. As evidenced by the Myra 

Falls mine located in Strathcona-Westmin Provincial Park in British Columbia and completely 

surrounded by Strathcona Provincial Park, “not only are recreational activities not impeded by 

mining activities, but mine tours have become an important attraction for park visitors” 

(Government of British Columbia, 2007).  Although it is as yet unknown whether or not either 

NATC or CZC would allow mine tours on their property, expanding Nahanni to include existing 

                                                        
80 There are three adventure tourism outfitters licenced by Nahanni NPR. These are: Black Feather (Parry 

Sound, Ontario), Nahanni Wilderness Adventures Ltd. (Canmore. Alberta) and Nahanni River Adventures 

(Whitehorse, Yukon).  
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mineral claims comes with the possibility that mine tours could become an additional tourist draw 

for NNPR; a possibility not present if these same mineral interests were excluded.  

Second, just as inclusion breeds collaboration with respect to the environmental 

ramifications of a mining project, so too are there potential economic advantages to developing a 

stronger partnership with the mineral industry.  

“In addition to physical activities of avoidance, restoration, recovery or expansion, 
private-sector companies are well resourced and can potentially become a key financial 
contributor to protected area management (including subsidizing staffing infrastructural 
and equipment costs, and outreach and education programs)” (Mulongoy & Chape, 2004, 
p.43-44).  

 

Fostering a stronger partnership between government agencies and existing mineral 

permit, claim and lease holders could have a positive economic influence on the management of 

NNPR. Through improved relations, opportunities would exist for joint research and education 

programs as well as the potential for private sector subsidies. While collaboration between the 

mineral industry and government can occur without allowing mining with NNPR boundaries, a 

strong argument exists that increased inclusion will result in increased cooperation providing 

potential economic benefits for NNPR. A collaborative planning approach  

“emphasizes the importance of a rich social infrastructure of positive relationships 
between governance, citizens, and companies. Where this exists, information, knowledge, 
and understanding can flow around among stakeholders. Where it does not, contributions 
to debate, however well-intentioned, will tend to be perceived as the promotion of self-
interest or constructed in adversarial terms” (Healey, 1998, p.1540-41). 

 

By including existing mineral permit, claim and lease holders within the boundaries of 

NNPR, policy option #1 widens stakeholder involvement allowing regulators and the mineral 

industry to work collaboratively on mutually beneficial economic tradeoffs. While both policy 

option #1 (include mines) and policy option #2 (exclude mines) would result in an expanded park 
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and increased tourist revenues, the former would be the preferred approach as it provides the 

potential for additional attractions (i.e. mine tours) and the chance for economic tradeoffs 

resulting from increased collaboration with the mineral sector. 

6.4.3 Economic Value of Undeveloped Natural Resources Within the GNE 

Environmental systems have ecological and economic value even when undeveloped, a fact 

which favours policy option #1 (include mines) and policy option #2 (exclude mines). Park lands 

are typically protected for their high intrinsic worth as opposed to their economic value given the 

difficulty in assessing the latter. However, even rough estimates suggest that the benefits and 

services provided by national parks including biodiversity conservation, habitat protection for 

endangered species and migratory birds and carbon sequestration have enormous economic value. 

For example, the Pembina Institute estimates that forest carbon storage is worth $3,509.31/ha, 

while all other services81 are worth $51.24/ha (Canadian Boreal Initiative (CBI), 2006, Table 16, 

p.43). Apply these ecological values to Nahanni’s existing land cover (4,766km2) and the parks 

current carbon storage potential is valued at over $1.6 billion and all other environmental services 

are worth an additional $24.4 million (Outspan Group, 2006). In comparison, expanding Nahanni 

to include the entire GNE would encompass a land area of 39,842 km2 (or 3,984,200 hectors) 

providing a combined carbon storage and environmental services benefit of approximately $14 

billion.  In terms of the economic value of Canada’s environmental services, policy option #1 and 

#2 would be favoured over that of maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries given the larger 

expanse of territory protected in either of the first two alternatives. However, leaving the GNE 

ecosystem open for commercial development would also have its economic advantageous.    
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6.4.4 Economic Value of Exploiting Natural Resources Within the GNE:  

Maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries (policy option #3) would leave the entire GNE open 

for commercial development, which could provide an array of economic benefits. The GNE has a 

wealth of natural resources that could be exploited for economic gain, including the potential for 

oil and gas exploration and extraction, big game hunting, mining and timber production. 

Currently mining and commercial hunting are the only extractive industries with a stake in the 

GNE and arguably the mining and hunting sectors are the most likely extractive industries to 

benefit if the entire SNR watershed were left open for development. Oil and gas potential is 

limited to a relatively small area in the Southeastern portion of the GNE (Jefferson, Osadetz, 

Spirito & Hamilton, 2003) and to date timber extraction has been virtually non existent likely due 

to inadequate road access in much of the SNR watershed. In contrast, commercial hunting and 

mining have been ongoing in the GNE watershed for decades. To date there have been two 

mineral and energy resource assessments within the GNE; MERA 1 (2003) focused on the 

Tlogotsho Plateau, Nahanni Karst, and Ragged Ranges where as MERA 2 (2007) undertook an 

assessment of the entire GNE (Figure 12). MERA 2 identifies approximately 12% of the GNE as 

moderate to high in mineral potential, with restricted areas of very high potential (Wright, Harris, 

Lemkow & Falck, 2007) (Figure 13) 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                     
81 Other ecosystem services include: watershed value, non-timber forest products, birds-pest control 

service, Aboriginal subsistence value, biodiversity conservation, and nature-related activities (recreation) 
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Figure 12: Study Areas of MERA 1 versus MERA 2 (Jefferson, Osadetz, Spirito, Hamilton, 

2003)   

 

 

The areas of highest mineral potential include the zinc-lead silver deposit at Howards 

Pass and Prairie Creek as well as world class Cantung tungsten mine and gold deposits around 

Selena Creek (Wright, Harris, Lemkow & Falck, 2007). In addition to the existing mines Cantung 

and Prairie Creek, many of the areas identified by the MERA 2 study as containing the highest 

mineral potential are already subject to existing mineral permits, claims or leases. For example, 

                                                                                                                                                                     

(CBI, 2006).  
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Selwyn Resources Ltd (formerly Pacifica Resources Limited) has four active mineral claims82 

within the Howards Pass area and Archer Cathro & Associates (1981) Limited control the Selena 

Creek region through three active prospecting permits (INAC, SID Viewer, 2007). These areas 

will be open for development regardless of the policy option chosen however; policy option #3 is 

the only alternative that would allow for the development of additional unclaimed mineral 

reserves (both known and unknown) within the GNE. Leaving the GNE open for development is 

potentially extremely lucrative because mineral exploration and development can have far 

reaching economic benefits on the local, territorial and Canadian economies. At the national level 

the mineral and metals industry is an integral part of Canada’s economy, and in 1997 the mineral 

sector contributed $26.2 billion to the Canadian economy, an amount equal to 3.8% of the 

national GDP (MAC, 2008). Similarly, at the local and regional level when mining occurs within 

a given territory there may be many mining-related service sector spinoffs including: geophysical 

surveys, consulting and instrumentation, engineering and contracting, and mining equipment and 

services (MAC, 2008). CZC estimates that if Prairie Creek is brought into full production it will 

employ a labour force of approximately 200 people including contractors and,   

“will generate over $100 million (U.S) annually in recovered value before treatment, 
smelting and transport. Of this, some $60 million (U.S) will be received at the mine. 
Between 85% and 90% of the “in ground” value will be realized either in the local, 
regional or Canadian economies” (CZC, 2004, p.20).  

 

Although the overall economic impact of each mine will vary substantially based on the 

type and size of the mineral reserve in question, it remains clear that increased mineral activity 

within the GNE could have a substantial positive economic effect on the local, regional and 

Canadian economies. Interestingly, regardless of whether or not NNPR is expanded the DCFN 

                                                        
82 F68549, F66410, F66411 & F66412 (INAC SID Viewer, 2007) 
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Interim Measure Agreement provides that before any new or existing mine begins full scale 

operations within the Deh Cho region it must have established an impact benefit agreement with 

the DCFN.83 IBAs (a.k.a. socio-economic agreements) are one instrument used by governments, 

 

Figure 13: Resource Potential Map in the GNE (Wright, Harris, Lemkow & Falk, 2007) 

 

Final additive mineral-potential maps. Mineral occurrences by type are shown for reference. Continuous potential map generated by 
combining the maximum values of the individual potential maps for each deposit model as well as the map for hydrocarbons potential; 
BC= Big Charlie pluton, BS =Broken Skull River area, ED = Etanda Dome, FR = Flat River, LNPG = Little Nahanni Pegmatite 
Group, LRF = Leif Ridge Fault, MA = Mattson Anticline, MH = Mount Hamilton pluton, MP = McLeod pluton, MRE = Meilleur 
River Embayment, OG = O’Grady Batholith, PC = Prairie Creek, TMA = Twisted Mountain Anticline, and TP = Tlogotsho Plateau. 
 

mining companies and Aboriginal communities to ensure that proposed mineral projects provide 

maximum benefits to the local population. IBAs are designed to improve economic opportunities 

                                                        
83 DCFN Interim Measures Agreement, s.45: “Canada shall ensure that the proponent of a major mining 

project that requires any authorization from Canada and that will impact on the members of the Deh Cho 
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within the community and promote the growth and development of the local community through 

education, counseling and maintenance of traditional culture and lifestyles (Sub-Committee on 

the Intergovernmental Working Group on the Mineral Industry, 1996). Finally, although 

seemingly protected from expropriation, the fate of existing big game hunting outfitters is 

currently unknown. By maintaining Nahanni’s boundaries the big game hunting businesses 

located within the GNE would remain undisturbed, allowing operators to continue to have a 

positive economic influence on the local economy. Little information exists to assess the 

economic impact that outfitters are currently having on the local community, but Outspan Group 

Inc estimates that outfitters and their hunters spend approximately $200,000 per year in the 

territory; not an insignificant amount considering four outfitters currently operate in the GNE. 

Ultimately, maintaining Nahanni’s existing boundaries would allow for the economic benefits 

associated with future mineral discoveries as well as with oil and gas exploration and 

development, hunting and timber production. In terms of the economic value of exploiting the 

natural resources within the GNE, policy option #3 is therefore the preferred approach. 

6.4.5 Economic Results: 

Table 5 summarizes the results from the above economic analysis. Findings are limited to the 

economic implications considered and for each category cost evaluations represent estimates of 

the potential economic impact. There are financial costs to expanding Nahanni but in exchange 

tourism will increase and the economic benefits of Nahanni’s natural resources and systems will 

remain undisturbed. Although the economic advantages between policy option #1 (include mines) 

and policy option #2 (exclude mines) are comparable, the former is more likely to promote 

                                                                                                                                                                     

First Nations is required to enter into negotiations with the Deh Cho First Nations for the purpose of 

concluding an [impact and benefit] agreement relating to the project.” 
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economic tradeoffs with the mineral sector and could create additional tourist draws to the park in 

the form of mine tours. However, between policy option #1 and #3, there is no clear frontrunner. 

While policy option one would increase tourism and protect the economic value of the natural 

resources and systems within the GNE, policy option #3 (maintain current boundaries), would 

cost nothing to implement and would allow for the exploitation of natural resources within the 

SNR watershed; a factor which could have enormous economic benefits given the proven mineral 

reserves in the area. Therefore, based on the evaluative criteria chosen, policy option #1 and #3 

would be equally favoured from an economic perspective.  

Table 5: Summary of Economic Implications 

 

 

Economic 
Implications 

Policy Option #1: 

Expand Nahanni 
including existing 
mineral interests 

Policy Option #2: 
Expand Nahanni 
excluding existing 
mineral interests 

Policy Option #3: 

Maintain Nahanni’s 
current boundaries 

Park Establishment 
and Operation Costs 

          X 

Tourism & Park 
Expenditures          X 

  

Economic Value of 
Undeveloped Natural 
Resources Within 
GNE 

        X        X  

Economic Value of 
Exploiting Natural 
Resources Within 
GNE  

          X 

Results:         2         1         2 
X: Denotes the favoured approach for each environmental effect  
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Chapter 7: Conclusions & Recommendations 

7.1 Study Limitations:  

The results from any policy analysis must be considered in light of their practical limitations and 

chosen evaluative criteria. From a practical perspective, implementing policy option #1 in the 

Nahanni situation rests on the assumption that the federal government could not obtain legal title 

to all of the existing third-party interests within the GNE through negotiated settlement. Although 

it is almost certainly cost prohibitive for Parks Canada to purchase existing mines in the region, 

the possibility exists that the federal Crown could acquire all of the territory within the SNR 

watershed through a willing-buyer, willing-seller arrangement; thereby negating the application 

of policy option #1. Similarly, policy option #1 would only ever be implemented if, in the opinion 

of the Minister, the existing mineral activity is not likely to adversely affect the long-term 

ecological integrity of the park. In addition, while the proposed expansion of NNPR provides an 

excellent case study in which to investigate the many policy issues surrounding mining and 

protected area management in Canada, Nahanni’s designation as a UNESCO World Heritage Site 

adds an interesting twist to the potential implementation of policy option #1. Both the ICMM, 

made up of 18 of the largest metals and mining companies in the world, and the MAC, which 

includes CZC as a member company, have publicly stated that World Heritage sites should be 

“no-go” areas with respect to mining (ICMM, 2003:MAC, 2007). Therefore, while mining 

companies may actively support the proposed amendment to Canada’s NPA which is at the 

foundation of policy option #1, the mineral industry may resist the amendment’s application in 

the case of NNPR given the latter’s designation as a World Heritage site.  

Similarly, Parks Canada has publicly stated it is not interested in a Stathcona Provincial 

Park scenario.  As stated by Kevin McNamee, Director Parks Establishment, in an official 

position statement on July 5, 2007, “under the Canada National Parks Act, mineral exploration 
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and development is not permitted on national park lands. Thus, a Strathcona Park scenario is not 

possible in… [the Nahanni] area and Parks Canada has no interest in examining such an 

approach.”  However, there are several notable differences between the hypothetical amendment 

in policy option #1 and the situation in Strathcona Provincial Park. The latter involves two 

different classes of provincial parks in which one allows mineral activity and the other does not. 

In contrast, policy option #1 provides the Minister with the option of including mineral interests 

within national park boundaries in order to protect an area of high ecological and/or cultural value 

where such mineral interests already exist. Although both approaches result in continued mineral 

activity within park boundaries, there are enough differences between a Strathcona park situation 

and the amendment proposed in policy option #1 that Parks Canada could still consider the latter 

a viable option.  

Another practical limitation with amending Canada’s NPA to allow metal mining within 

national parks boundaries is that modifying a federal statute can be a lengthy regulatory process. 

A bill to amend a Canadian statute must go through a number of specific stages in the House of 

Commons and Senate before it becomes law (Government of Canada, Legislative Process, 2006), 

a process which could take years particularly if the bill is controversial. NNPR may indeed never 

be expanded, but if the DCFN and the Government of Canada reach a final land claim agreement 

in the coming months, expansion could proceed quickly and it is unlikely that the hypothetical 

amendment, even if considered by Parliament, would receive Royal assent in time. However, 

despite all of the amendment’s practical limitations in terms of time and applicability to the 

proposed expansion of NNPR, the amendment, if supported by Parliament, would remain a 

potentially beneficial provision applicable to future Nahanni-like situations in Canada.  

Determining the preferred policy option requires an assessment of the advantages and 

disadvantages of a pre-determined set of alternatives and therefore, the results from every policy 
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analysis are limited to the options considered and by the evaluative criteria chosen. In the above 

policy analysis, three policy options were considered: Expand NNPR and include existing 

mineral, permit claim and lease holders, (2) Expand Nahanni excluding existing mineral interests 

or (3) maintain Nahanni’s existing boundaries. These three options do not provide a 

comprehensive list of choices available to Parks Canada but rather present three potentially viable 

policy solutions. Furthermore, the evaluative criteria chosen are limited in a number of respects. 

From a social perspective, perspective judgments were assessed based on available written 

sources of information depicting the views of interested parties, and stakeholders were limited to 

those who would most clearly be affected by NNPR expansion. The environmental ramifications 

section considered each policy’s potential effects on water quality, wildlife and vegetation, and 

land preservation; results which do not necessarily encapsulate all possible environmental effects. 

Economic assessments relied on financial estimates of the effects of enlarging Nahanni versus 

maintaining its existing boundaries. Given the size of the GNE and the availability of economic 

data, assessing the financial consequences of Nahanni’s expansion naturally involve an array of 

assumptions that can affect economic forecasts. Finally, the decision to weight all evaluative 

criteria equally within each of the three broader categories (i.e. social, environmental and 

economic) should be considered when making a final policy decision. It is fully acknowledged 

that when presented to stakeholders more weight may be accorded to one evaluative criteria over 

that of another. For example, it could be argued that few stakeholders will recognize the 

significant economic benefits associated with leaving the GNE undeveloped. However, according 

more weight or importance to one criteria over another is a decision best left to those stakeholders 

who stand to be most affected by the proposed expansion of NNPR. Ultimately however, despite 

the limitations inherent in the evaluative criterion chosen, the analysis as a whole provides us 

with valuable information on which a policy decision can be based.   
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7.2 Conclusions: 

If each of the considered stakeholders were afforded the choice between the three proposed policy 

options, it is entirely possible that the preferred approach would be to include existing mineral 

permit, claim and lease holders within Nahanni’s expanded boundaries. Based on available 

written sources of information depicting the views of concerned parties, it is evident that most 

stakeholders would prefer policy option #1 or #2 and it is reasonable to assume that in most cases 

the favoured approach would depend on each policy’s foreseeable economic and environmental 

ramifications. In terms of its potential environmental and economic effects, including existing 

mines within Nahanni’s boundaries is the preferred approach. Both policy option #1 and #2 

would have comparable effects on the surrounding environment but policy option #1 would 

protect a greater expanse of territory, which is particularly advantageous if included mineral 

holdings go undeveloped. From an economic perspective, the potential for increased tourism 

associated with mine tours provides an additional economic incentive inherent with policy #1. 

However, by far the greatest advantage of including existing mineral holdings within an expanded 

park comes from the very real possibility that doing so will increase collaboration with existing 

claim holders and the mineral industry as a whole; leading to greater environmental stewardship 

and the potential for economic trade offs with the private sector. Environmental and economic 

ends are not necessarily in conflict and favourable trade offs with the private sector are possible 

in some circumstances. “Willingness to permit certain compromises and trade-offs could spur 

greater willingness to strengthen sustainability-enhancing effects” (Gibson, 2000, p.38), and 

adopting policy option #1 opens the door to exactly this type of arrangement. Ultimately, the 

proposed amendment to Canada’s NPA comes with the risk that it could be used by the mineral 

industry to argue in favour of allowing mining within Canada’s existing protected areas. 

However, that risk can be managed through careful legislative wording and, as is so often the 
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case, with increased risk comes the possibility of an even greater reward; allowing Canada to 

more easily expand and protect its national parks.  

7.3 Recommendations: 

Based on the above analysis the researcher recommends that Parks Canada consider policy option 

#1 and present it to stakeholders in the proposed expansion of NNPR. If the proposed 

hypothetical amendment receives majority support from stakeholders, then coupled with its 

additional economic and environmental advantages, it should be the preferred approach. 

Furthermore, if the proposed amendment proved worthwhile in the case of NNPR, it would 

provide strong evidence that the hypothetical amendment is beneficial in some circumstances and 

should therefore be presented to Parliament so its merits can be debated at the national level.  
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All information obtained from Parks Canada. (2006a). Background to the performance report 
2006-2007. Retrieved December 8th, 2007 from http://www.pc.gc.ca/docs/bib-lib/docs5_e.asp 
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Appendix B: IUCN Protected Area Management Categories  

Defining IUCN Protected Area Management Categories  

 

Defining Protected Areas 

The definition of a protected area adopted by IUCN is: 

An area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of biological 

diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other 

effective means  

 

Although all protected areas meet the general purposes contained in this definition, in practice the 

precise purposes for which protected areas are managed differ greatly.  

 

Protected Area Management Categories 

IUCN has defined a series of six protected area management categories, based on primary 

management objective. In summary, these are: 

 

CATEGORY Ia:  Strict Nature Reserve: protected area managed mainly for science 

Definition: Area of land and/or sea possessing some outstanding or representative ecosystems, 

geological or physiological features and/or species, available primarily for scientific research 

and/or environmental monitoring. 

 

CATEGORY Ib:  Wilderness Area: protected area managed mainly for wilderness 

protection 

Definition: Large area of unmodified or slightly modified land, and/or sea, retaining its natural 

character and influence, without permanent or significant habitation, which is protected and 

managed so as to preserve its natural condition. 

 

CATEGORY II: National Park: protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection 

and recreation  

Definition: Natural area of land and/or sea, designated to (a) protect the ecological integrity of 

one or more ecosystems for present and future generations, (b) exclude exploitation or occupation 
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inimical to the purposes of designation of the area and (c) provide a foundation for spiritual, 

scientific, educational, recreational and visitor opportunities, all of which must be 

environmentally and culturally compatible. 

 

CATEGORY III: Natural Monument: protected area managed mainly for conservation of 

specific natural features 

Definition: Area containing one, or more, specific natural or natural/cultural feature which is of 

outstanding or unique value because of its inherent rarity, representative or aesthetic qualities or 

cultural significance. 

 

CATEGORY IV: Habitat/Species Management Area: protected area managed mainly for 

conservation through management intervention  

Definition: Area of land and/or sea subject to active intervention for management purposes so as 

to ensure the maintenance of habitats and/or to meet the requirements of specific species. 

 

CATEGORY V Protected Landscape/Seascape: protected area managed mainly for 

landscape/seascape conservation and recreation 

Definition: Area of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where the interaction of people and 

nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant aesthetic, ecological 

and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity. Safeguarding the integrity of this 

traditional interaction is vital to the protection, maintenance and evolution of such an area. 

 

CATEGORY VI Managed Resource Protected Area: protected area managed mainly for 

the sustainable use of natural ecosystems 

Definition: Area containing predominantly unmodified natural systems, managed to ensure long 

term protection and maintenance of biological diversity, while providing at the same time a 

sustainable flow of natural products and services to meet community needs.  
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All information obtained from IUCN. (1994). Guidelines for Protected Areas Management 

Categories. IUCN, Cambridge, UK and Gland, Switzerland. Retrieved on January 10th, 2007 

from http://www.unep-wcmc.org/protected_areas/categories/index.html  

These categories are defined in detail in the Guidelines for Protected Areas Management 

Categories published by IUCN in 1994. The full text of these guidelines, which also include a 

number of examples, are available at http://www.unep-wcmc.org/protected_areas/ 

categories/eng/index.html  
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Appendix C: Cantung Mine Effluent Quality Guidelines 
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(MVLWB, 2003c). 
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Appendix D: Prairie Creek Mine Effluent Quality Guidelines 
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(MVLWB, 2003b) 


