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NORTH YUKON
PLANNING COMMISSION

NICHIH G WANA+L'IN ¢ LOOKING FO RWARD
January 31, 2009

Letter of Transmittal for Final Recommended North Yukon Land Use Plan

To: Yukon and Vuntut Gwitchin governments

As per the land use plan approval process described in Section 11.6.0 of the Vuntut Gwitchin
First Nation Final Agreement, the North Yukon Planning Commission (NYPC) has considered
the Yukon and Vuntut Gwitchin government comments on the March 2008 Recommended North
Yukon Land Use Plan (the Recommended Plan). The Senior Liaison Committee letter was
received on September 22, 2008. A detailed comment submission was received on October 14,
2008. Thank you for your well organized joint comment submissions.

The NYPC met on November 20, 2008 to consider and discuss your comments and suggestions
for the Recommended Plan. The Yukon and Vuntut Gwitchin Technical Working Group
members participated in the meeting, and subsequent discussions. In response to your comments
and suggestions, some parts of the Recommended Plan have been revised.

Plan Revisions

This version of the land use plan, the Final Recommended North Yukon Land Use Plan (the Final
Recommended Plan) has been created through careful consideration of the SLC letter key
references, and all detailed government comments.

The Final Recommended Plan contains minor revisions to all sections. Section 3 (Plan Concepts),
Section 5 (General Management Direction), and Section 7 (Plan Implementation and Revision)
contain the most significant changes. Technical Working Group members have been provided
with a version of the Final Recommended Plan showing where changes to the Recommend Plan
have been made.

As suggested, the North Yukon Planning Region boundary has been modified to reflect the Tetlit
Gwich’in Primary Use Area. The new area of the planning region is now 55,548 square
kilometres, a 20 square kilometre reduction from previous. All maps and areas have been adjusted
accordingly. This boundary change also affects the Peel Watershed Planning Region.

Letter of Transmittal

Our letter of transmittal has two parts. Part 1 provides a response to and discussion of the key
references from the September 22, 2008 Senior Liaison Committee letter. Part 2 discusses other
revisions and suggestions for your consideration during approval and implementation of the Plan.

We hope you find our comments useful and acceptable. The Final Recommended Plan is our final
submission for your consideration and approval.

The ongoing role of the Commission in Plan implementation, monitoring and review remains
undetermined. We trust that you, as the Parties, will make best efforts to implement the Plan in its
entirety, while exercising your discretion over implementation activities and land and resource
decision-making.
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The NYPC wishes to thank all of the plan partners, stakeholders and people that participated in
this planning process. The NYPC would like to especially acknowledge the participation of the
people of Old Crow, and the efforts of our Technical Working Group members, Tim Sellars from
Yukon Government, Shel Graupe from Vuntut Gwitchin Government, and Jeff Hamm from
Yukon Land Use Planning Council, for their assistance over the past months.

Thank you all for assisting us in promoting a vision for sustainable development in the North
Yukon Planning Region.

Mahsi’ Choo / Thank you,

Dave Brekke, Member
Dennis Frost Sr., Member

Shirlee Frost, Chair Marvin Frost Sr., Member
North Yukon Planning Commission Jane Montgomery, Member
PART 1:

Key References from Senior Liaison Committee Letter of September 22, 2008

1. Plan Implementation

Section 7 of the Final Recommended Land Use Plan has been revised to more clearly express that
Plan implementation is the responsibility of the Parties, and at the discretion of the Parties. We
have removed many detailed implementation activities from this section, but trust they will be
fully considered as the Parties prepare their detailed Plan implementation strategy.

Additional concepts and suggestions regarding Plan implementation are provided for your
consideration in Part 2 of this letter.

2. Cumulative Effects Indicators and Indicator Levels (i.e., Thresholds)

The NYPC is pleased that the Parties continue to cautiously support the proposed cumulative
effects management concepts. We are confident that the recommended indicators and indicator
levels, implemented within the context of the proposed results-based management framework,
will introduce a new level of clarity and transparency to land use decision-making in the
Integrated Management Area, while also minimizing risks to regional ecological integrity.

The NYPC considers the acceptance of the cumulative effects indicator concepts more important
than the terminology used to define the acceptable state of the indicators. Therefore, as requested
by the Parties, NYPC has changed the term ‘threshold’ to ‘indicator level’ to represent desired
indicator status. These terminology revisions are reflected throughout the Final Recommended
Plan, but are most significant in Section 3.3.1.

In Section 3.3.1, we suggest that the terms “indicator’ and ‘indicator level’ remain as separate
concepts. Indicators are things that are measured, while indicator levels describe the status of the
indicators. Subsections 3.3.1.1 and 3.3.1.2 have therefore been maintained. Cautionary and
critical indicator levels are still defined, and remain an integral part of the Integrated Management
Area land use zone definitions.
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While NYPC supports the “indicator level’ terminology requested by the Parties, it should be
noted that the definition of ‘threshold’” means an ‘opening’ or ‘beginning’. It does not mean a cap
or limit, as the term threshold was potentially being interpreted by some stakeholders and
governments. Another meaning for threshold is “a transitional interval beyond which some new
action or different state of affairs is likely to begin or occur’. This was the desired intent for the
term threshold as used in the March 2008 Recommended Plan. It is notable that the new
Government of Alberta Land-Use Framework is utilizing threshold terminology as part of their
cumulative effects management strategies.

It should also be recognized that the term “indicator level’ is a generic term—it does not infer if
an indicator level is desired or undesired. In future versions of the land use plan, as additional
indicators are adopted, it may be useful to utilize different terms for conditions we desire to
achieve versus conditions we desire to avoid. For example, the term ‘target’ could be used to
represent minimum desired conditions (e.g., maintain 80 percent habitat effectiveness), while a
different term, such as threshold, could be used to represent conditions we desire to avoid (e.g.,
maximum of one percent surface disturbance).

3. Fishing Branch Habitat Protection Area

As requested by the Parties, the Final Recommended Plan no longer recommends the Fishing
Branch Habitat Protection Area (LMU 12B) for Zone I11 land use designation within the
Integrated Management Area. The Final Recommended Plan now only references the Fishing
Branch HPA as a ‘Special Management Area’. Users are directed to the existing Fishing Branch
HPA management plan for land use direction. Additional comments have been included
regarding future consideration of Zone Il status and potential modification of the southern
boundary. These changes are reflected in Sections 4 and 6 (LMU 12), and Map 1, Appendix 1.

While we understand the Parties desire to maintain the current management regime for the
Fishing Branch HPA, the HPA designation, in the context of a land use designation system
applied through a Chapter 11 regional land use plan, is potentially problematic. HPAs are
regulated under the Yukon Wildlife Act. An HPA designation can represent a range of protection
measures, from very strict protection, where land disposition is prohibited, to special
consideration or seasonal constraints on land use. A management planning process generally
determines the relative level of conservation for a specific HPA. An HPA label on a land status
map therefore does not provide land users with an accurate representation of the conservation
intent for that area.

In the case of the Fishing Branch HPA, it is not withdrawn from land disposition. While the
management objectives for the HPA are protection and conservation of ecological and cultural
values, land use activities are allowed, provided they meet the terms and conditions of the
management plan. It was not the intent of the NYPC to impose a new or different management
regime on the HPA, but to provide additional clarity for land users, and to integrate the HPA into
the regional management regime. Considering the HPA as part of the Integrated Management
Area conveys that land disposition is possible.

The Fishing Branch HPA situation raises an important emerging issue for Yukon land
management. Specifically, what is the relationship between a land use designation system, as
applied through a Chapter 11 regional land use plan, and existing HPAs that are not fully
withdrawn from land disposition? This issue requires attention from the Yukon and affected
First Nation governments, and Yukon Land Use Planning Council.
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We suggest that for future planning regions with existing HPAs the “litmus test’ for applying a
regional land use designation should initially be, ‘is land disposition allowed within the HPA? If
yes, then the HPA should be considered part of the Integrated Management Area. Ecological and
cultural values, land sensitivity to disturbance, and the HPA management plan could then be used
to determine an appropriate Integrated Management Area Zone designation. If land disposition is
not allowed within an HPA, then it should be considered part of the Protected Area land use
category, as was the case with Old Crow Flats. If possible, these determinations should be made
collaboratively between HPA planning teams and Chapter 11 planning commissions.

Similar issues may be encountered between Local Area Plans and regional land use plans as
Chapter 11 regional planning is undertaken in more populated areas of Yukon. The newly formed
Dawson Planning Region will provide the first example of this situation.

4. Dempster Highway Aggregate Extraction

The NYPC does not support the Parties request for Dempster Highway aggregate extraction to be
exempt from cumulative effects indicator monitoring and assessment. This decision is based on
the following rationale:

1) The current two kilometre Dempster Highway corridor exemption is adequate. The
current surface disturbance indicator exemption within the two kilometre corridor
provides adequate flexibility to access aggregate materials for Dempster Highway
maintenance and upgrades. Currently, all gravel quarries are within one kilometre of the
highway. Aggregate materials may still be obtained outside of the two kilometre corridor,
but their surface impacts should be monitored and included in future indicator level
assessments. Establishing the two kilometre corridor exemption attempts to locate future
potential impacts within the existing zone of influence of the Dempster Highway.

The Dempster Highway corridor exemption represents a reasonable balance between the
potential direct and indirect impacts of the highway and its importance for northern
transportation and future economic development. For the foreseeable future, it is probable
that the Dempster Highway, aggregate extraction to support highway maintenance, and
associated land use activities will continue to be the most significant land use impacts in
the planning region. Monitoring and managing their potential effects outside of the two
kilometre corridor is therefore required.

2) Gravel pits create long-term impacts, and require new road access. If large-scale
industrial activity occurs in northern Yukon, aggregate extraction may be one of the
largest contributors to total surface disturbance impacts, in some cases as large as the
direct land use footprints themselves. Aggregate quarries also require the construction of
new access roads. Gravel pit access roads may be used for other land uses, or may induce
new uses, especially if they are greater than one kilometre from the Highway.

Gravel pits and associated access roads also tend to persist on the landscape for long
periods of time. Minimizing the amount and potential impacts of new access roads is an
important objective of the land use plan. Monitoring and managing the potential effects
of all aggregate quarries and associated access roads beyond the two kilometre corridor is
therefore required.

3) All land uses contribute to potential impacts. A key concept supporting the use of
cumulative effects indicators is that all land uses may contribute potential impacts and
surface disturbance indicator levels. The use of these indicators therefore ‘levels the
playing field” between different sectors. With the exception of those activities that do not
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create functional disturbances, there should be no special rules for particular industries or
activities. The Plan does not attempt to differentiate between sectoral contributions to
total allowable surface disturbance.

Exempting specific sectors from indicator contributions may also lead to other issues. As
an example, it may not be possible to separate gravel extraction used exclusively for
Dempster Highway maintenance from other gravel uses in proximity to the highway
(e.g., an all-season access road to a well site). Further, would gravel pit access roads also
be exempt from the cumulative effects indicator monitoring? Given these considerations,
it is not recommended to allow exemptions for specific industries or activities outside of
the two kilometre Dempster Highway corridor.

4) Project specific mitigation alone is not adequate to minimize landscape-level
ecological risk. The comments of the Parties suggest that because aggregate extraction
will be subject to YESAA review, and that best management practices will be used,
potential impacts of gravel extraction will be mitigated.

All industrial land uses are subject to environmental review (e.g. YESAA). Making an
exception for aggregate extraction based on this rationale is therefore somewhat illogical,
as the same argument could be applied to all energy sector or mining activities anywhere
within the planning region.

Secondly, this Plan, YESAB, and government departments, expect and assume that best
management practices will be used to conduct all industrial land use activities, all of the
time. Citing best management practices as a reason to exempt aggregate extraction is
therefore not supportable. Best management practices reduce risk and assist in mitigating
the potential effects of individual projects.

In the absence of landscape-level objectives and monitoring frameworks as established
by this Plan, it is difficult to determine if best management practices and other strategies
are achieving their desired results. The monitoring of cumulative effects indicators is
therefore required.

Based on these points, Section 5.4.7 has not been modified to reflect your request.

5. North Slope Access

The Final Recommended Plan incorporates new wording in Section 5.4.1.4 noting the possibility
of a future transportation corridor between the Dempster Highway and the Yukon North Slope,
and the need for this potential transportation corridor to be further examined and considered in
future planning exercises. North Slope access issues could also be considered during
implementation of the Eagle Plains access management recommendation made in Section 5.4.1.3.
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Part 2: Additional Considerations

The following points are offered as suggestions and considerations for the Parties as they develop
their detailed Plan implementation strategy. Many of these concepts have been discussed in
previous versions of the Plan, or during the planning process.

1. Implementation Concepts
1.1 Measuring the Success of Plan Implementation Activities
The effectiveness of Plan implementation activities can be assessed using two criteria:

1) Did Plan implementation result in regional goals and objectives being achieved? (i.e., Did
we change or modify the way we make land-use decisions to achieve Plan goals? Did we
manage the cumulative impacts of multiple land use activities, apply integrated landscape
management concepts, and achieve measurable outcomes?); and,

2) Did we complete specific implementation tasks? (i.e., a detailed ‘check-list” of
implementation activities).

As stated above, Section 7 revisions have resulted in the removal of a detailed implementation
activity ‘check-list’. We agree that the Parties are the most effective group to develop and track
specific implementation tasks, and that they have discretion over the specific activities.

However, successful implementation of the cumulative effects and integrated landscape
management concepts employed by the Plan will require a change in the way we currently assess
land use activities, grant land use dispositions, and approve and monitor specific projects. Plan
implementation, as measured through this concept, will not be successful unless some changes
are made to our current “project-by-project’ land and resource decision-making regime.

This Plan provides potential tools and a management framework to facilitate such changes. We
urge the Parties to make best efforts to fully embrace and implement the cumulative effects and
integrated landscape management concepts. For the Plan to be effective, some new decision-
making tools, activities and information will be required.

1.2 Four Requirements for Successful Plan Implementation
In the context of the previous discussion, for this Plan to be effective, four activities must occur:

1) Monitoring. The Plan proposes a results-based management framework where indicators
are used to determine if Plan goals and objectives are being met. Monitoring of indicators
is required to determine the effectiveness of mitigation strategies and best management
practices. The Plan currently proposes two cumulative effects indicators, surface
disturbance and linear density, to monitor the ecological integrity of individual landscape
management units. Over time, additional indicators should be developed.

2) Assessment. The status of indicators must receive periodic assessment. This is a different
activity than indicator monitoring. Assessment examines indicator levels in the context of
the status of valued ecosystem and cultural components, levels of land use activity, and
other factors. Assessment of indicator status is more than just reporting indicator levels; it
is exploring the potential significance of the indicator levels. Without assessment, there
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can be no adaptive management feed-back loop to modify recommended indicator levels,
strategies or best management practices.

In previous versions of the Plan, the NYPC suggested that such assessments should occur
on an annual or bi-annual basis. These periodic ‘regional assessments’ could serve as
state of the region reports, and also provide a formal opportunity to discuss Plan
implementation activities and issues.

3) Reporting. Integrated landscape management requires accurate and accessible
information. In support of the Plan, a large number of spatial data products were
integrated or created, resulting in a comprehensive regional information data set. Much of
this information is contained in the October 2007 Resource Assessment Report. This
information can be used to support informed and integrated decision-making.

However, to be effective, the information must be maintained and accessible. To this end,
a regional database should be developed to facilitate the distribution and use of this
information by land users, project proponents, First Nations, UFA boards and
committees, researchers, and governments. A centralized regional database would also
facilitate periodic updates for indicator status, habitat conditions and other dynamic
information. The regional database would also facilitate the use of standardized data,
resulting in cost savings for project proponents and assessment boards.

4) Adaptive Management. This Plan requires a formal process for incorporating new
information and changes to the region. The adaptive management process is facilitated by
monitoring, assessment and periodic review, and is a critical part of the planning cycle.

1.3 Changing the Plan

Section 11.2.1.4 of the Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation Final Agreement provides for periodic
review of and changes to the Plan. Section 7.2 of the Final Recommended Plan describes when
changes may be required, and how those changes could be made. NYPC recognizes that details
for Plan implementation and review will be determined by the Parties.

As discussed in Section 7.2, one method for changing the Plan would be to initiate a formal Plan
Review at periodic intervals. Many other Final Agreement-based management plans include a
fixed review date (e.g., Fishing Branch Habitat Protection Area Management Plan, Old Crow
Flats Special Management Area Management Plan, and North Yukon Fish and Wildlife
Management Plan).

Given the potential importance of this Plan in providing regional conservation and economic
development direction, and the introduction of some new management concepts to Yukon, the
NYPC recommends that a fixed Plan Review schedule should also be established for the North
Yukon Land Use Plan. While the Review schedule would be at the discretion of the Parties, the
NYPC suggests that a reasonable length of time between formal Plan Reviews should be a
maximum of seven years.
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2. Linkage between Chapter 11 (Land Use Planning) and Chapter 12 (Development
Assessment Process)

Section 12.17.0 of the Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation Final Agreement discusses the potential
relationship between Chapter 11 regional land use plans and the Development Assessment
Process, now regulated under YESAA and managed by the YESAB.

Section 12.17.1 states “Where YDAB (the assessment board) or a Designated Office receives a
Project application in a region where a regional land use plan is in effect, YDAB or the
Designated Office, as the case may be, shall request that the Regional Land Use Planning
Commission for the planning region determine whether or not the Project is in conformity with
the approved regional land use plan.’

The NYPC understands the potential need for a project-by-project conformity check to occur.
However, it is our perspective that the Plan establishes adequate management direction for the
YESAB or Designated Office, as the case may be, to assess the conformity of individual projects
as part of its evaluation, without the need for direct involvement of the Commission.

A more effective role for the NYPC would be to participate in the annual or bi-annual regional
assessment of cumulative land use issues, indicator status, and potential impacts. This critical
integrating role is currently not being fulfilled in the region, and the Commission is well suited to
undertake this activity in collaboration with the Parties. The concept of tiered activity triggers
may also have merit, where only projects of a certain scope require the involvement of the
Commission in project conformity checks.
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Plan Highlights

ENGLISH

» The Plan provides a Sustainable
Development framework for land
management in the North Yukon Planning
Region.

e The Plan addresses two key issues: 1) oil and
gas development in a significant portion of
the annual range of the Porcupine Caribou
herd; 2) management of development
impacts in wetlands outside of Protected
Areas.

» The Plan divides the region into 13 landscape
management units and designates each unit
(see Map 1, Appendix 1).

« Of the total region:

o 50% is the Integrated Management Area
(IMA), and can be considered the
‘working landscape’. 80% of the IMA
has a higher development focus.

o 36% has Protected Area status. The Plan
recommends Protected Area designation
for central Whitefish Wetlands and
Summit Lake — Bell River (1,993 square
kilometres, 4% of region).

o 12% is affected by the North Yukon
Land Withdrawal.

o 2% is the Fishing Branch HPA.

e The Plan recommends a land use designation
option for future consideration within the
North Yukon Land Withdrawal.

* Plan recommendations include:

o Conservation measures for the
Whitefish and Bluefish-Cadzow wetland
complexes, and the Richardson
Mountains.

o Managing the effects of multiple land
use activities (cumulative impacts)
through the consideration of cumulative
effects indicator levels.

o Additional specific recommendations
related to achieving social, economic
and ecological objectives.

GWICH’IN

 Nits’ 00 nanh, nin, tuk ts’at gah jidii
vit’idaach’uu datthak vik’ahanaatyaa geenjit
dinehtl’eh zhit gwidinithatl’oo.

« Neekaii ch’andoo geenjit gwidinithatl’oo: 1)
Nijin vadzaih nahaa’6o gwa’an khaii, khaiits’0’
hée gwandoo jii nan zhit khaii juuk’a’ ts’at chuu
juuk’a’ haa gwitr’it t’agwaa’in; 2) Van ts’at han
gwinjik gwa’an gwitr’it t’agwaa’in ji’ duuléh
van ts’at han gwinjik gwiizuu gahahtsyaa.

= Nanh vakak gwiinlit gwitr’it t’agwaa’in ji’
nits’o’ gwitr’it t’agwahaayaa geenjit
gwidinithatl’oo.

e Nanh nihtinehch’i’ didich’uu nilii aii
gwik’iighe’ dinehtl’eh tr’adantl’oo.

= Jii geenjit nits’do gwitr’it t’agwahaayaa, ts’at
nits’0o nanh vak’ahanaatyaa datthak:

o Nanh 50% nan zhit khaii juuk’a’ ts’at
chuu juuk’a’, nan zhit chii, gah nits’60
nan kak gwitr’it t’agwahaayaa geenjit
ke’gidiniitin. Whitefish, Bluefish-Cadzow
ts’at Richardson Mountain gwa’an
ch’andoo gwiinzii gwik’ahanaatyaa.

o Nanh 36% agwahchii vigwak’anahtyaa.
Jii Whitefish ts’at Summit Lake — Bell
River gwiteetl’an geenjit chan dinehtl’eh
k’eejit gihidineetl’ 0o, ezhik danh nanh
thok nitr’ihee’aa ji’.

o Ch’oodeenjik ee ts’aii khaii juuk’a’, chuu
juuk’a’, nan zhit chii geenjit
vigwak’anahtyaa, ezhik gwa’an duuweh
nanh haa nigogwihee’aa. Yeendoo ji’
duuléh zhat gwa’an vigwak’anahtyaa
kwaa. Yeendoo nits’0o nihtinehch’i’
gwizhit gwitr’it t’agwahaayaa tthak
geenjit gwidinathatl’do.
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Message from the Chair

For thousands of years, the Vuntut Gwitchin and its neighbouring Gwich’in Nations have used
and managed the land. Our ancestors were highly educated in land use and the management of all
resources. Their land use practices were effective. What we take from the Mother Earth, we give
thanks for and use with the utmost respect. Our ancestors taught us the most sacred of
teachings...not to use or take more than you need and only what Mother Earth or all of Creation
can provide. This teaching ensures a sustainable future for generations to come.

In North Yukon, the Porcupine Caribou hold a special place in Gwich’in culture and life. It has
been said that the Gwich’in and the Caribou hold a piece of each other’s heart. The Creator gave
the Gwich’in the Caribou to feed and sustain the people, and to keep the teachings and
responsibilities to our past, current and future generations alive. Like the relationship between the
Gwich’in people and the Caribou, the Porcupine herd holds a special place in this land use plan.

The Vuntut Gwitchin are a resourceful people and will not shy away from economic opportunities.
However, the teachings of our ancestors resonate with each land use issue we are engaged in, and
with each decision we must make. Vuntut Gwitchin Elders have been consulted throughout this
process to gather, document and map important traditional use and wildlife areas. Their
knowledge is represented directly in the North Yukon land use plan.

We have been taught to do things in co-operation with others. The Plan Partners concept initiated
from the beginning of this exercise embraces this teaching. Our intent has been to develop a
regional land use plan for the Vuntut Gwitchin traditional territory with cooperation and
engagement of our Plan Partners. The end result is a Plan that reflects the values of residents, is
balanced, assists in making informed land use decisions, and can be implemented. A special
Mahsi™ Choo (thank you) to our Plan Partners.

Our staff worked extremely hard to produce this Plan. Their skills, energy, dedication and
commitment throughout this long and challenging planning process was a source of inspiration
for the Commission members. Thank you to Shawn Francis, John Ryder, Richard Vladars and
Kathleen Zimmer. We couldn’t have done this without you.

The North Yukon regional land use plan embodies the guiding principles of the Vuntut Gwitchin
people — Nichih Gwanal’in, Looking Forward. We trust this land use plan will assist in
establishing a framework for sustainable land use in northern Yukon.

Mahsi® Choo,

i

Shirlee Frost, Chair
North Yukon Planning Commission
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Understanding the Plan

XVii

A guide to using this land use plan is provided below.

STEP 1 Determine project location or area of interest

Refer to Map 1, Appendix 1.

* Is the project location or area of interest in the planning region?
« Ifin region, what landscape management unit does it occur
within?

STEP 2 Determine broad management intent for landscape
management unit

 Referto Map 1, Appendix 1 for land use categories and zones
(land use designation).

 Refer to Section 3 for description of land use categories and
zones (land use designation).

STEP 3 Determine what values might be affected

* Refer to Maps 2-4, Appendix 1 for locations of identified values.

 Refer to Section 6 for descriptions of identified values and
special considerations.

Determine management direction for identified values

or issues

« Refer to Section 5 for management direction regarding
identified values or issues.

* Refer to Section 6 for specific management issues and
considerations within the area of interest (landscape
management unit).

STEP 5 Determine other management direction, if required

« Refer to Appendix 3 for other management plans.
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1. Introduction

1.1 The Context

The North Yukon Planning Region is the traditional territory of the Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation
(VGFN). Encompassing 55,548 square kilometres, it is part of Beringia, the land that escaped the
ice sheets during the last Ice Age. During that time, it was a refuge for plants, animals, and some
of the first peoples in North America.

Today, the region includes large intact ecosystems, healthy wildlife populations, internationally
recognized wetlands, a wealth of natural resources, and archaeological and palaeontological
resources of global significance. However, the level of economic development activity in
northern Yukon is increasing. Greater economic development will bring many benefits to the
people of the region and Yukon, but not without impacts.

The North Yukon Land Use Plan (the Plan) is designed to protect the significant natural and
cultural resources of the region while still allowing for current and future economic development
opportunities. The guiding principle of the Plan is sustainable development. The Plan aims to
reflect the vision, values and interests of the Vuntut Gwitchin, and of Yukoners as a whole.

Created under the provisions of the Vuntut Gwitchin First Nation Final Agreement, this Plan is
the first of a network of regional land use plans to be produced through the Yukon First Nation
land claim agreements.

1.2 Scope of the Plan
It is important to understand both what a regional land use plan is and what it is not.

A regional land use plan is a collective statement about how to manage land and resources within
a given area. It provides guidance for land and resource decision-making and helps us to achieve
the kind of future we want to see.

This regional land use plan, however, is not a legal document. It does not replace existing
legislation. Neither does it affect First Nation rights as established by land claim agreements and
constitutional law.

The Plan applies only to the North Yukon Planning Region (Figure 1.1). It provides management
direction for all Yukon public lands and all VGFN Settlement Lands outside of existing Protected
Areas and Special Management Areas (SMAS).

It does not apply to Vuntut National Park of Canada, the Ni’iinlii’njik (Fishing Branch)
Ecological Reserve, Wilderness Preserve and Habitat Protection Area, Old Crow Flats SMA, or
the village of Old Crow. The Plan does, however, consider these areas and existing management
plans in providing management direction.
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Figure 1.1. North Yukon Planning Region.

1.3 What the Plan is About

The Vuntut Gwitchin and other First Nations have utilized the water, wildlife, fish and plant
resources of the region for thousands of years, and continue to use these resources today. The
continuation of Vuntut Gwitchin culture and traditional economy depends on a healthy

environment, and people’s connection with the land.

This Plan, in addition to the existing SMAs established through the VGFN Final Agreement,
makes an important contribution towards ensuring regional conservation measures are in place
prior to an increase in levels of land use activity. A number of existing economic development
plans and land disposition processes (e.g., Yukon oil and gas disposition process) will benefit

from guidance provided by this Plan.
Old Crow Elders and community members desired a land use plan that would ensure respect for
the land, while allowing for future opportunities. Governments and industry asked for a plan that

would ensure certainty and flexibility. This Plan aims to satisfy those desires by balancing
development of the region’s resources with conservation measures to protect valued cultural and

ecological resources.
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Plan partners and stakeholders identified six major planning issues of both short-term and long-
term importance to the North Yukon Planning Region:

Oil and gas exploration and development in Eagle Plains

How might exploration and development of North Yukon’s oil and gas resources affect the
region? What are the cumulative effects and how will they affect the region’s economy, society
and environment, particularly the Porcupine Caribou Herd?

Land management and the Porcupine Caribou Herd

Residents of Old Crow are concerned about immediate and long-term conservation of the
Porcupine Caribou Herd. The culture, traditional values and subsistence economy of the Vuntut
Gwitchin depend on continued access to and utilization of a healthy Porcupine Caribou Herd.

Future development impacts on water, wetlands and riparian habitat

Wetlands, lakes, rivers and riparian environments are biologically productive areas that hold
many of the heritage, cultural and ecological values of the region. Future land use activities have
the potential to impact these values.

Opportunities to access land and resources

Future natural resource development will require access to resources, such as oil and gas,
aggregate and minerals. Restrictions on access to these resources may affect the establishment
and growth of the region’s natural resource economy. Of particular concern are the Eagle Plains
area and the land covered by the North Yukon Land Withdrawal.

Transportation

The current lack of ground transportation infrastructure in the region is seen as a barrier to natural
resource development. All-season access roads may be required in the future to support economic
development. However, roads and people’s use of these features could affect wildlife and fish
populations.

Climate change
Climate change affects land, water, wildlife, fish and people’s use of these resources. The impacts
of climate change may also compound potential future land use impacts.

1.4 Plan Principles

Four important principles underlie the North Yukon Land Use Plan.

Sustainable Development
The core principle that guides the Plan is sustainable development, as defined in the VGFNFA:

“Beneficial socio-economic change that does not undermine the ecological and social
systems upon which communities and societies are dependent.”
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Precautionary Principle
Regional planning should consider potential impacts before making resource decisions. Our
limited understanding of land use impacts on other resources in the North makes this especially

important. The International Institute for Sustainable Development describes the Precautionary
Principle as:

“A lack of conclusive scientific evidence does not justify inaction on managing the
environment, particularly when the consequences of inaction may be undesirable or
when the costs of action are negligible.”

Conservation

The Plan proposes to manage fish and wildlife habitats using the conservation principle.
Conservation, as defined by the VGFNFA is:

“The management of Fish and Wildlife populations and habitats and the regulation of
users to ensure the quality, diversity and Long Term Optimum Productivity of Fish and
Wildlife populations, with the primary goal of ensuring a sustainable harvest and its
proper utilization.”

Adaptive Management

Adaptive Management means responding to changing land use and/or environmental conditions
as new or better information becomes available. It is a management philosophy that applies a
structured, iterative process to decision-making. Adaptive Management means we must:

“Look, learn and adjust as required.”

ECONOMIC
GOALS

SOCIAL
GOALS

SUSTAINABLE

| DEVELOPMENT '

ECOLOGICAL
GOALS

Figure 1.2. Sustainable development is the
guiding principle for the Plan. The VGFN
Final Agreement provides guidance for Plan
principles and goals.
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1.5 Plan Goals

The underlying principle of sustainable development is expressed in the Plan in a set of six goals
that cover economic, social and ecological considerations.

Goal 1

Promote sustainable development by ensuring that social, cultural, economic and environmental
policies are applied to the management, protection and use of land, water and resources in an
integrated and coordinated manner.

Goal 2
Maintain terrestrial habitat in a condition required to sustain regional wildlife populations.

Goal 3
Maintain aquatic habitat in a condition required to sustain regional fish populations.

Goal 4
Maintain the integrity of wetlands, lakes, rivers and sensitive permafrost areas.

Goal 5
Recognize, conserve and promote the heritage and cultural resources and values of the Vuntut
Gwitchin, other affected First Nations, and the Yukon.

Goal 6

Facilitate economic development opportunities and activities that result in socio-economic
benefits to the community of Old Crow, other affected First Nations and Yukon as a whole, and
that meet the sustainable development criteria established by this Plan.
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