Dehcho First Nations, without prejudice.
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Response to €anada’s tabled documents: DCRMA; Land Use Planning;
Land and Water Regulation.

These 3 documents are related to jurisdiction and management of lands and resources,
and are therefore addressed together in one response document.

DCRMA:

Definitions

Dehcho Region is undefined. Why? What is the federal definition of “Dehcho Region™?
Renewable Resources are undefined. Why? What does Canada include in “renewable
resources”? It is unclear if Canada intends the DCRMA to have similar functions and

authorities of the Renewable Resources boards found in other northern agreements.

General

1. Canada uses “nominations” instead of appointments. How does Canada intend the ~

“nominations” to be finalized? DFN prefer a direct appointment process for the
Dehcho representatives.

2. The accountability of the DCRMA to government should be set out in an AiP.
3. The general financial accountability of the DCRMA should be set out in an AiP.

4. The authorities and functions of the DCRMA, including those relative to
government, should be set out in an AiP.

5. What federal legislation is Canada referring to?

6. It appears that the DCRMA has no substantive authority or function for land use
planning or land and water regulation. Rather, the DCRMA is merely a
superfluous advisory body to the status quo land and water management
authorities under the MVRMA. Any authority for renewable resources and
heritage resource management are vague, and left to the discretion of the
Government of Northwest Territories. When would these proposed authorities be
made clear? In a Final Agreement? In general, Canada’s entire DCRMA model is
substantially different from DFN’s in function and authority. DFN’s model
consolidated functions and authorities and simplified land and water regulation.
By adding another Board, Canada’s model further complicates an already
fragmented and cumbersome regime.

7. Isit Canada’s intention that the DCRMA has no substantive authority for land use
planning, i.e., developing and revising land use plans in the Dehcho Region? All
authorities and functions, including implementation responsibilities, should be set
out in an AiP, not in a Land Use Plan.
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8. Same concernsasin 6. Also, DFN notes that Canada refers only to “Canada’s
management of Protected Areas and the NNPR...”. Why does Canada only refer
to “Canada’s management”? DFN currently has a co-management arrangement
regarding NNPR, and has assurances that this arrangement will continue in a
Final Agreement. DFN further expects to have a co-management arrangement for
any Protected Area, or future national park, established in the Dehcho Region.

9. Same concerns as in 6.

10. As in 1, how does Canada define “Dehcho Region™? Section10(c) implies that the
DCRMA will have preliminary screening and environmental assessment referral
authority in the Dehcho Region, only if delegated by the Dehcho Government. Is
it Canada’s intention that the DCRMA will otherwise not have authority to
conduct preliminary screenings and refer developments to environmental
assessment?

11. Chapter 10 contains no information regarding any authorities relating to Forestry,
Wildlife and Migratory Birds, Fisheries. Please clarify.

12. What Dehcho Renewable Resources Board? Please clarify.
Land and Water Regulation

1. Does Canada intend the Dehcho Land and Water Board to be substantially the
same as the status quo land and water regulation regime?

2. The authority, functions and accountability of a DCRMA should be set out in an
AiP. )

3. Ibid.

4. Ibid.

5. What federal legislation? DFN are seeking clarity regarding the DCRMA and the
land and water regulation regime in an AiP. -

6. Are the authorities of the Dehcho Land and Water Board intended for the entire
Dehcho Region, as defined in the IMA?

7. Ibid.
8. Ibid.
9. —-13.

14. What does Canada mean by “federal legislation may provide for.....recognition of
Dehcho Community Lands? What does Canada mean by “may provide for”?
Again, why are Dehcho members “nominees”, not appointments?

15. Again, DCRMA is merely a superfluous advisory body with no substantive
authority or function. In summary, DFN’s concerns are similar to the concerns
and questions for Canada’s DCRMA.

Land Use Planning
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DFN disagrees. This is contrary to the Dehcho Settlement Agreement signed by
Canada.

In the DCRMA chapter, Canada proposes that the DCRMA carry out a
comprehensive review of the Plan, not the Committee. Does Canada intend that
with a Final Agreement, the DCRMA will take over the Land Use Planning
Committee’s functions with respect to implementation of the Land Use Plan?

Needs further discussion.

Needs further discussion. DFN has significant concerns with respect to the
existing regulatory regime.

Similar concerns as with the DCRMA, regarding non-binding advisory functions.
No comment.

Does this mean that the DCRMA is responsible for subsequent Land Use Plans?
No comment.

DFN intend that land use planning on community lands will be under the
authorities of the respective communities and Dehcho laws. ———



