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Gwich’in Renewable Resource Board 

Workshop on Rules & Procedures for 

Consultations and Public Hearings 
December 2-3, 2008 

Midnight Sun Recreation Complex – Community Hall 

Inuvik, NT 

Present: 
Board Members & Staff: Robert Charlie ς Chair, James Firth, Dan Topolinski, Joel Ingram, Eugene Pascal, Robert Alexie, 

Liz Hansen, Melody Nice-Paul, Nicole Lights Thomas, Angela Horbatch, Kristen Callaghan, Amy Thompson, Linda Wright 

RRC Members: Nihtat RRC ς Allan Firth; Ehdiitat RRC ς Jerome Gordon; Tetlit RRC ς Georgina Neyando, Wanda Pascal; 

Gwichya RRC ς Anna May MacLeod, James Cardinal  

DGOsΥ bƛƘǘŀǘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ς Herbert BlakeΤ DǿƛŎƘȅŀ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ ς Philip Blake 

GTC: Mary Ann Ross, Jozef Carnogursky 

CIC: Aklavik Indian Band ς Sigmore Furlong 

DFO ς Larry Dow; GLUPB ς Fanny Greenland; ARI ς Ashley Mercer; ENR ς Marsha Branigan 

Facilitator ς Bob Groves 

Opening Prayer 
Liz Hansen 

Welcome & Introductions 
Robert Charlie made opening remarks. GRRB has not made regulations up to this time. There are some situations 

coming up that may require regulation with caribou and char so the GRRB decided to have a workshop on consultation 

procedures. The GCLCA states the basic requirement for consultation and getting information from the communities will 

assist the GRRB in its consultation responsibility. There is also case law obligating the Federal government to consult 

such as Section 35 rights in the Constitution. Territorial governments also have an obligation regarding their activities. 

They have been doing that regarding caribou, Species At Risk Act and the DallΩǎ Sheep Management Plan. PCMB has 

gone out to the communities to consult as well. 

The GRRB sent out a draft set of Consultation Rules & Procedures in the workshop package to the participants. The 

GRRB is looking for further input and ideas on these Rules & Procedures, such as what does traditional sharing mean to 

the communities, Harvest Limits (if there is a need at some point in the future as it had been voluntary in the past), how 

to get community input and Public Hearings (Sahtu held one a year ago). 

Everyone in the room was invited to introduce themselves.  
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Goals of the Workshop 
Robert Charlie ς Although we have drafted the rules and procedures, we have not finalized them. We want to hear from 

RRCs, GTC and government before these are finalized. Also, we need to differentiate between traditional sharing, trade 

and barter and commercial harvesting. Limitation of the harvest will be very important as we are facing more and more 

resource management issues (specifically caribou and Dolly Varden char). We are now in the process of looking at all the 

information on Dolly Varden char and will be looking at how that species is listed and the categories.  

The GRRB is the main instrument for wildlife co-management in the GSA. We have an obligation for consultation to the 

ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿŜ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ this does not reduce our obligation 

for consultation. We have an obligation for consultation with everyone ς ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΦ 

The GRRB wanted to obtain ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƻƴ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜȅ ǎŜŜ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ. In the past, Chiefs and Councils did 

not have many meetings but the Chief would go out to the members of the community and make his decisions based on 

his consultations with the community. One issue is how we get input from people that do not normally attend meetings. 

Does anyone at the workshop have any ideas regarding what consultation means to you? 

Liz Hansen ς We should not forget traditional ways and  using our language. Many people attending the meetings do not 

comprehend what the English translations are, so need people translating for them. Our language is dying, but we do 

not want organizations making big decisions without using our aboriginal language. There is always talk about people 

not understanding technical information. I wƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜ ǘƻ ŜƳǇƘŀǎƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ŦƻǊ Ǉƭŀƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎΦ ¸ƻǳ ŎŀƴΩǘ 

ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ƛŦ ȅƻǳ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΦ  

I want to add that education is so important. We have to go into the schools with the completed regulations because 

there are Career and Technology Courses that take place in the high school. We need to have input on these courses ς 

especially wildlife courses to include the information developed here. I would like to see a lot of visual things like posters 

done from the regulations. 

Bob Groves ς Introduced himself as the guy who facilitated the Strategic Plan workshop in February.   

Why We Consult 
Bob Groves ς I would like to focus from the community point of view regarding some of the items as we will be breaking 

out into groups later. 

Consultation Obligations & Practical Needs ς A document (with explanation table) was projected on screen and 

discussed. (Paper copies were distributed after the lunch break.) 

Consultation Obligation Table ς ww/ǎ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ƳŀǘǘŜǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Dww.Ωǎ ǇƻǿŜǊǎΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜgarding setting 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ Needs Levels. There is also a consent based relationship with some groups and informational with others. For 

example, the GRRB does not have to consult the College regarding research but must consult the RRCs regarding 

research priorities. That does not mean the GRRB does not work with others in establishing priorities. Management 

planning cannot be properly conducted without research in cooperation with others. 

The άwho we consultέ question is largely decided by the DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ Land Claim Agreement (GCLCA), which 

sets out rules of who must be consulted. There are issues regarding how long consultation may take (ex. if there is a 

crisis in migratory birds?).  The GCLCA stipulates that the GTC has the right of veto for commercial harvesting on 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ [ŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǊŜŦǳǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŀƴȅ commercial harvesting on the GSA. The GRRB needs to identify who 
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should be consulted on matters pertaining to wildlife management, harvesting and limits on the harvest. We can think of 

all sorts of stakeholders, but it is important to have a list for any type of consultation.  

Melody Nice-Paul ς Where do the community members fit in? 

Bob Groves ς I will answer that fǊƻƳ ŀ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ƴƻǘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ point of view. The Board is 

related to the communities directly through the RRCs ς they are seen as community representatives for the purposes of 

resource management.  Secondly, the GRRB has a relationship with the GTC. The GTC has a direct role in identifying and 

establishing the RRCs. The third way the GRRB is related to the communities is through public consultations. Under the 

public, everyone in the GSA and everyone outside of the GSA, are involved in limitations of harvest, but that does not 

mean that the community of Tsiigehtchic must be reached out to (this is not stated in the GCLCA, but it may be desirable 

to do so). This must be decided by the GRRB.  Meetings may be held in a community and open to the public, but not 

necessarily be community specific unless decided by the Board. 

Liz Hansen ς I do not understand why we are not talking more about ARI. The research applications flow through ARI 

and then we get it. Why are we not consulting with Aurora College because they have the NRTP program and the 

graduates end up working for us? Why are we not consulting with those two groups? 

Bob Groves ς Regarding ARI, there will be a representative here this afternoon, so can talk more about that this 

afternoon when we are talking directly regarding research. There is a considerable amount of consultation with the ARI 

and educational institutions. The ARI has a role as coordinator of all research in the Western Arctic. Rather than asking if 

we have a good consultation with ARI, we should be ŀǎƪƛƴƎ ƛŦ !wL Ƙŀǎ ŀ ƎƻƻŘ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴΦ We 

can make demands on how the RRCs, communities and GRRB want to be consulted regarding terminology, the graduate 

program, and how they consult with community and the Board. They have a responsibility over and beyond the GSA, 

throughout the Western Arctic. They are also coordinating Polar Year research. An RRC issue or GSCI issue does not 

necessarily reach the GRRB unless it is a research issue, or if we want to know about something they are doing research 

on. At the end of the day we are not sure that it is the GRRB consultation policy that is at issue, but the ARI policy. 

Liz Hansen ς On the Joint Review Panel process, you have input on the public hearings and now we ǿƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ a report 

until 2009. There is an issue of waiting for feedback and people are not satisfied with the process.  I am wondering what 

obligations the GRRB has regarding this. 

Bob Groves ς LΩƭƭ ƎƛǾŜ ŀ background on the Joint Review Panel and GRRB involvement.  The GRRB filed formal requests 

for clarification and consultations, just before the deadline. The Joint Review Panel, according to what I know, is likely to 

report sometime between March and June and they keep encountering delays. They are not obliged, or required by 

anyone, once they close their hearings to continue consultation, and would be in trouble if they did consult with anyone. 

The GRRB is in the same position regarding ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŦƻǊ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ Needs levels.  Once the public hearings are held, 

we can also hold consultations, but once the public hearings are finished, you must stop consulting with others while 

you make up your minds.  The GRRB is a legal enquiry board like the Joint Review Panel. I cannot speak to the Joint 

Review Panel consultation role up to last year, but the GRRB did make submissions.  

Fanny Greenland ς At the RRC, we represent the community, we are appointed by the DGO and that is where we should 

have close communication.  We should get the same technical information at the RRC.  I do not see the DGO on the 

table. Since the RRC is established under the DGO, who has the ultimate authority to comment? 

Bob Groves ς From the normal point of view, although the DGOs create the RRCs, the reference is always to the RRCs 

and sometimes to the GTC regarding consultation for the GRRB, never to the DGOs. Because the GTC can establish the 
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DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜ-establish them at any time, it is not up to government how those 

organizations work and RRCs must answer to them democratically. There is a funding arrangement for the RRCs and the 

GTC has a requirement to be consulted. The DGOs do not fit on a formal basis and it is up to the GRRB to decide how 

they fit, including the Band Councils (who only represent status Indians).  DGOs are under the GCLCA while Bands are 

under the Indian Act. The primary concern has been to focus on what is required by the GCLCA.  Anyone not required to 

be consulted by the agreement may be consulted in a direct way as well. That will be a big question, for every type of 

consultation pressure.  We need to ask who we should consult on this kind of issue and on this kind of species (ex. may 

be specific to char or caribou as migratory species). The question of who we should consult is beyond who we have to 

consult.  

Philip Blake ς Aside from the RRCs and DGOs in the communities, the GSCI has to be consulted.  

Bob Groves ς There is nothing specifically in the GCLCA about consultation regarding the GSCIΩǎ consent or decision 

making relationship with the GRRB. As a matter of practice, the GRRB does consult with the GSCI on a regular basis. 

There is no formal role but that will become increasingly important. With the Mackenzie Gas Project, there will be 

pressure for new initiatives, so GSCI and GTC will be very active. The development fund may have an impact on the 

GRRB. There could be a relationship that has to be managed. There has to be some sort of undertaking for an 

understanding on those matters as this might affect research agendas, such as role of country foods usage, sensitivity to 

development, etc. There needs to be some focus from the GRRB on their ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ D¢/ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ 

organizations.  

Liz Hansen ς How are we consulting with the Inuvialuit for management of wildlife and where there are overlap issues? I 

ask this because we talk about the Rat River Char, but we do not get into any research on the spawning grounds and no 

one has told us how many char can be harvested in the ocean. Who do we consult with and how? We only get together 

when someone pays for a workshop. So many children in Aklavik are from both groups and could almost have 

membership in both organizations. 

Robert Charlie ς The GRRB is involved in different partnerships. LΩƭƭ speak to Blue Nose Caribou for an example.  We have 

a group called Co-Management Chairs Advisory Committee that works together regarding management plans. On the 

Blue Nose Caribou, we have the WMAC Chair, Sahtu Renewable Resource Board, and Nunavut Wild Life Management 

Board. Deh Cho has also been invited, along with Robert Charlie representing GRRB. We are working to formalize the 

process on the caribou management plan. GRRB has been working on char for a number of years, getting samples in the 

communities, working with DFO to determine how to move ahead with the Rat River Char. They are a trans-boundary 

species because they migrate to the ocean.  DFO, GRRB, FJMC, Ft McPherson, HTCs all consult in the communities, 

attend the annual Rat River Char Working group meeting and go to the communities after the annual meeting to let 

them know the results. All the Co-Management Boards got together with government to develop the Species at Risk Act 

that is now in the Assembly. DallΩǎ Sheep management is a wider issue, involving Yukon groups, that also includes a 

trans-boundary species being managed and we try to get as many organizations involved as possible. All these groups 

have been established because the GRRB has the requirement to be involved in wild life management. 

Liz Hansen ς Nihtat RRC does not usually get invited to Rat River Working Group, or Peel River Watershed meeting, but 

as participants, we should have the opportunity to be involved. Water concerns us, along with development in the trans-

boundary area and how we consult with the YukonΦ 9ǾŜƴ ǘƘƻǳƎƘ ƛǘΩǎ ƴƻǘ a harvesting thing, there are issues from the 

Nihtat RRC and we sometimes ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƴ ŀǊŜ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƪƴƻǿ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƳΦ 
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Robert Charlie ς We may have fallen away from our obligation to consult with everyone so ƛǘΩǎ good to hear this 

information. In 1992, there was a collective agreement where everyone had the opportunity to vote on it. Hopefully 

other people in the room will help us with how we can meet our obligation to consult in the communities. 

Dan Topolinski ς I want to ask a general question regarding the package on Rules and Procedures. In the GCLCA from 

1992 until now, there has been a lot of consulting and good work done. Would it be possible to highlight new things the 

GRRB would be expected to do if the policy were accepted? There are a lot of good things we have been doing, but we 

need to highlight the new things that we are going to do. 

Robert Charlie ς We sent out the package to guide the process and there are new things coming up that we are going to 

deal with. For example, the Public Hearings process. We have Nicole who worked with Sahtu to guide us on what to 

expect. We have an obligation to consult regarding resource management issues, especially if we are contemplating 

limiting harvest.  

Bob Groves ς When we get into the break-out groups, we will have some questions that we will talk about regarding 

what is new and what is not now done by the Board (ex. turnaround times). Most of the rest is practice followed by the 

GRRB, except formal hearings. We will be reinforcing what is already being done and what is new. 

BREAK 

Who to Consult (continued) 
Bob Groves ς I want to explore briefly something that Robert Charlie mentioned in opening remarks about what other 

people are doing (Federal government, GNWT, other co-management boards). Other Western Arctic boards have not 

been pressured to formalize their consultation process. Sahtu had a Public Hearing because it was necessary. GRRB has, 

so far, had informal rules for consultation. When you get into setting rules to send to government, setting limits on 

harvest, and when there are people coming into the area who do not understand the rules you will need more formal 

rules and procedures to regulate access to renewable resources (wildlife, forestry, fisheries). This is now becoming a 

more formal job.  At the present everyone knows everyone else ǎƻ ŘƻƴΩǘ Ǌeally need formal rules (ex. moratoriums on 

Char and DallΩǎ Sheep have worked as informal understandings). As there is more development, more people come into 

the area. As the GRRB gets involved more with regulating and making binding decisions, we must have formal 

procedures for consultation so no one will say down the road that they were not consulted.  Both DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘ 

and ƴƻƴ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊs have rights. If there are informal decisions that are not binding we will not be held 

accountable. So far the GRRB has been following very good practices but are now being pressured to make decisions 

that are binding. Four years ago, the Government of Canada was handed a decision by the Court where a provincial 

government (in BC) gave away some land to companies without consulting with the Haida.  Supreme Court said they 

have a duty to consult. Since then, the Provinces and Government of Canada have been trying to figure out what their 

duty to consult means. They have been doing consultations on consultation. The Government of Canada has been doing 

it for four years and still has not finished their report. They have an in-house policy while they are waiting for their 

policy. The GRRB is not the Crown, not part of the Government of Canada, or GNWT, so GRRB does not share the duty to 

consult that the Crown does. As a statutory body, GRRB has the powers of inquiry under the Inquiries Act so we do 

attract some legal requirements under the Crown. That is why we are doing this now as we do not want decisions 

overturned due to practices of consultation because we have powers to make decisions that are binding.  

In the major areas where decisions can be made, we will be trying to tune up consultation practices in these areas, so 

that we can do the consultation practically, and so that we are not exposed for someone going into a courtroom or to 
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the press to say they were not consulted. Consultation is to inform people and take their views into account before 

making decisions. That is why we need to consider who we consult, as well as how. 

Liz Hansen ςWe train monitors to work with researchers. A lot of the time when they get a job, we want them to be our 

eyes and ears on the land, but the researchers say there will not be room in helicopters and the cost is too much. We 

should be consulted before those decisions are made. 

When the GRRB found the bones in the mountains, elders should have been consulted. What did we do? Do we 

temporarily bury the bones to show respect to the person? Right now it sounds like no one wants to deal with the 

bones. GSCI was mentioned and RCMP may have responsibility. Whose role is it? 

45% of our population lives outside the GSA.  What consulting mechanism do we have in place now to keep them 

informed of what is going on in their homeland? If one of us moved, how would we be consulted and what is in place 

there? 

Robert Charlie ς In the past, we did have concerns regarding environmental and wildlife monitors and how we engage 

ǘƘŜƳ ǿƘŜƴ ŀƴȅ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƻƴŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀƴŘΦ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘŜǊǎ ǘŜƭƭ ǳǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƘŀǾŜ ǊƻƻƳΣ ōǳǘ Ƴaybe we need to make it 

mandatory for any activity in the GSA.  We have to ensure that they take an environmental/wildlife monitor on those 

activities. To date we have not pushed it, but I think we have to. 

Regarding the bones, we passed it onto GSCI and contacted the RCMP. The RCMP advised they would check on it if they 

had a trip going out there. We need to assure GTC that some action be taken as this could be a missing person or who 

knows. Through GSCI, GTC, RCMP, maybe some process needs to be put in place when that type of situation arises. 

Regarding consultation with members outside the GSA, we are open to suggestions. GTC has some trips to major centers 

and does updates.  Maybe GRRB can piggyback on those meetings to inform members of the activities of boards and 

others formed under the GCLCA. We can look at that to improve consultation with members outside the GSA. Hopefully 

with the process we are going through over the next few days, you can help us with some suggestions. 

Philip Blake ς Who we consult should be all user groups, including those outside the GSA, and there should be more than 

one meeting per consultation. There should be a time period for consulting the communities and more than one 

meeting ς four communities collectively and then individually or vice versa. 

Robert Charlie ς I know that some suggestions will be hindered by costs, but we can always piggyback consultation on 

other meetings that are being held. Hopefully we will come up with more ideas. 

Eugene Pascal ςMost times decisions of the Board follow the RRCsΩ recommendation, but if they do not, is there a 

special way to consult on that? If the Government of Canada ŘƻŜǎ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǿƛǎƘŜǎΣ they have a 

special way to consult ς that should be part of our process. We have different areas within the GSA, such as the Rat 

River.  There should be some sort of consultation for other non-DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǳǎŜǎΣ ǎƻ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘƛƻƴǎ Ǉǳǘ ƻƴ ƛǘΣ it 

would affect sale and barter. 

Robert Charlie ς A lot of things we do informally, but now we are facing issues where we need to consult on the 

decisions that we as a board make. In a lot of cases we have not gone back to the communities, but maybe we need to 

do a better job after the meeting to inform communities regarding decisions made. Regarding the Rat Char, up to now 

we have not really consulted with Tsiigehtchic or Inuvik, but we need to follow up with them as well. When the staff 
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attend meetings they try to update the RRCs regarding the activities we are involved in. We attempt to meet with them 

on a regular basis. Possibly we need to ensure we are at all of their meetings to inform them of what we are doing.  

Bob Groves ς The GRRB has an obligation to consult others in some areas. The Government of Canada has the 

requirement to consult as well. Co-management means that if the GRRB does not act to make regulations and hold 

hearings, (ex. if you just research and make informal recommendations on how to handle Char, DallΩǎ Sheep, etc) the 

government does not have to consult you and they can regulate on their own, except in one area - management plans 

and regulations. If the government has to act quickly in an emergency, they do not have to consult, but they do for 

things under co-management board powers. In the GCLCA, there are sections set out in law where the Government of 

Canada has to consult you. The Government of Canada has never approached the GRRB to say here are the procedures 

to consult you. The GRRB is affected by the Government of CanadaΩǎ ŦƻǊƳŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƻƴ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴΦ We do not think the 

Government of Canada has considered that, because they consider the GRRB as a quasi-governmental board. In my 

view, they have to follow rules, maybe different rules, because if they do not, it may be illegal. This is similar for the 

GRRB, as the government could be held accountable if they make rules based on GRRB advice  and the rules and 

procedures for consultation are not enough. I dƻƴΩǘ ƪƴƻǿ ǿƘŀǘ ǿŜ ǿƛƭƭ Řƻ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŀǘ. We will have to make a list of rules 

for dealing with government departments so we are not surprised. I know that the GRRB has identified that as a priority. 

Liz Hansen ς LǘΩǎ about time we started using our own people as consultants. The last Assembly had the theme of self-

sufficiency. When there is a competition, there should be a policy that the hƛǊƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ōŜ нκо DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴΦ ¢ƻƻ ƻŦǘŜƴ 

we hire non-beneficiaries to work for us, so we lose our input, because it is easier to speak to our own. We have to make 

a decision that we will have a list of aboriginal consultants on board. Listening to the Aboriginal Bank, they have 

ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊǎΣ ōǳǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀǊŜ ŀōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭΦ ²Ƙȅ ŀǊŜƴΩǘ ǿŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ ŀǎ Ŧŀǎǘ ŀǎ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ? Negotiators have to be aboriginal and must be 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎΦ bƻ ǳǎŜ ǎǇŜŀƪƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎŜƭŦ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ǳǎŜ ƻǳǊ ƻǿƴ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΦ I think elders have to be 

consulted when there is anything going on. Most of the elders are educated nowadays, but are never consulted.  We 

should think about having an elders committee to bounce off ideas. There are lots of us in the communities, and down 

south.  

Robert Charlie ς You raise some points that have been raised over the years. We will attempt to do it and I know that 

the GRRB attempts to hire people for the positions that we have. In a lot of cases, the positions are more technical. We 

have to encourage our youth to enter non-traditional areas and get involved in the sciences. Staff goes into the schools 

to get the students engaged in science, but this has not been successful to date. We have to keep trying. Maybe we need 

to stream some of these students into these fields with support from GRRB and GTC to come out as a scientist. We have 

to continue to work with the kids in the schools. 

Some communities have Elders Councils and otherǎ ŘƻƴΩǘΦ aaybe we need to revive that and invite them to meetings. 

Some groups do bring elders and youth to these activities. We need to get youth involved as well as elders.  There are 

not too many involved in the various organizations and we need to do a better job because they will be taking over in 

the future.  

Amy Thompson ςProposed development not directly in the GSA may impact the GSA, such as industry in southern parts 

of the Mackenzie that may be impacting water quality. What are their obligations for consulting? 

Bob Groves ς I think there is an obligation, not within the GCLCA, but from general law. The GCLCA is very territorial. The 

Dww. Ƙŀǎ ǇƻǿŜǊǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ D{!Φ ¢ƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƻutside the GSA, primary usage, rights to species used 

historically, rights to have certain environmental conditions for species. I tƘƛƴƪ ǘƘŜ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƘŜƭŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ 

not by the GRRB. The GRRB is restricted to the GSA except where there is a specific reference to migratory species or 
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trans-boundary situations. It is a grey area for the GRRB, but a clear area for the GTC. There will be impacts from the tar 

sands, (lower water levels, contamination)  mining and forestry that will all have an impact on the watershed from 

outside the GSA. There is a case for major developments where consultation obligations will be triggered for the 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǿŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ Dww., it would have to be ǎƻǳǊŎŜŘ ƛƴ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦ 

Anna May MacLeod ς In the Yukon, there is a tourism business that had tourists coming down the Arctic Red River and  

have been doing the tour business for two years without permission from Tsiigehtchic. We do not want people coming 

down that area because of the sensitive area. We need to work with Yukon so they know.  Elders know a lot about what 

is out on the land because they have lived there. Every community has trained monitors and some are starting their own 

businesses so we should be using them. We should make it more friendly using more cultural and traditional skills when 

taking students out on the land. A more comfortable, traditional setting could implement their ways. 

Robert Charlie ς I think GTC is part of the Yukon First Nations group CYFN.  GTC should let government know that they 

have to be consulted. I know that is a struggle in the Yukon, but will continue. We realize elders are important and that 

we should utilize their skill and knowledge and get input on activities we contemplate in the GSA. It is a given that we try 

to utilize the skills of monitors. In the research review process, I suggest the communities make it mandatory for any 

activities in the GSA. Youth and students on the land skills are important and making them culturally relevant is 

important. Using elders in these activities will bridge that gap. We are doing a lot of these things, but need to build on 

them. Finance can be an issue, but we need to get the knowledge of the elders especially regarding on the land 

activities. 

Jerome Gordon ς To go back on ARI applications, when you look at the research binder that the GRRB put together, a lot 

of time the concerns listed are άnoneέ, or άreport requiredέ, so they are getting away without much questioning. If we 

ask for a face to face meeting sometimes can get more information on what they are doing.  This also builds respect for 

what the RRCs do in the communities. Maybe the people should be required to present in person, to get more of a 

dialogue going. 

Robert Charlie ς ARI deals with all research applications within the area. Their mandate is to ensure that the NWT 

research applications are funnelled through them, and then distributed to appropriate agencies. We as a Board, and 

other agencies, receive the applications for review. A lot of the research takes place in the summer.  I suggest that prior 

to starting the research, they arrange a meeting with you. In a lot of cases, because of capacity issues, the RRC only 

άǊǳōōŜǊ ǎǘŀƳǇǎέ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ Dww. ǎǘŀŦŦ ƛǎ ǿƛƭƭƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ȅƻǳ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ.  A lot of the activity 

takes place in the GSA, and they should be accountable to you. That will be one of the things we will talk about ς 

research and how we deal with applications in the GSA.  

James Cardinal ς I have had this heavy topic on my mind regarding the land, GSA, what we own, who is allowed to go on 

the land, and how we keep track. Monitors only give information. I am ǿƻƴŘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛŦ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǿŀȅ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ 

Renewable Resource Officer.  I want to see if there is a place to put our own person in the community, with a salary, 

with the GRRB. LΩƳ sick of people being on the land illegally and fishing illegally. Recently someone was kicked out of ISR 

for being there illegally. Too many times we talk about monitors, but they only give us information, not enforcement. 

Robert Charlie ς This is something we have talked about over the years. Monitors are there for specific reasons - 

environmental or wildlife. Anyone that wants to access our land is supposed to contact us regarding what they want to 

do and what their activity will be. We have heard stories of people cutting wood along the Dempster.  That should not 

happen. People should be contacting the Lands Administration so they can send out people to see what is happening. 

We can build on your suggestions to have people in the community.  Maybe if there is funding, they can get a person to 
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work with the DGOs. That would be a GTC responsibility. As GRRB, we would help in that area. There are rules for access 

ǘƻ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƭands and we need to make sure that people in the communities know what the rules are and who needs to 

be contacted. 

Bob Groves ς The GRRB does not have enforcement powers directly όǘƘŜȅ ŘƻƴΩǘ have land ownership powers), but they 

can recommend regulations for resource use, forestry and people cutting wood. GRRB has the power to pass regulation, 

and if the GRRB wanted to, they could state no harvest within certain blocks without a monitor.  Then if the Minister 

signs off on it, it would be enforceable. We have to make sure it could be afforded or if government will come up with 

resources.  This can apply to fishing, hunting, research and tourism. If it affects renewable resources, the GRRB has a 

regulatory power.  They cannot charge money for it, or enforce it, but they can set regulations or advise the government 

to set regulations. 

BREAK for Lunch at 11:39 a.m. – return at 1:05 p.m. 

Robert Charlie ς We had a good session of questions this morning, but we want to re-ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Dww.Ωǎ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ 

process ς research, wild life and habitat, advice to government, our public hearings policies and procedures. 

Ashley Mercer – ARI 
Ashley is Assistant to Paulo who is on paternity leave until after Christmas. ARI is going through a change to update their 

on- line system for consultation. ARI has a mandate under the Scientist Act of GNWT, so groups apply to ARI except 

archaeology (handled by Prince of Wales) and wildlife (by ENR).  The applications are distributed for comments. If a 

community presents a huge environmental or social concern, consultation is held. We cannot mandate hiring as that can 

be done through the Lands Administrator with Access & Benefits, ARI is still mandated to licence research for proposed 

development. Concerns about the resulting development cannot be taken into consideration as we are limited to the 

scope and breadth of the research.  

There were questions earlier about how we develop the consultation list.  This is based on if the research is land-based 

or human-based. For example, if someone is researching traditional songs, then the application would go to the 

community plus the GSCI. If ƛǘΩǎ land based, it would normally go to the GRRB as well as the municipality, but the GSCI 

would not receive it. Traditional Knowledge works that way as well. The consultation list also depends on how close the 

research project is to a community or how communities may or may not be affected. If ARI considers a group affected, 

they will contact them for consultation. We have created a notification system for when a community is not directly 

affected. If you have any concerns, you can contact ARI and they will involve you in consultation. This was done to 

streamline process of communities handling applications and direct their focus on things identifying them. 

Liz Hansen ς Sometimes ǿŜ ŀǎƪ ŦƻǊ ŀ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ōǳǘ ǿŜ ŘƻƴΩǘ ƎŜǘ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎΦ {ŎƛŜƴǘƛǎǘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ respect our curiosity to see 

what they have been doing. They should give the courtesy of sending a report, so we learn what research is out there. 

Also, sometimes the applications come in too late and we only have a meeting once a month to look at these. I dƻƴΩǘ 

know what the solution is. 

Ashley Mercer ς Hopefully with the new notification system, will be getting less active applications and more 

notifications. With a multi-year process, someone can apply for a longer period, with an annual renewal form. If there is 

a concern at any time, we can do a consultation at that point. We are trying to alleviate the application rush period in 

the fall/winter. We try to require reports back but one of the challenges for a researcher is that they may not receive 

their results back for 6-12-18 months later. We are recommending that a community report be done, with pictures and 

summary of what was done, in plain language. ARI is also doing a compendium report of plain language summaries 
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(about 200 words each) about what each researcher has done. We will also be asking each researcher to submit posters 

for each of the communities. Often these are done very colourfully with key pieces of information. 

Robert Charlie ς Mentioned tƘŀǘ ¢ƻƳƳȅ wƻǎǎΩǎ ŦǳƴŜǊŀƭ ƛǎ ŀǘ мΥлл ǇΦƳΦ ǘƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΦ We will go as late as possible today 

and start tomorrow at 8:30 to finish by 12:00 or 12:30 before the funeral. 

Break-out Groups 

Rules & Procedures: Research 

Bob Groves ς Our goal is to promote discussion in smaller groups regarding key issues. The first one will relate to 

research. GRRB has a research function. We have been doing a lot over the last few years. We came together last spring 

with the Harvest Study. Without research, ƛǘΩǎ hard to fulfill other functions such as harvest management plans, and 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ bŜŜŘǎ [ŜǾŜƭΦ ¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Dww. ŜǾŜǊȅ ȅŜŀǊ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜƎŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

done, and funding in cooperation with other funding agencies such as ENR, DFO and sometimes through special joint 

cooperative management boards, such as PCMB. There is a good deal of complexity to address research priorities, 

conduct them and discuss research results. 

We have set out five basic questions on the Rules and Procedures in your packages.  Annex 1 sets out the context for 

research for the GRRB with some guiding principles, and rules and procedures to be followed for consultation on 

research (see page 13 of Discussion Draft on Rules and Procedures for Consultation).  

Keeping in mind the rules and procedures in the kits, we need to review the questions given. 

Focus Questions: 

1. Are annual community meetings on research priorities sufficient? 

2. Are annual meetings with RRCs an appropriate minimum? 

3. It is proposed that the GRRB have a formal Memoranda of Understanding with government on how research 

consultations will be conducted. Is this supported by the Communities? 

4. Is 15 days sufficient for the advance circulation of information before consultation? 

5. Liaison / Consultation Reporting ς A formal record of all meetings is being proposed, which would be available 

within 2 weeks of a meeting. Is this sufficient? 

6. Other Issues ς Are there other issues or concerns that the Board should consider before adopting the research 

rules and procedures? 

The audience broke into four discussion groups to review the section and answer the questions. 

Bob Groves ς We will go through each question with one group, then highlight differences between responses with the 

others. 

Group Summaries: 

Amy Thompson ς Question 1 ς There were comments about other standard practices.  We should meet or exceed other 

ƎǊƻǳǇǎΩ standards. Question 2 ς There was talk about having set dates where we could meet twice a year to talk about 

research priorities. Question 3 ς There is support for MOU process, but make sure the communities have an active role 

and are included effectively. Question 4 ς The group thought that a month would be more than sufficient. Question 5 ς 

We would like to have definition of what would be in the formal record. Issues. Other thoughts and concerns - action 

items to be included at a minimum and 2 weeks would be sufficient. 
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Kristen Callaghan ς Question 1 ς Annual community meetings would not be sufficient as people cannot receive 

information and give feedback in the same meeting. There was a suggestion to have 2-4 meetings per year, combined 

with other meetings such as the annual GTC Assembly, the annual regional RRC meeting in January and other 

community meetings.  This provides opportunities to hear concerns and priorities. There was a comment not to forget 

DGOs, GSCI, Elder Council and Youth Councils. Question 3 ς We would like more detail regarding the MOU than was 

presented in the discussion draft in the package. There was a suggestion made that MOU data be given to government 

at GTC Annual General Assembly and that forum could provide questions and answers. Also, there was a question 

regarding the MOU: We want clarification on who owns research and the consultation requirements for research. 

Question 4 ς No, 15 days is not enough and 30 days notice preferred because RRCs need to consult people and get 

feedback.  Capacity building is needed at RRC level as well. Question 5 ς We also noticed that the Rules & Procedures 

stated 30 days, not 15. Does the formal record apply to GRRB or everyone that consults with RRCs? If consultation is at 4 

communities, the GRRB may need more time to allow a report to include all comments, rather than 30 days after each 

meeting. The GRRB needs to clarify Procedure #3:  Are the άǊŜǎǳƭǘǎέ decisions or minutes? What is the implication for a 

reply if a decision by the Board is made? There was a comment made that guidelines should be made in poster form or 

laminated and a pamphlet could be given to researchers. We want a better definition of what άƭƛŀƛǎŜέ ŜƴǘŀƛƭǎΦ Lǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ 

legal definition? 

Angela Horbatch ς We would like to continue having RRC presidents attending GRRB semi-annual meetings. We would 

like GRRB members present when getting community research priorities at RRC meetings.  We would like to look at a 

more local policy agreement first, then go to higher levels, such as MOU, later.  It may take longer for approval at higher 

level, may not be better. The 15 days for getting information out should not be a hard and fast rule. The GRRB should 

have a more focussed and organized timeline to get things done. 2 weeks would not be enough for minutes and  

possibly a month would be better. RRC minutes could be combined with staff notes with a month timeline for that. 

Nicole Lights Thomas ς We had a lot of the same views. We thought annual public and RRC meetings were sufficient. 

There was discussion on longer term research projects and what is involved. Researchers should come in with 

summaries.  MOU is a good idea. We did not think 15 days was sufficient, perhaps 3 weeks. 2 weeks probably not 

enough time for review and preparation of a formal written record. We suggest 30 days for organization and review plus 

15 days for staff to prepare so 45 days total. We propose December 31 as a deadline to set research priorities and would 

have to look at that again depending on when annual meetings would be scheduled. 

Bob Groves ς That is a basis to suggest changes, especially regarding timelines.  I could possibly put this in graphic form. 

We should avoid overly rigid timelines.  

Rules & Procedures: Wild Life Management & Harvesting 

There is a lot of the same kind of questions on this subject regarding sufficiency of time for notice and response from 

GRRB and communities, time to review and to get comments to the Board. 

Focus Questions: 

1. Are the proposed Rules for Consultation on Resource Management sufficient? Are there other rules that are 

needed? 

2. Is 30 days sufficient for notice to RRCs and GTC of proposed management plans? 

3. Is 30 days notice sufficient for government? 
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4. A 120 day deadline is proposed for GRRB to respond to wildlife or habitat impact plans triggered by Land and 

Water Board or Land Use Planning Board applications. Is this long enough to carry out a proper assessment and 

consult with affected RRCs? 

5. Liaison / Consultation Reporting ς A formal record of all meetings is being proposed, which would be available 

within 30 days of a meeting. Is this sufficient? Is allowing for on-ƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ 

community members a good idea? 

6. Other Issues ς Are there other issues or concerns that the questions that the Board should consider before 

adopting the rules and procedures on Wildlife and Habitat Management? 

Group Summaries: 

Bob Groves ς The suggestion regarding Rule #1 is fine. Rules 2 and 3 should be merged to ensure that the RRCs are the 

key focal point for consultation to and from the communities. If the RRCs believe a wider community based consultation 

should be held, it would be their call. Rule 4 was fine dealing with government. There was a suggestion to clarify Rule 5  

regarding who has what obligation to consult.  30 days notice was considered fair. This was interpreted to be 30 days 

with the material to review, not from date it leaves the GRRB office.  Question #3 ς The GRRB should be clear when 

there is a request for notice and that would be sufficient. Where a response is required, 90 days is more realistic from 

government. Question #4 ς We recommend 120 days minimum period of time, so that other boards are given notice. 

Joel Ingram asked if other boards have timelines for replying and stated these should be taken into consideration.  

Nicole Lights Thomas stated that this timeline for specific plans is defined in a Land Use Permit and often is determined  

after the permit is issued. It would have been nice to have someone from the Land & Water Board to comment on this. 

Bob Groves stated that the Mackenzie Gas Project will put a lot of pressure on the Board and there will be upwards of 

3000 permit applications so this will become not a rule or procedure but a reality. In regards to reporting, summaries of 

the meetings could be done at the meeting to save time and speed up the process. 

Angela Horbatch ςQuestion 1 ς  we felt the rules were sufficient. Question 2 ς We felt that this should be okay as long as 

it is sensitive to the RRC meeting schedules. Question 3 ς This should be okay if management plans are being developed  

jointly. Question 4 ς We interpreted that land use permits should be done within 45 days. With that process do not feel 

that the GRRB should be stepping in. Question 5 ς We require some clarification on what a formal record is, such as 

written summaries. The board could not provide approved minutes in that time period. 

Amy Thompson ς Question 1 ς More bodies should be included such ARI and Aurora College. Also, the GRRB should 

specify government departments. Question 2 ς 30 days seems to be sufficient as this depends on if there are proposed 

changes. This information should be presented to RRCs and give them 30 days to process information and then listen to 

comments at that time. Question 3 ς This should be sufficient. Question 4 ς This falls into capacity and technical 

expertise of staff as well as processes that are already in place, such as 45 day deadlines. As the number of permit 

applications increase, we may need a person dedicated to this. We may need more than 120 days if all communities 

need to be consulted and if we are being consulted in our language. Question 5 ς There was a lot of discussion about the 

on-line comments.  Some people may not have access to computers so there should be other methods as well. There 

was a suggestion to go to Councils and get their meeting schedule to allow staff to attend. Also, a suggestion of a hotline 

where people could call in with concerns and leave messages on the recording system if no one is available, such as a 1-

800 number. Concerns could also be put in the GTC newsletter and ǘƘŜ ǊŀŘƛƻ ƛƴ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜΦ hǘƘŜǊ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ς GRRB 

should let DGOs and others know if they are receiving meaningful feedback. There is an interest to know if an RRC is 

being consulted and what the comments were from other RRCs in the communities? 
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Kristen Callaghan ς Question 1 ς The GRRB needs to involve other organizations such as DGOs, Elder and Youth councils 

on resources issues. Question 2 ς As long as the 30 days is to consider this may be ok but it could be tight. Possibly 60 

days would be better (to look at once, comment on a second meeting, third meeting for decision).  This is done in 

Municipal councils. Question 3 ς 30 days may not be sufficient if a decision is required. Consistency is important and this  

should be the same for government and RRC. Question 4 ς 120 day deadline sounds good but we need clarification on 

what this refers to. Other ς Procedure #4 should include DGOs and Land & Water Board. It was a suggestion that RRC 

members may be interested in other RRC meetings results. When migratory species are mentioned as trans-boundary, 

there are some that do not migrate but are trans-boundary as well. 

BREAK 

Bob Groves ς We will move one item up from the agenda tomorrow ς Public Hearing Item. That will leave tomorrow for 

Traditional Sharing and Limitations of the Harvest. 

Rules & Procedures: Advice to Government 

Page 21 of the draft rules and procedures for consultation: Annex 5.  There are 3 proposed rules for consultation and 5 

procedures. 

Focus Questions: 

1. It is proposed that roles, responsibilities and undertakings be set out by protocols or MOUs with governments. 

Otherwise, are the rules set out appropriate? 

2. Is 120 days an appropriate period to set for the Board to respond to requests for advice? It is understood that in 

some cases, a longer period might be needed. 

3. Lǎ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ǘƻ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ол Řŀȅǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ όƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ фл Řŀȅǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǇǳǘ 

before a Board response)? 

4. Urgent Requests ς A 30 days response period is proposed in respect of a request from the Minister under 

ǎΦмнΦуΦоо ŀǎ ŀ ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ άǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜέ ǘƛƳŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŀƭ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜ ŦƻǊ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ 

DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴΣ ōǳǘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǾƻƛŘ ŎƛǊŎǳƳǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ŀŎǘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ ǎΦмнΦуΦор power to 

invoke interim decisions. 

5. Other Issues ς Are there other issues or concerns that the Board should consider before adopting the rules and 

procedures on Advice to Government? 

Group Results Summary: 

Kristen Callaghan ς Is there a difference between protocols and MOUs? For example, is one more rigid? Question 2 ς 

Generally that is sufficient time. Question 3 ς yes. Question 4 ς In this situation, the Board would need to spell out how 

consultation would occur when quick turnaround is required. Question 5 ς It was suggested that a flow chart should be 

created for all the procedures in various situations, including government requests for action. 

Nicole Lights Thomas ς  There were some general comments regarding Question 1.  Rules should be a bit more specific 

and list which government department and agencies would be consulted, such s if there is an oil spill. There were 

questions on how higher level government officials consult with RRB and Councils. Question 2 ς This should be a 

minimum. Question 3 ς 30 days is good depending on the magnitude of request. Question 4 ς Has this ever been tested 

before? At what level does the Minister step in? What sort of timeline is there on the interim decisions? There should be 

at least 60 days for urgent decisions. The Wildlife Act should be in place before urgent decisions are made. 
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Angela Horbatch ς Question 1 ς We would like to start with protocol immediately and avoid MOU initially as we prefer 

to stay local. We are okay with the rules but want to make it known that the registry will be accessible and public. How 

all inclusive is this to be and should it be on the internet? Should there be an application process to review/access the 

registry? Question 2 ς Yes. Question 3 - Yes depending on the situation. Question 4 - Yes. Question 5 ς The GRRB would 

need resources to implement all these consultation procedures, especially with urgent requests. They should make sure 

that all the time scheduling does not conflict within the process.  

Bob Groves ς The rules are considered fine as stated. There was an issue raised with the 120 day period as a different 

procedure may be required for Board meetings because Board only meets twice per year.  Possibly teleconferences may 

be required. έ!dviceέ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ wǳƭŜ Іо ŀǎ ǘƻ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ means to avoid overwhelming Board and Staff.  

What we are speaking about should be formal advice, not correspondence and requests for information. The 45 day rule 

was considered fine.  

GRRB Hearings – Draft Rules and Procedures 

There are no specific written rules or procedures for this section, just a number of questions. The details will not be that 

different from the ones adopted by the Sahtu. 

Focus Questions: 

1. When should GRRB use public hearings? (as opposed to informal meetings covered by the Consultation Rules 

and Procedures): 

 hƴƭȅ ǿƘŜƴ ƭŜƎŀƭƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ D/[/! όǿƘŜƴ ƴŜǿ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ƭƛƳƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ŀǊŜ 

set)? 

 What about consultations being held with communities, should these be public? 

 What of consultations with government? 

 Are there other circumstances where formal hearings are preferred? 

2. Public Hearings: Inclusion, Notice and Financial Assistance 

 ²ƘŜƴ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƘŜƭŘΣ ǿƘŀǘ ƎǊƻǳǇǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ōŜ ǘǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ άǇŀǊǘƛŜǎέΣ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 

notice and invited to participate? 

 Should GRRB pay the (travel/meal) costs for participation of all invitees, or only those who are 

summoned? What of experts / elders? 

3. Notice: How long is enough notice? 

 The Sahtu rules use a 35-Řŀȅ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΥ ƛǎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀ ƳƻŘŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿΚ 

 How long before a hearing should participants be required to give the Board formal notice of 

attendance? (10 days is the Sahtu rule). 

4. Location and Language Support: 

 Should public hearings always be held in Inuvik, or should they be held in each community unless they 

concern only a particular area? 

 {ƘƻǳƭŘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ƻŦ ƘŜŀǊƛƴƎǎ, for key documentation, in translation services at 

hearings? 

5. Hearing Documentation 

 Some hearings may involve a lot of documents; should they be made available on-line, or just for 

inspection at the GRRB offices? 

6. Other Issues 
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 Are there other issues or concerns that the Board should consider before adopting public hearing rules 

and procedures. 

Group Summaries 

Angela Horbatch ς Question 1 ς The big concern is money and resources, so the GRRB should only do public hearings 

when legally required under the Land Claim Agreement. Question 2 ς Parties such as the GTC and RRCs and radio and 

newspaper ads should be included in a distribution list. We do not like the word summons in terms of payment. We  

prefer subpoenaed and suggest only paying for subpoenaed witnesses such as elders or other experts required for their 

knowledge. Question 3 ς The notice sounds good. Question 4 ς It depends on the topic, and there would have to be a 

Board conference call before a hearing. Ideally, there would be one hearing only, in Inuvik, for cost reasons if possible. 

For language we would like to have GwƛŎƘΩƛƴ language ads, translations at meetings and not as much written as verbal 

translation. Question 5 ς The information should definitely be available at the office and agree that it would be good if 

GRRB created access to the information on-line. Submitted documents would be at office and on-line if possible. We 

would like cost recovery in place for copying requests. 

Amy Thompson ς Question 1 ς We agree with the previous group that public hearings should be carried out only as 

legally required in the Land Claim Agreement. Question 2 ς Consultations should be public. Also, Government has a duty 

to consult and should come to the community. We talked about crisis situations for when hearings are preferred.   The 

comment process should be to ask people ahead of time rather than afterwards on Traditional Knowledge. Experts and 

elders should be paid for public hearings and  notified efficiently. The GRRB needs to clarify the definition of invitees vs. 

general public and they need a schedule of who is paid and how much. They need to clearly define how the public 

registry is developed and make it easy to comprehend. Someone should give the DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΦ The hearings 

need to be informal along with formal to make people comfortable to express their concerns. People at the JRP hearing 

were required to pre-register while some people were appearing at the hearing. During the Berger Inquiry, they went to 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ Ŏŀōƛƴǎ and people were allowed to show up and speak at the meetings without notice. There should be 

something in place for people to voice concerns at the meeting. There should be a way to encourage people who may 

not be comfortable, such as meetings for women or elders. Language is very important. Translation of all documents 

should be used. Inuvik should be the primary area for hearings, but if a topic affected a certain community, there should 

be one at that community. Question 5 ς How will the Board include people who are not literate and cannot comprehend 

written information?  This may be possible through audio or CD files.  The Board needs to think about staff time, which 

would be responsible for gathering requests from the community and would need time to respond. We need to make 

sure young people are involved. Some users may be abusing the voluntary bans and these people do not show up at 

meetings. There is a need to develop monitoring procedures and cultural training for monitors. The GRRB should 

continue to broadcast over the radio, using the DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ and select champions to do information broadcast. 

Youth need to be educated on the process and the GRRB should go to schools. We need to be respectful of how elders 

tell their ideas as it may be in a long story with a moral. 

Kristen Callaghan ς Public hearings should be used as a last resort re expense and in consultation with stakeholders to 

decide when. The group needed more information on public hearings and what they consist of. The GRRB should be 

paying cost of summoned people and elders/experts. 35 days was considered too short notice to give. 10 days seemed 

short too but could be okay if it meant 10 working days. People would want to voice concerns without prior notice. The 

location should be decided with stakeholders. DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ language is preferred for both verbal and written. Documents 

should be available on-line and on sign-out to reduce copying. Posting of incoming evidence should be done all at once 

to avoid biasing presentation.  
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Bob Groves ς Question 1 ς Hearings should only be held where required legally. There are other circumstances where 

the Board will make decisions but the public should not be expecting formal procedures every time decisions are made. 

Parties should be GTC, RRC, ENR and others to be determined by subject and nature of harvest allocation. Cost recovery 

will be subject to resource availability but should include at a minimum those summoned and invitees, experts, elders 

and community representatives. The 35 day rule seems to be too limited but 90 days seems reasonable. Question 4 ς 

The preference overall is to hold main hearings in Inuvik, but part of process (informal) in other communities subject to 

resources. Notice should be in English and do not require GwƛŎƘΩƛƴ language for all written documents but there should 

be simultaneous translation for oral notices such as the radio. The documents should be made available in GRRB office 

rather than all submissions on-line with just the key documents kept on-line. It may not be cost effective to put all 

submissions on-line. 

Robert Charlie ς We have done a lot of good work providing feedback on the various topics covered today. Thank you to 

all staff who were here, to help set up and bring material. Thank you to community members. Tomorrow, we will start at 

8:30 a.m. Coffee will be available at 8:00 a.m. That will allow time for people who wish to attend the funeral. Tomorrow, 

we will have Traditional Sharing and Limitation of the Harvest for topics. 

 

Day Two 

December 3, 2008  

Call to Order  
The meeting was called to order at 8:35 a.m. by Bob Groves.  

Rob Groves ς We accomplished quite a lot yesterday on the Rules & Procedures for Consultation.  We also had a good 

discussion on Public Hearings. Public Hearings are likely to come up in the future and the main reason for triggering one 

would be Limitation of the Harvest, one of the topics for this morning. Before we do that, we will be talking about 

Traditional Sharing. 

Opening Prayer 

Traditional Sharing 
Annex 4 (page 20) of the Discussion Draft lays out suggested Rules and Procedures for defining what is meant by 

¢ǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ƘŀǊƛƴƎΦ ¢ǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ {ƘŀǊƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ GCLCA and by Section 35 of the 

Constitution. The role of the GRRB is to lay out what is NOT traditional sharing. The Traditional Sharing principle includes 

ōŀǊǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ !ōƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ and if it can be considered 

traditional. Deciding what is not traditional and is commercial, is a delicate issue. The GRRB must consult with the 

communities to decide what is commercial.  

Bob Groves reviewed the Rules and Procedures laid out in Annex 4.  The GRRB has a unique role in this area as the 

Minister cannot ǊŜŦǳǎŜ ƻǊ ŘŜƴȅ ǘƘŜ Dww.Ωǎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƳƳŜǊŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǿhat is not. He can only override 

this regulation for the purposes of conservation.  Once the regulation recommended by the GRRB has gone through the 

Procedures laid out, it would go through the standard process for the Minister to put the regulation into effect.  

Focus Questions: 
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1. Are the rules set out appropriate? 

2. Lǎ фл Řŀȅǎ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƴƻǘƛŎŜ ǘƻ ww/ǎ ŀƴŘ D¢/κD{/L ŦƻǊ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊǳƭŜ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ǎƘŀǊŜŘ 

with government? 

3. Is 90 days notice sufficient for government of a proposed regulation? 

4. A minimum 60 day period for comment is proposed for a proposed regulation on traditional sharing following 

ǊŜŎŜƛǇǘ ƻŦ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ƛƴǇǳǘ ς is this sufficient for public comment? 

5. Other Issues  

 Are there other issues or concerns that the Board should consider before adopting the rules and 

procedures on Traditional Sharing? 

Group Summaries: 

Amy Thompson ς Most of the discussion was on other issues and things to be aware of.  Question 1 ς This is really a 

community concern and the communities should be consulted with again in Step 4 after the public consultations, 

especially if there were changes in public and government steps. Questions 2 & 3 ς There should be a minimum time as 

it may take a longer time.  There could possibly be a need of 90 days review for an individual community and it may take 

a longer time to complete. Question 4 ς This is okay but the next step should come back to the communities.  

Other issues ς This would be a good forum to discuss what we thought Traditional and Commercial Sharing would be. 

The PCMB is a management board for Porcupine Caribou and they need to have a mechanism for enforcement. GRRB 

can recommend regulations, but do not have enforcement power.  We need to consider who will monitor this. When 

people are purchasing traditional food, not intended as for-profit, they simply reimburse person who made it as not all 

people have the time/skills. This seems to be a PCMB issue. There was a suggestion to have a handbook for hunters 

similar to the Ethnobotany book regarding traditional hunting methods and how elders respect the animals. We need to 

remember that this is a touchy subject and expect that when you go into the communities, you may need more than 

one meeting. GRRB should consider involving the Inuvialuit in this issue. When making rules on traditional sharing, you 

are taking tradition out of traditional sharing. Youth need to be involved. We need to know numbers of caribou in 

particular, before defining sharing and proposing regulations.  What happens when one body, such as GTC, purchases 

traditional dry fish or dry meat to distribute to the communities and what is the method of monitoring?  If the meat is to 

be distributed commercially, meat should be inspected for quality and handling should be considered. 

Angela Horbatch ς There was a discussion of traditional vs. commercial. This is really a sensitive topic where we need 

elder and youth input. Generally, acceptance of money would be considered commercial but could reimbursement of 

cost of gas and shells be considered commercial? We need to consult with Elder Councils. GRRB should change Boards to 

Councils in the discussion document. There should be a change in all aboriginal groups, not just within the GSA, 

regarding titles (ex. change to Councils). Question 2 ς There should be a minimum 120 days as we should be trying to 

maintain consistency for consultation and notice periods between various issues. Question 3 ς 90 days notice to 

government is ok. Question 4 ς 90 days would be more appropriate. We also need to consider timing, such as spring 

when people are on the land. Other issues ς The importance of defining commercial is critical. We need to share our 

definitions with other aboriginal groups. Involving youth is important. We need to tie into other meetings to be efficient, 

create more participation and reduce load on community. 

Kristen Callaghan ς Rules are appropriate but need inclusion of DGOs and Bands. 90 days is sufficient but need inclusion 

of other groups and consider timing around season. Non-fiction methods ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǊŀŘƛƻ ƛƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴΣ 

and newspaper, not just on-line. We need to include consideration of the on-the-land period. 90 days is sufficient to 
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notify government. The 60 day review period after governmentΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ is appropriate as long as DGOs and Bands are 

also included. The Internet is not sufficient for notice and we must also have newspaper and radio ads. 

Bob Groves ς There was discussion on circumstances where regulations might emerge and general or species specific 

regulations.  Barter and trade involves many species. Question 1 ς We felt it was necessary to be consistent with the 

Harvest Management rules with RRCsΩ community consultations as this will determine how community consultations 

will occur. We need to clarify that consultation should be held in the draft regulation stage with RRCs, then sending out 

for review 90 day period, then government, then public. Prior consultation in the development of the draft regulations 

would be critical. There is a need to clarify procedure #2 regarding the ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘŀǊȅ - we should 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ww/ǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǎƻƭŜƭȅ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ Ŏŀƴ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ as DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ community consultation 

are not necessarily identical.  

BREAK 

Limitations of Harvest 
A mistake was made in the discussion draft of the rules and procedures.  The second procedure should be set out as the 

first procedure as we cannot set ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ aƛƴƛƳǳƳ bŜŜŘǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ.  If the numbers do 

ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿ ŦƻǊ ƘŀǊǾŜǎǘ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ab[Σ ǘƘŜǊŜ would be ƴƻ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ 

right. At the moment, there are voluntary limits on DallΩǎ sheep and grizzly bear. There is a concern with increasing 

population coming into the Delta, there will be a need to regulate harvest for some species due to conservation 

concerns. As long as the GRRB do not make regulations, the government may put in their own regulations. GRRB will 

likely have to deal with this issue for at least some species in the near future. 

Rules & Procedures for Limiting the Harvest are included in Annex 3 of the Discussion Draft (page 17). 

Focus Questions: 

1. Note that in this case, most consultations will be done through public hearings. However, on some matters more 

informal consultations are appropriate (to verify harvest data). Are the rules set out appropriate? 

2. Is 90 days sufficient for notice to RRCs and GTC of proposed harvest allocation plans? 

3. Is 45 days notice sufficient for public notice of proposed harvest plans? 

4. ! ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ сл Řŀȅ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ŦƻǊ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ Dww. ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ 

Minimum Needs Levels after RRCs provide input on harvesting data. Is this long enough? Too long? 

5. Is the 45 day public notice period for cƻƳƳŜƴǘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ aƛƴƛƳǳƳ bŜŜŘǎ [ŜǾŜƭ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

sufficient? 

6. Are the periods proposed in Procedure #3 adequate (providing governments 45 days before public posting, and 

90 days before the Board makes a decision)? 

7. DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ bŜŜŘǎ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ό.ŜȅƻƴŘ aƛnimum) 

 Is 90 days notice adequate? 

8. Liaison / Consultation Reporting 

 A formal record of all meetings is being proposed, which would be available within 30 days of a meeting. 

Is this sufficient? 

 Does allowing for on-ƭƛƴŜ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŎƻƳƳǳnity members made sense? Or 

should on-line comments be allowed for anyone? 

9. Emergency Limits on Harvesting 
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 What minimum notice period would be reasonable before the Board makes a decision to limit the 

harvest in an urgent situation? 

10. Other Issues 

 Are there other issues or concerns that the Board should consider before adopting the rules and 

procedures on Limiting the Harvest? 

Group Summaries: 

Amy Thompson ς There was lots of discussion around clarification and timing. Timing should be outlined in some type of 

flowchart to identify what is talked about. We discussed what triggers hearings on limiting harvest and minimum needs 

levels and felt this whole topic could be a workshop on its own. Do we have enough staff to do consultation on limiting 

harvest? Also, there is a Treaty rights issue for Bands. When discussing limiting harvest, we have to consider different 

community harvest needs as Fort McPherson needs would be different than Inuvik. We should also include Inuvialuit 

Game Council and the hunters and trappers committees. GRRB should consider trans-boundary issues. GRRB should 

make sure they are targeting actual harvesters as the RRCs are good but timing is critical to harvesters that are out on 

the land.  Question 9 ς This is dependent on economy and who has jobs. Harvesters that do not have jobs and have to 

feed their families will be most affected and this also depends/differs on the community.  Community Hunts should be 

considered before commercial harvesting is allowed. Rules and procedures need to be restructured into a flowchart with 

a task list and timelines showing RRC and GRRB responsibilities.  Current regulations were discussed and using local 

people in monitor/officer positions.  There should be ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƴŀƳŜ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άǊŀƴƎŜǊέ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ άƻŦŦƛŎŜǊέΦ The 

information in the last Harvest Study is already outdated. Are the funds available for another Study? This may be needed 

as the economy is different, gas prices are different and where people harvest is different. There should be a position for 

a community person to maintain the Harvest information.  We suggest moving Procedure #1 below #5.  Clarification of 

process and when public hearings would be triggered is needed. There should be an adaptation method in the Rules and 

Procedures as times may change. For example, maybe people are harvesting caribou more than fish. All users should be 

included, including Inuvialuit. 

Kristen Callaghan ς Question 1 ς For all the rules, consultation needs to involve DGOs and Bands. There is no provision 

for RRC to validate the data for minimum needs in Rule #2, only for setting needs levels above the minimum. 

Consideration needs to be given to involving Inuvialuit, ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ōƻǘƘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ŀƴŘ LƴǳǾƛŀƭǳƛǘ 

members.  However, there was some dispute on this at the table. If opportunities are made for commercial harvesting, 

there should be a consultation with the community first before the board decides. Does the Board need to liaise with 

the Government on Needs Levels?  Do specific government offices need to be defined?   Rule #5 should include trans-

boundary species that are not migratory.  Question 2 ς This seems reasonable if DGOs and Bands also included. 

Question 3 ς60 days would more reasonable. Questions 4-6  on Minimum Needs Levels ς There was some confusion on 

RRCs need to comment. Question 7 ς 120 days would be better for consulting with RRCs and other GwƛŎƘΩƛƴ bodies and 

then another 90 days reaction to the Board decision. Time should be a major consideration for the Board to make a 

decision. Procedure #4 on setting Needs Levels needs  to better define when informal vs. formal hearings would be held, 

possibly on a species specific basis.  This would be decided in discussions ǿƛǘƘ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ōƻŘƛŜǎ.  For example, Porcupine 

Caribou would need formal hearings vs. a less important species. The GRRB should consider getting legal assistance to 

define άŦƻǊƳŀƭέ. What is meant by  άǊŜǎǳƭǘǎέ? Is this minutes or decision?  30 days may be too short but 60 may be 

better.  Who should be commenting on-line?  if there is a DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ǘƘŜƴ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ would respond but if the issue 

affects non-participants, then the public should respond. Other methods for comment should be considered. There 

should be an emergency response plan to respond to urgent issues at a community level, so that response time could be 

very quick if response procedures were set out. 
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Angela Horbatch ς Overall, the procedures could be simplified into steps and plain language important.  Perhaps a 

flowchart could be developed as it is difficult to understand how procedures would work. Question 1 ς Rule #5 should 

include trans-boundary species along with migratory species. We need clarification on how the process would  work (ex. 

separate large hearing versus multiple hearings). We have to do preliminary work with informal consultations before 

formal hearings to obtain input and feedback. Question 2 ς Agree. Question 3 ς Agree. Questions 4-7 ς We are okay with 

what is presented.  The GRRB should change the wording in Procedure #1 to include input from RRCs and GTC (make 

sure to include GTC). Question 8 ςThere needs to be ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎΦ ²Ƙŀǘ ƛǎ ƳŜŀƴǘ ōȅ άŦƻǊƳŀƭέ?  

Not everyone has on-line access for feedback. Question 9 ς Emergency limits on harvesting is not in the rules.  The 

timing for emergency limits  will depend on the season. However, we should try to get out the information as soon as 

possible and maybe employ voluntary measures. Limits would depend on the public hearing process.  Do we need to 

look at Inquiries Act? 

Bob Groves ς GTC should be added specifically to the Rules & Procedures wherever RRCs are referred to. Date specific   

timeframes are the key  to maintaining consistency. Is Procedure #6 required?   DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ aƛƴimum Needs Level is 

created by a formula in the GCLCA.  GRRB has some discretion on harvest information available, particularly if the 

harvest study data is outdated.  Therefore, consultation with RRCs would be ǾŀƭǳŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ DǿƛŎƘΩƛƴ aƛƴimum 

Needs Level. Questions 7 & 8 ς Consistency of time lines is important. On-line commentary or similar outreach is also 

efficient if public allocation is proposed or Total Allowable Harvest affects community as a whole. Question 9 ς A specific 

procedure is needed to avoid GRRB being forced to follow non-emergency rules. This should be left more to discretion 

of the Board depending on the situation. άEmergencyέ should be defined. There was some discussion of the Species At 

Risk and Wildlife Act. ά[ƛŀƛǎƻƴέ ŀƴŘ άformalέ also need definitions. There was considerable discussion on enforcement 

being a problem. Consultation with GNWT and Federal government will become important because at the moment 

enforcement is currently being managed by RRCs who do not have much enforcement capacity.  

Next Steps 
Robert Charlie ς Thank you to everyone that has been here to help with the workshop. These are all really important 

topics.  It was a good time to bring members of the community and government agencies together to get some good 

ideas on how the Board carries out consultation activities. We have learned a lot of things that we have not thought of 

before. We need to look at the GCLCA and try to understand it and communicate with the communities and in the 

schools. It all comes down to communication. We can possibly implement some of things we discussed at the 

communities as well. Thank you to everyone.  The plan is to have the minutes done soon.  Bob Groves will review the 

minutes, revise the rules and then ǿŜΩƭƭ get copies out to the attendees. 

Bob Groves ς Thank you to everyone for putting up with the detailed procedures. That is necessary for when the Board 

becomes more formal in setting regulations. It is important to be clear about how you want to proceed beforehand so 

that it is clear that notice, consultation, etc., is properly done. A lot of progress has been made in clarifying the rules. It is 

important to have clear timelines and make the rules user friendly. Minutes will go out. Another version of the Rules and 

Procedures and Draft for Hearing Procedures will be developed and distributed for comments as soon as possible to 

allow for discussion before the next Board meeting in January. The Board will then decide if they want to adopt them, or 

a draft ǊǳƭŜǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ άŜǾŜǊƎǊŜŜƴέ ǘƻ amend them as necessary. 

Dan Topolinski ς I want to compliment Bob, Melody and Nicole for the work they have done in preparation for this 

workshop. I want to emphasize what this represents for the Board.  It is what many modern corporations aspire to do,  

to be transparent, open and accountable.  This is a significant step and implementation of this will be importantΦ ²ŜΩƭƭ 

see if we do what we said.      Meeting adjourned at 1:00 p.m. 


