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ABSTRACT 
!

The environment is integral to Canadian Aboriginal worldviews and livelihoods. As such, 

many Canadian Aboriginal groups have begun generating sustainable development plans to 

facilitate the responsible development of their traditional territories. These plans identify 

Aboriginal ecological values and management principles, and in some cases, outline relationship 

protocols to guide interactions between Aboriginal and proponent stakeholders, to address 

challenges faced by Aboriginal groups during traditional territory development. For such plans 

and protocols to facilitate the sustainable development of Aboriginal territories, a thorough 

understanding of Aboriginal ecological valued components, management principles, and the 

challenges Aboriginal actors encounter during development, is needed. Thus, the goal of this 

study was to review and synthesize valued ecological components, management principles, and 

challenges, identified by Aboriginal groups across Canada. I found that valued ecological 

components are discussed more prevalently than principles, which are noted more frequently than 

challenges. The most prominently noted valued ecological components were harvestable wildlife 

groups, like plants and game, and the habitats that support them. The most frequently noted 

management principles were stewardship and sustainable development principles, integral to the 

Aboriginal worldview. Other principles, like predator management and environmental 

manipulation, were less prominently noted but contested between Aboriginal groups. Lastly, the 

most pervasive challenges noted included knowledge and participation barriers, 

miscommunications between Aboriginals and other stakeholders, and the rapid pace of 

development in traditional territories. Overall, deliberate sustainable development planning, 

which incorporates Aboriginal values and principles, and addresses challenges associated with 
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development, including those relating to stakeholder relationships, is important for ensuring that 

Aboriginal rights and environmental visions associated with their territories are realised. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Sustainable development, commonly defined as meeting the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs, has been identified as critical 

for ensuring social and ecological wellbeing (United Nations 1987; Environment Canada 2010). 

Emphasised in many sustainable development policies is the role of Aboriginal peoples (United 

Nations 1992a,b; Morito 2000). Aboriginal traditional practises, spiritual beliefs, and livelihoods 

are inextricably linked to the land and water (Johnston 2006). Thus, many Aboriginal peoples 

identify as stewards of the environment, with the responsibility to preserve their traditional 

territories (land bases through which Aboriginal groups identify themselves) and the ecological 

and cultural components they encompass (Hill 1993; Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006; Tsleil-

Wauthuth Nation 2008; Sahtu Land Use Planning Board 2010). Explicit within many sustainable 

development goals is the imperative to protect Aboriginal interrelationships with the land, and to 

recognize Aboriginal “values, traditional knowledge and resource management practises” (United 

Nations 1992b, section 26.3). Such values, knowledge, and practises are seen as essential 

resources for developing holistic and inclusive sustainable development strategies (United 

Nations 1987; United Nations 1992a; Borrows 1997; Jones et al. 2010).  

 

Canada has identified sustainable development as a critical objective (Environment 

Canada 2010). Canada is also home to over 1 million people who identify as Aboriginal 

(Government of Canada 2011a), including First Nation, Métis, and Inuit communities (CCA 

1982). Canadian Aboriginal peoples are uniquely situated to influence the development of their 
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traditional territories, as the Canadian federal government is obliged to “consult and, where 

appropriate, accommodate [Aboriginal peoples] when it contemplates conduct that might 

adversely affect potential or established Aboriginal or Treaty rights” (Government of Canada 

2011b, pg.1). Aboriginal Treaty rights stem from existing or future potential land claims based on 

the prior use and occupancy of traditional Aboriginal territories (CCA 1982; Alcantara 2007; 

Harris and Millerd 2010). Essentially, the Duty to Consult and Accommodate ensures that 

Aboriginal peoples are able to meaningfully address concerns and participate in decision-making 

processes regarding projects proposed in their traditional territories. The federal Duty to Consult 

and Accommodate is echoed in legislation at the provincial level (Government of Newfoundland 

and Labrador 2012; Government of Ontario 2013).   

 

While the Duty to Consult and Accommodate is held by the Crown, the Crown may 

delegate procedural components of the consultation process to third party proponents 

(Government of Canada 2011b; MNDN 2012). In fact, in practise, the Crown often downshifts 

the responsibility of consultation to proponents, and acts as a “hands-off” consultation facilitator 

(Dr. Neil Rooney, pers. comm.). Proponents may be required to engage in discussion with 

Aboriginal groups regarding project plans, gather information concerning the potential impacts of 

projects on Aboriginal rights, or attempt to eliminate or minimise project concerns raised by 

Aboriginal communities (MNDN 2012). The regularity and depth of proponent involvement in 

consultation is reflected in a number of Aboriginal-proponent consultation “best-practises”, or 

guidelines published by the government, as well as development companies (CAPP 2006; 

Government of Canada 2012; MNDM 2012; Government of Newfoundland and Labrador 2013). 

Additionally, the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador recently put forward an Aboriginal 

consultation policy, which emphasises proponents as key players with significant responsibility 
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in consultation (Government of Newfoundland and Labrador 2013). Overall, the relationship 

between Aboriginal and proponent actors is often central to consultation and accommodation. 

Ideally, consultation and accommodation should facilitate the recognition of Canadian Aboriginal 

values and management principles in the development of traditional territories.  

 

For the purposes of this discussion, “values” are components of an ethical system that 

motivate individuals to act (Crawford and Mortio 1997). Aboriginal values include “valued 

components”, elements of the cultural or ecological landscape that are valued by Aboriginal 

peoples and that support their ways of life (HOOL 2005). In this study, I will specifically discuss 

Aboriginal “valued ecological components”, often referred to as natural heritage values, 

including features such as plants, wildlife, ecosystem services and habitat, that contribute to 

Aboriginal food, fuel, spirituality, and commerce, and the maintenance of productive territorial 

lands (Parlee et al. 2001). As ecological values have been critical to Aboriginal survival since 

time immemorial, many communities have developed management principles to guide their use 

and preservation. Principles are moral or guiding “rules of conduct that promote the satisfaction 

of particular values” (Crawford and Morito 1997; LaRiviere and Crawford 2013, pg. 950). In this 

sense, Aboriginal principles include the rules or actions taken or proposed to preserve Aboriginal 

values, including valued ecological components. 

 

Canadian Aboriginal peoples face several challenges in protecting their values, employing 

their management principles, and fostering sustainable development in their territories, despite 

the opportunity for participation created by the Duty to Consult and Accommodate. Like all who 

pursue sustainable development, Aboriginal groups must balance conflicting desires to maintain 

an environmental stewardship role while encouraging economic growth, often through resource 



!

!

7!

extraction, in their territories (Cat Lake-Slate Falls 2011; Sagamok Anishnawbek 2013). Further, 

as the pace of development increases, many Aboriginal groups are flooded with disparate project 

proposals as part of the consultation process, making it prohibitively difficult to comprehensively 

address potential project impacts in the context of sustainable development (Tsleil-Wuthuth 

Nation 2008). This challenge is particularly acute for Aboriginal groups residing in highly 

populated regions that face continuous, rapid development. Moreover, poor relationships between 

Aboriginal groups and proponents can cause significant conflicts during consultation. 

Consultation with proponents requires Aboriginal groups to engage with stakeholders with vastly 

different development priorities, centralized planning processes and worldviews (Suchet 2002; 

Alcantara 2007; Jones et al. 2010). This lack of common ground can lead to difficulties in 

communicating values and reaching mutually agreeable outcomes from consultation. Further, 

many Aboriginal peoples experience racism and/or tokenism from proponent representatives 

(Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006; Metis Nation of Ontario 2010). The relationship between 

Aboriginals and developers is further complicated by a lack of trust stemming from a long 

colonial legacy of treaty violations, dispossession, assimilation, and discrimination towards 

Aboriginals inflicted by Western authorities (HOOL 2005; Blackburn 2007; FMA 2008).    

   

To address these and other challenges, several Canadian Aboriginal groups have begun 

generating sustainable land use plans for their territories (Keeping the Land 2006; Cat Lake-Slate 

Falls Community Based Land Use Plan 2011; Partridge Lake Land Use Plan 2012). Sustainable 

land use plans are documents that outline Aboriginal priority ecological values for protection, and 

provide a coordinated guide or roadmap of their intentions and plans for the development of 

traditional lands (Partridge Lake Land Use Plan 2012). Sustainable land use plans may also 

function as important tools for effectively communicating Aboriginal environmental visions to 
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proponents. Such tools are critical given the importance of the proponent-Aboriginal relationship 

in effective consultation, and the number of challenges that arise in this relationship that act as 

barriers to sustainable territory development. Relationship building between Aboriginal and 

proponent actors has been identified as one of the key strategies needed to overcome such 

challenges (CAPP 2006; Government of Newfoundland 2013). Improved Aboriginal-proponent 

relationships can also benefit development industries by increasing the effectiveness of 

consultation, facilitating regulatory approvals and access, and contributing to informed proponent 

decision-making (CAPP 2006; MNDM 2012; Government of Canada 2012). As such, 

comprehensive sustainable land use plans would benefit from the incorporation of protocols to 

guide Aboriginal-proponent relationship building, and thereby improve the consultation process 

to ensure that values and principles of Aboriginal peoples are addressed throughout territory 

development. 

 

Many aboriginal groups are in the process of creating guiding principles or protocols for 

the relationship between Aboriginal groups and proponents.  In order for these protocols to 

address the issues present in the Aboriginal-proponent relationship, and facilitate the sustainable 

development of traditional territories, a thorough understanding of Aboriginal ecological valued 

components, management principles, and the challenges Aboriginal peoples encounter 

throughout development, is needed (Figure 1). A great deal of work has already been done to 

identify values and principles in Aboriginal territories across Canada, particularly as part of 

Aboriginal land claims processes, through harvest, traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), and 

traditional land use (TLU) studies. As such, there is a need to pause and reflect on the work that 

has been done to identify patterns that might inform relationship guidelines, future research, and 

the sustainable land use planning of Aboriginal traditional territories in general.  
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The goal of this study is to review and synthesize valued ecological components, 

management principles, and challenges faced in development, identified by Aboriginal groups 

across Canada.  In order to achieve this goal, it will be necessary to:  

1. Assemble documents that note valued ecological components, management principles, and 

management challenges, in Aboriginal traditional territories across Canada. 

2. Quantify the relative frequencies of the valued ecological components, principles, and 

challenges described in the documents.  

3. Organise the noted valued ecological components, principles, and challenges into broad 

categories for analysis and comparison. 

 

METHODS 

A collection of 58 documents was assembled in which ecological values and management 

principles were identified in Aboriginal traditional territories across Canada. These documents 

included comprehensive community plans, land use plans, environmental impact assessment 

reports, traditional ecological knowledge (TEK), and traditional land use reports, as well as 

harvest-based and land-mapping studies. A number of land use strategies were in draft form. 

Emphasis was placed on reviewing documents regarding Aboriginal territories located in 

Canadian provinces, which are generally facing more rapid development pressures, in contrast to 

Aboriginal territories located in the arctic and subarctic regions of Northern Canada.  

 

All 58 documents were reviewed, and the Aboriginal groups involved, the province or 

territory in which the Aboriginal groups or study regions were located, and the authors of the 

study (whether Aboriginal nations, governmental parties, development project proponents, 
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consulting firms, or academics) were noted. Valued ecological components, management 

principles, and management challenges, heretofore collectively referred to as data groups, 

discussed in the documents were recorded. A classification system was developed to organize 

each data group into categories and sub-categories (a characterization of the categories and sub-

categories is presented in Appendix A). A score of 1 was allocated to a data group category or 

subcategory for each document that noted a value, principle, or challenge encompassed by that 

category. The data group category scores were summed to get the total number of documents that 

referenced individual valued components, principles, or challenges. An inventory of the specific 

valued components, principles, and challenges found in particular documents is presented in 

Appendix B. A reference list of all documents reviewed for analysis is located in Appendix C. 

 

RESULTS 

 The reviewed documents fell into 8 broad document types, the most prevalent of which 

were traditional land use studies, traditional ecological knowledge studies, and land use plans 

(28%, 18.7%, and 14.7% of documents, respectively) (Table 1A). Of the Aboriginal nations to 

which these documents applied, 33.3% were located in Central Canada, 33.3% in Western 

Canada, 29.8 % in the Canadian territories, and 3.5% in Eastern Canada (Table 1B). The 

documents were authored by a variety of combinations of Aboriginal nations, governmental 

parties, development project proponents, consulting firms, and academics (Table 1C). The most 

common document author combinations were an individual Aboriginal nation, or group of 

nations (27.6% of documents), academics (22.4%), and an Aboriginal nation collaboration with a 

government (13.8%) or consultant (12.1%) organization (Table 1C).  
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Overall, a total 636 valued ecological components, principles, and challenges were noted. 

Of this total, 363 (57.1%) were valued ecosystem components, 224 (35.2%) were principles, and 

49 (7.7%) were challenges. All raw data (summed values) pertaining each data group are 

presented in Appendix A. The valued ecological components fell into 4 broad categories, the 

most prevalent of which were wildlife and biodiversity, and habitat (60.1% and 35.3% of values 

noted, respectively) (Figure 2). The specific sub-categories of valued ecological components that 

were the most represented within the documents were wildlife and plants encompassed in the 

wildlife and biodiversity category, including large terrestrial game (10.8% of values noted), small 

terrestrial game (10.7%), birds (9.1%), fish (9.1%), and plants (8.8%) (Figure 2). Ecological 

component sub-categories, highly noted within the habitat category, included water quality and 

quantity (7.2% of valued ecological components noted), habitat connectivity and preservation 

(6.3%), and forest products (6.3%) (Figure 2). 

 

The principles fell into 6 broad categories, the most prevalent of which were 

environmental protection and general principles of land management (34.8% and 20% of 

principles noted, respectively) (Figure 3). The specific sub-category of general management 

principles that was the most represented within the documents was the responsibility to maintain 

a land stewardship role (12.5% of principles noted) (Figure 3). The sub-categories of 

environmental protection principles that were the most represented within the documents were 

the need to protect sensitive areas and species (7.6%), and use protected areas (7.1%) (Figure 3). 

 

The challenges fell into 7 categories, the most prevalent of which were knowledge 

barriers (22.4% of challenges noted), and communication differences (20.4%), followed by 

participation barriers (18.4%), and the pace of development (12.2%) (Figure 3). The specific sub-
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categories of challenges that were the most represented within the documents were the 

inappropriate incorporation of TEK into development strategies during consultation (16.3% of 

challenges noted; knowledge barrier), misunderstandings resulting from conflicting terminology 

(16.3%; communication barrier), and a lack of meaningful consultation (14.3%; participation 

barrier) (Figure 3).  

 

DISCUSSION 

In general, I found that valued ecological components were relatively tangible and 

frequently noted within reviewed documents, whereas management principles were less tangible, 

and identified less frequently. Challenges were identified far less than ecological values or 

management principles, but were commonly described throughout the documents.  

 

Despite the emphasis placed on reviewing documents regarding Aboriginal territories in 

Canadian provinces, particularly the Province of Ontario (Central Canada), nearly a third of the 

documents represented Aboriginal groups in Canadian territories. Further, the number of 

documents representing Aboriginal traditional territories in Central Canada was equal to that of 

documents representing territories in Western Canada. The prevalence of documents representing 

Aboriginal groups in Western and Northern Canada does not reflect the relative distribution of 

Canadian Aboriginal groups, as only 6.93% (44/635) of Canadian Aboriginal groups are located 

in the territories, while 38.7% (198/635) are located in Western provinces, compared to 50% 

(311/635) in Central provinces (Government of Canada 2013). While Eastern Canadian 

Aboriginal groups were infrequently represented in the documents, this is consistent with 

Aboriginal group distribution, as only 5.35% (34/635) of Canadian Aboriginal groups reside in 

Eastern Canada (Government of Canada 2013). These findings indicate that Central Canadian 



!

!

13!

Aboriginal groups are underrepresented in documents regarding traditional territory use and 

development. Thus, there may be an absence of context-specific study and planning to guide the 

development of Central Canadian traditional territories, many of which are located in highly 

populated areas facing rapid development.  

 

The documents were most frequently authored by Aboriginal nations and academics. Few 

documents were authored by, or in collaboration with, a development proponent, and no 

documents were authored by a proponent in collaboration with an Aboriginal nation. The lack of 

partnership between proponents and Aboriginal nations in the planning and study of traditional 

territory development is evidence of the disconnect and noted mistrust between industry actors 

and Aboriginal peoples (Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006; FMA 2009), the adversarial nature 

of consultation, and the need for relationship building between these stakeholders.  

 

Throughout the documents, Aboriginal ecological values were referenced most 

frequently, followed by management principles, and challenges respectively. While some 

reviewed document groups were intended to identify ecological values primarily, which could 

have skewed the data group pattern, the pattern remains intact when such document groups are 

excluded from analysis. For example, when harvest studies, intended to list ecological values, are 

removed from analysis, values, principles, and challenges represent 56.3% (333/592), 36.3% 

(215/592), and 7.43% (44/592) of noted data groups respectively. This data group pattern could 

indicate a lack of explicit identification and discussion of Aboriginal management principles, and 

challenges in documents concerning traditional territory development. Future studies and land 

planning documents should aim to further identify Aboriginal principles and challenges, 
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alongside values, to generate a more comprehensive knowledge platform for informing 

traditional territory development.  

 

1.0 Dominant valued ecological components 

Noted valued ecological components varied from general, such as ecosystem integrity 

(Appendix A, Table 1A), to specific, such as species of medicinal plants (Appendix A, Table 

1D). The values most frequently discussed were wildlife or biodiversity values associated with 

Aboriginal harvesting practises, specifically plants, fish, birds, and small or large terrestrial 

game. Together, these ecological values represented nearly half (48.1%) of the noted values. This 

proportion remains similar (45.3%) when values noted in harvest studies, intended to identify 

harvestable values alone, are removed from analysis. Generally, within the documents these 

harvestable values were identified by species, as opposed to by categories such as “plants” or 

“small mammals”, suggesting that harvestable ecological values are often highly specific to 

particular Aboriginal groups.  

 

The observed emphasis on harvestable valued ecological components indicates that these 

values are critical to the Canadian Aboriginal way of life, an unsurprising finding given that 

Aboriginal peoples rely on harvestable values for several uses. Among Canadian Aboriginal 

groups, country foods (traditional foods gathered, hunted, trapped, or fished from the land or 

water) are eaten regularly and are often seen as being superior or healthier than store-bought 

foods (Usher 2002; HOOL 2005). Further, plants and wildlife are used for medicinal purposes to 

treat a broad range of ailments including stomach aches, cancer, and loneliness (PACTeam 

Canada Inc. 2007; EnCana FCCL Lit. 2009; KNOC 2009). Medicines, and other wildlife-derived 

products, like furs, dyes, and clothing are sold or bartered, and often provide a significant portion 
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of household income, particularly in communities where paid employment opportunities are 

infrequent or inaccessible (Berkes et al. 1995; KNOC 2009; JACOS 2010). Additionally, 

harvestable values often play important roles in Aboriginal cultural practises. Valued ecological 

components, such as feathers and tobacco are used frequently in spiritual ceremonies (HOOL 

2005). Indeed, the practises of trapping and harvesting are seen as expressions of Aboriginal 

history and culture (HOOL 2005) and many Aboriginal groups derive their national identities 

from particular wildlife species (FMA 2008). For instance, Aboriginal clans from the Great 

Lakes in Central Canada consider specific animals descendents of their Creators, or clan 

founders, which deserve the utmost respect (Johnston 2006).  

 

When developing preservation strategies for harvestable values, it is important to consider 

their seasonality. Aboriginal hunting patterns often depend on species seasonal movements and 

availability; thus, Aboriginal traditional food security depends on access to multiple harvestable 

values, which generally vary among seasons (Hill 1993; Berkes 1995; Usher 2002; Carrier 

Sekani Tribal Council 2006). As such, if Aboriginal ways of life and traditional food security are 

to be maintained throughout traditional territory development, a variety of harvestable values, 

present throughout all seasons, must be protected. An emphasised concern regarding harvestable 

valued component preservation was the importance of maintaining value quality as well as 

presence (Figure 1). Several Aboriginal groups, particularly in the region of the Alberta Oil 

Sands development, cite game contamination as one of the major impacts of development. They 

describe decreases in game quality and perceived nutritional value, including changes to meat 

texture, taste, and fur quality, which are seen as a threat to traditional food security and barter 

economies (JACOS 2010; Mallon 2010; Appendix B, Table 1). Species quality represented 3.3% 

of noted valued ecological components, while species presence or abundance represented 1.7% 
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(Figure 2). Thus, to preserve Aboriginal harvestable values, both value availability and quality 

must be protected.  

 

After harvestable wildlife and biodiversity valued components, the next most represented 

valued ecological components were wildlife habitat, water quality and quantity, and forest values 

including timber and non-timber products (Figure 2). These valued components directly support 

the maintenance of harvestable wildlife, for example, habitat and clean water are seen as 

important for sustaining harvestable species (JACOS 2010). However, habitat, forest, and water 

values are also directly harvestable, for example, values like timber, and rocks may be used to 

build tools or cabins for use or trade (KNOC 2009; JACOS 2010). Further, the protection of 

water bodies is often encouraged specifically to preserve their function as drinking water sources 

(Sahtu Land Use Planning Board 2010). Overall, throughout the reviewed documents, the main 

ecological values represented were tangible, harvestable values, or the habitat elements that 

support them. Broader ecological values like ecosystem integrity or ecological services were 

much less represented (Figure 1). Tangible, easily defined values, as opposed to subjective 

concepts like ecosystem integrity, provide a concrete foundation from which to derive protection 

strategies, and negotiate development tradeoffs in traditional territorial development.  

 

2.0 Dominant principles 

Noted management principles varied from context-specific, for example the use of 

harvesting moratoriums on declining wildlife populations (Appendix A, Table 2E; GRRB 2009; 

Tslei-Wauthuth First Nation and CCP 2010), to holistic, such as the imperative to show respect 

for all living things (Appendix A, Table 2A; Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006). The principles 

most frequently discussed were associated with the overarching categories of environmental 
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protection and land management (Figure 3). The most frequently represented principles included 

principles of land stewardship and the necessity for sustainable development, as well as 

principles regarding the preservation of sensitive ecological areas and species, and the use of 

protected areas (Figure 3).  

 

 The prominence of land stewardship principles, including taking responsibility for or 

respecting the land, reflects the fact that land stewardship is at the core of the Aboriginal identity 

and worldview (Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006; Tsleil-Wauthuth Nation 2008; Sahtu Land 

Use Planning Board 2010). Many Aboriginal groups believe that the responsibility to care for 

their traditional lands, and preserve them for future generations, was passed down by the Creator 

(Johnston 2006). The responsibility to care for the land is clearly a broad principle that 

encompasses the stewardship of more than just harvestable values (Partridge Lake Land Use Plan 

2012; C&E 2013). Thus, although the most represented values were harvestable ecological 

components, when prioritizing valued components for protection, it should be considered that 

prominent Aboriginal principles reflect a wide management scope, which encompasses multiple 

ecological values and functions. Similarly, the principle of sustainable development is central to 

many Aboriginal cultures; in fact, some scholars argue that Western conceptions of sustainable 

development were originally “co-opted” from Aboriginal worldviews (Morito 2000). While most 

Aboriginal groups emphasise the need for environmental protection of their traditional territories, 

many welcome projects that present an opportunity for community benefit, such as increased 

economic security, education, or employment (Sahtu Land Use Planning Board 2001, Dene Land 

Use Planning Committee 2007).  The majority of Canadian Aboriginal groups express the desire 

to balance territorial development with their goals for environmental protection, in other words, 
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to promote sustainable development (Sahtu Land Use Planning Board 2001, Dene Land Use 

Planning Committee 2007, Tslei-Wauthuth First Nation and CCP 2010).  

 

The two most prominent environmental protection principles, the use of protected areas 

(PA), and the protection of sensitive species and areas, reflect the need to protect wildlife and 

habitat, which were highly valued. The use of PAs is a relatively Western approach to 

conservation, the application of which has been seen as the colonial imposition of a Western 

management paradigm, that often results in the violation of Aboriginal territorial management 

rights (Colchester 2004; Adams and Hutton 2007). Further, while the protection of sensitive 

species and areas was one of the most prominent management principles, sensitive species and 

areas were not one of the most highly represented values. When documents authored by 

Aboriginal groups alone are analysed, environmental protection and land management remained 

the most represented principle categories (36.2% and 26.1% of noted principles respectively). 

Individual principles of land stewardship and sustainable development remain prominent (15.9% 

and 10.1% respectively), as do principles regarding the protection of sensitive areas and use of 

PAs (both 7.2%). This suggests that principle trends across document author types are consistent 

with those noted by Aboriginal groups alone; however, the prevalence of certain principles, even 

in documents authored solely by Aboriginal nations, may still be influenced by non-Aboriginal 

stakeholders. Aboriginal groups have identified one of the consequences of development as the 

need to support shifts to Western values to accommodate territorial development (Carrier Sekani 

Tribal Council 2006); perhaps, development has required a shift in management principles as 

well. Such shifts might explain the prominence of Western conservation approaches within 

Aboriginal management principles in documents associated with development in traditional 

territories. When creating sustainable development strategies for traditional territories, an effort 
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must be made to ensure that Aboriginal management principles are accurately reflected. While 

Western management principles are useful, their projection onto Aboriginal territory management 

could hinder the expression of Aboriginal communities’ visions for their territories, and 

successful relationship building and reconciliation between Aboriginal and governmental or 

industry actors.  

 

Lastly, within this analysis there were less represented, yet highly contested principles 

under the category of environmental management, namely principles of predator control, and 

environmental manipulation (Figure 3; Appendix B, Table 2). While some Aboriginal groups 

avoid controlling nature (Usher 2002), others employ predator culls or prescribed burns, to 

maintain highly valued prey species and habitats (Golder Associates 2011), indicating that “best 

management” principles can vary widely between Aboriginal groups. Aboriginal communities 

are extremely heterogeneous. Large cultural and lifestyle differences are present both within and 

among communities (Cunningham and Stanley 2003, Agrawal and Gibson 1999), and the values 

and principles of one nation are not inherently applicable to another. Thus, sustainable 

development strategies for traditional territories must be created and employed with individual 

Aboriginal group contexts in mind, and should avoid generalisations.  

 

3.0 Dominant challenges 

The most prominent challenges noted were knowledge barriers, communication 

differences, participation barriers, and the pace of development (Figure 4). In reality, such 

challenges are often interconnected. Knowledge barriers were diverse and encompassed a variety 

of issues including the devaluation of TEK as “non-scientific” during consultation, and the 

inaccessibility of TEK due to a lack of TEK studies and research funding (Figure 4; Appendix B, 
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Table 3). The primary knowledge barrier noted was the lack of meaningful incorporation of TEK 

in development planning (Figure 4; Appendix B, Table 3; Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006; 

JACOS 2010; Christian 2011). This barrier included the misrepresentation of TEK by 

proponents, and the use of inappropriate assumptions or knowledge omissions by developers in 

impact assessments (Candler et al. 2010). Many Aboriginal groups identified the need to better 

integrate TEK into development planning (Cree Nations of Eeyou Istchee 2011; JACOS 2010), to 

increase study to address knowledge gaps surrounding development impacts (JACOS 2010; 

Sahtu Land Use Planning Board 2010), and to promote cultural awareness training to increase 

proponent knowledge of, and respect for, TEK and other Aboriginal values (HOCL 2005; 

EnCana FCCL Ltd. 2009). Parallel with the obligation to educate Western practitioners on the 

value of TEK, is a need to educate Aboriginal peoples on Western knowledge. Since much of the 

discourse and decision-making surrounding development is informed by Western scientific 

approaches, which are often unfamiliar to Aboriginal peoples, Aboriginal actors must be 

empowered to engage with such information to be able to effectively participate in development 

planning (O’Faircheallaign 2007).   

 

The second most prominent challenge was communication differences between 

Aboriginal nations and other actors, including proponents and governmental organisations. 

Aboriginal groups have unique worldviews and relationships to the environment that have not 

been well accepted or understood by Euro-Canadians (FMA 2009). Worldview and value 

differences amongst stakeholders are often central to policy conflicts as they increase 

miscommunication of terms, intents, and desired outcomes during negotiations (Lundquist & 

Granek 2005; Crow & Baysha 2013). The most noted communication difference regarded the 

conflicting characterisation of key terminology (Figure 4). Key terms defined differently by 
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proponents and Aboriginal peoples included sustainability, protected area, industrial 

development, and acceptable risk, each of which were noted in 12.5% (1/8) of the documents that 

identified a terminology conflict (Appendix B, Table 3; ICC 2008; ALCES Group 2009; Cree 

Nations of Eeyou Istchee 2011). The prevalence of such miscommunication is problematic, as 

agreement between stakeholders on the meaning of key terms is critical to the employment of 

Aboriginal management principles, including sustainable development, the use of PAs, and risk 

assessment associated with adaptive management.  

 

A term that was a frequent source of communication differences was reclamation.  Of the 

documents that noted conflicting terminology as a challenge, 62.5% (5/8) specifically identified 

issues surrounding the definition of reclamation (Appendix B, Table 3). Definitions of 

reclamation were varied and vague, and included returning the land to its original capacity 

(HOCL 2005), returning the land to as natural a state as possible (FMA 2009), and returning the 

land to a condition similar to that of surrounding undeveloped lands (Sahtu Land Use Planning 

Board 2010). The absence of a clear characterisation of reclamation led to misunderstandings in 

consultation. Aboriginal groups which noted communication differences regarding the term 

reclamation were highly critical of proposed reclamation strategies for developed areas, and 

believed they were “piecemeal”, or based on industry or governmental standards, not designed to 

maintain Aboriginal traditional use (FMA 2009; JACOS 2010). For example, proponent 

reclamation strategies were often based on a post-development baseline, which Aboriginal 

stakeholders argue, does not reflect the land’s “natural state” (JACOS 2010). To address such 

concerns, it was suggested that reclamation strategies be based on “Aboriginal Environmental 

Standards” that reflect Aboriginal values, and principles of stewardship, and represent conditions 

that support Aboriginal use (JACOS 2010). Some Aboriginal groups do not believe that 
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developed land can be reclaimed as its “sacredness” or “naturalness” has been destroyed and 

cannot be replaced (EnCana FCCL Ltd. 2009; FMA 2009). To overcome challenges surrounding 

reclamation specifically, it was proposed that elders be involved in reclamation planning, and that 

Aboriginal-defined, pre-disturbance baselines be used in reclamation strategies (FMA 2006; 

Candler et al. 2010; JACOS 2010).   

 

With respect to the challenge of communication differences as a whole, Aboriginal 

groups identified the need for improved communication between developers and Aboriginal land 

users (EnCana FCCL Ltd. 2009), potentially facilitated by innovative media, interpreters, or 

facilitators through frequent community meetings (FMA 2006). Current study on stakeholder 

participation indicates that communication conflicts often decrease with stakeholder education, 

which is associated with a heightened understanding of differing perspectives (Crow & Baysha 

2013). In successful stakeholder negotiation it is important to approach issues from a common 

ground, which can be found by beginning negotiations with a discussion of key values and terms 

(Crow & Baysha 2013) and promoting mutual learning about the beliefs and positions of each 

stakeholder (Lundquist & Granek 2005). While a stakeholder’s core values are not likely to 

change, education and discussion can shift stakeholder policy preferences, and increase the 

likelihood of mutual understanding of terms and consensus in planning (Crow & Baysha 2013). 

Thus, discussion of terms, stakeholder education, and general trust building between stakeholders 

could be instrumental in overcoming communication differences. A strategy for fostering 

stakeholder trust and education is encouraging the participation of proponents in Aboriginal 

traditional ceremonies (HOCL 2005). An example of such a strategy was the participation of 

Husky Oil proponents in a “healing the earth” ceremony conducted with the Mikisew Cree as a 

means to begin fostering a shared perspective (HOCL 2005).  
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Alongside challenges associated with the consultation process, was the issue of 

participation barriers that explicitly hinder appropriate consultation. Aboriginal groups expressed 

frustration with the consultation process, and 77.8% (7/9) of the documents identifying a 

participation barrier noted that consultation was often not meaningful, or “not working” due to a 

lack of shared decision-making power between Aboriginals and proponents (Figure 4; Appendix 

B, Table 3; FMA 2008; Christian 2011). A specific issue raised regarding the consultation 

process, was a lack of respect for and incorporation of traditional input and knowledge (FMA 

2008; Christian 2011), again demonstrating the lack of recognition of Aboriginal worldviews by 

Western developers. It was also noted that developers would often fail to initiate consultation 

until late in the development process, when meaningful changes and accommodation could not be 

made (FMA Heritage Resource Consultants Inc. 2006, 2008). Further, 22.2% (2/9) of the 

documents that noted participation barriers identified that not all Aboriginal communities had the 

capacity to engage fully in consultation processes (Figure 4). The issue of capacity is directly 

related to the final prominent challenge, which was the pace of development.  

 

The rapid pace of development in many Aboriginal territories has caused several 

Aboriginal groups to become overwhelmed with consultation referrals and monitoring, and has 

made it prohibitively difficult for Aboriginal groups to engage in comprehensive consultation 

without significant staff and funds (Carrier Sekani Tribal Council 2006). For instance, the Tsleil-

Wauthuth Nation found they were going into debt attempting to keep up with consultation in 

their territory, and consequently introduced a stewardship plan, which provides guidelines and 

expectations of conduct for developers regarding consultation, and outlines proposed consultation 

fees that developers must pay to help facilitate the Nation’s participation (Tsleil-Wauthuth Nation 



!

!

24!

2008; Tsleil-Wauthuth Nation and CCCP 2010).  However, several proponents have indicated 

that they do not want to pay to facilitate Aboriginal consultation, as this is perceived as the 

responsibility of the Canadian Crown (Tsleil-Wauthuth Nation 2008; Tsleil-Wauthuth Nation and 

CCCP 2010). As such, there is a need to increase Aboriginal capacity to be involved throughout 

development processes, potentially by providing funds, especially as many Canadian Aboriginal 

groups are economically disadvantaged (O’Faircheallaign 2007). The rapid pace of development 

is also problematic as it hinders appropriate project impact assessment and development 

planning, by imposing restrictive time constraints (JACOS 2010; Partridge Lake First Nation 

2012).  

 

To address the challenges associated with barriers to Aboriginal participation, Aboriginal 

groups identified the need for consultation to occur early in and throughout development projects 

(FMA 2006). In Canadian environmental impact assessment processes for example, the Crown 

mandates and facilitates Aboriginal consultation during the processes of permitting a new project, 

but does not maintain Aboriginal participation during the operational phases of projects and 

subsequent project monitoring (O’Faircheallaign 2007). This selective consultation limits 

Aboriginal influence on development in their territories. The theme of emphasising participation 

over consultation was also advanced (Saganash and Pelletier 2009). Consultation is viewed by 

some scholars as a form of tokenism, wherein the consulted holds no real power, whereas 

participation, which includes partnerships, delegated power, and managerial control, is unique in 

that it gives the participant real influence over decision-making (Arnstein 1969). Participation, as 

opposed to consultation, in traditional territory development could be encouraged through new 

institutional frameworks, including territorial co-management relationships (FMA 2006), and by 

maintaining an open dialogue between stakeholders in the interest of improving participation 
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processes (Horvath et al. 2001). Overall, the most prominently identified challenges apply 

directly to the Aboriginal-proponent relationship. While challenges were not noted as frequently 

as valued ecological components or principles, they were common throughout the documents and 

represent problems that have been pervasively present in interactions between Canadian 

Aboriginal and Western stakeholders.  

 

CONCLUSION 

This analysis highlighted numerous Aboriginal valued ecological components and 

management principles that reflect the heterogeneous character of Canadian Aboriginal groups, 

and require context-specific consideration in development planning. Additionally, several 

intractable challenges present in the relationship between Aboriginal actors and proponents were 

noted, which would benefit from relationship protocols that guide interactions during 

consultation. In summary, deliberate sustainable development planning that incorporates specific 

values and principles, and addresses the challenges associated with territorial development, 

including those relating to stakeholder relationships, is important for ensuring that Aboriginal 

environmental visions are realised throughout traditional territories. Ensuring the realisation of 

Aboriginal environmental visions in traditional territories is a critical step towards honouring 

Aboriginal rights, and producing a platform from which to approach sustainable development in 

Canada.  
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FIGURES 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual diagram depicting the relationship of values and principles to sustainable 
development plans, and the role of sustainable development plans in addressing challenges 
hindering the Aboriginal-proponent relationship.  
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 Valued ecosystem component subcategories 

 

Figure 2. Distribution of number of documents that noted valued ecosystem component subcategories. 
Coloured sections denote overarching categories of valued ecosystem components.  
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Principle subcategories 

 

Figure 3. Distribution of number of documents that noted principle subcategories. Coloured sections denote 
overarching categories of principles.  
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Figure 4. Distribution of number of documents that noted challenge subcategories. Coloured sections 
denote overarching categories of challenges.  
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TABLES 

 

Table 1. Summary of information on reviewed documents. A) Number of reviewed document 
types from most to least common. Many of the documents fit into more than one document 
category i.e. TLU and TEK reports were often combined. These documents were scored multiple 
times, once for each document type to which they applied. B) Representation of Aboriginal 
groups from different Canadian regions in reviewed documents. The regions of Canada are 
grouped as: Central (Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec), East (New Brunswick, Nova 
Scotia, Prince Edward Island, Newfoundland and Labrador), West (Alberta, British Columbia), 
and Territories (Yukon, North West Territories, Nunavut). Select documents represented 
information from Aboriginal groups located in multiple Canadian regions. These documents were 
scored multiple times, once for each Canadian region to which they applied. C) Number of 
documents authored by different author combinations.  

 

Number of 
Documents

A.  Document type
21
14
11
10
7
5
4
3

B.  Regional location of Aboriginal groups 
19
19
17
2

C. Document authors
16
13
8
7
6
3
2
1
1
1

Harvest study

Document information

Traditional land use study
Traditional ecological knowledge study
Land use plan
Environmental impact assessment document

Proponent

Community plan
Other
Forestry

Cental
West
Territories
East 

Aboriginal nation(s) 
Academic
Aboriginal nation + government 
Aboriginal nation + consultant

Academic for aboriginal nation
Aboriginal nation + academic + consultant
Proponent + consultant
Government
Other
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APPENDIX A:  
Categorization system and raw data 

 
 

Table 1. General overview and description of the valued ecological component data group 
categorization system and the number of documents that identified individual categories or sub-
categories of valued ecological components.  

 
 

 
 

Valued ecological 
component sub-category

Valued component examples and 
substitute terms or phrases

Number of 
documents that noted 

valued ecological 
components

Ecosystem integrity Ecosystem heath 11
Habitat Conservation, connectivity 23

Landscape Connectivity, heterogeneity 14
Water Quality, quantity 26
Forest Timber, non timber 23

Geologic Soil, minerals (salt licks), rocks (flint) 15
Function Sea ice for fishing 11

Sensitive ecological areas Wetlands 10
Other Air quality 6

Carbon sequestration Carbon storage and cycling 2
Water filtration Water filtration, water filter 3

Other Pollination, pest management 1
Plants Berries, medicinal plants 32
Fish Salmon, whitefish, trout 33
Birds Migratory birds, waterfowl, eggs 33

Terrestrial small game Muskrat, rabbit, beaver 36
Terrestrial large game Caribou, moose, bear 39

Marine mammals Whale, seal 6
Species at risk Woodland caribou 9

 Species quality Food/fur quality, nutritional value, 
economic value, taste 12

Biodiversity Biodiversity, species diversity, species 
richness 10

Species abundance or 
presence Abundance, presence of species 6

Other Reptiles, amphibians 2
363

 Valued ecological 
component 

category

A. General values
B. Habitat

C. Ecosystem 
Services

D. Wildlife and 
Biodiversity

Total number of documents that noted valued ecological components:
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Table 2. General overview and description of the principle data group categorization system and 
the number of documents that identified individual categories or sub-categories of principles.  

 

 
 

 

Principle sub-category
Principle examples and substitute 

terms or phrases

Number of 
documents that noted 

principles

Stewardship Respect/ responsibility for land, 
interconnection with land 28

Sustainable development Balance development with 
environmental protection 17

Knowledge
Use of TEK, most recent information, 

best-available science, community 
education

13

Monitoring Monitoring strategies, programs 9

Adaptive management Flexibility, adaptability, resilience of 
management strategy 11

Long-term management 
scope Preserve land for future generations 13

Regional level context of 
analysis

Landscape level analysis, coordinate 
conservation with neighbouring 

jurisdictions
9

Cumulative impacts Cumulative effects 14
Use of protected areas Protected area networks, reserves 16

Preserve habitat Quality, connectivity 11
Preserve dens/ spawning 

areas 5

Preserve good harvesting 
areas Trapping areas, plant gathering areas 4

Preserve sensitive areas 
and species Wetlands, species at risk 17

Protect waterways Protect water bodies, water quality and 
quantity 13

Protect other 
environmental elements

Forest protection, landscape pattern 
protection 12

Reclame developed areas Reintroduce species, replant vegetation 12

Harvesting restrictions
Refrain from killing young and their 

mothers, refrain from harvesting 
declining populations

10

Predator control Predator culling 2 yes; 1 no
Environmental 
manipulation Prescribed forest fires 5 yes; 2 no

NA Land use zoning, environmental 
enhancements 4

224

D. Environmental 
protection

E. Environmental 
management

Principle category

A. General 
principles

B. Adaptive 
governance

C. Wide 
management scope

F. Other

Total number of documents that noted principles:
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Table 3. General overview and description of the challenge data group categorization system and 
the number of documents that identified individual sub-categories of challenges.  

 

Sub-categories Examples and substitute terms Number of documents 
that noted data group

Devaluation of Aboriginal 
knowledge TEK devalued as unscientific 1

Knowlegde accessibility Lack of funding for TEK studies, TEK is 
inaccessible (much has yet to be collected) 2

Inappropriate TEK 
incorporation

Misuse/misrepresentation of information, 
lack of incorporation of TEK, TEK is 

difficult to incorporate into development 
strategies

8

Lack of meaningful 
consultation

Inadequate consultation, consultation versus 
participation 7

Lack of capacity Lack of funds to participate in consultation 1

Interstakeholder Lack of trust between Aboriginal and 
proponent actors, discrimination 4

Intrastakeholder Intercommunity conflict, conflicting 
opinions regarding development 1

NA Includes lack of promised benefits 4

NA Too many documents to read, too expensive 
to process development requests 6

Lack of communication Lack of communication, distance creates 
misconceptions 2

Conflicting terminology
Differences in definition of terms 

(reclamation), understanding of timelines 
and standards

8

NA Climate change, energy and food security 
pressures 5

49Total number of documents that noted challenges:

Categories

Knowledge barriers

Participation barriers

Conflict

Negative outcomes of 
development

Pace of development

Communication 
differences

Other
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APPENDIX B: 
Reviewed document inventory 

 
 
Table 1. Summary of specific noted valued ecological components associated with each 
category/sub-category, organized by documents in which they were noted. Numbers under 
“documents” column correspond to an ordered reference list of reviewed documents in Appendix 
C (part 1 of 2). 

Categories

Habitat

Ecosystem 
Services

Sub-categories Key terms and phrases Documents

General values Health and ecological integrity of the land 11, 12, 15, 17, 25, 26, 45, 48, 53, 55, 
57

Habitat integrity 36
Significant habitats/critical habitat: spawning 
grounds, calving sites, staging areas, corrals, 
overwintering grounds, rutting areas, feeding 
areas, denning sites, grazing lands, migration 
routes 

7, 12, 13, 14, 17, 23, 24, 26, 31, 34, 
36, 45, 46, 49, 50, 57

Habitat diversity 6
Habitat connectivity 12, 13, 34, 41, 46
Terrain/landscape 16, 17, 18, 25, 26, 27, 29, 36, 46, 50
Maintain normal landscape patterns 13
Landscape patchiness/heterogeneity 17, 48
Value pristine/intact landscapes 10, 14
Landscape connectivity 36
Drinking water 12, 24
Hydrological connectivity 2, 13, 11 
Concern regarding contamination, turbidity, 
sedimentation, algal blooms of surface and ground 
waters 

12, 34, 36, 41

Water quantity and quality 2, 6, 7, 10, 11, 16, 19, 22, 24, 25, 26, 
27, 36, 41, 42, 45, 46, 48, 55

Water flow 11, 34 
Forest/ forest health, forested areas 13, 16, 17, 27, 29, 34, 42, 46, 48, 55
Forest cover, structure, composition 13, 48, 49
Timber: fire wood, saw logs 7, 22, 23, 27, 31, 36, 37, 43, 44, 45
Non-timber values 6, 13, 16, 17, 19, 22, 27, 34, 36, 37, 43

Productive soils 12, 23, 26, 27, 34, 36, 37
Rocks/minerals: flint, aggregates 13, 19, 42, 44, 48
Salt licks, mineral licks 7, 29, 53 
Ecological function, patterns 10, 12, 13, 16, 22, 42, 46, 48
High land for hunting (view of landscape) 45
Sea ice for transportation and fishing 33, 35

Sensitive 
ecological areas

Sensitive areas 2, 7, 13, 15, 16, 21, 22, 37, 46, 48, 55 

Other Air quality 12, 26, 29, 34, 36, 54
Carbon 

sequestration
Carbon storage and cycling 22, 27

Water filtration Water filtration, water filter 13, 24, 36
Other Biological services 27

Function

Habitat

Landscape

Water

Forest

Geologic
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Table 1 continued (part 2 of 2) 
Categories

Wildlife and 
Biodiversity

Sub-categories Key terms and phrases Documents
Bark 1, 6, 12, 23, 24, 27, 29, 34, 36, 37, 40, 

43
Medicinal plants 1, 6, 10, 12, 13, 15, 23, 24, 26, 29, 32, 

34, 36, 37, 40, 41, 43, 44,45, 55, 58
Roots 12, 24, 26, 27, 29, 34, 37, 40, 44
Berries: strawberries, blueberries, choke cherries, 
cherries, black berries, service berries 

6, 12, 13, 17, 23, 25, 26, 27, 29, 31, 
32, 34, 36, 37, 40, 44, 45, 47

Leaves/tea: mint, labrador 1, 6, 23, 24, 26,27, 31, 34, 37, 40, 43, 
45

Carrots, onions, turnips, crab apples, wild rice 1, 6, 48 
Nuts 24
Syrup 1, 24
Fungus 1, 17, 23, 29, 34, 40
Moss 23, 24, 45
Aquatic plants 1
Other: Sage, tobacco, thistle, sweetgrass, 
milkweed, dandelion, plantain, clover, comfrey, 
cesar, St. John's Wart, witch hazel, yarrow, 
dogwood, cattail

1, 6 

Fish: Cod, char, whitefish, salmon, jackfish, 
pickerel, pike, walleye, perch, trout, walleye, 
grayling, sucker, sturgeon, stickleback, minnows 

2, 5, 7, 12, 13, 15, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 
29, 30, 31, 32, 34, 35, 37, 43, 45, 47, 
48, 50, 55

Subsistence fisheries 4, 26, 48 
Waterfowl: Ducks, king eiders, mallards, pelican, 
loon, seagull, crane, swan

5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 23, 24, 26, 27, 
30, 31, 34, 37, 45, 48, 50, 56

Geese: Snow goose, Canada goose 6, 5, 23, 24, 26, 27, 29, 31, 37, 43, 45, 
47, 56

Migratory birds 27, 31, 44, 45
Scavangers/ birds of prey: Crow, bald eagle, owl, 
falcon, raptors 

23, 24, 29, 45

Other birds: Ptarmigan, grouse, chicken, hens 5, 6, 23, 24, 25, 26, 31, 34, 37
Eggs 6, 23, 25, 26, 28, 35, 44

Terrestrial small 
game

Snowshoe hare, arctic fox, fox, rabbit, muskrat, 
beaver, porcupine, badger, skunk, squirrel, 
marten, mink, fisher, otter, weasle, gophers, 
ermine, vole, shrew, woodchuck, beavers, 
groundhogs 

5, 6,  7, 11, 12,  13, 15, 23, 24, 25,  26, 
27,  28, 29, 30, 31, 34, 35, 37, 39, 44, 
45, 47, 48, 50, 56, 57

Ungulates/ grazers: Moose, elk, deer (whitetailed, 
mule), dall's sheep, caribou (barren ground, 
woodland), muskox, buffalo, bison 

2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 13, 23, 24, 25, 
26, 27, 28, 29, 31, 34, 35, 37, 39, 43, 
44, 45, 50, 56, 57, 58

Bears: Grizzly bear, black bear, brown bear 5, 12, 23, 24, 25, 29, 34, 35, 37, 44, 
45, 56, 57

Predators: Coyote, cougar, lynx, wolverine, wolf 6, 23, 24, 25, 35, 39 29, 43, 45
Marine mammals 28, 30, 35, 56
Seal, polar bear, beluga whale, other whales 43, 56, 57

Species at risk Vulnerable, threatened, at risk species 13, 16, 17, 19, 22, 39
Animal health/disease, and quality 3, 6, 11, 25, 26, 29, 36, 37, 45, 57
Food safety, palatability, nutritive content 36
Texture, size, colour, general appearance of 
meats/plants/furs

29, 34, 36, 38

Diversity, species richness 12, 13,16,  22, 27, 36, 34, 36, 48, 57
Biological integrity 34

Species abundance 
and presence

NA 13, 25, 36, 41, 48, 57 

Amphibians, reptiles 13, 27

Plants

Fish

Birds

Terrestrial large 
game

Marine mammals

Animal quality

Biodiversity

Other
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Table 2. Summary of specific noted principles associated with each category/sub-category, 
organized by documents in which they were noted. Numbers under “documents” column 
correspond to an ordered reference list of reviewed documents in Appendix C (part 1 of 3).   
 

 

General 
principles

Adaptive 
governance

Wide 
management 

scope

Categories Sub-categories Key terms and phrases Documents
Respect for and connection to the land or 
environment 

3, 6, 12, 13, 15, 18, 20, 22, 26, 33, 40, 
43, 45, 47, 54

Responsibility to ensure territorial integrity and 
ongoing stewardship 

12, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 27, 41, 42, 48

Do not waste environmental valued components, 
use all parts of harvested animals (developers 
should as well), take only what is needed

6, 12, 20, 27, 28, 35, 43, 53

Balance/harmonize economic development and 
land protection

6, 13, 15, 42, 48, 51, 53

Sustainable community development 13, 15, 16, 20, 22, 27, 40, 52, 55
Integrate TEK into environmental management 13, 16, 36, 40, 48, 53, 54
Use both traditional and scientific knoweldge, 
acknowledge mutual expertise

17, 48, 49

Promote knowledge and education, awareness 
regarding environmental management

15, 42, 49, 55

Information-based decision-making (avoid 
speculation)

49, 51

Use most current wildlife information in 
management strategies

53

Seek improved understanding of environmental 
impacts of development

36

Monitoring Use ecological monitoring to examine impacts of 
development

11, 17, 20, 27, 29, 34, 36, 42, 50

Practise adaptive management 27, 47, 55, 57
Precautionary principle 48
Use strategic environmental assessments to 
account for cumulative impacts

13, 17

Use context-specific management strategies 6
Promote flexible management strategies 57
Employ pre-industrial baselines for monitoring 
strategies

17, 36, 55

Preserve land for future generations 13, 15, 16, 17, 26, 36, 42, 43, 46, 48, 
53, 54

Use a regional, holistic approach to management, 
that accounts for extent of development impacts

36, 40, 47, 51

Traditional territories should help to meet regional 
conservation objectives, i.e. territorial protected 
areas should connect to a regional network

48

Site specific protection is inadequate, the land as a 
whole must be protected from cumulative impacts 
of development

32

Protect at landscape scale 16, 19
Coordinate management strategies with 
neighbouring land owners to increase 
management scope

36

Cumulative impacts of industrial development 2, 11, 12, 13, 17,20, 24, 25, 26, 29, 36, 
41

Combined effects 32
Additive impacts 34

Stewardship

Sustaniable 
development

Knowledge

Adaptive 
management

Regional level 
context of analysis

Cumulative 
impacts

Long-term 
management scope
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Table 2 continued (part 2 of 3) 

 

 

 

 

Environmental 
protection

Categories Sub-categories Key terms and phrases Documents
Use protectes areas 6, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 22, 36, 42, 

43, 46, 48, 50, 52
Develop a protected area network 22, 27
Maintain habitat 13, 14, 17, 49, 57
Protect critical wildlife areas 27, 50
No development will take place around critical 
habitat

29, 53

Harvesting will not involve ecosystem 
simplification or loss of biodiversity through 
habitat modification

57

Preserve a full range of habitat types 34
Maintain wildlife corridor movements and range 
patterns, maintain habitat connectivity

13, 36

Preserve dens/ 
spawning areas

Protect critical breeding sites, spawning areas, 
nesting areas 

7, 17, 27, 50, 53

Preserve good 
harvesting areas

Protect critical fisheries, quarries, good hunting 
and trapping areas, sites of harvesting  interest 

7, 11, 16, 50 

Exclude sensitive species and areas from 
development, include in protected areas

6, 7, 13, 15, 21, 22, 27, 36, 46, 51, 52, 
55

Protect endangered or vulnerable species 7, 13, 16, 17, 27, 48, 50, 55
Suspend forestry until recovery plans for species 
at risk have been devised (caribou)

17

Minimise disruption to surface waters from 
development, employ erosion control measures to 
limit runoff impacts

13, 15, 17, 34, 41, 46, 48

Protect groundwater sources 17
Preserve forests adjacent to waters and lakes 
(buffers), waterway protection

13, 19, 49

Fish farming and aquaculture is not allowed 53
Disturbance of lakebeds is not allowed 53
Water withdrawals will not be increased until 
community concerns relating to water draw-down 
are addressed 

53

Protect drinking water sources, drinking water 
quality

16, 21, 46, 53

Employ sound forest and wildlife management 
strategies

13, 17, 52

Preserve representativeness of ecosystems 27
Restrict clear cutting of trees 21
Protect native plants, maintain seed 
farms/collections

43

Keep noise levels down because it scares fish 28
Eliminate industry in remaining intact landscapes 14
Protect natural resources 42, 55
Preserve ecological integrity 15, 27, 45
Migratory bird sanctuary 50

Protect other 
environmental 

elements

Use of protected 
areas

Habitat protection

Preserve sensitive 
areas and species

Water protection
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Table 2 continued (part 3 of 3)  

 

 

 

 

 

Categories

Other

Environmental 
management

Sub-categories Key terms and phrases Documents
Return landscape to equivalent capacity 25, 26, 34, 36, 37
Reclame land to a healthy ecosystem that is 
similar to surrounding area and suits intended 
future use of area

53

Re-establish pre-disturbance species distributions 
to disturbed or degraded sites 

27

Restoration 13, 17, 27, 40, 54, 55
Voluntary moratorium on hunting due to concerns 
regarding hunting sustainability, voluntary harvest 
guidelines 

3, 30, 57 

Do not shoot females with young unless you are 
starving, shoot more males than females/young

39, 41

Hunting restrictions for tourists/outsiders, 
prioritize Aboriginal hunting rights over 
recreational

17, 42

Harvest quotas should change relative to what is 
available 

2, 35, 57 

Manage fishing pressure 2
Alternate trapping locations so as not to deplete 
the species

6

Predator control rarely practised, culls are 
considered unacceptable if there is no local or 
external use for the product

57

Predators are managed through routine hunting or 
targeted programs to protect the abundance of 
their prey species

17, 29

Do not seek to control nature 57
Employs prescribed burns to promote desirable 
habitats, fire management

3, 13, 22, 25, 27 

Do not agree with perscribed burns, think it is 
detrimental to habitats

45

Employ animal relocation/reintroduction 17
Species will not be moved (especially non-native 
or domestic species) without approval

53

Preference for natural forest regeneration 13
Minimal use of herbicides 13
Preserve representativeness of ecosystems 27
Enhance the environment through management 
when possible

21

Use land use zoning 16, 21, 46

Environmental 
manipulation

NA

Reclame 
developed areas

Harvesting 
restrictions

Predator control
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Table 3. Summary of specific noted challenges associated with each category, organized by 
documents in which they were noted. Numbers under “documents” column correspond to an 
ordered reference list of reviewed documents in Appendix C (part 1 of 2).   
 

 

Conflict

Negative 
outcomes of 
development

Knowledge 
barriers

Categories

Participation 
barriers

Key terms and phrases Documents
Devaluation of 

Aboriginal 
knowledge

First Nation's knoweldge of potential impacts is 
consistently devalued as unscientific 

12

TEK still needs to be collected and documented 32
Lack of accessible TEK 25

Lack of funding for TEK studies 25
TEK is dynamic, difficult to constantly 
incorporate new knoweldge into strategies, TEK 
studies do not capture everything

3, 32, 36, 56

TEK is inappropriately incorporated into 
development strategies during consultation

14, 25, 26, 36, 49

TEK/ other Aboriginal information is misused or 
manipulated, reports contain misleading 
statements

10, 36 

Aboriginal participation in government led 
processes fluctuates, participation rarely ensures 
Aboriginal rights are protected

10, 12

Aboriginal input is not respected by developers, 
TEK is not incorporated at key decision-making 
stages of development

14, 25, 26

Lack of meaningful consultation (tokensim versus 
participation) and shared decision-making power 
in all stages of project implementation

25, 36, 49

Lack of capacity

Lack of funding and capacity to ensure Aboriginal 
participation in consultation processes, varying 
levels of capacity and funding between Aboriginal 
communities creates inequalities in consultation

25

First nations in conflict with government, 
regulators, and proponents, conflict and 
disharmony between First Nations themselves 

12

Lack of trust between Aboriginal communities 
and development companies 

26, 34

Many FN experience institutionalised racism, 
discrimination, and tokenism from developers

12, 40 

First Nations need to support shifts in values and 
ways of being to accommodate types of 
development

12

Intrastakeholder 
conflict

Division in Aboriginal communities between 
those who seek and oppose development, some 
community members may benefit more than 
others

12

Encourages sporadic and seasonal employment 12
Promised benefits from development are never 
actually recognized, lack of promised 
compensation

12, 24, 26 

Lack of 
meaningful 
consultation

Interstakeholder 
conflict

NA

Knowledge 
accessibility

TEK incorporation 
into development

Categories
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Table 3 continued (part 2 of 2) 

 

Other

Pace of 
development

Communication 
differences

Categories Key terms and phrases Documents
Signficant increase in volume of consultation 
referrals, FN office becomes overwhelmed with 
projects requiring consultation, referrals, and 
monitoring, lack of resources (financial and 
otherwise) to deal with pace of development 

12, 54 

Feeling of frustration, "we are getting surrounded" 25

Development is moving too rapidly, not enough 
time for proper planning

36

Pace of development encourages ad hoc, 
uncoordinated, opportunisitic development, as 
opposed to a holistic approach to land use

46

Runaway development, once one project is 
approved it becomes easier to quickly develop 
area

24

Distance between developers and community 
members creates misconceptions about actors and 
their positions

25

Lack of communication between Aboriginal 
trappers and developers

24

Differences in opinion on what regulatory 
standards/targets set by government are 
acceptable

26, 36

Different definitions of "accetable risk" in species 
harvesting strategies used by government and 
Aboriginals (Aborginals have lower thresholds for 
acceptable risk)

2

Concerns that definitions of "protected area" and 
"industrial development" between Aboriginals and 
proponents will be different thus undermining 
Aboriginal principle representation in 
development planning

17

Term "sustainability" means different things to 
different stakeholders

35

Different conceptions of "reclamation" leads to 
proponent generated reclamation strategies being 
percieved as inadequate or inappropriate, some 
Aboriginal groups feel land cannot be reclaimed 
as its sacredness has been destroyed

25, 26, 34, 36, 53

Some areas have lots of values therefore it is 
challenging to priorize areas for development 
(especially potential future values which are 
difficult to identify)

9, 26

Difficulties surrounding the reconciliation of 
development and environmental protection 

17

Climate change, energy, food security 15
Strategies do not effectively address cumulative 
effects

36

Conflicting 
terminology 

NA

NA

Lack of 
communication
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