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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of the process for establishing a protected area in the Northwest Territories (NWT), an 

assessment of the potential socio-economic effects of designating a protected area is required.  

The NWT is currently assessing whether it should protect all or parts of the Kaôaôgee Tu 

(pronounced gay-gay-too) Candidate Protected Area, an area of about 9,600 square kilometres in 

the Dehcho Region, and has commissioned this study to assess the potential social and economic 

impacts on the surrounding communities of Fort Providence, Hay River, Hay River Reserve, 

Enterprise and Kakisa.  This study is presented in two volumes.  This volume, Volume 1, 

provides an overview of current socio economic conditions in the study region.  Volume 2 

describes the potential social and economic effects of four development options for Kaôaôgee Tu, 

ranging from the status quo (no permanent protection for any of the area) to full protection of the 

entire area. 

The Region, Its People and Economy 

In 2006 the five communities in the region had a combined population of about 4,971 people, 

with Hay River accounting for 75% of the total, followed by Fort Providence (15%), Hay River 

Reserve (7%), Enterprise (2%), and Kakisa (1%).  Since 1991 the population has been growing a 

rate of about 1% per year; in comparison, the population of the NWT has remained largely 

unchanged since 1996.  The population profile of the study region is relatively similar to that of 

the NWT, although the region had a higher percentage of people over the age of 44 years and a 

smaller percentage in the 25 to 44 years age group. This suggests that the population in the study 

region tends to be slightly older than the territorial population. About 52.1% of the population is 

male and this imbalance is slightly higher than for the NWT (51.7%).  There are large gender 

imbalances within the study region population, with the greatest imbalance found in Enterprise 

where 54.6% of the population is female. The majority of the regional population is Aboriginal 

(55.7%) and this is higher than for the NWT (50.3%).  About 65.8% of the adult population 

(people aged 15 or greater) has completed their high school education and this is slightly lower 

than the territorial average (67.0%). 

In terms of the regional economy, 75.7% of adult residents were active in the labour force in 

2006, 10.1% were unemployed, 22.3% were employed in goods producing industries, 26.7% 

were employed in ñother servicesò and 16.0% were employed in health, social services and 

education.  By comparison, the labour force participation rate in the NWT was 76.5% and the 

unemployment rate was nearly identical at 10.4%.  Within the NWT only 17.5% were employed 

in goods producing industries and 16.3% were employed in health, social services and education 

while ñother servicesò accounted for (33.3%) of employment.   

Estimates of average family income vary greatly throughout the study region, with the highest 

average reported in Hay River ($105,561) and an average family income of $54,314 in Fort 

Providence.  In comparison, the average household income in the NWT was $101,622.  There 

were no data available for Hay River Reserve, Kakisa and Enterprise. In 2009, 12.8% of regional 

households were in core need, which means that their incomes were not adequate to own or rent 
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a home without government assistance.  Within the NWT 19% of households were in core need.  

In general, housing in the region is newer than in the NWT, but the percentage of households in 

need of major repair was higher in the study region (21.9%) than in the NWT (17.6%).  Crime is 

another indicator of community well-being and the rates of violent crime in the study region 

were higher than the territorial average; Fort Providence reporting the highest rates of violent and 

property crimes.   

Within the study region 35.6% of adults participated in fishing and/or hunting, 6.8% participated 

in trapping and 24.8% rely on country food for 50% or more of their meat or fish consumption.  

In contrast 39.4% of adults in the NWT participated in fishing and/or hunting, 6% participated in 

trapping and 28.1% rely on country food for 50% or more of their meat or fish consumption. 

The overall picture is that regional communities have a slightly higher Aboriginal population 

than the NWT average, have limited economic development opportunities (especially goods 

producing industries), face a high cost of living with limited amenities, and are heavily reliant on 

traditional activities for food and some income generation.  Within the region, each community 

is unique, however, and Table 1 summarizes how each community compares to the regional 

average. 

Resource Use Values Associated with Kaôaôgee Tu  

Residents of Kakisa currently use the Kaôaôgee Tu area as source of food and fuel.  Based on 

harvest data for other northern communities, it is estimated that residents of Kakisa annually 

harvest between 7,585 and 7,860 kilograms (kg) of meat and fish.  The value of this food, based 

on the local price of purchased food and adjusting for income differentials, is estimated to be in 

the range of $154,400.  Many households in Kakisa use wood as their primary or secondary 

heating source and it is estimated that about 300 cords of wood are harvested each year.  The 

value of this firewood, measured in terms of the costs of purchasing wood from a supplier, is 

estimated about $72,000 per year. 

The Kaôaôgee Tu area is also used for recreation by residents of Kakisa, as well as residents of 

the other four communities.  Based on information from a 1996 survey of the importance of 

nature to Canadians, it is estimated that residents of Kakisa enjoyed about 2,750 days of 

recreation in the area and spent between $16,300 and $41,600 to participate in these activities.  

The benefits that they enjoyed over and above actual expenses, was in the range of $6,000 to 

$10,100 per years.  For residents of the other four communities it was assumed that they spent 

1% of their annual recreational activities (252,000 days) in the Kaôaôgee Tu area.  Their annual 

expenditures were estimated to be in the range of $15,100 to $38,300 per years, with user 

benefits of between $5,600 and $9,300.   
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Table 1: Comparative Assessment of Socio-Economic Conditions in Study Region Communities 

Attribute Fort 
Providence 

Hay River Hay River 
Reserve 

Kakisa Enterprise Study 
Region 

NWT 

Population growth (2006 to 2009) 4.4% 2.1% 5.2% 5.8% 11.3% 2.9% 4.8% 

Percentage of people under 15 years 
(2009) 

30% 30% 39% 39% 37% 31% 31% 

Male/female imbalance (2009) <2% >2% <2% NA >2% >2% <2% 

Percentage of Aboriginal people 
(2009) 

93.9% 44.3% 99.4% 90.9% 35.2% 54.7% 50.4% 

High school graduate (2006) 49.1% 70.4% 45.2% 25.0% 73.3% 65.8% 67% 

Labour force participation (2006) 64.5% 78.5% 67.4% 50.0% 85.7% 76.2% 76.5% 

Unemployment (2006) 23.9% 6.4% 24.1% 40.0% 16.7% 10.1% 10.4% 

Employment in primary sector (2004) 25.4% 20.9% 20.7% NA 33.3% 22.7% 17.2% 

Average family income (2005) $42,624 $89,929 $43,392 NA NA $79,999 $86,132 

Costs of living (2004) 125.2 113.4 106.6 125.2 109.3 114.7 100 

Housing in need of major repair 
(2009) 

31.5% 15.3% 31.9% 11.1% 19.5% 18.5% 15.7% 

Households in core need (2009) 27.3% 9.0% 29.8% 5.6% 17.5% 12.8% 19.0% 

Violent crime rates (2008) 201.6 50.4 NA NA NA 126.0 64.7 

Property crime rates (2008) 68.5 38.6 NA NA NA 53.6 63.6 

Participation in fishing and hunting 
(2008) 

45.7% 33.7% 35.5% 51.2% 20.7% 35.6% 45.0% 

Reliance on country food (2008) 59.5% 15.7% 56.4% 94.4% 15.0% 24.8% 28.1% 

Participation in trapping (2009) 18.7% 4.0% 9.8% 34.6% 0.0% 6.8% 6.2% 

Production of northern arts & crafts 
(2008) 

17.0% 6.9% 22.4% 39.5% 11.5% 9.9% 8.7% 
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The Kaôaôgee Tu also provides some regional residents with a source of income.  Trappers in 

Kakisa harvest about $10,100 of furs annually while commercial fishing produces annual 

harvests valued at $45,860.  The area also supports some tourism.  Fishing camps in the area 

currently generate between $48,000 and $60,000 per year in terms of gross revenues.  Tourists 

also spend about $10,000 per year in the local store in Kakisa and to stay at the campground at 

Lade Evelyn Falls. Residents of Kakisa also manufacture northern arts and crafts which are 

estimated to have a value of about $9,000 per year. 

Overall, the Kaôaôgee Tu area is believed to generate between $0.4 and $0.5 million in user 

benefits for regional residents, with country food accounting for about 36% of this amount.  

These uses and associated values are considered to be sustainable in that they can continue 

without damaging the productive capacity of the area.  It is believed that the area could support 

additional use of the renewable resource base, including trapping, timber harvesting and tourism.  

Cultural Values 

The Kaôaôgee Tu area contains a legacy of old settlements, burial sites, camps and cabins, trails, 

and special sites that are part of the culture of the Dehcho people.  Key features are located 

around Kakisa and Tathlina lakes, and along the Kakisa River. About 4% of the land area in 

Kaôaôgee Tu is considered to have very high density of traditional land use and occupancy, 5% 

has very high density, 10% has high density, 33% has moderate density, and 41% has low 

density.  The remainder of the area (11%) consists of open water (lakes). There is no satisfactory 

method of placing an economic value on the cultural values of this area.   

Summary 

Overall, the Kaôaôgee Tu area is believed to generate economic values on the order of $0.4 to 

$0.5 million per year.  This estimate is known to be highly conservative, however.  It does not 

recognize any of the cultural or historical values, which are known to be important, but are very 

difficult to quantify.   

Based on available information it is not possible to be more definitive in quantifying the total 

value of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  While there is some uncertainty in the 

values for which there is relatively abundant information (use values), there is very high 

uncertainty for non-use and cultural values for which there is very little information.  However, 

for purposes of understanding the effects of allowing development in all or parts of the Kaôaôgee 

Tu Candidate Protected Area, it is not essential that these values be known with absolute 

certainty.  The values identified in this analysis simply provide a yardstick by which the marginal 

or incremental changes associated with development can be compared.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In 1999 the Government of Canada and the Government of the Northwest Territories (NWT) 

recognized the need to protect areas in the NWT that have unique environmental, geological, 

cultural or historic features and signed an agreement to establish a Protected Areas Strategy 

(PAS) for the NWT.  The PAS had the goal of establishing a system of designated areas that 

would protect areas with special natural and cultural features. 

One of the areas currently under consideration as part of the PAS program is the Kaôaôgee Tu 

Area of Interest.  It consists of an area of about 9,600 square kilometres located in the Dehcho 

region of the NWT.  It is located southwest of the Mackenzie River near the community and 

surrounds the community of Kakisa.  Residents of Kakisa, the Kaôaôgee Tu people, along with 

the Deh Gah Gotôie, Katlôodeeche and Dehcho First Nations asked that these lands be 

permanently protected to help preserve their cultural heritage and the ecosystems that support 

them.  The area is rich in wildlife (moose and beaver), fish and waterfowl and is home to a 

number of species at risk (e.g., woodland caribou, rusty blackbirds, and some rare plants).  Areas 

known to have high non-renewable resource development potential were purposely excluded 

from the area of interest.  Much of the area of interest was protected under the Dehcho Interim 

Measures Agreement and was identified as a conservation zone under the draft Dehcho Land Use 

Plan.  

The PAS is a community-driven partnership consisting of communities, Aboriginal governments 

and/or land claim bodies, federal and territorial governments, and industry stakeholders.  It has 

developed an eight step process to identify, designate and manage protected areas: 

1. Identify areas in need of protection, and get community support for protecting the area. 

2. Gather information about the area. Use this information to prepare a proposal to protect 

the area. Obtain support for this proposal at the regional level. 

3. Submit a proposal to a potential sponsoring agency for their review and approval. 

4. The sponsoring agency applies for interim (short-term) protection for the area, if needed. 

5. Document the candidate areaôs ecological, cultural and economic values. This 

information is used to make recommendations on the areaôs designation, boundaries and 

management. 

6. Formally ask the sponsoring agency to protect the area using their legislation. 

7. Approve and establish the protected area. 

8. Manage, monitor and review. 

In August 2009, the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) agreed to sponsor the Kaôaôgee Tu area as 

a National Wildlife Area and the studies to document the areaôs ecological, cultural and 

economic values (Step 5) are now underway.   
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Figure 1-1:  Proposed Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

 

Source: NWT PAS (no date). 
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As part of this process, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) issued the terms of reference 

for a socio-economic assessment of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area in September 

2010.  This report was prepared in response to these terms of reference, which are provided in 

Appendix A. 

1.1.1 Objectives  

The terms of reference for the socio-economic assessment are as follows: 

1. Develop socio-economic profiles using indicator statistics for each of the six surrounding 

communities, including 

 Develop consistent data baselines 

 Describe information specific to Kaôaôgee Tu, and  

 Identify socio-economic data gaps and develop a strategy to address these gaps 

2. Assess socio-economic effects for the surrounding communities, the southern NWT, the 

entire NWT and for Canada, based on various options, including full protection using the 

current boundaries, no formal protection, and boundary options to be established by the 

Kaôaôgee Tu Working Group 

3. Produce a plain language report and present information to stakeholders, communities 

and First Nations 

Items 1 and 2 are provided in Volume 1 of the final report.  Item 3 will be addressed in Volume 

2. 

1.2 Study Region  

A map of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area is provided in Figure1-1.  The area is of 

ecological significance for a number of reasons (EBA Engineering Consultants, 2007):  

1. It supports several species at risk, including threatened species (boreal woodland caribou, 

common nighthawk, olive-sided flycatcher, Canada warbler) and species of special 

concern (wolverine, horned grebe, peregrine falcon, short-eared owl, rusty blackbird).  

2. It contains three International Biological Program (IBP) sites (Kakisa River, the southern 

limits of Beaver Lake and a small part of Deep Lake, a wood bison sanctuary). 

3. Beaver Lake is considered a ñkey migratory bird terrestrial habitat siteò and an Important 

Bird Area in the NWT and supports 1% of the national population of a number of 

migratory bird populations including Tundra Swans and Canvasbacks. 

The area also has oil, gas, and mineral development potential that could contribute to the 

regional economy; however, a detailed assessment of the non-renewable resources is still 

pending. 
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1.3 Methodology 

1.3.1 Approach  

The general approach used for this assessment is similar to that of a socio-economic assessment 

prepared as part of an environmental assessment of a proposed development project.  Impact 

assessments consist of three tasks: 

1. Assess current social and economic conditions in the communities that may be affected 

by the development using a series of selected indicators (baseline). 

2. Use the project description to estimate potential demands on the communities in terms of 

employment, incomes, population, housing, infrastructure and services, and general well-

being. 

3. Compare these potential demands with baseline conditions to determine the significance 

of proposed changes and identify strategies for enhancing benefits and minimizing costs.  

This study uses this same approach, with Volume 1 summarizing the baseline socio-economic 

conditions while Volume 2 describes the potential for development and the resulting socio-

economic effects.   

An overview of the information contained in this Volume was presented to the Working Group 

at its meetings in Kakisa on March 9 and 10, 2011.  The Working Group provided some 

feedback on the report and, in most cases, validated the data as being representative of the 

current situation in Kakisa and the surrounding communities.  

1.3.2 Information Sources 

The baseline socio-economic information comes from published public information.  The key 

sources are the 2006 Census (Statistics Canada 2007) and various publications from the 

Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT).  The terms of reference for this study 

(Appendix A) indicated that the socio-economic study region would consist of four communities: 

Kakisa, Fort Providence, Enterprise and Hay River.  The Hay River Reserve was subsequently 

added as a fifth community because of its proximity to Hay River and the Kaôaôgee Tu Area of 

Interest.   

It is important to note that certain data limitations exist with respect to the use of statistical 

information.  Due to their small population size and concerns about data confidentiality, 

published socio-economic information was not always available for the two smallest 

communities (Kakisa and Enterprise).  In addition, listed data for some communities was not 

always consistent or complete, but has been reported as it appears in available publications.  It is 

also important to note that people and communities are dynamic in nature while the statistical 

profiles represent a snapshot in time and may not reflect the current situation in a community.  

The INAC Final Terms of Reference for the project provided a list of socio-economic indicators 

that could be included in this report.  AMEC researchers used this as a guide and, when the data 
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were available from published sources, these indicators were used. Where the data did not exist 

in a secondary source, proxy data sets were used where available.  However, based on previous 

experience with socio-economic assessments of mining, parks and oil and gas projects, not all 

indicators are useful in characterizing potential effects, so not all of the indicators in the terms of 

reference were actually used. 
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2.0 BASELINE SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 

2.1 Regional History 

Prior to the arrival of European explorers, this region was home to the Dene people.  The Dehcho 

Dene inhabited the area along the Mackenzie River. The arrival of the fur trade resulted in 

communities developing adjacent to the trading posts.  Trading posts were initially established in 

the region by the Northwest Company prior to 1800 but these were abandoned soon after (INAC, 

2007).  The Hudson Bay Company (HBC) began to develop its trading posts in the region in the 

early 1800s.   

A Roman Catholic mission was established at Fort Providence in 1861 and an HBC fort was 

built at this location shortly thereafter (NWT Legislative Assembly, 2010a).  A settlement of 

Slavey Dene people soon followed.  The rich soils in the area adjacent to Fort Providence 

allowed the development of agriculture, including the growing of vegetables and raising 

livestock for local residents until the Mackenzie Highway system provided an opportunity for the 

importation of less expensive food.  The construction of the highway and the ferry crossing at 

Fort Providence marked a transition from a wildlife-based hunting economy to one based on 

transportation services.  Many residents of Fort Providence continue to be employed in trapping 

in the winter and fire-fighting in the summer. 

An HBC trading post was also developed at Hay River in 1868 and this was followed by a 

Roman Catholic Mission in 1869 and an Anglican Mission in 1894 (NWT Legislative Assembly, 

2010b).  The missionaries constructed a school and nursing station and an RCMP detachment 

was opened in 1925.  The original settlement, including housing, was situated on Vale Island; 

however, much of the community was flooded in 1951.  A new community site on higher ground 

was constructed in the 1960s and 1970s.  Hay River has since become a key transportation hub 

for the region.  A runway was built near the community during World War II to support 

construction of the Canol Road and pipeline and a highway connecting the community with 

Grimshaw, Alberta, was completed in 1946-47.  In 1959 Hay River became the base for barging 

supplies to downstream communities on the Mackenzie River.  A rail connection to Hay River 

was completed in 1964 as part of the Pine Point Mine development.   

Prior to the arrival of the Roman Catholic and Anglican Missions, the South Slavey Dene people 

used the mouth of the Slave River as a fish camp.  While the development of a trading post, 

schools and medical facilities encouraged many Dene to settle in the community of Hay River, 

Chief Daniel Sonfrere started negotiations with the Government of Canada for a separate reserve 

for the Dene people (K'atlodeeche First Nation, 2010).  The Hay River Reserve was established 

in 1974 and covered 52 square miles of land on the south shore of Great Slave Lake.  The 

original village located on what became reserve lands was flooded in 1963 and a óNew Villageô 

was subsequently constructed on higher ground (NWT Legislative Assembly, 2010c). The 

reserve is home to the K'atlodeeche First Nation, which is part of the Deh Cho Tribal Council. 
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The Kôatlodeeche First Nationôs economic base includes retail and forestry operations as well as 

contracting and office leasing services (Kôatlodeeche First Nation, 2010). 

The community of Kakisa was created in 1962 when residents of the Slavey settlement of 

Tathlina Lake moved to be closer to the Mackenzie Highway (NWT Legislative Assembly, 

2010d).  The community is also known as the Kakisa Lake Settlement and is home to the 

Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation, which is part of the Deh Cho Tribal Council (Aboriginal Canada Portal, 

2010).  The Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation has 66 members, of which 48 reside in Kakisa Lake 

Settlement (INAC, 2010).  Hunting, trapping and fishing remain the key economic drivers in the 

community while tourism plays a secondary role.  The community has a grocery store and a 

school. 

Enterprise is a relatively new community.  It is situated at the junction of the Highway 1 (the 

Mackenzie Highway) and Highway 2, which provides access to Hay River.  Two automotive 

service stations were initially developed and a subdivision at the site was surveyed in 1963 

(NWT Legislative Assembly, 2010e).  The community remains a key traffic service centre in the 

NWT. 

2.2 Regional Population 

2.2.1 Current Population 

The most recent population estimates from the GNWT Bureau of Statistics (2010) suggest that 

4,971 people lived in the five communities in 2009. This is higher than the population numbers 

from the 2006 Census which indicated that there were 4,833 people living in the five 

communities. The distribution of the regional population among the five communities is shown 

in Figure 2-1 

Figure 2-1:  Population Distribution by Community (2009) 

Hay River Reserve, 

325, 7%

Kakisa, 55, 1%

Enterprise, 108, 2%Fort Providence, 

759, 15%

Hay River, 3724, 

75%

 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

Figure 2-1 shows that Hay River, with 3,724 people, accounted for 75% of the regional 

population.  Fort Providence is the next largest community with 15% of the population, followed 
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by the Hay River Reserve at 7%.  In contrast, Kakisa and Enterprise together accounted for only 

3% of the regional population.     

2.2.2 Population by Age Group 

Figure 2-2 shows the age structure of the population in the study region in 2009 and for the 

individual communities; statistics are not available for Kakisa.  In general, the regional 

population age profile was similar to that of the NWT age profile, although the study region had 

a higher percentage of people over the age of 44 years and a smaller percentage of people aged 

25 to 44 years, suggesting that the population of the study region tended to be older than the 

territorial population. 

Overall, 20.5% of the population in the study region was under the age of 15 years.  However, 

this age group accounted for 24.5% of the population on the Hay River Reserve and 24.1% of the 

population in Enterprise, suggesting that these are younger communities.  Similarly, 34.7% of 

the population in the study region was over the age of 44 years, and this age group accounted for 

36.5% of the population of Hay River but only 27.4% of the population on the Hay River 

Reserve.   

Figure 2-2:  Composition of the Population by Age (2009) 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

2.2.3 Population by Gender  

The population in the study region has a significant gender imbalance, with males outnumbering 

females (Figure 2-3).  The largest imbalance in is Enterprise where 54.6% of the population was 

female.  Females also accounted for the majority of the population (51.7%) on the Hay River 

Reserve.  In Hay River, 52.7% of the population was male, and males accounted for 51.6% of the 

population in Fort Providence.  Overall, the regional population breakdown by gender is similar 

to that of the NWT as a whole. 
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Figure 2-3:  Composition of the Population: Gender (2009) 
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Note: Data for Kakisa are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

2.2.4 Ethnicity and Culture 

Census information indicates that the majority of the regional population (55.7%) is Aboriginal 

(Figure 2-4); this is slightly higher than for the NWT, where 50.3% of the population is 

Aboriginal.  The Aboriginal population is defined by Statistics Canada to include Indians, who 

comprised 61.9% of the regional Aboriginal population, Métis (31.7%), Inuit (4.5%) and other 

Aboriginal people (1.5%).  The Aboriginal portion of the regional population ranged from 98.4% 

on the Hay River Reserve to 93.1% in Fort Province and 90.9% in Kakisa.   

Figure 2-4:  Aboriginal Composition of the Population 
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2007b 

The lowest Aboriginal populations were found in Hay River, where they accounted for 44.3% of 

the population and Enterprise (47.4% of the population).  More recent information (GNWT; 

2010a) indicates that in 2009 there were more than 2,717 Aboriginal people in the five 

communities and they accounted for 54.7% of the regional population.   
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There are three First Nations member communities in the region and they are all affiliated with 

the Deh Cho Tribal Council. These First Nations include the Deh Gah Gotie Dene Council # 760 

in Fort Providence, the K'atlodeeche First Nation # 761 on the Hay River Reserve, and the 

Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation # 768, most of whom live in Kakisa (see Table 2-1).  

Table 2-1:  Registered Populations of First Nations in the Study Region (2010) 

 
On Own 

Reserve 

On Other 

Reserve 
Off 

Reserve 

Own 

Crown 

Lands 

Total 

Deh Gah Gotie Dene Council  

(Fort Providence) 
0 7 267 781 1,055 

K'atlodeeche First Nation  

(Hay River Reserve) 
300 0 300 0 600 

Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation 

(Kakisa)  
0 0 18 48 66 

TOTAL 300 7 585 829 1,721 

Source: INAC, 2010; K'atlodeeche First Nation, 2010 

According to INAC and the K'atlodeeche First Nation (2010), the registered population of the 

three First Nations totaled about 1,721 people, of whom about 300 lived on the Hay River 

Reserve, 7 lived on another reserve, 585 lived off reserve and 829 lived on crown lands.  INAC 

does not provide information for the Métis Locals.  According to the 2006 census there are about 

845 Métis people in the regional communities and the majority of these (89.3%) lived in Hay 

River. 

One indicator of the extent to which Aboriginal communities have retained their culture is 

related to being able to speak the language of that culture. Figure 2.5 shows the percentage of 

Aboriginal people who live in each community
1
 as well as the percentage of the adult population 

who in 2004 could speak an Aboriginal language.  The data show Kakisa had the largest 

percentage of the adult population who speak an Aboriginal language (86.1%) followed by Fort 

Providence (64.2%) and the Hay River Reserve (50.7%).  In Hay River only 23.1% of the 

population could speak an Aboriginal language; there were no data for Enterprise.  On average, 

30.9% of regional residents could speak an Aboriginal language and this is much higher than for 

the NWT (44.0%). 

                                                 

1 The percentage of Aboriginal people living in Kakisa is not reported by the NWT Bureau Statistics but, based on the 2006 

census, it believed to be 100%.   
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Figure 2-5:  Percentage of Study Region Communities Aged 15+ Years Who Speak an Aboriginal 
Language (2004) 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Fort

Providence

Hay River Hay River

Reserve

Kakisa Enterprise Study Region NWT

Aboriginal Population Can Speak an Aboriginal Language

  

Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a, Statistics Canada 2007a 

2.2.5 Population Change 1991 to 2009 

Table 2.2 shows that the population of the study region increased by 18.3% between 1991 and 

2009, or an average of about 1% per year.  The most pronounced population increases have 

occurred in Enterprise (120%), the Hay River Reserve (50.5%) and Kakisa (41.0%).  During this 

period the population of the two larger communities increased by 14.5% in Hay River and 17.7% 

in Fort Providence. 

Table 2-2:  Population Change in Study Region Communities: 1991 to 2006 

Year Hay River  

Hay 
River 

Reserve 
Fort 

Providence  Kakisa  Enterprise 
STUDY 
REGION 

1991 3,253 216 645 39 49 4,202 

1996 3,611 253 748 36 86 4,734 

2001 3,510 269 753 40 61 4,633 

2006 3,648 309 727 52 97 4,833 

2009 3,724 325 759 55 108 4,971 

Rate of Population Change 

1991-1996 11.0% 17.1% 16.0% -7.7% 75.5% 12.7% 

2001-1996 -2.8% 6.3% 0.7% 11.1% -29.1% -2.1% 

2001-2006 3.9% 14.9% -3.5% 30.0% 59.0% 4.3% 

2006-2009 2.1% 5.2% 4.4% 5.8% 11.3% 2.9% 

1991-2009 14.5% 50.5% 17.7% 41.0% 120.4% 18.3% 

It is noteworthy that most of the population growth in Hay River and Fort Providence over the 

period 1991 to 2006 occurred during the first five years; population growth since 1996 has been 

much lower and actually declined between two of the census years.  For the other communities, 

population growth has been more continuous, with most of the population growth occurring in 

the most recent five-year period (2001 to 2006). 
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Population changes are due to two factors: natural increases (births minus deaths) and migration.  

Figure 2-6 shows that, for the period 2003 to 2007, the birth rates per 1,000 population exceeded 

death rates by a ratio of about 2.7:1 for the region.  In comparison, births exceed deaths by a ratio 

of 4.1:1 for the NWT.  This suggests that the regional population has been growing at a slower 

rate from natural population increases than is occurring elsewhere in the NWT.   

The highest per capita birth rates were reported in Hay River and Fort Providence, but this may 

reflect the locations of the medical facilities where the births occurred rather than where the birth 

mother actually lived since no medical facilities exist in Kakisa or Enterprise.  Similarly, Fort 

Providence and Hay River had the highest death rates (no deaths were reported in Kakisa or on 

the Hay River Reserve) and so the information in Figure 2-6 may reflect the location of the death 

rather than the residence of the deceased. 

Figure 2-6:  Average Birth and Death Rates (per 1,000 Adult Population), 2003 to 2007 
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Source: Calculated using data from the GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

Based on births exceeding deaths, the population of each community is apparently increasing 

relatively rapidly.  However, as the population of the study region has only grown by 4.3% 

between 2001 and 2006, it appears that some people are moving out of the communities 

(emigrating) and this partially offsets the natural population growth rate.  Statistics Canada has 

information on the numbers of people moving into the communities between 2001 and 2006.  

Figure 2-7 shows that 77.7% of people residing in the study region had lived in the same 

municipality since 2001, either at the same address (54.4%) or at a different address within the 

same community (23.2%).  This percentage ranged from 100% of people in Kakisa and 88.8% of 

people living in Fort Providence to 55.6% in Enterprise, and was slightly higher than the NWT 

average (76.0%).   
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Figure 2-7:  Migration: Place of Residents in 2001 
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2007 

The other 22.3% of regional residents had moved into the community from elsewhere in the 

NWT, Canada or the rest of the world.  In total it is estimated that 980 people moved into the 

region between 2001 and 2006.  Of these, 650 people relocated from another province or 

territory, 300 moved into the community from another part of the NWT, and 30 arrived from 

other countries. The percentage of residents who had migrated into each community since 2001 

is also shown in Figure 2-7.  In percentage terms, the largest increase in in-migration occurred in 

Enterprise, where 42.1% of people who lived in the community in 2006 had lived in another part 

of the NWT or another location in Canada in 2001.  However, Hay River accounted for most in-

migration into the study region, with 815 people moving into the community since 2001. 

Knowing the rate of natural population increase and in-migration, it is then possible to estimate 

the number of people who moved in and out of the region between 2005 and 2009.  Figure 2-8 

shows that more people moved out of Hay River and Fort Providence, and that natural 

population increases more than offset the out-migration, allowing the communities to continue to 

grow.  In-migration exceeded out-migration in Enterprise and equaled outmigration in the other 

two communities. 

Figure 2-8:  Community Migration 2005 to 2009 
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Source: Calculated using information from GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 



Socio-Economic Assessment of the  

Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

Volume 1 

April  2011 

 

Page 14 

2.2.6 Marital Status 

Figure 2-9 shows the marital status of the population aged 15 years and older in each 

community.  It shows that legally married people accounted for 37.7% of the adult population, 

although this ranged from a low of 24.1% in Fort Providence to a high of 41.6% in Hay River.  

The balance of the population is classified as being never legally married and this includes 

people who are single or people who are living in common-law relationships.  People living 

common-law accounted for 19.6% of the adult population in the region, with the highest 

proportion being reported in Fort Providence (30.4%).  About 13.9% of adults in the study region 

were widowed, divorced or separated, although this percentage was higher for the Hay River 

Reserve (16.3%). 

Figure 2-9:  Marital Status of Population 15 Years and Older in Study Region Communities 
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2007a 

2.2.7 Family Structure  

There were 1,325 census families in the study region in 2006.
2
  Figure 2-10 shows that about 

50.6% of families consisted of husband-wife couples, 28.5% were common law couples, and 

21.0% were lone parent families.  The mix of family structures in the study region was very 

similar to the family structure profile for the NWT, although the study region had a slightly 

higher percentage of common-law families.  Hay River had the highest percentage of married 

couple families (56.4%) while there were reported to be no husband-wife families in Kakisa.  In 

Kakisa, half the families were common-law while the other half consisted of lone-parent 

families.  Hay River Reserve and Enterprise also reported relatively high percentages of lone-

parent families. 

                                                 

2 Census family refers to a married couple (with or without children of either or both spouses), a couple living common-law (with 

or without children of either or both partners) or a lone parent of any marital status, with at least one child living in the same 

dwelling. A couple may be of opposite or same sex. 'Children' in a census family include grandchildren living with their 
grandparent(s) but with no parents present. 
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Figure 2-10:  Structure of Families in the Study Region  
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

Data from the 2006 Census shows that the average family size in the study region was 

3.1 people.  This ranged from an average of 2.7 in Kakisa and 2.8 in Enterprise to 3.6 people per 

family on the Hay River Reserve whereas the average family size in the NWT was 3.2 people. 

2.2.8 Household Structure  

According to the 2006 Census there were 1,690 private households in the region.
3
  Households 

can consist of one or more family units.  Couples with children accounted for 33.4% of 

households while the balance of households consisted of nearly equal portions of couples 

without children (23.7%), one-person households (21.6%) and other household types
4
 (20.4%).  

Figure 2-11 shows that, with the exception of Kakisa, there was very little variation in household 

structure among the communities.  The highest percentage of couples with children and the 

lowest percentage of couples without children were found on the Hay River Reserve.  Hay River 

and Enterprise had the highest percentages of single-person households (22.9% and 22.2%, 

respectively).  The lowest percentage of single-person households was found on the Hay River 

Reserve.  All of the households in Kakisa were reported to be other household types.    

                                                 
3 Private household refers to a person or a group of persons (other than foreign residents) who occupy the same dwelling and do 

not have a usual place of residence elsewhere in Canada. It may consist of a family group (census family) with or without other 

persons, of two or more families sharing a dwelling, of a group of unrelated persons, or of one person living alone. Household 

members who are temporarily absent on Census Day (e.g., temporary residents elsewhere) are considered as part of their usual 

household. For census purposes, every person is a member of one and only one household 

4 Other household types include multiple-family households, lone-parent family households and non-family households other 

than one-person households 
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Figure 2-11:  Structure of Households in the Study Region  
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2007a  

The average household size ranged from a low of 2.5 in Enterprise and 2.7 in Hay River to a 

high of 3.7 in Kakisa and 3.4 on the Hay River Reserve, with the regional average of 2.8 people 

per household.  This was slightly less than the territorial average of 2.9 people per household.   

2.2.9 Population Projections to 2024 

The GNWT has prepared population projections for four of the five communities for the period 

to 2024.
5
  Data were not available for Kakisa.  Figure 2-12 shows that populations are not likely 

to change dramatically over the next 15 years in any of these communities.   

Figure 2-12:  Projected Population Changes, 2006 to 2021  
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007a 

                                                 

5 The projections incorporate assumptions regarding fertility, mortality and migration patterns. These assumptions are reflective 

of historical patterns, as well as recent trends observed for the Northwest Territories. 
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The population of Fort Providence is expected to increase slightly (3.0%), while the population 

of Hay River is expected to increase by 6.0% during this period.  Much larger population 

increases are expected on the Hay River Reserve (18.4%) and in Enterprise (48.0%).  In absolute 

terms, the region population is predicted to increase by 302 people between 2006 and 2021, with 

the majority of the increase occurring in Hay River, which is predicted to increase by 228 people.   

2.3 Education 

2.3.1 Educational Attainment 

Within the Study region, 65.8% of the adult population in 2006 (aged 15+) had at least 

completed their high school education; this was slightly lower than the NWT average (67.0%).  

Figure 2-13  shows the percentage of adults residing in each community who had attained their 

high school diploma or greater.   

Figure 2-13:  Educational Attainment, 2006 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

The lowest levels of educational attainment were reported in Kakisa (25.0% had completed high 

school) and on the Hay River Reserve (45.2%).  The highest educational attainment was reported 

by residents of Enterprise, with 73.3% having completed their high school education or greater.  

In Hay River, 70.4% of the population had at least completed a high school education. 

Table 2-3 summarizes the education institutions available in each of the study area communities.  

Table 2-3:  Education Institutions in Communities in the Study Region 

 
Maximum 

Grade 
Community 

Learning Centre 
Aurora College 

Campus 
Career Centre 

Fort Providence  12 Yes No No 

Hay River 12 Yes No Yes 

Hay River Reserve 7 No No No 

Kakisa  10 No No No 

Enterprise None No No No 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 
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There are no educational facilities in Enterprise and students must travel outside the community 

to attend school.  While schooling up to Grade 7 is available on the Hay River Reserve, students 

seeking additional schooling must attend school in Hay River.  Fort Providence has educational 

facilities that offer Grades 1 through 12, but students in Kakisa must travel outside the 

community if they wish to attend Grade 11 or higher.  Hay River has the greatest level of 

education services with a community learning centre and a career centre in the community. 

2.4 Regional Economy 

2.4.1 Labour Force 

In 2006 the study region had an active labour force of 2,765 people which included people who 

were working (2,485 people) and people who were unemployed and seeking work (280 people).  

The majority of the active workforce resided in Hay River (2,175 people). 

2.4.2 Employment and Labour Force Participation Rates 

The labour force participation rate refers to the percentages of persons aged 15 and older who are 

in the labour force, either employed or actively seeking employment.  Table 2-4 shows that the 

highest labour force participation rates in the study region are in Enterprise (80.0%) and Hay 

River (78.5%) and are comparable with the NWT as a whole. The lowest participation rate in the 

communities in the study region is found in Fort Providence where 64.5% of the potential labour 

force was working or actively seeking employment.  In most communities the labour force 

participation rate was higher for males than for females.  However, a higher percentage of 

females on the Hay River Reserve were active in the workforce compared to males. 

Table 2-4:  Labour Force Participation Rates for Communities in the Study Region 

Community Participation Rate 

Male Female Total 

Fort Providence 66.7% 60.4% 64.5% 

Hay River 80.6% 75.8% 78.5% 

Hay River Reserve 68.2% 71.4% 67.4% 

Kakisa 75.0% 50.0% 71.4% 

Enterprise 87.5% 71.4% 80.0% 

STUDY REGION 77.9% 72.9% 75.7% 

NWT 79.9% 72.9% 76.5% 
Source: Statistics Canada 2007a 

In 2006 there were 280 unemployed workers in the study region, and this translates into an 

unemployment rate of 10.1%, which was slightly better than the NWT average.  Unemployment 

rates varied considerably from community to community.  As shown in Figure 2-14, Hay River 

had the lowest unemployment rate (6.4%) while 16.7% of the labour force in Enterprise was 

unemployed.  The highest rate of employment was in Kakisa where 40.0% of the workforce was 

seeking work.  Unemployment rates in the other two communities were much higher than the 

study region average: 23.9% in Fort Providence and 24.1% on the Hay River Reserve.   
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 Figure 2-14:  Labour Force Unemployment Rate (2006) 
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In Hay River the unemployment rate for males and females was almost identical.  However, in 

Fort Providence and on the Hay River Reserve, male unemployment rates (26.3% and 33.3%, 

respectively) were much higher than for females (21.9% and 20.0%, respectively).  There were 

no data for unemployment rates for males and females for the two smaller communities:  

In all study region communities, Aboriginal people are less likely than non-Aboriginal people to 

be employed.  Employment rates for 2006 are shown in Figure 2-15.   

Figure 2-15:  Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal Employment Rates (2006) 
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Note: Data for the Hay River Reserve are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

For the study region, 82.8% of the non-Aboriginal labour force was employed in 2006 compared 

to 52.2% of the Aboriginal labour force.  The figure shows that the greatest differences in 

employment rates for the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal components of the work force were in 

Fort Providence, where 44.6% of Aboriginal people and 90.0% of non-Aboriginal people were 

employed.  The smallest difference in employment rates occurred in Hay River where 65.8% of 

Aboriginal people and 78.9% of non-Aboriginal people were employed.   
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2.4.3 Employment by Industry 

Both the GNWT Bureau of Statistics and Statistics Canada track employment by industry. The 

GNWT data (Figure 2-16) show employment by government, health, social services and 

education accounted for 32.1% of employment in the region in 2004, although this ranged from 

28.7% in Hay River to 100% of employment in Kakisa.   

Figure 2-16:  Employment by Industry, 2004 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a 

The ñotherò industries were the largest employer in the region, accounting for 41.4% of regional 

employment.  The ñother industriesò classification includes retail and wholesale trades and 

various services, including services to business, financial and real estate. Enterprise and Hay 

River had the highest percentages of people employed in these other industries.   

The 2006 Census data breaks down employment into additional industry types and shows that 

the category ñother servicesò is the largest employment sector in the study region (26.7% of total 

employment), followed by business services (16.0%), retail trade (13.3%), and health and social 

services (10.1%).  Only 22.3% of the workforce was employed in goods producing industries 

(agriculture and resource-based activities like forestry and oil and gas development, construction 

and manufacturing).  Figure 2-17 shows that Fort Providence had the highest percentage of its 

workforce employed in the goods-producing industries (29.4%). Employment in other industries 

was important in all communities, accounting for all employment in Kakisa, 38.2% of 

employment in Fort Providence and 32.1% of employment on the Hay River Reserve.  The 

business services industry was an important source of employment in both Enterprise (33.3%) 

and Hay River (17.4%).      
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Figure 2-17:  Employment by Industry, 2006 
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Source: Statistics Canada 2007a 

2.4.4 Regional Businesses and Services 

In 2007 the GNWT prepared infrastructure profiles for each community in the NWT.
6
  These 

profiles show that all communities in the study region have local grocery stores, however only 

Hay River has businesses related to government financing, a chartered bank and automated teller 

services. 

Table 2-5:  Businesses in Communities in the Study Region 

 
Fort 

Providence 

Hay 
River 

Hay 
River 

Reserve 
Kakisa Enterprise 

Government financing 0 2 0 0 0 

Chartered bank 0 2 0 0 0 

ATM Service 0 1 0 0 0 

Grocers 2 2 1 1 1 

Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

The GNWT Department of Industry Tourism and Investment maintains a database of businesses 

and services by community.  The database is compiled every two years and the most recent 

listing is for 2008.   

                                                 
6 These profiles were originally available on the NWT Bureau of Statistics website but are now considered outdated and copies 

are only available on request from the Bureau of Statistics. 
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Hay River has 190 listings presenting a broad range of businesses and services available within 

the community. Fort Providence has 14 listings, Enterprise showed 11 listings, while Kakisa had 

only 3 listings and there were no listings for the Hay River Reserve (GNWT, 2008). 

The NWT Tourism Association provides a listing of tourism related businesses, events and 

points of interest on their website and through visitor guides.  Their website 

(http://www.explorenwt.com) shows slightly different information than was documented for 

tourism services by the GNWT Bureau of Statistics (Table 2-5).   

Table 2-6:  Tourist Services in Communities in the Study Region 

 
Fort 

Providence 
Hay River 

Hay River 
Reserve 

Kakisa Enterprise 

Lodges/outfitters 2 14 0 0 0 

Accommodations 2 7 0 0 2 

Campgrounds 1 2 0 0 5 

Parks 3 1 0 0 5 

Restaurants 2 11 0 0 2 

Visitor centre 0 1 0 0 0 

Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

Hay River has the most tourism infrastructure and services given its importance as a regional 

transportation centre (highway, rail, air and marine).  The town has the only visitor centre in the 

region and offers a wide range of visitor services, including accommodation and restaurants.  In 

contrast, neither Kakisa nor the Hay River Reserve was reported to offer any visitor services, 

although Golder Associates (2010) note that the River Front Convenience Store and Motel in 

Kakisa offers fuel, groceries and some accommodation for visitors. Enterprise offers year-round 

visitor services through the Hamlet office. 

There are numerous territorial parks in the region, including: Blackstone Territorial Park, Fort 

Simpson Territorial Park, Lady Evelyn Falls Territorial Park, Twin Falls Territorial Park, Fort 

Province Territorial Park, Hay River Territorial Park, Dory Point Territorial Park, Kakisa River 

Territorial Park, and the Sambaa Deh Falls Territorial Park.  Fort Providence has a wilderness 

outfitter and inn, one campground and the Mackenzie Bison Sanctuary and Old Fort Providence 

as points of interest.   

2.4.5 Historical Trends and Future Economic Developments 

In 2008 the GNWT Department of Industry, Tourism and Investment released a report entitled: 

ñEconomic Review & Outlook 2007: Investment and Economic Analysisò. The report provides a 

recent (late 1990s to present) historical overview of the factors of production as well as an 

overview of the key industries in the NWT and the factors that affect their development.  

The report outlines that while basic regional and community infrastructure (transportation 

networks, communications, basic community services) are now present in the NWT, a greater 

level of services for businesses, hydro power and the lack of an international airport hinders 

economic growth.  Also slowing economic potential is the policy environment for development 

http://www.iti.gov.nt.ca/parks/parks_p_t/sambaa_deh_falls_territorial_park.htm
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related to unsettled land claims and the existing regulatory environment.  Provincial and federal 

government agencies are working to resolve these issues.  

Even with these challenges and limitations to the factors of production, the report also shows that 

private and public investment generally increased between 2003 and 2007, with the exception of 

public administration.  Sectors receiving increases in investment include mining and oil and gas 

extraction, transportation and warehousing, educational services, real estate, information and 

cultural industries, finance and insurance and utilities.  The report states that the total capital 

investment in the NWT was expected to be $1.6 billion for 2007, of which, 71% is private 

investments linked to diamond mine development (GNWT 2008a).  

However, since 2006, there has been a general overall decline in capital investment, with the 

preliminary actual investment for 2009 being 15% lower than in 2006 (see Figure 2-18).  

Investment intentions for 2010 suggest an additional 24% decline in overall investment, 

indicating that a variety of factors are still hindering economic growth.  

Figure 2-18:  Capital Investment in the NWT, 2006 to 2010 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010b 

GNWT ITI also released a partner report to that briefly summarized above entitled: ñEconomic 

Review NWT Regions: Investment and Economic Analysisò (February 2008). This report 

provides economic profiles for the six economic regions in the NWT including ñHay River, Fort 

Smith and South Slaveò, which includes Hay River and the Hay River Reserve and ñDehcho and 

Fort Simpsonò (which includes the other study region communities).  The report indicates that 

parts of the Hay River, Fort Smith and South Slave region are situated in the Western Canada 

Sedimentary Basin which has considerable development potential but limited exploration 

activity.  Economic development opportunities in the region include possible re-opening of the 

Pine Point mine, as well as expansion of the regionôs hydroelectric capacity.  Other industries in 
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the region include tourism, transportation, manufacturing, commercial fishing, forestry, trapping 

and arts and crafts (GNWT 2008b).  

2.5 Health and Well Being 

Various indicators are used to describe health and well being at a community level.  For 

example, INAC defines community well being in terms of four components: income, education, 

labour force activity and housing conditions.  Labour force conditions in each of the 

communities have already been described (Section 2.4.1) and statistics on educational attainment 

were presented in Section 2.3.  The following sections describe income, housing and other health 

related conditions in the study region. 

2.5.1 Income 

In 2006, personal reported income in the region averaged $46,949 for the two communities for 

which data were available (Hay River and Fort Providence); this was slightly less than the NWT 

average ($48,396).  About 86% of people who reported income received some income from 

employment.  Employment income for the two communities averaged $46,800 in 2006, which 

was slightly less than the NWT average ($47,856).  Figure 2-19 shows average employment and 

personal income for the communities in the region.  It shows that average income and average 

employment income in Fort Providence was about 40% less that in Hay River.  The GNWT does 

not provide income information for the Hay River Reserve, Kakisa or Enterprise. 

Figure 2-19 also shows median personal earnings and incomes for 2005, as determined as part of 

the 2006 census.  Median incomes represent the midpoint in the range of reported incomes and 

are typically less than average earnings (which can be skewed by one or more individuals with 

very high earnings).    

Figure 2-19:  Personal Income and Earnings, 2004 and 2005 
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Note: Data for Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; Statistics Canada, 2007a. 
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The information in Figure 2-19 shows that average median incomes in the region ($39,086) were 

slightly below the median income in the NWT ($39,981) and that regional personal income 

($34,858, calculated as an average) was slightly less than the NWT median ($35,006).  Figure 

2-19 also shows that the median income for the Hay River Reserve was $15,584, which is 59% 

less than in Hay River.  Similarly, the median income in Fort Providence ($15,240) was 62% less 

than in Hay River. Census income data were not available for Kakisa or Enterprise. 

The information from the 2006 Census can also be used to show income differences within 

individual communities. Figure 2-20 shows that, within the communities, Aboriginal people had 

incomes that were about 35% less than non-Aboriginal people in Hay River, 39% less in Fort 

Providence and 42% less on the Hay River Reserve.  The income differential tended to be higher 

for men than for women.  In Hay River, Aboriginal men had incomes that were about 40% less 

than non-Aboriginal men while Aboriginal women had incomes that were 17% less than non-

Aboriginal women.  There was a similar pattern in Fort Providence where Aboriginal men had 

incomes that were about 60% less than non-Aboriginal men while Aboriginal women had 

incomes that were 38% less than non-Aboriginal women.   

Figure 2-20:  Median Incomes by Gender and Ethnicity in Study Region Communities, 2005 
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Note: Data for Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: Statistics Canada, 2007a, 2007b. 

Wage differentials between men and women were higher for non-Aboriginal people.  In Hay 

River, medians incomes for Aboriginal men were about 21% higher than for women, while non-

Aboriginal men reported median incomes that were 43% higher than for non-Aboriginal women.  

A similar pattern was observed in Fort Providence.    

Figure 2-21 shows the composition of total income for people in three of the five communities; 

data were not reported for Kakisa or Enterprise. 
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Figure 2-21:  Composition of Total Income, 2005 
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Note: Data for Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: Statistics Canada, 2007a. 

Overall, 89.0% of personal income in the study region came from earnings with another 6.6% 

from government transfers and 4.3% from other sources.  Reliance on government transfers in 

the study region was slightly higher than the NWT average (6.1%).  Residents of Hay River were 

the least reliant on government transfers (5.9% of annual income) while transfers accounted for 

about 15.2% of income in Fort Providence and 18.1% of income on the Hay River Reserve.  

Government transfers accounted for 4.9% of incomes reported by male residents and 9.3% of 

incomes for female residents.  

In 2005, according to information from the 2006 census, the median family income for the three 

largest communities in the study region was about $80,000.  This was about 7% less than for the 

NWT ($86,132).  Median family incomes for Hay River ($89,929) were higher than the NWT 

average while median family incomes for both the Hay River Reserve ($43,392) and Fort 

Providence ($42,624) were only 50% of the NWT average (see Figure 2-22).  Income data were 

not available for Kakisa or Enterprise. 

Estimates of average family income in 2006 are available from the NWT Bureau of Statistics.  In 

2006, families in Hay River reported average incomes of $105,561, which was higher than the 

NWT average of $101,622.  However, average family incomes in Fort Providence were only 

$54,314 which are again just about half of the NWT average (see Figure 2-22).  Family income 

data were not available for the Hay River Reserve, Kakisa or Enterprise. 
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Figure 2-22:  Family Incomes, 2005 and 2006 
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Note: Data for Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; Statistics Canada, 2007a).  

A key measure of community well being is the number of low income families.  In 2006, about 

20% of the families in the two largest communities in the region earned less than $30,000.  This 

proportion is about 2 percentage points higher than the NWT average (18%).  Figure 2-23 shows 

that about 36.4% of families in Fort Providence earned less than $30,000 in 2006 compared to 

16.8% of families in Hay River.   

Figure 2-23:  Percentage of Families Earning Less than $30,000 in 2002 and 2006 
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Note: Data for the Hay River Reserve, Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a.  

Figure 2-23 also shows that the percentage of families in Fort Providence that earned less than 

$30,000 decreased between 2002 and 2006, while there was no change in the percentage of 

families in Hay River that earned less than $30,000.  In the NWT, the data suggest that the 

relative economic situation of families in the communities in the study region has improved over 

time with a slight decrease in the percentage of families with low incomes. 
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While regional residents typically had incomes that were lower than the NWT average, they also 

faced higher costs to live in their communities.  Figure 2-24 compares the costs of living in 

regional communities relative to the cost of living in Edmonton (index = 100) and food prices 

relative to equivalent food costs in Yellowknife (index = 100).   

Figure 2-24:  Cost of Living and Food Price Index in Communities in the Study Region 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a.  

The figure shows that all communities in the region had costs of living that were on average 25% 

higher than in Edmonton. The cost of living in Kakisa and Fort Providence in 2005 was reported 

to be 32.5% higher than in Edmonton while the cost of living for residents of Hay River was 

27.5% higher.  In terms of food costs, people in the region paid about 15% more for food than in 

Yellowknife.  The greatest food price differential was in Fort Providence, where costs were 

25.2% higher than in Yellowknife.  Food costs in Hay River were 13.4% higher than 

Yellowknife but only 9.3% higher in Enterprise and 6.6% higher on the Hay River Reserve.     

Another measure of economic well being is the number of community residents receiving 

income support and the total value of income support payments.  In 2009, an average of 351 

people benefitted from income support payments with a total value of $1.938 million.  As shown 

in Figure 2-25, the majority of people receiving income support lived in Hay River although, on 

a per capita basis, there were more than three times as many beneficiaries in Fort Providence (18 

beneficiaries per 100 population) as there were in Hay River (5 beneficiaries per 100).  On the 

Hay River Reserve there were 13 beneficiaries per 100 population compared to 2 beneficiaries 

per 100 population and none in Kakisa. 
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Figure 2-25:  Number of People Receiving Income Support and Value of Payments, 2006 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a. 

Over time, there has been a gradual increase in the number of residents of the study region who 

are receiving support payments.  Figure 2-27 shows that the average number of beneficiaries 

(monthly) dropped between 2005 and 2006 but has risen steadily since then. In 2009 there were 

351 beneficiaries in the region, up from 289 in 2005, and this represents a 21.5% increase.  

Relatively large increases in the number of beneficiaries of income support were found in Hay 

River (an increase of 39.0%) and the Hay River Reserve (an increase of 38.7%).  The number of 

beneficiaries in Fort Providence remained relatively constant (increasing by only 1.5%) while 

there were 2 or fewer beneficiaries in each of Kakisa and Enterprise during each year. 

Figure 2-26:  Number of Residents in the Study Region Receiving Income Support, 2004 to 2009 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a. 

Core need is another measure of economic well being used by the GNWT Bureau of Statistics.  It 

is the percentage of households with income less than the Community Core Need Income 

Threshold, which is defined as the income required by a household to own and operate a home or 
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rent without government assistance.  In 2009, 12.8% of households in the study region were 

considered to be in core need, and this is well below the territorial average of 19.0%.  Figure 

2-27 tracks the percentage of core need households in each community from 1996 to 2009.   

Figure 2-27:  Percentage of Households in the Study Region in Core Need  
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007a; Statistics Canada, 2007a.  

Figure 2-27 shows that the percentage of households in core need has generally been steadily 

declining in all communities.  The Hay River Reserve has had the highest percentage of 

households in core need throughout the entire period and, in 2009, 29.8% of households were 

still in core need.  Fort Providence also continues to have relatively large percentages of 

households in core need (27.3%).  The lowest percentage of households in core need was found 

in Kakisa (5.6%) and this has decreased significantly since 2004, when 35.7% of households 

were classified as being in core need.  The percentage of households in core need in Hay River 

has dropped from 14.4% in 2000 to 9.0% in 2009.    

2.5.2 Housing 

According to the 2006 Census there were 1,690 occupied dwelling units in the study region. Of 

these, 64.5% were occupied by the owners while 33.1% were rented.  The other 2.4% of 

dwelling units were unclassified.  Figure 2-28 shows the number of units in each of the five 

communities, as well as the number of dwellings that were rented and the number that were 

owned.  It shows that in Hay River, two-thirds (66.6%) of dwellings were owner-occupied and 

one-third (33.3%) were rented.  Fort Province had a much higher percentage of rented dwellings 

(42.6%) than the Hay River Reserve where only 11.8% of dwellings were rented.  In Kakisa, 

66.6% of dwellings were owner-occupied but the other 33.3% were unclassified (possibly due to 

rounding errors for small communities).  In Enterprise, 28.6% of housing was rented. 
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Figure 2-28:  Number of Occupied Dwellings in the Study Region, 2006 
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Source: Statistics Canada 2007a. 

More recent information on housing in the study region is available from the 2009 Community 

Survey (GNWT Stats, 2010c).  Figure 2-29 shows that 66.9% of the housing in communities in 

the study region is privately owned and occupied, while 33.1% is rented.  Rental housing is a 

mix of private market rentals (15.3%), public housing (15.7%) and staff housing (2.1%).  Fort 

Providence has the highest percentage of rental properties, with 38.8% being public housing.  

There is also some public housing in Hay River (12.5% of housing), and the Hay River Reserve 

(10.6%).  The majority of housing in Kakisa and Enterprise is privately owned, with the 

remainder being private rentals or, in the case of Kakisa, staff housing.  

Figure 2-29:  Housing in Study Region Communities, 2009 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010c 

Figure 2-30 shows the average monthly housing costs for five communities based on information 

for the winter of 2009.  Overall, 20.1% of households were paying less than $500 per month, 

20.8% were paying between $500 and $999 per month, 20.4% were paying between $1,000 and 
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$1,499 per month, and 38.6% were paying more than $1,500 per month.  These costs vary 

considerably by community.  In Kakisa and on the Hay River Reserve, the majority of 

households (55.6% and 58.5%, respectively) were paying less than $500 per month. In Hay 

River, 69.4% were paying $1,000 or more for housing.  In Fort Providence, 74.0% were paying 

less than $1,000 per month.    

Figure 2-30:  Monthly Housing Costs in Communities in the Study Region, Winter 2009 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010c 

In 2006, residents of the region provided information on the estimated value of owned dwellings.  

The average value of dwellings in the region was determined to be $155,234 in 2006, which was 

31% less than the NWT average ($226,909).   

Figure 2-31:  Average Value of Owned Dwellings, 2006 
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Note: Data for the Hay River Reserve are not available 
Source: Statistics Canada 2007a. 

Figure 2-31 shows the average value of dwellings for individual communities in the region, 

although no information was available on the value of housing on the Hay River Reserve.  It 
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shows that housing with the highest average values was found in Hay River ($176,903), followed 

by Kakisa ($118,077), Enterprise ($116,708) and Fort Providence ($97,776).  

In general, housing in the region is slightly older than the NWT average.  About 36.1% of 

dwellings in the study region have been constructed since 1986, compared to 44.4% of dwellings 

in the NWT.  As shown in Figure 2-32, more than half of the dwellings in Hay River and 

Enterprise were constructed prior to 1986.  All of the housing in Kakisa has been constructed 

since 1985 (although this may reflect a rounding error because of the small population).  The 

Hay River Reserve also has a relatively high percentage of housing constructed since 1985 

(76.5%).  In Enterprise, 50% of housing has been constructed since 1985. 

Figure 2-32:  Age of Dwelling and State of Repair, 2006 and 2009 
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Note: Some data for Kakisa are not available 
Source: Statistics Canada 2007a; GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010c 

With the housing in the study region being older, 21.9% of dwellings in the region are 

considered to be in need of major repair.  In the NWT, only 17.6% of dwellings are in need of 

major repair.  The highest percentage of housing in need of major repair was found on the Hay 

River Reserve (41.2%) although this community had the highest percentage of new housing.  

The percentage of housing in need of major repair varied from 28.6% in Enterprise to 20.1% in 

Hay River.  There was no information on the quality of housing in Kakisa. 

Figure 2-32 provides some additional information on the quality of housing in 2009, based on the 

results of the Community Survey (GNWT, 2010c).  It shows that since 2006, the percentage of 

housing in need of major repair has declined in all communities except for Fort Providence 

where the proportion of housing in need of major repairs has increased from 25.5% in 2006 to 

31.4% in 2009.  

Another measure of the adequacy of housing is availability and an indicator used to assess 

availability is the percentage of households that accommodate more than six people.  In 2009, 

about 5.8% of regional households had more than six people; this was slightly below the 

territorial average of 6.7%.  Figure 2-33 shows how the percentage of households with more than 
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six people has changed since 2004.  It shows that in Fort Providence, the Hay River Reserve and 

Enterprise, the percentage of households with more than six people had declined since 2004.  In 

Kakisa and Hay River there has been an increase in the percentage of households with more than 

six people.  In 2009, the Hay River Reserve had the highest percentage of households with more 

than six people (11.7%) followed by Kakisa (11.1%) and Fort Providence (6.6%). 

Figure 2-33:  Percentage of Households in the Study Region with More than Six People 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a.  

2.5.3 Social Indicators 

Social well-being can be measured using numerous indicators.  One of the indicators that can be 

used is the teenage birth rate.  Figure 2-34 shows the average number of births to teenage 

mothers in regional communities for the period from 2003 to 2007 as well the percentage of total 

births in the community that involved a teenage mother.   

Figure 2-34:  Number of Teen Births for Communities in the Study Region, 2000 ï 2004 
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Note: Data for the Hay River Reserve and Kakisa are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a.  

On average, there were 8.4 births per year to teenage mothers in the study region, with most 

occurring in Hay River.  It also shows that teenage births accounted for 10.3% of all births in the 

NWT, but 12.6% of all births in the region, indicating that the study region has a higher 
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percentage of teenage births.  For individual communities, Hay River had the highest percentage 

of total births attributed to teenage mothers (13.6%) compared to 5.9% for Fort Providence.  

However, this may occur because Hay River has the only hospital in the region and statistics are 

reported by location of the birth rather than the residence of the mother.  

The number of lone-parent families also provides an indication of well being and stress in 

communities.  This information was previously displayed in Figure 2-10.  Overall, 21.1% of 

families in the region consisted of lone-parent families; this was about the same as the territorial 

rate (21.4%).  Within the study region, the highest percentage of lone parent families was found 

in Kakisa (66.7%), Enterprise (33.3%) and on the Hay River Reserve (31.3%).  The communities 

with the lowest percentage of lone parent families were Fort Providence (18.4%) and Hay River 

(19.8%). 

No other indicators of health and well-being for individual communities in the study region are 

available. 

2.5.4 Crime  

Crime rates are another indicator of community well being.  Figure 2-35 summarizes rates of 

reported violent and property crime rates per 1000 population for the two larger communities in 

the study region.  In general, crime rates for the communities in the study region were above the 

NWT average for 2004 and 2008, except that the regional property crime rates in 2008 were 

below the territorial average.   

Figure 2-35:  Violent and Property Crime Rates, 2004 and 2008 
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Note: Data for the Hay River Reserve, Kakisa and Enterprise are not available 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a.  

Figure 2-35 shows that the crime rates in Fort Providence were nearly double the rates in Hay 

River, for all but property crime rates in 2004, which were nearly the same for each community.  

Between 2004 and 2008 crime rates have generally fallen in both communities.  The only 
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exception was in Fort Providence where the rate of violent crime in 2008 was higher than in 

2004.  

2.5.5 Community Well Being 

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada use a ñCommunity Well Being Indexò (CWBI) as an 

indicator of community well being for First Nations.  It combines income, education, labour 

force activity and housing conditions into a single score for each community. Scores fall in a 

range from 0 to 100 with 100 being the highest score.  The CWBI is calculated using community 

data from the 2006 Census.  However, scores are not reported for communities like Kakisa that 

have less than 65 residents or those communities with data quality issues, and aggregate scores 

may only be available for some communities like Enterprise.  Table 2-6 shows that Hay River, 

with a CWB score of 82, had the highest score of the communities in the study region while the 

Hay River Reserve had the lowest score (62).  For reference, the average CWB score for non-

Aboriginal communities in Canada in 2006 was 77, indicating that Hay River and Enterprise 

were both considered to have above average community well being.  For Aboriginal 

communities, the average Canadian score was 57, suggesting that community well being was 

above average for both Fort Providence and the Hay River Reserve. 

Table 2-7:  Community Well Being Index for Communities in the Region 

Community 2006 

Income 

Score 

2006 

Education 

Score 

2006 

Housing 

Score 

2006 Labour 

Force 

Activity 

Score 

2006 CWB 

Score 

Fort Providence 74 38 80 78 67 

Hay River 93 56 88 90 82 

Hay River Reserve 66 35 67 80 62 

Kakisa NA NA NA NA NA 

Enterprise NA NA NA NA 78 

Source: INAC, 2007b 

2.6 Regional Infrastructure and Services 

2.6.1 Municipal Services 

All communities have some type of fire protection and solid waste disposal services.  Table 2-8 

shows the level of municipal services for the communities in the study region.  

Table 2-8:  Municipal Services in Communities in the Study Region 

 Fire Hall Sanitation 
Waste 

Disposal 
Road System 

Fort Providence  Yes Trucked Solid/Sewage Gravel 

Hay River Yes Trucked/ Piped Solid/Sewage Chipsealed/Paved 

Hay River Reserve Yes Trucked Solid/Sewage Gravel 

Kakisa  Yes Trucked Solid/Sewage Gravel 

Enterprise Yes Trucked Solid Gravel 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007.  
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A broad range of municipal recreation services are provided in the larger communities of Hay 

River and Fort Providence.  Both communities have community halls, arenas, curling rinks, 

gymnasia and swimming pools (Table 2-9).  There are no recreational facilities in either Kakisa 

or Enterprise and the Hay River Reserve only has a community hall and a gymnasium.  

Table 2-9:  Community Recreation Facilities 

 

Community 
Hall 

Arena 
Curling 

Rink 
Gymnasium 

Swimming 
Pool 

Fort Providence  1 1 1 1 1 

Hay River 1 1 1 2 1 

Hay River Reserve 1 0 0 1 0 

Kakisa  0 0 0 0 0 

Enterprise 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007.  

2.6.2 Transportation 

Table 2-10 shows that all communities are accessible by road in all seasons by either a primary 

highway or all weather access road.  Enterprise is the only community on a primary highway (the 

Mackenzie Highway). Hay River and Fort Providence both have airports although only Hay 

River has an air terminal building.  Hay River is also part of the marine supply system in the 

NWT.  Due to its location on the north bank of the Mackenzie River, road access to Fort 

Providence can be restricted during the freeze-up and thaw of the Mackenzie River when the ice 

road across the river is not open and the Merv Hardie ferry cannot make the crossing due to 

conditions.   

Table 2-10:  Transportation Systems in Communities in the Study Region 

 

Primary 
Highway 

All 
Weather 
Access 
Road 

Winter 
Access 
Road 

Marine Re-
Supply 
Facility 

Airport 
Air 

Terminal 
Building 

Fort Providence  No Yes No No Yes No 

Hay River No Yes No Yes Yes Yes 

Hay River Reserve No No No No No No 

Kakisa  No Yes No No No No 

Enterprise Yes No No No No No 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007.  

There are two major roadway development projects that will influence the socio-economic 

environment in the study region. In August 2007 a decision was made to construct the Deh Cho 

Bridge project. The bridge will replace the current ferry access to the community of Fort 

Providence and provide more certainty in transportation access and reduce the cost of 

transporting goods and services to Yellowknife and Fort Providence.  Construction of the Deh 

Cho Bridge is more than 50% complete and the bridge is scheduled to open in the fall of 2011 

(GNWT Department of Transportation, 2010).   
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The second is a proposal to extend the Mackenzie Valley Highway to the Arctic coast.  The 

proposal cites many benefits of the extension including facilitating resource development, 

ensuring Canadaôs sovereignty in the north, improving northern security and emergency 

response, supporting economic and social development of Northern residents, and improving 

capacity to adapt to climate change by reducing reliance on ice bridges and winter roads 

(GNWT, 2005).   

2.6.3 Health Care Services 

Table 2-11 shows that three of the communities in the study region have access to basic health 

care services through heath centres or health stations.  Kakisa and Enterprise do not have any 

health care facilities in the communities.  Hay River has the only hospital in the region and also 

has a womenôs shelter.  Fort Providence has a health centre while the Hay River Reserve has a 

health station.   

Table 2-11:  Health Care Facilities in Communities in the Study Region  

 Hospital Health Centres Health Station Women's Shelter 

Fort Providence  No Yes (3 nurses) No No 

Hay River Yes No No Yes 

Hay River Reserve No No Yes No 

Kakisa  No No No No 

Enterprise No No No No 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

2.6.4 Policing and Judicial Services 

There is a Royal Canadian Mounted Police detachment in Hay River, as well as a correctional 

facility and a young offenders facility.  The only other policing and judicial services in the region 

are found in Fort Providence which has a Royal Canadian Mounted Police detachment (see Table 

2-12). 

Table 2-12:  Policing and Judicial Services in Communities in the Study Region 

 
Number of 

Police Officers 
Correctional 

Facility 
Young Offenders 

Facility 

Fort Providence  3 No No 

Hay River 8 Yes Yes 

Hay River Reserve 0 No No 

Kakisa  0 No No 

Enterprise 0 No No 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

2.6.5 Utilities 

Tables 2-13 and 2-14 summarize the communications and electrical services for each of the 

communities in the study region.  Television service within most communities is provided by 

cable and is important for community messaging boards. 
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Table 2-13:  Communication Services in Communities in the Study Region 

 
Postal Service 

Connectivity 
Speed 

Satellite or 
Land line 

Television 
Telephone 
Features  

Fort Providence  Full T1 Land line Satellite Full 

Hay River Full Fiber Land line Cable  Full 

Hay River Reserve Non-Accounting  Land line  Full 

Kakisa  Not Complete 512k Land line Satellite Full 

Enterprise Non-Accounting 512k Land line Satellite Some 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

Table 2-14:  Electrical Services in Communities in the Study Region 

 Type of Supply Supplier 

Fort Providence  Hydro Northlands Utilities 

Hay River Hydro / Diesel Backup NTPC 

Hay River Reserve Hydro Northlands Utilities 

Kakisa  Hydro Northlands Utilities 

Enterprise Hydro Northlands Utilities 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2007 

2.7 Regional Traditional Land and Resource Use 

For generations the Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation, other members of the Deh Cho Tribal Council, and 

local Métis have used the area around Kakisa river and lake for hunting, trapping and fishing. 

Residents of Kakisa consider the surrounding area to be an important historical and cultural area. 

Although levels of harvesting have been declining, traditional use of Kaôaôgee Tu is still 

considered important both historically and for the future.  These features are a key part of the 

rationale for proposing that much of the traditional area of the Kaôaôgee Tu people be designated 

as a National Wildlife Area. 

Finding a balance between environmental protection and resource development is one of the 

objectives of the Dehcho Land Use Plan (DCLUP).  Some of the work undertaken in support of 

the DCLUP provides an overview of traditional use in the Dehcho region and identifies areas 

that are of particular importance for traditional land use and occupancy.   

Figure 2-36, which is taken from the Final Draft DCLUP, shows the generalized density of 

traditional land use and occupancy in Kaôaôgee Tu and surrounding areas.  The map was 

developed on the basis of interviews with land users during the period from 1996 to 2002.  The 

map shows that much of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area has at least moderate density 

of use.  However, the areas around Kakisa Lake and Tathlina Lake and along the Kakisa River 

had high to very high density of traditional use.  

The following sections of the report describe participation in traditional activities by regional 

residents.  A more detailed description of these activities and the economic values associated 

with them are provided in Section 3.1.  
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Figure 2-36:  Generalized Density of Traditional Land Use and Occupancy  

 
Source: Dehcho Land Use Plan (DRAFT), 2006 

2.7.1 Hunting and Fishing 

According to GNWT Bureau of Statistics (2010a) 35.6% of the adult population (aged 15+) in 

the study region participated in hunting and/or fishing in 2008.  As shown in Figure 2-37, this is 

slightly lower than the territorial average of 39.4% and represents a slight increase from 2003 

when 32.5% reported hunting and fishing.  

Figure 2-37:  Percentage of the Population (Aged 15+) Who Hunted and Fished, 1998 to 2008  
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; 2010d 
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The highest rate of participation in hunting and fishing was reported by residents of Kakisa 

(51.2%) although this had declined since 2003 (69.4%).  In Fort Providence, 45.7% of adults 

hunted or fished (an increase from 44.3% in 2003) and in the Hay River Reserve participation in 

hunting and fishing was reported by 35.5% of adults.  The lowest incidence of hunting and 

fishing was reported in Enterprise (20.7%) and Hay River (33.7%).  

Lakes in Kaôaôgee Tu have been extensively used for fishing for subsistence, recreation and 

commercially.  The most common areas for fishing are Kakisa Lake, Tathlina Lake, Beaver Lake 

and their tributaries, including Cameron Lake and Dogface Lake (Golder Associates, 2010). 

While both Kakisa and Tathlina lakes were once fished commercially, this activity has only 

recently occurred on Kakisa Lake because of declining fish populations (Golder Associates, 

2010).  There is still commercial fishing in Beaver Lake.    

2.7.2 Trapping  

About 6.8% of the adult population in the study region participated in trapping in 2008, a slight 

decrease from 2003 when 6.9% of adults participated in trapping.  The percentage of adults who 

trapped in 2008 ranged from a high of 34.9% in Kakisa (down from 41.7% in 2003) to 4.0% in 

Hay River (an increase from 2.2% in 2003) and 0% in Enterprise (the same as 2003).  In Fort 

Providence 18.7% of adults reported trapping in 2008 (a slight increase from 2003) compared to 

9.8% of adults on the Hay River Reserve (down from 12.7% in 2003).  As shown in Figure 2-38, 

the proportion of adults in the region who trapped was more than slightly higher than the NWT 

average.   

Figure 2-38:  Percentage of the Population (Aged 15+) Who Trapped, 1998 to 2008 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

Fort Providence Hay River Hay River

Reserve

Kakisa Enterprise Study Region NWT

1998 2003 2009

 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; 2010d 

Trappers in Kakisa sell their furs to buyers in Fort Providence and Hay River.  Marten, lynx and 

wolverine are the key species for regional trappers (Golder Associates, 2010). 
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2.7.3 Consumption of Country Food 

In 2008, 24.8% of households in the study region relied on hunting and fishing to provide 50% 

or more of their meat or fish consumption.  This was slightly below the territorial average 

(28.1%) and represents a slight decrease from 2003 when 27.0% of households relied on country 

food for 50% or more of their meat or fish consumption.     

Figure 2-39:  Percentage of the Households Where Half of More of Meat and Fish Consumed Was 
Obtained Through Hunting and Fishing, 2003 and 2008 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; 2010d 

Among the communities, residents of Hay River and Enterprise were the least reliant on country 

food, with about 15% of people in each community consuming country food.  The highest 

reliance on country food in 2008 was reported in Kakisa and Fort Providence where 94.4% and 

59.5% of households reported that country food accounted for at least 50% of their meat or fish 

consumption (Figure 2-39).  It is noteworthy that reliance on country foods has increased in 

Kakisa between 2003 and 2008, but declined in Fort Providence and Hay River Reserve, with 

Hay River and Enterprise remaining relatively the same. 

2.7.4 Production of Arts and Crafts 

In 2008, 9.9% of adults (aged 15 years and older) in the region produced northern arts and crafts, 

slightly higher than the territorial average (8.7%).  Among the communities, Figure 2-40 shows 

that participation in the production of northern arts and crafts was highest in Kakisa (39.5%), the 

Hay River Reserve (22.4%) and Fort Providence (17.0%).  Residents of Hay River and 

Enterprise were the least likely to produce northern arts and crafts (6.9% and 11.5% of adults, 

respectively). 
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Figure 2-40:  Percentage of the Population (Aged 15+) Who Produced Northern Arts and Crafts, 
2008 
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Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010a; 2010d 
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3.0 RESOURCE USE VALUES IN THE KAôAôGEE TU 
CANDIDATE PROTECTED AREA 

One of the objectives of the baseline assessment is to determine the total economic value of the 

Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  This includes use values as well as non-use values.  Use 

values are generated through direct harvesting or utilization of the landscape or resources.  These 

include activities like subsistence activities (harvesting country food and fuel), recreation and 

tourism, and various commercial activities, such as trapping, production and sales of arts and 

crafts, and mineral resources development.  In terms of non-use values, Kaôaôgee Tu has been 

and continues to be an essential part of the history and culture of regional residents, and there are 

values associated with maintaining the area for the benefit of future generations.   

3.1 Renewable Resource Use Values 

Three categories of use values are examined in this analysis.  The most obvious source of use 

value for the regional population is for subsistence purposes.  As noted in Section 2.7, 27.0% of 

the regional population is highly reliant on country food sources.  Forestry resources in the 

region are also used as fuel for heating and cooking.  The second category of use value is the 

benefits that local residents derive from using the land for recreational purposes.  The third 

category of use values relates to activities that can or could generate economic activity.  This 

includes timber harvesting, commercial fishing and tourism. 

3.1.1 Subsistence  

The NWT is often characterized as having a dual economy, characterized by reliance upon both a 

wage or monetary economy and a traditional economy.  The wage or monetary economy 

captures paid work and money obtained through transfer payments, whereas the traditional 

economyôs activities are focused on harvesting activities and the consumption of country food.  

The traditional economy tends to play a greater role in smaller NWT communities where there 

are limited local opportunities for wage employment.  In essence, traditional economic activities 

such as hunting, fishing and trapping help balance the need for wage employment and 

government transfers by supplying some of the necessities that would otherwise need to be 

purchased with monetary income.  There is generally a complementary relationship between the 

monetary economy and a traditional economy in that traditional harvesting commonly makes use 

of equipment such as firearms, boats, motors and snowmobiles, which are purchased with 

monetary income
7
. 

3.1.1.1 Country Food  

An initial estimate of the value of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area as a food source for 

residents of Kakisa was developed by Golder Associates (2010).  The study attempted to 

                                                 
7
 Mackenzie Gas Project (2004). Environmental Impact Statement, Vol. 4, Sec. 5.9.2, p. 5-33. 
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estimate the numbers of animals killed and fish caught by subsistence (Aboriginal) and 

recreational (non-Aboriginal) hunters and fishermen and the amount of edible meat that would 

be produced annually.  The value of the harvest was then estimated using a meat replacement 

value that represents the cost of having to purchase an equivalent amount of meat from stores in 

the region.  The prices used in that analysis reflect the higher cost of food in regional 

communities. 

The Golder Associates (2010) report determined that no actual data exist on wildlife harvest by 

residents of Kakisa, but was able to develop a rough estimated based on the number of 

households in the community (15, based on the 2006 census) and an estimated harvest of 1.0 to 

1.5 moose per household per year.  It was estimated that an annual harvest of 19 moose would 

produce 3,450 kilograms of moose meat which, when valued at $20 per kilogram, would have a 

replacement value of $68,970 per year.  Golder was unable to determine what percentage of the 

subsistence moose harvest occurred within the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area and 

assumed that the recreational harvest would be minimal.   

Golder Associates (2010) noted that residents of Kakisa harvest lake trout, inconnu, whitefish, 

walleye, arctic grayling and northern pike for subsistence purposes.  However, it was not 

possible to estimate the value of fish harvests for residents of Kakisa because of a lack of 

information on the number and species of fish caught by community residents. 

The Golder Associates (2010) study also noted that the Kaôaôgee Tu area is likely an important 

source of berries and various plants with medicinal and spiritual value to residents of Kakisa.  

However, they were unable to estimate the value of native plants because of lack of information 

about which plant species are used or the quantities that are harvested. 

Overall, the Golder Associates (2010) reports suggests that at a minimum, the Kaôaôgee Tu area 

generates annual benefits of about $68,970 for residents of Kakisa from subsistence hunting of 

moose.  This is known to be conservative, however, because local residents harvest and use 

many more species than moose. 

An alternate approach for estimating subsistence values is to consider subsistence harvests for 

other NWT communities that are highly reliant on native foods and to determine per capita 

estimates of native food consumption that can be used to estimate consumption in Kakisa.  

Extensive harvest records are available for two remote communities in the Sahtu Settlement Area 

that are also located on lakes and are highly reliant on country foods.  Deline is a larger 

community (population of 565 people in 2009) that is located on Great Bear Lake and, in 2008, 

77.0% of households relied on country foods for 50% or more of the meat and fish consumed.  

Colville Lake is a smaller community (population of 147) and, in 2008, 97.3% of its households 

were reliant on country foods for 50% or more of meat of fish consumed.  In comparison, Kakisa 

had a population of 55 people and 94.4% of its households were dependent on country foods.   

Detailed harvest estimates are available for both Colville Lake (1998 to 2002) and Deline (1999 

to 2003) (Bayha and Snortland, 2002; 2003; 2004).  This harvest information was then converted 

to estimates of edible meat and fish (using information from Ashley, 2002) and adjusted for the 
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population of the community, to determine average per capita harvests.  The results are shown in 

Figure 3-1.  

Figure 3-1:  Per Capita Harvest of Fish and Wildlife (Kilograms) in Deline and Colville Lake, 1998 to 
2003 
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Source: Bayha and Snortland, 2002; 2003; 2004 

Figure 3-1 shows that, for the period from 1998 to 2003, the harvest of fish and wildlife in 

Deline ranged from 93 to 183 kilograms per person and in Colville Lake ranged from 55 to 

260 kilograms per person. The five year average was 138 kilograms per person in Deline and 

142 kilograms per person in Colville Lake.  It should be noted that, in each community, 

ungulates accounted for 85% of the total meat and fish harvest, fish accounted for 12% to 14%, 

and waterfowl, upland birds and other animals (hare) accounted for the balance.  Assuming that 

residents of Kakisa have the similar per capita requirements for meat and fish, regardless of 

species, it is estimated that it would require between 7,585 and 7,860 kilograms of fish and meat 

that, at $20 per kilogram, would have an annual value of about $154,400.  This estimate is more 

than double the estimate provided by Golder Associates. 

3.1.1.2 Fuel  

Golder Associates (2010) determined that the value of wood harvested for heating homes in 

Kakisa and for other purposes, including smoke houses and campfires at Lady Evelyn Falls, was 

about $72,000 per years.  This estimate is based on the assumption that 300 cords of wood are 

harvested each year and the purchase cost of a cord of wood in Hay River. 

3.1.1.3 Summary  

Overall, the value of country foods and fuel enjoyed by residents of Kakisa is approximately 

$226,400 per year.  It is assumed that nearly all of the foods and fuels used in the community are 

harvested from the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  This estimate does not include the 

value of country foods and fuels harvested by other residents of the larger region, including Fort 

Providence, Enterprise, Hay River and the Hays River Reserve.  However, given that each 

community has access to areas that have similar fish, wildlife and timber resources and are closer 

to their home communities, use of the Kaôaôgee Tu area is expected to be minimal. 
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3.1.2 Recreation 

As shown in Figure 2-17, about 38.9% of the regional population hunted or fished in 2008.  

While some of these activities were undoubtedly part of harvesting native food, participants in 

these activities enjoy benefits over and above the value of the food they harvested.  Golder 

Associates (2010) noted that, although there was no information on the amount of recreational 

hunting or fishing in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area, such use was expected to be 

small because of the small residential non-Aboriginal population.    

It is possible to estimate the approximate value of recreation-related experience for residents of 

Kakisa as well as people residing in the rest of the study region.  A nation-wide study conducted 

in 1996 by Environment Canada (1999) showed that Canadians benefit from nature in a variety 

of ways other than hunting and fishing.  The study determined that 85% of Canadians aged 15 

and older participated in some form of nature-related activity, including participating in an 

outdoor activity in a natural area (44%), residential wildlife-related activities (38%), wildlife 

viewing (19%), fishing (18%), and hunting (5%).
8
  While the survey provided results for 

individual provinces and the Yukon, residents of the NWT were not surveyed because of the 

extremely high cost.   

Nonetheless, it is possible to use the survey information to develop crude estimates of 

recreational use and values for the communities in the vicinity of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate 

Protected Area.  One estimate was derived by using the Canadian average, while a second 

estimate was calculated using survey information for residents of the Yukon.  The study showed 

that, when compared to the Canadian average (see Table 3-2), a slightly higher percentage of 

Yukon residents were involved in nature-related activities and they were more active (more days 

per year).  Yukon residents also spent more money to participate in these activities.  Based on 

their socio-economic characteristics, it is expected that residents of the NWT would have 

recreational patterns that more closely resemble Yukon residents than a national average. 

Table 3-1:  Participation in Nature-Related Activities by Residents of Canada and the Yukon, 1996  

 

Canada Yukon 

Participation 
Rate 

Days per 
Person 

Participation 
Rate 

Days per 
Person 

Participating in an outdoor activity in a 
natural area  43.7% 16.1 45.3% 23.5 

Residential wildlife-related activities 38.3% 140.1 41.3% 155.5 

Wildlife viewing 18.6% 17.6 27.9% 25.4 

Fishing 17.7% 17.2 32.2% 19.7 

Hunting 5.1% 16.9 11.0% 19.8 
Source: Environment Canada, 1999 

Based on NWT census information, there were about 42 residents of Kakisa aged 15 years or 

older in 2009.  Given the participation rates and per capita activity in Table 2-5 and adjusting for 

                                                 
8  Percentages for individual activities do not add to 85% because some people participated in more than one activity. 
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multiple activities, it is estimated that Kakisa residents enjoy about 2,750 days of nature-based 

recreation per year at all locations.  Information from the survey, adjusted for inflation, suggests 

that Kakisa residents spent between $16,300 and $41,600 on nature-related activities per year, 

with the higher estimated based on expenditures patterns by residents of the Yukon.  Kakisa 

residents also derived benefits from participating in these nature-based recreational activities, 

over and above what they actually spent to participate.  Based on willingness to pay estimates 

and adjusting for inflation, the non-market benefits of recreation for Kakisa residents ranged 

from $6,000 to $10,100 per year, with the higher value based on the values that Yukon residents 

placed on their enjoyment of nature-based recreation.  These estimates of recreational activity 

and value relate to all nature-related activities at all locations and, for residents of Kakisa, it is 

assumed that all activities and values are associated with the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected 

Area. 

Similar estimates of recreational activity and value can be derived for the other residents of the 

study region.  Using the same methodology as describe above, it is estimated that the 

3,900 residents of the other four communities enjoyed about 252,000 days of recreational 

activity at all locations.  Annual spending on nature-based recreation is estimated to range 

between $1.5 million and $3.8 million (2009$), with the higher values based on expenditures 

patterns by residents of the Yukon.  The non-market benefits enjoyed by residents of the four 

communities are estimated to range between $427,000 and $744,000 per year with the higher 

value based on the values that Yukon residents placed on their enjoyment of nature-based 

recreation.  These estimates relate to all nature-based recreational activities in all areas and, 

based on proximity and the availability of other recreational sites within the larger region, it has 

been assumed that only 1% of total recreational activities by residents of the other four 

communities occur in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  Based on this assumption, 

spending to participate in recreational activities in the study region are expected to be between 

$15,100 and $38,300 per year while non-market benefits are estimated to be in the range of 

$5,600 to $9,300 per year.  

3.1.3 Economic Activity 

The Kaôaôgee Tu area contains a variety of renewable and non-renewable resources that are 

either currently used as a sources of income for regional residents or offer the potential for 

generating employment and income. The key renewable resource activities in the region include 

trapping, commercial fishing, tourism, arts and crafts, and commercial timber harvesting, all of 

which are described below.  While there are known to be mineral and oil and gas deposits in the 

area, these deposits are not currently being developed. 

3.1.3.1 Trapping  

As reported in Section 2.5.2, about 6.8% of the adult population participated in trapping, 

including 34.9% of adults in Kakisa.  Golder Associates (2010) examined fur sales information 

for Fort Providence and Hay River and determined that, on average, the annual harvest sold 
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commercially consisted of 1,866 pelts with a value of about $93,323.  The composition of the 

harvest is shown in Figure 3-1.   

Figure 3-2:  Average Species Composition of Regional Fur Harvest: 2004/05 to 2008/09 
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Source: Golder Associates, 2010 

Marten pelts accounts for half of the pelts sold, while other important species include muskrat, 

beaver, and lynx. About 60% of the pelts accounting for 56% of trapping revenues are sold in 

Fort Providence while the remainder is sold in Hay River.  The number of pelts sold at auction 

may understate actual harvests because local sales are not included and could represent a major 

portion of the harvest.  In addition, harvests of major species fluctuate considerably from year-to-

year, likely due to changing species population and fur prices.   

There is no information on the total number of pelts harvested from the Kaôaôgee Tu area or on 

the number of pelts harvested by trappers in Kakisa.  Golder Associates (2010) estimated that, 

based on the population numbers and the percent of residents involved in trapping, residents of 

Kakisa accounted for 10% of total fur harvests, resulting in a gross income of $9,000 per years.  

However, this estimate was based on dated information about participation in trapping (2003). 

When these same calculations are made using the most recent information (2008 ï see Figure 

2-38), it is estimated that residents of Kakisa would account for 12% of fur sales in Fort 

Providence and 9% of fur sales in Hay River, resulting in a gross income of $10,100 for residents 

of Kakisa.  Golder Associates (2010) noted that this level of harvest is sustainable and could be 

expanded. 

3.1.3.2 Commercial Fishing  

Golder Associates (2010) report that two commercial fishing licenses have been issued for the 

study region and that Kakisa Lake was actively fished for walleye and Northern Pike.  There is a 

quota of 20,000 kilograms of walleye for the Kakisa Lake fishery but actual harvests averaged 

11,210 kilograms per year between 2006 and 2009.  This harvest was estimated to have a value 

of $45,860 per year and is sustainable and likely to continue.  Most fish products are sold locally. 
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Golder Associates (2010) also note that Tathlina Lake once supported a commercial fishery with 

an annual quota of 20,000 kilograms of walleye but, because of challenges related to access and 

stock depletion, the extent of actual harvest is small and unknown.  Beaver Lake is situated in the 

Zone IW Fish Area on Great Slave Lake, which has an annual catch quota of 227 tonnes, 

primarily whitefish.  However, no actual commercial catches have been reported for that area in 

recent years. 

3.1.3.3 Tourism  

Tourism activity in the region is difficult to determine with any accuracy because tourism 

statistics are reported at a regional level and for some individual sites within each region. All five 

communities are located in the South Slave Region and four of these are located on a major 

highway so it is impossible to differentiate between the numbers of people who are visiting these 

communities as a destination or as a stopover en route to another destination.   

According to the results of the 2006 Visitor Exit Survey, about 11,945 tourists visited the South 

Slave Region for leisure purposes (NWT Industry Tourism and Investment [ITI], 2007a).  A 

summary of their origin, mode of travel and major visitation purposes is provided in Table 3-2.  

The table shows that 16.3% of visitors arrived by air and the balance (83.7%) traveled by road.  

About 84.6% of tourists to this region were Canadians, 10.1% were from the United States and 

the balance (5.4%) was from other countries.  General touring was the reason why 47.2% of the 

tourists visited the area.  About 5.7% were involved in outdoor adventures, 18.2% were there for 

fishing, 28.9% to visit friends and relatives, and almost none to hunt.  It is estimated that tourists 

spent about 67,700 visitorïnights in the region. 

Table 3-2:  Visitors to the South Slave Region, 2006 

Travel 
Mode 

Origin Fishing 
General 
Touring 

Hunting 
Outdoor 

Adventure 
Visiting 
Friends 

Total 

Air 

Canada 352 301  58 626 1,366 

US 493 20  58  571 

Other 30 5  7  43 

Road 

Canada 1,297 4,308  420 2,740 8,766 

US  409 2 133 88 630 

Other  598    598 

TOTAL 
Total 2,172 5,642 2 677 3,454 11,945 

Percent 
of Total 

18.2% 47.2% 0.0% 5.7% 28.9% 100.0% 

Source: NWT ITI 2007a.  Totals may not add due to rounding. 

Based on average daily expenditures for all visitors to the NWT and adjusting for some visitors 

having visited more than one region, it is estimated that visitors to the South Slave Region spent 

about $5.2 million in 2006, or about $77 per person per night.  Total spending includes $857,000 

on accommodation; $551,200 on restaurants and groceries; $1,583,700 on travel in the NWT 

(airfare and fuel); $523,200 on entertainment, arts and crafts, souvenirs and tours; and 
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$1,704,100 on other items.  It is estimated that tourism related spending created the equivalent of 

60 person-years of direct and indirect employment in the region.
9
 

Tourism is limited by available facilities in the region.  Table 3-3shows that only Hay River and 

Fort Providence offer a full range of visitor services.  Enterprise offers some accommodations 

and restaurants.   

Table 3-3:  Summary of Tourist Infrastructure in the Regional Communities 

Infrastructure 
Fort 

Providence 
Hay 

River 
Hay River 
Reserve Kakisa Enterprise 

Lodges/outfitters 2 14 0 0 0 

Accommodations 2 7 0 0 2 

Campgrounds 1 2 0 0 5 

Parks 3 1 0 0 5 

Restaurants 2 11 0 0 2 

Visitor centre 0 1 0 0 0 
Source: GNWT Bureau of Statistics 2007 

Neither Kakisa nor Enterprise is reported to have any tourism infrastructure.  However, Golder 

Associates (2010) note that the River Front Convenience Store and Motel in Kakisa offers fuel, 

groceries and some accommodation for visitors.  It is estimated that tourists spend about $2,000 

per year at the store. 

Compared to other parts of the NWT, outdoor adventure tourism is of minor importance to the 

South Slave Region.  Only 5.7% of the 11,945 tourists in the region participated in outdoor 

adventures (NWT ITI 2007b).  This is the second lowest percentage of the five regions. While 

data are not available on the exact nature of outdoor adventure tourism in the South Slave 

Region, territorial statistics indicate that about 60% of adventure tourists went on guided 

expeditions while the others traveled independently, although they may have rented equipment in 

the NWT (ITI, 2007b).  Guided adventure tourists typically spent more in the NWT ($1405) than 

did unguided tourists ($862) or leisure travelers in general ($821).  

The Kaôaôgee Tu area accounts for a very small portion of regional tourism.  According to 

Golder Associates (2010), there are three operations that cater to tourists: 

 Deegahni Lake Camp is located on Dogface Lake at the upper end of the Kakisa 

watershed and offers facilities for fishing.  It has 40 to 50 visitors per year, with the 

average cost being $1200 per person for a three-day trip, excluding travel to the site.  

Patrons must supply their own food and fishing gear.  Business is reported to be slow 

because of poor fishing possible related to warming water temperatures.  Annual 

revenues are estimated to be in the range of $48,000 to $60,000 per year  

                                                 
9  Calculated use industry intensity ratios for the NWT for the retail, arts, and entertainment, and accommodation and foods services industries 

(GNWT Bureau of Statistics, 2010e). 
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 Brabant Lodge is located on Brabant Island on the north shore of the Mackenzie River at 

the outlet of Great Slave Lake about 51 kilometres west of Hay River.  It offers five-day 

and seven-day fishing packages, with costs ranging from $4,499 to $5,599, and includes 

transportation from Edmonton.  Clients fish in the Mackenzie River and on Great Slave 

Lake for Northern Pike, arctic grayling, walleye and whitefish. 

 Mystery Tours operates out of Hay River and offers boat cruises, birding tours, wildlife 

viewing and one-day fishing trips on the Mackenzie River down to Mills Lake, including 

Beaver Lake which is in the study region.   

There are a number of other features in the area that support tourism.  According to Golder 

Associates, these include two territorial parks and two trail systems, as well as the Kakisa River. 

 Kakisa River Bridge Territorial Park is located on the Mackenzie Highway and supports 

various day-use activities, such as picnicking, but also has a boat launch and provides 

opportunities for fishing. 

 Lady Evelyn Falls Territorial Park is located 6.5 km off the Mackenzie Highway and 

offers day-use and camping facilities.  The main park attraction is the waterfall, but there 

are 13 campsites and three boat launches so that people can access the Kakisa River for 

fishing or boating.  For the period from 2000 to 2008, average use of the camping 

facilities amounts to 460 campsite-nights per year, and generates revenues from campsite 

fees of about $8,000 per year.  

 The Kakisa Trail system connects Kakisa Lake with Tathlina Lake and has recently been 

upgraded.  It can be used by hikers or cyclists although there is currently minimal use of 

the trail. 

 The Cameron Hills are trail accessible from Mackenzie Highway and may be of interest 

to hikers and backpackers. 

Golder Associates (2010) estimated the annual value of tourism in the Kaôaôgee Candidate 

Protected Area to be $10,000 per year, based on purchases at the River Front Convenience Store 

and Motel in Kakisa and camping fees at Lady Evelyn Falls Territorial Park.  When revenues 

from the Deegahni Lake Camp are included, the overall revenues from tourism spending are in 

the range of $58,000 to $70,000 per year.  This represents 1.3% of estimated tourism spending in 

the South Slave Region.  Golder Associates (2010) indicate that the area has moderate potential 

to support increased tourism. 

Additional information on the potential tourist potential in the Kaôaôgee Tu area is provided in 

Table 3-4 and is based on a report by Deh Cho Environmental (no date) that categorized the 

tourism potential of sites in the Dehcho Region based on a review of available literature.   
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Table 3-4:  Tourism Potential Rankings for Sites in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area  

Name Activity Market-

ability 

Economic 

Benefits 

Sources Access Overall 

Ranking 

Quick and Dirty Rationale 

Kakisa 
trail 
system 

Backpacking/ 
Hiking  

Good Poor 
One 

source 
only 

Excellent High 

Proximity to the Mackenzie Highway is an asset. 
Some "rubber tire" tourists may take unguided day 
hikes into the area. No interest from hard adventure 
multi-day types. 

Kakisa 
Lake 

Fishing Poor Fair 
One 

source 
only 

Good Low 

Given the proximity to the Mackenzie Highway some 
"rubber tire" traveler may be interested in this fishing 
experience. Would not be of interest to multi-day 
sport fisherman without adequate infrastructure. 
Local use. 

Dogface 
Lake  

Fishing  Good Good 
2 to 3 

sources 
Fair High 

The active commercial Deeghani Lake Lodge on this 
lake caters to fisherman. Charter flights in from Hay 
River and Fort Providence make this of local benefit. 

Cameron 
Hills 

Backpacking/ 
Hiking 

Fair Poor 
One 

source 
only 

Good Moderate 

Proximity to the Mackenzie Highway is an asset. 
Some "rubber tire" tourists may take unguided day 
hikes into the area. No interest from hard adventure 
multi-day types 

Source: Deh Cho Environmental (no date) 

Table 3-5:  Market Category for Sites in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area  

Name Product/Market 

Category 

Day, Multi-Day 

Product 

Additional Information  

Kakisa trail 

system  

Soft adventure  Day Once a traditional route. From Kakisa along the Kakisa River to the Lady Evelyn Falls 

and the Territorial Park. 

Kakisa Lake  Fishing  Day  Pickerel Run 

Dogface 

Lake  

Fishing  Multi-day Product A fishing camp has been established on the lake; clients usually fly in by charter 

aircraft from Hay River and Fort Providence. 

Cameron 

Hills  

Hard Tourism  Day, Multi-day Product Located SW of Hay River into Alberta. Many trails on high plains with a unique 

ecosystem. Currently there is some oil and gas and forestry presence. 

Source: Deh Cho Environmental (no date) 
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The report concludes that the Kakisa trail system and Dogface Lake have high tourism potential 

while the Cameron Hills has moderate potential and Kakisa Lake has low potential.  None of the 

areas is considered to have much potential for hard-adventure, multi-day tourism.  The Kakisa 

trail system is considered to have potential because of its interest to tourists driving through the 

region while Dogface Lake is of high potential to the multi-day fly-in fisherman.  Table 3-5 

describes the suggested tourism market category for sites in the Kaôaôgee Tu area.   

According to the assessment (Deh Cho Environmental, no date), eco-tourists and backcountry 

hard adventurers would suffer most if they were to come into contact with or be constrained by 

resource extraction industries while soft adventure tourists would be less affected by such 

development as long as viewscapes were not affected.  The quality of highways and tourist 

infrastructure is of more concern for soft adventure tourism. 

3.1.3.4 Arts and Crafts  

Another form of use value derived from the Kaôaôgee Tu area relates to its importance as a 

source of raw materials for the regional arts and crafts industry.  These raw materials include 

bones and antlers, feathers, fur, animal hair and hides, porcupine quills, sinew, birch bark and 

materials use to construct baskets, plants used for dyes, wood from trees, and stones.  As noted in 

Section 2.7.4, in 2008 9.9% of adults (aged 15 years and older) in the region produced northern 

arts and crafts, although 39.5% of adults in Kakisa produced northern arts and crafts. 

Arts and craft production is an important economic generator in the NWT.  The total value of 

arts and crafts sold to tourists visiting the NWT in 2006 was $1.9 million in 2006 (ITI, 2007a).  

Additional arts and crafts were also purchased by wholesalers and retailers who then sell these 

goods at locations outside the NWT.  According to a recent survey of the North American visitor 

market (Zieba, 2005), actual and potential visitors to the NWT were most interested in spending 

money on handcrafted items such as pottery, baskets, and woven items and regional food 

specialties than on souvenirs, jewelry or local clothing.  Based on its share of tourism in the 

NWT, it is estimated about $206,000 was spent on arts and crafts by tourists visiting the South 

Slave Region.  This represents an average of $530 in revenues for each of the 390 residents of 

Fort Providence, Kakisa, Enterprise, Hay River and the Hay River Reserve who reported 

producing northern arts and crafts in 2008.  For the 17 residents of Kakisa who reported 

producing northern arts and crafts, this suggests annual revenues of $9,000 per year. 

3.1.3.5 Commercial Logging  

Although Golder Associates (2010) listed one commercial permit for harvesting tress in the 

Kaôaôgee Tu area, it has been confirmed with GNWT ENR that this permit is located outside of 

the withdrawal area (GNWT ENR, pers. comm., 2011).  A forest resource assessment of the area 

is currently being completed and the area in the Cameron Hills is believed to have a high 

potential to supply saw logs. 
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3.1.3.6 Renewable Energy  

Golder Associates (2010) assessed the capacity of the Kaôaôgee Tu area for renewable energy 

development.  The area does not have sufficient sustained winds to support a commercial wind 

power project.  Solar power generation would only be possible during the summer months. 

While there is recognized to be some hydroelectric potential on the Kakisa River, such 

development is not consistent with the Final Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan. 

3.1.4 Summary 

At the present time, the key uses of the Kaôaôgee Tu area are limited to renewable resources, for 

both subsistence and economic development purposes.  Based on available information, it is 

estimated that the Kaôaôgee Tu area annually contributes between $0.4and $0.5 million per year 

in benefits for residents of Kakisa and the other four communities in the region.  This value is 

somewhat uncertain because there are many unknowns in the calculations and many of the 

values are based on assumptions that may or may not be valid.  However, for purposes of 

assessing the potential effects of potential future land and resource development scenarios, these 

values provide a useful baseline against which the benefits and costs of future development can 

be assessed. 

As summarized in Table 3-6, subsistence activities are estimated to contribute 53% of the total 

value.  Recreational activities account for 17%.  The value of economic activities in the area, 

including commercial fishing and logging, tourism and the sales of arts and crafts accounts for 

30% of the total. 

Table 3-6:  Current Resource Use Values in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

Activity Nature of Benefit Golder 

Associates 

(2010) 

Revised 

Estimate 

Subsistence Country food  $68,970 $154,400 

Fuel $72,000 $72,000 

Recreation Expenditures N/A $31,400 to 

$79,800 

Extra-market benefits N/A $11,500 to 

$19,300 

Economic  Trapping $9,000 $10,100 

Commercial Fishing $45,862 $45,860 

Fishing Camps $48,000 to 

$60,000 

$48,000 to 

$60,000 

Tourism Spending $10,000 $10,000 

Arts and Crafts N/A $9,000 

Commercial Logging $90,000 $0 

Renewable Energy $0 $0 

TOTAL  $343,884 to 

$355,884 

$392,260 to 

$460,460  
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Figure 3-3:  Relative Values of Landscapes in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area  

 

 

Available evidence suggests that all current uses of the Kaôaôgee Tu area are sustainable; the 

current patterns and rates of use of the plant, animal and water resources of the area can continue 

on an ongoing basis without damaging the productive capacity (natural capital) of the area.  The 

evidence also suggests that, for some activities, even greater levels of use may be possible on a 

sustainable basis and there may be opportunities for additional activities, such as commercial 

forestry.  Thus, the annual values shown in Table 3-6 are likely conservative and can be expected 

to continue for the foreseeable future.   
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While the available information on subsistence, recreational and economic activities is sufficient 

to provide an estimate of the overall economic benefits being provided by the area, there is no 

information on which parts of the Kaôaôgee Tu area may be of greatest importance is continuing 

to support these activities on a sustainable basis.  However, by combining spatial information 

from the Final Draft Dehcho Land Use Plan with information from the study by Golder 

Associates (2010), it is possible to identify which areas of the Kaôaôgee Tu area likely to be most 

important in generating the mix of economic benefits described in Table 3-6.  These areas are 

identified in Figure 3-3, which was developed using information on traditional land use and 

occupancy, archaeological sites and the location of key wildlife habitat (moose).   

3.2 Cultural Values 

The Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area has historically been used by members of the 

Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation for subsistence hunting, fishing and gathering other food and resources.  

The current value of the area as a food source has already been described (Section 3.1.1).  

However, the long history of use has left a legacy of old cabins and historical and archaeological 

sites.  Key features are located around Kakisa Lake and along the Kakisa River, and along the 

south shore of Great Slave Lake and the Mackenzie River.  Figure 3-4 shows the location of 

some of these key and valued cultural resources.   

Figure 3-4:  Density of Archaeology, Cabins, Cottages and Historic Sites  

 
Source: Dehcho Land Use Plan (DRAFT), 2006 
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The location and density of cultural and historic features is consistent with the generalized 

density of traditional land use and occupancy in Kaôaôgee Tu and surrounding areas (Figure 

2-36).  An analysis of Figure 2-36 suggests that about 5% of the land area in Kaôaôgee Tu  is 

considered to have very high density of traditional land use and occupancy, 10 has high density, 

33% has moderate density, and 41% has low density.  Lakes account for the other 11% of the 

study region.  

There is no satisfactory method of placing an economic value on the cultural resources of the 

area.  However, the importance of the area is reflected by the desire of the local communities to 

protect the natural and cultural features of the area, even if it means foregoing economic 

development that may generate jobs and income for local residents and revenues for local and 

territorial governments.  

3.3 Non-Renewable Resource Use  

3.3.1 Petroleum Resources 

The Kaôaôgee Tu area lies in close proximity to the recognized gas pools and gas fields in the 

NWT.  According to Morrow (2007), nine exploratory natural gas wells have been drilled in or 

adjacent to the Kaôaôgee Tu area: three along the southern boundary in the Cameron Hills, four 

in the northwest corner near Rabbit Lake, one near Kakisa Lake and one within Kaôaôgee Tu. 

Based on the results of the drilling it is estimated that there are three gas fields underlying the 

Kaôaôgee Tu area with a combined volume of discovered remaining recoverable gas in these 

fields amounting to 0.18 billion cubic metres (Bcm) or 6.4 billion cubic feet (Bcf). 

 Billion cubic metres Billion cubic feet 

Tathlina N-18 gas field 0.07 2.5 

Kakisa F-35 gas field 0.01 0.4 

Cameron Hills (part)  0.10 3.5 

Total gas volume 0.18 6.4 

The area is generally described as having high to very high petroleum potential, with estimates of 

undiscovered potential ranging from 150 Bcf to 200 Bcf, but is probably less that 175 Bcf.  

Morrow notes that additional field gas discoveries will be made but will be small (less than a few 

billion Bcf in volume).  The probable occurrence of this undiscovered recoverable gas is shown 

by quarter grid in Figure 3-5.  It shows that the greatest potential for discovering larger volumes 

of natural gas lies in the Cameron Hills to the south, along the Mackenzie River to the north and 

at the east end Kakisa Lake. 
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Figure 3-5:  Distribution of Undiscovered Recoverable Natural Gas (All Plays) in the Kaôaôgee Tu 
Area  

 
Source: Adapted from Drummond (2004) and Morrow (2007)  

There is some potential for oil in the study region.  Oil prospectivity is low to moderate, with 

preliminary estimates of 6.0 million barrels of oil, largely from reservoirs that produce both oil 

and gas (Morrow 2007). However, this estimate is believed to be somewhat overstated because 

oil reservoirs are unlikely within the Cretaceous strata in the Kaôaôgee Tu area. Figure 3-6 shows 

the probable occurrence of undiscovered recoverable oil reserves by quarter grid in the Kaôaôgee 

Tu area. It shows that the greatest potential for oil development is located south of the proposed 

protected area in the Cameron Hills.  
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Figure 3-6:  Distribution of Undiscovered Recoverable Oil (All Plays) in the Kaôaôgee Tu Area  

 
Source: Adapted from Drummond (2004) and Morrow (2007)  

While the area has some potential for development of gas and oil resources at sometime in the 

future, there are no immediate plans to produce these results because there are more significant 

gas and oil plays elsewhere in the NWT. 

3.3.2 Mineral Resources 

There are no active mining activities within the boundaries of the proposed protected area.  A 

Phase 1 assessment of the mineral resources of the Kaôaôgee Tu area was completed by the 

Gebert (2008) for the Northwest Territories Geoscience Office (NTGO).  This was based on a 

compilation of existing geological and exploration information.  The results of the assessment 

are summarized in Table 3-7.    

The study concluded that the area has moderate to high lead-zinc potential in the form of 

Mississippi Valley Type deposits (MVT), with the highest potential in the northeast corner of 

Kaôaôgee Tu, where the mineral horizons are found at lesser depths. This assessment was based 

on a limited amount of information (Rank 3), with some drilling having occurred in the Hay 

West area (in the northeast corner of the proposed protected area) and in the Tathlina Lake area.  

While exploration has confined the presence of geological formations with mineralization, the 

study concluded that discovery of sub-surface lead-zinc appears unlikely, although this could 

change with improvements in exploration technology. 
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Table 3-7:  Summary of Mineral Potential in the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

 

POTENTIAL RANKING 
CONFIDENCE RANKING 

Rank 1: 

Abundant 

reliable 

information 

Rank 2: 

Moderate 

amount of 

information 

Rank 3: 

Some 

information 

Rank 4: 

Very little or 

unreliable 

information 

Rank A - Very High: 

Geologic environment is favourable. Significant 

deposits are known. Presence of undiscovered 

deposits is very likely.  

    

Rank B - High: 

Geologic environment is favourable. Occurrences 

are present but significant deposits are not known.  

Presence of undiscovered deposits is likely. 

    

Rank C ï Moderate to High: 

Intermediate between moderate and high potential 

  MVT 

deposits 

 

Rank D - Moderate: 

Geologic environment is favourable. Occurrences 

may or may not be known.  Presence of 

undiscovered deposits is possible. 

    

Rank E ï Low to Moderate: 

Intermediate between low and moderate. 

    

Rank F - Low: 

Some aspects of the geologic environment may be 

favourable but are limited in extent.  Few if any 

occurrences are known.  Low probability that 

undiscovered deposits are present 

   Diamonds 

Source: Gebert (2008) 

Based on the assessment criteria for identifying potential diamond deposits, the Kaôaôgee Tu area 

is considered to have low potential for diamonds.  However, there is no exploration data for this 

area. 
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4.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

4.1 Summary of Socio-Economic Conditions 

Based on the information presented in the Section 2.0 it is possible to describe the socio-

economic characteristics of the population of the study region compared to the overall population 

of the NWT.  The assessment showed that, when compared to the NWT, the regional population: 

Å is growing more slowly 

Å has the same percentage of young people  

Å has a higher ratio of males to females 

Å has a higher proportion of Aboriginal people  

Å is slightly less educated than NWT average 

Å is slightly more likely to be employed 

Å is more likely to be employed in goods producing industries 

Å had an slightly lower median family income in 2005 

Å faces higher costs of living 

Å has more housing in need of major repair  

Å has a lower percentage of households in core need 

Å has higher violent crime rates 

Å has lower property crime rates  

Å is less likely to participate in fishing and hunting 

Å is less reliant on country food 

Å is more likely to participate in trapping 

Å is more likely to produce northern arts and crafts 

The overall picture is that regional communities are growing slowly, have a high Aboriginal 

population, have less unemployment, have higher dependency on employment in goods 

producing industries, face a high cost of living with limited amenities, and are still heavily reliant 

on traditional activities for food and some income generation.   

While this provides an overview of the regional population, the overall statistics tend to reflect 

the characteristics of the community of Hay River, which accounts for 75% of the population of 

the study region.  Table 4-1 summarizes 18 socio-economic indicators for the five communities 

and shows that there are some very significant differences among them.   
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Table 4-1:  Comparative Assessment of Socio-Economic Conditions in Communities in the Study Region 

Attribute Fort 
Providence 

Hay River Hay River 
Reserve 

Kakisa Enterprise Study 
Region 

NWT 

Population growth (2006 to 2009) 4.4% 2.1% 5.2% 5.8% 11.3% 2.9% 4.8% 

Percentage of people under 15 years 
(2009) 

30% 30% 39% 39% 37% 31% 31% 

Male/female imbalance (2009) <2% >2% <2% NA >2% >2% <2% 

Percentage of Aboriginal people 
(2009) 

93.9% 44.3% 99.4% 90.9% 35.2% 54.7% 50.4% 

High school graduate (2006) 49.1% 70.4% 45.2% 25.0% 73.3% 65.8% 67% 

Labour force participation (2006) 64.5% 78.5% 67.4% 50.0% 85.7% 76.2% 76.5% 

Unemployment (2006) 23.9% 6.4% 24.1% 40.0% 16.7% 10.1% 10.4% 

Employment in primary sector (2004) 25.4% 20.9% 20.7% NA 33.3% 22.7% 17.2% 

Average family income (2005) $42,624 $89,929 $43,392 NA NA $79,999 $86,132 

Costs of living (2004) 125.2 113.4 106.6 125.2 109.3 114.7 100 

Housing in need of major repair 
(2009) 

31.5% 15.3% 31.9% 11.1% 19.5% 18.5% 15.7% 

Households in core need (2009) 27.3% 9.0% 29.8% 5.6% 17.5% 12.8% 19.0% 

Violent crime rates (2008) 201.6 50.4 NA NA NA 126.0 64.7 

Property crime rates (2008) 68.5 38.6 NA NA NA 53.6 63.6 

Participation in fishing and hunting 
(2008) 

45.7% 33.7% 35.5% 51.2% 20.7% 35.6% 45.0% 

Reliance on country food (2008) 59.5% 15.7% 56.4% 94.4% 15.0% 24.8% 28.1% 

Participation in trapping (2009) 18.7% 4.0% 9.8% 34.6% 0.0% 6.8% 6.2% 

Production of northern arts & crafts 
(2008) 

17.0% 6.9% 22.4% 39.5% 11.5% 9.9% 8.7% 

 



Socio-Economic Assessment of the  

Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

Volume 1 

April  2011 

 

Page 64 

Hay River is the largest community and is growing slowly.  It has a higher gender imbalance 

than most other communities and the smallest percentage of Aboriginal people.  Residents of 

Hay River are highly educated, more likely to participate in the workforce, be employed, and 

work in service industries.  Hay River residents have high family incomes and are less likely to 

live in a house in need of major repair or to be in a state of core need.  Crime rates in the 

community are below the NWT average.  However, community residents are less likely to 

participate in fishing, hunting or trapping and are not reliant on country food. 

Kakisa is much the opposite of Hay River.  Kakisa is a predominantly Aboriginal community 

that is growing more rapidly and has a higher population of young people.  Regional residents 

are poorly educated, unlikely to participate in the workforce and face high rates of 

unemployment.  However, they are much more likely to fish, hunt and trap, produce northern 

arts and crafts, and rely on country food.  Kakisa has the smallest percentage of households in 

core need in the entire study region and also has lower percentages of housing in need of major 

repair. 

Fort Providence is also a predominantly Aboriginal community that is also growing more rapidly 

than Hay River, but has relatively low percentages of young people.  Compared to Kakisa, 

people in Fort Providence are slightly better educated and more likely to be employed, but are 

less likely to participate in fishing, hunting and trapping and rely on country foods.  Families in 

Fort Providence have median incomes that are less than half the NWT average and the 

percentage of households in core need is double the NWT average.  It has higher crime rates than 

Hay River of the NWT average. 

The Hay River Reserve is much like Fort Providence, although it has a higher percentage of 

young people and is growing somewhat faster.  It too is an Aboriginal community and has 

educational, employment and income characteristics that are very similar to those of Fort 

Providence.  The Hay River Reserve also has high percentages of households in core need and 

housing in need of major repair.  However, residents of the Hay River Reserve are slightly less 

reliant on country foods and earning incomes from trapping and the production of northern arts 

and crafts than are residents of Fort Providence. 

Enterprise is a very different community.  It has the lowest percentage of Aboriginal people, has 

high percentages of young people and is growing the most rapidly.  Residents of Enterprise have 

the highest levels of educational attainment and are the most likely to be active in the labour 

force, although the rate of unemployment is higher than that of Hay River.  It has relatively few 

households in core need and fairly low percentages of people who hunt, fish or trap and rely on 

country foods. 

4.2 Total Value of the Area 

The total economic value of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area is estimated to be in the 

range of $0.4 to $0.5 million per year.  This includes $226,400 in benefits for residents of 

Kakisa, which relate to use of the area for subsistence (food and fuel).  Another $33,270 to 
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$79,540 in recreation benefits accrue to residents of Kakisa and other residents of the study 

region.  Economic activities, including trapping, commercial fishing, tourism, and the production 

of northern arts and crafts is estimated to generate annual benefits on the order of $122,960 to 

$134,960  While the area has some potential for mineral and oil and gas development, there is 

currently no activity occurring. This estimate is known to be highly conservative.  It does not 

recognize any of the cultural or historical values, which are known to be important but are very 

difficult to quantify.  There may  also be some  potential for new activities, such as  commercial 

logging, that can be undertaken in a sustainable manner. In addition, this estimate does not 

include the value of ecological goods and services that are being generated by the landscape. 

Based on available information it is not possible to be more definitive in quantifying the total 

value of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  There is some uncertainty in the values for 

which there is relatively abundant information (use values) and very high uncertainty for non-use 

and cultural values for which there is very little information.  However, for purposes of 

understanding the effects of allowing development in all or parts of the Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate 

Protected Area, it is not essential that its value be known with absolute certainty.  The values 

identified in this analysis simply provide a yardstick by which the marginal or incremental 

changes associated with development can be compared.  The values can also be used to 

demonstrate the trade-offs associated with different types of development: for example, a gain in 

employment and income resulting from mineral development could lead to reductions in cultural 

and non-use values.     

4.3 Data Gaps 

4.3.1 Socio-Economic Information 

For the most part, available information provides a fairly current and comprehensive overview of 

social and economic conditions in the region.  The GNWT provides a reasonably comprehensive 

suite of socio-economic indicators for most communities and updates the community profiles as 

new information becomes available.  However, as is evident from Table 4-1, a complete socio-

economic profile could not be prepared for some communities.  A complete profile could only be 

prepared for Hay River and Fort Providence; information was incomplete for the other 

communities.  Part of the problem is that some communities, specifically Kakisa and Enterprise, 

have very small populations and Statistics Canada will not release certain types of information 

for small communities because of concerns about confidentiality.  There is no way of working 

around this problem other than by undertaking a separate survey of regional residents, but this 

too would be subject to regulations related to confidentially.   

There is no source of information on health conditions in the individual communities.  While 

some health information for one community was available from the socio-economic assessment 

of the Mackenzie Valley Project, this information is now dated and was not available for four 

communities.  While it would be interesting to have some data on health conditions in the 

communities, it is not clear that the lack of information would hamper an analysis of the social 
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and economic effects of different development scenarios because there is very little information 

that clearly and directly links health issues with development.  Thus, the lack of comprehensive 

health data is not seen to be a major limitation for this analysis. 

Based on previous experience analyzing the potential social and economic effects of other 

proposed developments, the biggest data limitation relates to clearly understanding the factors 

underlying low labour force participation and unemployment in individual communities.  Are 

people not working because they donôt have any skills, their skills donôt match the demands of 

current businesses, or are there other reasons?  In some cases, more detailed labour force surveys 

can be used to better understand whether targeted training will assist unemployed or under-

employed residents in qualifying for better jobs and incomes or where there are other factors 

limiting labour force participation.  However, such surveys are also subject to confidentially 

restrictions and will not be feasible in the smaller communities.  A second limitation relates 

being able to accurately predict future economic conditions in individual communities.  The list 

of possible developments that might compete for labour and other resources is often unknown or 

incomplete, or is prepared at a regional level, which makes it very difficult to estimate effects in 

individual communities.  A third problem is that socio-economic data become inaccurate very 

quickly because socio-economic conditions are very dynamic, especially for individual 

communities.   

Many of the above-noted data gaps were also identified in the ñSocio-Demographic and Job 

Creation Needs Analysis for the Deh Cho Territory, Northwest Territoriesò undertaken for the 

Deh Cho Land Use Planning Committee in 2003 (PACTeam Canada, 2003).  The issues and 

research priorities identified in that study included: 

 no data for incorporated communities 

 lack of information for small communities due to confidentiality issues 

 regional data hide local conditions  

 some data are only available for regions or the entire NWT 

 data were only available for the oil and gas sector and not for other sectors. 

These same issues continue to limit the ability to prepare comprehensive socio-economic profiles 

for individual communities and to accurately assess the potential effects of new types of 

economic development. 

4.3.2 Resource, Cultural and Environmental Values 

Many of the issues related to socio-economic information also apply to the determination of 

resource, cultural and environmental values.  However, there was no information on regional 

resource use for any of the five communities, so the study had to employ various indirect means 

of estimating these values.  And, even if resource use information was available for each 

community, there is no information about how much of this activity actually occurs in the 

Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  The estimates in the assessment focus almost entirely on 

resource, cultural and environmental values for residents of Kakisa and there is no information 
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about the actual extent to which residents of the other four communities actually use the 

Kaôaôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area.  Thus, an assessment of understanding of the potential 

effects of resource development in Kaôaôgee Tu would greatly benefit from better information 

about how much subsistence and other activity is currently occurring in the region by residents 

of all five communities.  While this could be addressed by conducting surveys of regional 

residents, it is unclear as to whether the additional information obtained would justify the cost of 

the surveys. 

Another important data gap relates to the actual location of resource harvesting and traditional 

activities in the study area.  Such spatial information is critical for understanding the potential 

implications of various boundary options in terms of their impacts on these activities.   Figure 

3-3 was developed as a best guess based on available information collected as part of the Deh 

Cho Land Use Planning project, some additional work needs to be done to validate this map.  

Hopefully, this validation can be done by the Working Group in the course of its review of this 

report and its discussions with residents of the various communities. 

Another limitation of the analysis relates to the process used to ascribe values to the various 

resource uses.  Ideally, it would be desirable to understand the value of the Kaôaôgee Tu 

Candidate Protected Area for subsistence and other uses in comparison to costs and benefits of 

using the next best site.  Knowing these marginal or incremental values would help us better 

understand the economic implications of allocating all or part of Kaôaôgee Tu to development, 

but almost nothing is known about the relative merits of other sites and the conditions under 

which they are used.  Without this knowledge, it is not possible to comment on the relative 

importance of Kaôaôgee Tu to residents of the surrounding communities.    

These problems are not particularly unique to this study of the Kaôaôgee Tu area; similar data 

limitations occur during the assessment of the environmental, resource use and socio-economic 

effects of any major project.  In the case of Kaôaôgee Tu, the determination of values may only 

be apparent after the decision on boundaries and development exclusion zones has been 

completed.  A conscious decision to preclude development in one area in order to protect and 

maintain current environmental conditions is explicit recognition that the value of protection 

exceeds the value of development, even though the actual measure of these competing values is 

never quantified.     
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Terms of Reference 
Soclo-Economic Assessment of Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

August 2010 

 

Suppliers that are qualified in Category 3: Socio-Economic Assessment and Associated 
Research and Work under Supply Arrangement # 00-06-5001 are invited to submit a 
proposal for the requirements outlined below. All terms and conditions of the supply 
arrangement will apply to the resulting ñContract Under Supply Arrangement" that is 
awarded for this work. 

Proposals MUST be submitted to Shirley Arden by Fax at (887)869-2700 or by email at 
Ntcontracts@inac-ainc.gc.ca or enquiries by phone at (867)669-2441. 

Closing date and time for this submission is: 15:00 hrs, Mountain Daylight Savings Time 
(MDT), September 8, 2010: 

 

1. Purpose 

As part of the Northwest Territories Protected Areas Strategy (NWT-PAS) a series of 
assessments must be undertaken before an area can advance to a desired designation. A 
soclo-economic impact assessment of the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area is 
required in establishing Ka'a'gee Tu as a National Wildlife Area, under the Canada Wildlife 
Act, 

 

2. Background 

Introduction to the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

The Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area (9,600 sq km) is situated in the south-eastern 
area of the Deh Cho Region of the Northwest Territories (NWT). The Ka'a'gee Tu people 
selected these lands for permanent protection in order to balance the preservation of their 
cultural heritage, and the ecosystems that support them, with the need for economic 
security and growth. Areas of known high non-renewable resource potential were 
purposely excluded, Ka'a'gee Tu is culturally and ecologically diverse and has local, 
national and international significance. The resources found in the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate 
Protected Area have sustained the Ka'a'gee Tu people for generations. Moose, beaver, 
fish, and large numbers of waterfowl are found throughout the area. A number of species 
at risk, such as woodland caribou and rusty blackbirds, along with some rare plant 
species, are also found within Ka'a'gee Tu. 

In August 2009, Environment Canada/Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) agreed to be the 
'sponsoring agency for Ka'a'gee Tu through the NWT Protected Areas Strategy. This 
means that OWS will work with its partners to designate the site, through the steps 
outlined in the Protected Areas Strategy, as a National Wildlife Area under the Canada 
Wildlife Act (Wildlife Area Regulations), Most of the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area 
is currently protected under the Dehcho Interim Measures Agreement, which expires in 
October 2010. 

 

A Working Group (representing CWS, Ka'a'gee Tu First Nation, Katlodeeche First Nation, 
Deh Gah Gotie Deno Council, Northwest Territories Metis Nation, Dehcho First Nation, 
GNWT, DIAND, and Ducks Unlimited Canada) has been established to oversee the 
ecological, cultural, renewable and non-renewable resource assessments of the area. The 
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Working Group will make a recommendation to the federal and territorial governments on 
the establishment of 3 permanent protected area, based on the results of these 
assessments. The renewable resource and phase I non-renewable resource assessments 
are complete, as well as an initial cultural inventory. 

As a result, the Working Group wishes to see as much progress as possible made on the 
socio-economic assessment up to March 2011 when two key background documents will 
be available: the ecological and non-renewable resource assessment of the Ka'a'gee Tu 
Candidate Protected Area (Phase II). Once these documents are available, the Working 
Group will be in a position to use this, plus other information, to develop a proposal for 
submission to the Minister of Environment Canada (EC) with respect to boundaries and 
management of Ka'a'gee Tu. The Working Group anticipates the completion of the socio-
economic assessment by the contractor by December 2011. 

 

The NWT PAS Process: Requirements for Designation 

NWT-PAS outlines a series of eight steps for the planning and establishment of protected 
areas, one of which (Step 5) calls for a detailed evaluation of the area's ecological, cultural 
and economic values. The evaluation of the economic values includes the assessment of 
the social and economic effects that establishing a protected area might have upon the 
proposed area as well as the local and nearby communities. 

As part of the requirements of establishment of a protected area through the NWT 
Protected Areas Strategy, the Ka'a'gee Tu Working Group requires information on the 
potential social and economic impacts of the designation on the surrounding communities 
including Kakisa, Hay River, Fort Providence, and Enterprise, and the NWT region as a 
whole. 

 

3. Objectives 

To provide a two-volume socio-economic assessment report: 

 

VOLUME 1:  

1. Develop community profiles based on the identified valued social, economic and 
cultural components and relevant indicators for each of the communities 
surrounding the Ka'aôgee Tu Candidate Protected Area (including Kakisa, Hay 
River, Fort Providence, and Enterprise) based on existing published information. 
Where possible, information specific to the use and values associated with the 
Candidate Protected Area is to be highlighted. 

2. The study will assess existing federal and territorial government economic and 
statistical information, as well as develop and implement primary sources of 
qualitative and quantitative data where both are required and feasible. 

3. Identify social, economic and cultural data gaps for the potentially affected 
communities, with emphasis on information specific to, or potentially affected by 
changes to, the land status of the Kaôa'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area, and 
identify potential strategies to address data gaps for Working Group consideration.1 

                                                 
1
 This does not mean that the data gaps will necessarily be filled under this contract due to time and 

budgetary constraints, Rather, the strategy to address these gaps could be built into the Protected Area 

Monitoring Strategy. 
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4. Present preliminary baseline results to the Working Group, which will identify 
whether additional primary data collection is required to round out the 
understanding of current and trend status of key valued social, economic and 
cultural components. 

5. If follow-up primary data collection is deemed necessary by the Working Group, it 
will be handled as a separate project. No allowance for primary data collection is 
needed in this proposal. 

6. Consider the draft information provided by other assessment teams (nonrenewable 
resource assessment, renewable resource assessment, cultural assessment, 
ecological assessment) and revise baseline analysis as necessary based on this 
further input. 

7. Present the final baseline data results and analysis of the conditions and trends to 
the Working Group. This should include: 

a. community socio-economic profiles; 

b. a regional socio-economic profile; 

c. trends in social, economic or cultural conditions for indicators related to the 
candidate Protected Area (and including key opportunities in the 
communities in the region for economic development); 

d. Values that will be most likely to be impacted by the potential designation of 
the candidate area; 

e. Key conditions to consider in impact predictions on the alternative 
scenarios; 

f. Key data gaps for doing the work of alternative scenarios and impact 
predictions, and 

g. Key data gaps for analysing long-term management impacts. 

8. Summarize findings in plain language (referencing GNWTJNWT Literacy Council 
Write for your Reader' handbook and/or with a Flesch-Kincaid readability score of 
60-70). 

 

VOLUME 2:. 

1. Develop predictions of potential social, economic and cultural2 impacts on the 
surrounding communities (Kakisa, Hay River, Fort Providence, and Enterprise), the 
Dehcho region, the entire NWT, and nationally based on the following scenarios: 

a. The designation of Ka'a'gee Tu as a National Wildlife Area with currently 
proposed boundaries intact; 

b. In consultation with the Working Group, the designation of Ka'a'gee Tu as a 
National Wildlife Area with boundary options based on the results of the 
PAS site assessments, including the cultural, ecological, hydrocarbon and 

                                                 

2
 It is up to the discretion of the Working Group to determine how much, If any, cultural baseline information 

is included in the soda-economic baseline. This should be determined by looking at the Information asked for 

in the Cultural Assessment Terms of Reference, with Socio-economic Assessment Team filling any gaps in 

knowledge of the cultural context of the culture groups potentially affected by the Candidate Protected Area. 



 

Kaôaôgee Tu Socio-Economic Assessment Statement of Work 4 

mineral reports. The boundary option configurations will be developed by 
the Working Group3; 

c. No formal protection of the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area 

2. Produce a plain language version (referencing GNWT/NWT Literacy Council 'Write 
for your Reader' handbook and/or with a Flesch-Kincaid readability score of 60-70) 
of the combined baseline and scenarios with impact predictions report tailored to 
First Nation organizations and the general public. 

3. Attend a workshop on request by the Working Group, and prepare a presentation 
(for delivery by the Working Group or the contractor) that will allow interested 
stakeholders, local communities and First Nations to better understand the local 
social, economic and cultural context and factors that could influence future 
economic direction given the proposed designation of Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate 
Protected Area as a National Wildlife Area. 

 

General Guidance on Expected Deliverables 

a. All research and modelling is to be conducted using state of the art research 
methods and best practices established for developing socio-economic impact 
assessments for wilderness/protected areas from the present (2010) to 2026, 
including an estimate of the number of jobs created and economic spin-offs in the 
surrounding communities by different development/protection scenarios. The 
contractor will make themselves aware of the requirements and expectations for 
good practice for PAS socio-economic assessments as outlined in the PAS Socio-
economic Assessment Guidelines, available at www.nwtpas.ca  

 

b. The perspective of Aboriginal people is a key consideration and is essential to 
successfully estimating the impact of the protected area designation. In Phase 1 of 
the work (see the Socio-economic guidelines), this perspective will be gleaned from 
nominating community documents, as well as from any public documents (e.g., 
land use plans). It will be supplemented by the two meetings with the Working 
Group, In Phase 2, this perspective will be gleaned from all previous information 
(including the Phase 1 report) and 

 

c. The regional economic impacts and profile of the local economy need to consider 
links and ties to larger regional, territorial and international economies. All 
assumptions underlying economic change scenarios must be fully documented in 
the socio-economic reports. For example, the likelihood of mineral economic 
development needs to be linked not only to the geological prospectivity of the 
Candidate Protected Area, but to a realistic portrayal of the demand patterns for 
the minerals identified as underlying the area. 

 

d. The contractor will be made aware of the scope of work for other ongoing 
assessment teams in relation to the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area. 

                                                 
3
 The contractor can expect to assess two to three boundary options. The specific number will be determined 

by the Working Group, in consultation with the contractor, the sponsoring agency and the PAS Secretariat. 

http://www.nwtpas.ca/
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e. The contractor will ensure that data collection methods and the data itself will, 
where possible and reasonable, be complimentary to and available for use by other 
NWT PAS initiatives. 

 

4. Scope of Work 

 

i. Develop community and regional profiles based on presently available social, 
economic and cultural indicator data each of the communities surrounding the 
Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area (including Kakisa, Hay River, Fort 
Providence, and Enterprise) based on existing published information. A potential 
list of socio-economio indicators is included in Appendix A to this document. Where 
possible, information specific to the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area is to be 
highlighted. This information is to provide the basis of Volume 1 of the Socio-
Economic Assessment report. 

Results are to be incorporated into Volume 1 of the Socio-Economic Assessment 
Report. 

Statistical data are to be presented in Tabular form within the Report, and will be 
incorporated into an updateable MS Excel Spreadsheet, an electronic version of 
which will be submitted with the report. 

 

ii. Develop consistent data baselines. Identify and/or develop measurement 
parameters by which indicators can be assessed. 

 Baseline timeframes are to be as consistent as possible. 

 Measurement parameters should facilitate hindcasting, forecasting and the 
ability to track trends and changes over time. 

Results are to be incorporated into Volume 1 of the Socio-Economic Assessment 
Report. 

 

iii. Identify Socio-economic data gaps specific to the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected 
Area and develop strategy to address data gaps. 

 Based on the Community Profiles, identify potential Socio-Economic 
indicators specific to Ka'a'gee Tu for which insufficient information exists to 
develop effective baselines and/or measurement parameters. 

 Develop a strategy, including methodology and timeline, by which the data 
gaps could be addressed. 

Results are to be incorporated into Volume 1 of the Socio-Economic Assessment 
Report. 

 

iv. Develop predictions of potential social and economic impacts on the surrounding 
communities including (Kakisa, Hay River, Fort Providence, and Enterprise), the 
Dehcho Region, the entire NWT, and nationally based on the following scenarios: 

a. The designation of Ka'a'gee Tu as a National Wildlife Area with current 
boundaries intact; 

b. In consultation with the Working Group, the designation of Ka'aigee Tu as a 
National Wildlife Area with boundary options based on the results of the 
PAS site assessments, including the cultural, ecological, hydrocarbon and 
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mineral reports. The boundary option configurations will be developed by 
the Working Group; 

c. No formal protection of Ka'a'gee Tu. 

 

The work of Volume 2 cannot proceed until other assessment team reports are done. 
Consideration should be given to the following factors when determining the social and 
economic impacts (both beneficial and adverse) of each scenario: 

 Overview of economic characteristics for the study and surrounding area. 

 Key social concerns/issues by community, which may include: 

o Perceived sense of control over protected area or decision process 

o Loss of certain types of economic development opportunities creating 
divisions within communities (e.g., mining vs. tourism) 

o Lack of capacity to take advantage of alternative economic development 
opportunities 

o Disputes within communities over protection vs. development 

o Not protecting enough land or not enough to avoid reduction in diversity, 
volume, perceived quality of country food sources 

o Not fully capturing "cultural landscape", important places & spaces 

o Limitation or restriction on access to land, resources, harvesting 

o (Lack of) control over process and outcomes 

o Creation/exacerbation of social and economic inequities ("haves vs. have 
nots") 

o Maintenance or loss of place-based "wilderness values" 

o Loss of/protection of relationship to the land 

o Use of land by "others" in appropriate ways 

o Social change from increased/decreased economic activity 

o ln-migration/outmigration pressures and opportunities 

o Maintenance or decrease in traditional values and link to social practices 
(e.g., living by Dene or other Aboriginal Laws) 

 Key economic concerns/issues by community. 

 Opportunities presented by each scenario. 

 Potential number of jobs created and economic spin-offs as a result of each 
scenario. 

 Estimate of wages and salaries (average and cumulative) associated with 
each scenario. 

 Identification of labour demand (number of jobs available) by business, non- 
resource based industries, resource industries and government within the 
communities. 

 Estimate of capital expenditures associated with each scenario. 

 Estimate of stakeholder (tourists; exploration, mining and hydrocarbon 
companies, others) expenditures within the communities. 

 Businesses and non-resource based (includes tourism) industries: 

o Number and type; number of people employed; value; key trends. 
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 Resource based industries (include sub-sectors of resource based 
industries): 

o Percentage of wealth generated extracted from the study area that can be 
expected to be retained by study area residents or residents of the 
surrounding area (earning of residents); 

o number and type of jobs; 

o economic value; 

o number of people employed; 

o number of local people employed; 

o local employment opportunities (type of employment available to local 
residents); 

o key trends.  

 Government jobs: 

o number and type; 

o economic value; 

o number of people employed locally; 

o local employment opportunities (type of employment available to local 
residents); 

o key trends. 

 Geographic and economic analysis of key habitat, harvesting and cultural 
areas within Kaôa'gee Tu: 

o Identification of available substitute harvesting areas; 

o Analysis of financial cost (money spent time, harvest success rates, etc) 
associated with use of substitute areas. 

Where required, the contractor will propose a research method for assessing these values 
(such as contingent valuation, travel cost, etc) and the means of collecting and analysing 
data. 

 Geographic and economic analysis of key tourism and other wage economy 
related renewable resource areas within Ka'a'gee Tu: 

o Identification of available substitute areas; 

o Analysis of financial cost (accessibility, eta), associated with use of 
substitute areas, 

 Geographic and economic analysis of key mineral, hydrocarbon, and other 
resource potential areas within Ka'a'gee Tu: 

o Identification of available substitute resource development areas; 

o Analysis of financial cost (money spent, time, infrastructure development 
requirements, etc) associated with use of substitute areas. 

 Any lost opportunity costs to other industries associated with each scenario. 

The Development Scenarios will form the basis of Volume 2 of the Socio-Economic 
Assessment Report. 

The exact research methodology will be developed by the contractor and approved by 
Canadian Wildlife Service, as sponsoring agency and the PAS Secretariat (INAC) on 
behalf of the Working Group prior to initiating the work. The methodology should take into 
account the following steps: 
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 Evaluate the economic feasibility of renewable and non-renewable resource 
development within the region under the current regulatory conditions. 

 Develop a single best estimate of future exploration and development scenario that 
takes into account: 

 Estimated resources 

 Open land dispositions 

 Existing regulatory regime Existing infrastructure 

 Anticipated future prices and costs. 

 Use the selected scenario to Predict future development 

 Estimate royalties payable to the crown. 

 Incorporate the foregoing into an assessment of local economic implications of 
each development scenario. 

v. Produce a plain language version of Volume I and Volume 2 tailored to Aboriginal 
organizations and the general public. 

vi. Prepare a presentation and attend a workshop upon request by the Working 
Group, that will allow interested stakeholders and indigenous peoples to better 
understand the local economy and factors that could influence future economic 
direction given the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area. 

A workshop will be held in a site to be determined and will be one day in duration. The 
contractor will make a presentation of the findings to date, and serve as a technical 
resource. CWS/INAC will make all arrangements relating to the workshop, including 
facilities and invitations. 

 

Sources of Information: 

The following sources of information should be considered: 

 Draft or final Land Use Plans and associated background reports. 

 World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) report, "Sustainable Tourism in 
Protected Areas: Guidelines for Planning and Management" that outlines some of 
the best practices for assessing 1EV. The document was prepared for the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) the World Tourism Organization (WTO) 
and the IUCN - The World Conservation Union. 
(htt://www.uneptie.Qrp/oc1tourism/librarv/st%2Oin%2Oprot.areasIBest-Practice- 
8,pdf) 

 Census Canada. 

 NWT Bureau of Statistics. 

 Relevant local orregionei indicator measuring initiatives 

 Information from region-specific or pan-NWT cumulative effects assessment 
Initiatives 

 Soclo-Economic submissions to other project-based environmental impact 
assessments in recent years situated in or near the Candidate Protected Area. 

 Reports by Renewable Resource Boards (or equivalent) and Regional or 
Community Corporations (or equivalent) 
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 PAS Ecological, Cultural, Renewable and Non-Renewable Resource Assessments, 
and Mineral and Hydrocarbon Potential of the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected 
Area. 

 Other sources to be determined by Contactor and Canadian Wildlife Service and 
the PAS Secretariat (INAC). 

 

5. Details of Products  

 

Deliverables include: 

A copy of a workplan, outlining identified sources of information and research contacts, 
and a draft outline of the proposed report (including maps, sections, figures) in MS Word to 
the Departmental Representatives on or before September 24, 2010. 

 

Specific deliverables for Volume 1 include: 

 

I. Three (3) paper copies of the preliminary baseline conditions and an electronic 
copy in MS Word 2003 format to be received on or before October 15, 2010; 

2. A powerpoint presentation of the preliminary baseline conditions suitable for 
Working Group presentation by October 15, 2010; 

3. Three (3) paper copies of a revised baseline conditions report and analysis and an 
electronic copy in MS Word 2003 format to be received on or before December 22, 
2010; 

4. Three (3) paper copies of the final Phase 1 report and an electronic copy in MS 
Word 2003 format to be received on or before February 18, 2011; 

5. A powerpoint presentation of the final Phase 1 report suitable for working group 
presentation by February 18, 2011; 

6. One (1) paper copy of a plain language version of the final Phase 1 report and an 
electronic copy in MS Word 2003 format to be received on or before February 18, 
2011; and 

7. The Contractor will deliver any maps and electronic shapefiles produced through 
this contract. 

 

Specific deliverables for Volume 2 Analysis of Potential Socio-Economic Impacts include: 

 

1. A draft outline in MS Word 2003 format of the proposed report (including maps, 
sections, figures) to the Departmental Representatives on or before April 8, 2011; 

2. Three (3) paper copies of a draft Phase 2 report in MS Word format by July June, 
17, 2011; 

3. A powerpoint presentation of the draft Phase 2 report suitable for Working Group 
presentation by June 24, 2011; 

4. Three paper copies of a final draft Phase 2 for review and an electronic copy in MS 
Word format by August 19, 2011 
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5. A powerpoint presentation of the final draft Phase 2 report suitable for community 
consultations by September 2, 2011; 

6. Three (3) paper copies of the final Phase 2 report and an electronic copy in MS 
Word format by September 23, 2011; 

7. One (1) paper copy of a plain language version of the final Phase 2 report and an 
electronic copy in MS Word format by September 2392011; 

8. Electronic Socio-Economic Database in MS Excel format by September 23, 2011; 
and 

9. The Contractor will deliver any maps and electronic shapefiles produced through 
this contract. 

 

6. Departmental Responsibilities 

The Canadian Wildlife Service and the PAS Secretariat (INAC) will: 

 

Designate an official (the Departmental Representative) to administer the Contract with the 
Contractor; 

 

Coordinate and provide technical input during all phases of the project. This will include 
participation at any meetings required by the contractor to fulfill the scope of work. 

 

Supply the all Ka'a'gee Tu assessment reports that are complete, and provide those in- 
progress upon completion. 

 

Coordinate and provide technical input during all phases of the project. This will include 
participation at any meetings required by the contractor to fulfill the scope of work. 

 

Provide other support as required to fulfill the scope of work. 

 

7. Quote Requirements and Evaluation 

 

The quotation being requested must include the following: 

Å Total cost based on fixed per diem rate(s) for all key personal; 

Å A workplan, outlining identified sources of information and research contacts; and 

Å A schedule, including key milestones in the contract 

A description of any relevant technical project experience that would demonstrate the 
contractor understands the requirements of the next (build / implementation) phase of this 
project. 

 

The price(s) quoted shall include any and all applicable taxes, subject to the following: 

 

The proposal shall expressly indicate whether the contractor is a registrant in the Federal 
Goods and Services Tax Program, and if so, shall set out the registration number; 
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If the bidder is so registered, the proposal shall make separate reference to any amounts 
to be charged on account of the Goods and Services Tax (GST). 

 

PPPrrrooopppooosssaaalll    EEEvvvaaallluuuaaattt iiiooonnn   CCCrrr iii ttteeerrr iiiaaa   VVVaaallluuueee   (((PPPoooiiinnntttsss)))      

Completeness / Merit of Proposal (inclusion of all elements listed below)  

            Å  Description of work plan and deliverables 40 

            Å  Relevant Experience 15 

            Å  Proposal quality 15 

Cost ð see pro-rated formula below 30 

TTTOOOTTTAAALLL   PPPOOOIIINNNTTTSSS   (((///111000000)))      111000000   

 

 The proposal must address each of the following points; 

 

 Description of work plan and deliverables (40 points): Detailed description 
of the approach to the work described in the Scope of Work including a description 
of the personnel involved and project deliverables.  

 

 Relevant Experience (15 points): Provide project summaries that 
demonstrate relevant experience in providing the services as detailed within the 
statement of work. 

 Proposal quality (15 points): Provide details regarding how they propose to 
manage the work and delegate responsibility, and measures that will be taken to 
ensure cost control, reporting and quality control. 

 Cost (30 points): Cost breakdown by line item using the scope of work and 
deliverables as a guide. Describe any cost saving/ efficiency measures that will be 
implemented. 

 

The total cost of the work, which includes the fees and expenses. 

 

The Bidder's Maximum Authorized Fees, as in the completed Statement of Work will be 
used for evaluation purposes, with full points (30/30) going to the Bidder with the lowest 

maximum authorized fees, and lesser points being awarded to all other Bidders on a pro-
rated basis based on the percentage differential of their rate from that of the Bidder with 
the lowest rate, as follows: 

 

Lowest Maximum Authorized Fees ($) divided by Higher Maximum Authorized Fees, 
multiplied by 30 points Pro-rated Cost Score (Bidders score out of thirty (30) points). 
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APPENDIX A ð POTENTIAL. SOC1O-ECONOMIC INDICATORS 
 
a. Community Social and Economic Profiles 

 Population 

 2005 Population 

 1990 ð 2005 Population 

 Population Projections to 2025 

 2005 Population by age group 

 Population by Ethnicity 

 Number of births per year 

 Number of deaths per year 

 Life expectancy at birth 

 Marital status 

 Population Mobility (Place of residence 1 year ago, 5 years ago) 

 Education 

 % of Population Aged 15+ Years with High School or More 

 % of Population Aged 20-29 with High School or More 

 K-12 Enrolment 

 K-12 Enrolment as a % of Population Aged 5-24 Years 

 Traditional Culture 

 % of Aboriginal Population aged 15+ Years who speak an Aboriginal Language 

 % of Households where half or more of Meat and Fish Consumed is Harvested 

 % of Population Aged 15+ Years who Hunt and/or Fish 

 % of Population Aged 15+ Years who Harvest Medicinal and Food Plants, and/or 
Timber 

 Labour Force 

 Employers (including self employment such as trapping) 

 Employment By Sector 

 Employment Rate 

 Aboriginal Employment Rate 

 Unemployment Rate 

 Aboriginal Unemployment Rate 

 Participation Rate 

 Aboriginal Participation Rate 

 % of Population who Work More Than 26 Weeks in Year 

 Distribution of Skill Types in Employed Population 

 Number of residents engaged in unpaid work (e.g. volunteerism, housework), by 
community 

 Revenue generation and local retention of revenue by businesses and industries 
(resource and non-resource based) 

 Description of labour force by income, age, gender, ethnicity 

 Description of historical economic trends related to all labour sectors 
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 Description of historical economic trends related to employment 

 Income 

o Price Index, Food (compared to Yellowknife) 

o Price Index, Cost of Living (compared to Yellowknife) 

o Average Employment Income 

o % of Tax Filers Earning More Than $60,000 

o Average Family Income 

o Median Family Income 

o % of Families Earning Less Than $25,000 

o Average Monthly Income Support Cases Per 1,000 People 

 Health and Wellbeing 

o % of Families with a Single Parent 

o Teen Births as % of Total Births (3-Year Moving Average) 

o Rate of Sexually Transmitted Infections Per 1,000 People 

o Rate of Diabetes per 1,000 People 

o Rate of Heart Disease per 1,000 People 

o Rate of Cancer per 1,000 People 

o Potential Years of Life Lost Per 11000 People 

o % of Households in Core Need
4
4 

o % of Households in Need of Major Repairs 

o % of Households with Suitability (Crowding) Problems 

o % of Households Owned 

o Rate of Violent Crimes Per 1,000 People 

o Rate of Property Crimes Per 1,000 People 

o Number of Youths Aged 12-17 Years Charged Per 1,000 People  

 Transportation and Infrastructure 

o All weather and Seasonal Roads 

o Shipping Routes 

o Air Transportation 

o Community Resupply by Season 

o Schools and Educational Capacity 

o Communications 

o Electricity Generation and Capacity 

o Water Supply 

o Businesses 

o Industrial Infrastructure 

o Tourism Statistics 

 Key Social concerns/issues (contextual description)  

 Key Economic concerns/issues (contextual description) 

 Key Environmental concerns/issues (contextual description) 

                                                 
4
 If a household has any one housing problem (suitability, adequacy, or affordability) or a combination of 

problems, and a total household income below the minimum level needed to run the household, the household 

is considered to be in core need (NWT Housing Corporation). 
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b. Resource Use Patterns in the Ka'a'gee Tu Candidate Protected Area  

 Overview of non-commercial resource use in study area 

 % of Population Aged 15+ Years who Hunt and/or Fish in Ka'a'gee Tu 

 % of Population Aged 15+ Years who Harvest Medicinal and Food Plants, and/or 
Timber in Ka'a'gee Tu 

 Residence of Harvesters. 

 Cabins/Camps/Trails 

 Drinking Water Sources 

 Key Hunting Areas 

 Economic Value of Game Harvested in Kaôa'gee Tu 

 Key Fishing Areas 

 Economic Value of Fish Harvested in Kaôa'gee Tu 

 Key Timber and Plant Harvesting Areas 

 Economic Value of limber and Plants Harvested in Ka'a'gee Tu Å Areas of Cultural 
Significance 

  Overview of commercial land use and land use opportunities in study area Å Key Trapping 
Areas 

 Commercially Harvested Furbearers 

 Economic Value of Trapping 

 Commercial Fishing Areas
5
 

 Commercially Harvested Species 

 Economic Value of Commercial Fisheries 

 Active and Potential Tourism Activities 

 Economic and Potential Economic Value of Tourism Activities 

 Mineral Deposits
6
 

 Potential Economic Value of Mineral Deposits 

 Oil and Gas Plays 

 Potential Economic Value of Oil and Gas Plays 

 Forestry 

 Current and Potential Economic Value of Forestry Activity 

 

 

                                                 
5
 If applicable. 

6 
Incorporated as information becomes available. 



 

 

 


