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Thanks for the information April,
I have mentioned my concerns with the plan for applying for separate authorizations in all pre-
application meetings we have had and upon reviewing the application for the Regional Exploration
Project, we do not see how it is a separate Project from the Advanced Exploration Project. We note
the different phases of exploration between the Project areas but together the projects make up the
Kennady North Project, because both applications rely on the same infrastructure, the same camp,
and the same waste management facilities, located in the same general area. Kennady is requesting
that these applications use the AEP’s preliminary screening, further suggesting that it is all part of
the same broader Project. Likewise, Kennady depends on the existing authorization’s security to
cover use of the camp and equipment in the REP. In the past, the following three criteria haven been
used to determine whether a physical work or activity is an accessory development, and therefore
should be included in the development:
Dependence – if the principal development could not proceed without the undertaking of another physical work or
activity, then that work or activity is scoped as part of the proposed development;

The REP depends on infrastructure, equipment, etc. from the AEP to proceed.
Linkage – if a decision to undertake the principal development makes another work or activity inevitable, then the linked
or interconnected physical work or activity is scoped as part of the proposed development; and

Not Applicable
Proximity – if the same proponent is undertaking two physical works or activities in the same area, then the two may be
considered to form one development.

The REP is in the same area as currently authorized activities.

The comparisons you provide are different from the situation Kennady is proposing.
1. Ekati and Diavik have undergone EA for the mining and milling activities and are authorized

for mining and milling activities as they have been assessed. Separately, they have exploration
authorizations that have been screened. They do not have two separate exploration
authorizations.

2. Nighthawk is a split-interest Project, meaning they are legally required to have separate
authorizations for the Federal and Non-Federal portions. Those Licences clearly lay out the
maximum water use between the two authorizations to equal less than 300m3/day.

Recently, the Board amalgamated the Pine Point Mining Inc. authorizations. Pine Point Mining
Limited (PPML) held three authorizations for mineral exploration at Pine Point (Permits
MV2017C0024 and MV2018C0005, and MV2018L2-0003). Shortly following the issuance of Licence
MV2018L2-0003, and after encountering administrative challenges maintaining three authorizations,
PPML chose to amalgamate these authorizations for their Confirmation and Exploration Program
(Permit MV2020C0017 and Licence MV2020L8-0012). PPML is concurrently conducting exploration
activities while undergoing an environmental assessment proceeding for Mining and Milling
activities with the Mackenzie Valley Review Board (EA2021-01). This might be a similar situation for
Kennady Diamonds if it plans to advance into mining. If Kennady Diamonds plans to advance into
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mining, that does not mean that currently authorized activities that have already undergone Part 5
of the MVRMA need to stop.

Board staff note that the REP includes new Leases and new water sources that have not been
included in the previous authorizations’ screenings. Screening the two new aspects of the
Applications alone as a whole ‘new Project’, while depending on the existing screening for
components of the Project again suggest that the Projects are related. It will not be possible to
clearly distinguish between the Projects when it comes to the parts that overlap. In Board staff’s
opinion, the Applications should be an amendment to the existing Type B Licence to add the
additional leases/claims and water sources, keeping all triggers below the Type A or a new
Application for a Type A Water Licence covering all water uses that currently total almost 600m3/day
and addressing the trigger for the camp. As for the Permit, because the scope does not currently
include geotechnical drilling, RC drilling, geophysical surveys or geochemical sampling, it looks like a
new Permit should be issued to align with the Amendment or New Type A Licence. The Permits may
be a little easier to manage separately but the complications for screening and securing it separately
will remain.

Pursuant to s. 120 of the MVRMA, the Review Board established the Environmental Impact
Assessment Guidelines in March 2004 (“Guidelines”). The notion of project-splitting is rejected in
Guidelines s. 3.8, which states: … it is both ineffective and inefficient to separately assess the many
individual components separately. To assess these parts individually risks missing the bigger picture,
by failing to recognize impacts related to scale and combined effects of the separate parts…”

Please let us know how you would like to proceed.
Shannon


