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Item Description:

Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. (Arctic) submitted a complete application to amend Water Licence W2012L2‐
0003 and two complete applications for Type A Land Use Permits W2021X0004 and W2021D0005 (Permits) on May 31, 2021.
Arctic has requested to amend the Licence to include the Point Lake Project in the scope of the Licence and update conditions
associated with open pit mining of Point Lake. Arctic has also applied for an early works Permit for the initial construction
phase and a mining Permit for the operation phase, both for a five (5) year term.

On June 10, 2021, the Board determined that there are clear linkages between the Land Use Permit Applications and the
Application to Amend Water Licence (Licence) W2012L2‐0001, including potential environmental impacts and mitigation
measures. The Board thus decided to invoke paragraph 22(2)(b) of the Mackenzie Valley Land Use Regulations.
Under the Preliminary Screening Requirement Regulations, the Board must conduct a preliminary screening for a proposed
development, unless it is exempt from preliminary screening in accordance with the Exemption List Regulations. Reviewers
are encouraged to provide comments and recommendations (e.g., on impacts and mitigation measures) to assist with the
Board’s preliminary screening determination. The Board’s most recent preliminary screening determination for the Ekati
Diamond Mine is available on our public Registry.
A draft work plan for this Application has been developed by Board staff. Board staff are requesting that Parties provide
feedback on the draft work plan via email to the staff identified below by June 24, 2021.
A draft Licence and draft Permits have been developed by Arctic. Reviewers can comment on possible conditions. These draft
materials are not intended to limit in any way the scope of reviewers’ comments. The Board is not bound by the contents of
the draft Licence and will make its decision at the close of the proceeding on the basis of all the evidence and arguments filed
by all parties.
Board staff are requesting reviewers provide recommendations on the track‐changed draft Early Works Permit (W2021X0004)
as this Permit may be considered by the Board at an earlier time. Reviewers will have an opportunity to provide feedback on
the draft Licence and draft mining Permit later in the regulatory process as outlined in the draft Work Plan.
Please be advised that comments made by reviewers regarding impacts of this proposed amendment to wildlife and wildlife
habitat in this preliminary screening will inform the GNWT Minister of Environment and Natural Resources’ determination
regarding whether a Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan will be required for this Project as per section 95 of the
Wildlife Act.
All documents that have been uploaded to this review are also available on our public Registry. If you have any questions or
comments about the ORS or this review, please contact Board staff identified below.
Using the Online Review System (ORS), reviewers are invited to submit comments and recommendations on the
documents linked below by the review comment deadline specified. Reviewers may also wish to consider providing an
overarching recommendation regarding whether the Board should approve the submission, to provide context for the
comments and recommendations and assist the Board with its decision. Notices of intent to file a claim for water

compensation must also be submitted by the review comment deadline. If reviewers seek clarification on the submission,
they are encouraged to correspond directly with the Applicant prior to submitting comments and recommendations.
**UPDATE on June 29, 2021** Comments were received from parties on the draft work plan by June 24, 2021. A copy of the
current Work Plan has been uploaded to this review and the public registry.
Contact Information:

Anneli Jokela 867‐765‐4588
Rhiana Bams 867‐765‐4583

Comment Summary
Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. (Proponent)
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

1

General File

Comment (doc) Arctic&#39;s cover letter to
comment responses
Recommendation

2

General File

Comment (doc) Arctic&#39;s response to the
IEMA cover letter
Recommendation

3

General File

Comment (doc) Arctic&#39;s response to
DFO comments and recommendations
Recommendation

4

General File

Comment (doc) Figures and tables associated
with Arctic&#39;s response to comments
Recommendation

Proponent Response

Deninu K'ue First Nation: Marc d'Entremont
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Project Description.
Table 6.2‐1 Valued
Components Selected
for the Project (p. 72)

Comment VC: Physical / Terrestrial
Environment
Recommendation Recommendation that
unique ecosystem features are also included
in the rationale for selection. In particular the
esker

July 29: Eskers are important features both ecologically and culturally and Arctic
has incorporated the available Traditional Knowledge into the Project design to
respect and limit disturbance to esker features. Using habitat definitions from
the West Kitikmeot/Slave Study (WKSS) Society regional ecological classification
conducted by Matthews et al. (2001) the terrestrial area of the Point Lake
Project footprint was measured for each land cover type. The area of overlap
between the Project footprint and esker complex land cover was measured at

2

Project Description.
Section 6.3.1.6
Wildlife Effects
Monitoring Program
(p. 78)

that is adjacent to Lac de Sauvage and
overlaps the project footprint needs to be
considered in the application / assessment.

127 square metres or 0.01 hectares, a very small area of overlap. Reference:
Matthews S., H. Epp, and G. Smith. 2001. Vegetation Classification for the West
Kitikmeot/Slave Study Region. Final Report to West Kitikmeot/Slave Study
Society. Yellowknife, NWT, Canada.

Comment The Wildlife Effects Monitoring
Program is designed for the entire Ekati
Diamond Mine footprint.&nbsp;
Recommendation Recommendation that
additional information is provided by
Arctic&nbsp;on why this previously approved
WEMP is applicable to the Point Lake project.
The current design of the project involves the
placement of waste rock and
overburden&nbsp;stockpiles in areas that
could potentially impeded the movement of
caribou. Sepcifically how the current WEMP
addresses this impact should be discussed

July 29: Arctic applies the WEMP, including CRMP, on a site‐wide basis and this
will include the Point Lake Project. In its June 23, 2021 letter to Arctic (copied to
WLWB), GNWT formally verified that the WEMP, including CRMP that originated
from the Jay EA, applies on a site‐wide basis. The GNWT letter states ". the
Minister is satisfied that Arctic's Wildlife Effects Monitoring Plan (WEMP) for the
Jay Project, which was conditionally approved June 01 2017 as part of Measure
6‐1 from the Jay Project environmental assessment under the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act, meets the content requirements under Section
95(2) of the Wildlife Act when applied to the whole Ekati site, which ENR
understands is how it is being applied by Arctic" and ". the Minister accepts that
WEMP as fulfilling the requirement for a WMMP for the whole Ekati Diamond
Mine". The Ekati Diamond Mine WEMP (Golder Associates 2017) provides an
effective adaptive management framework to guide additional mitigation
actions and monitoring to address any new potential barrier effects. It is a living
document with requirement for periodic review. In the WEMP and the included
CRMP, Arctic committed to further engagement with Indigenous communities,
IEMA, and the GNWT. This engagement will include the identification of
additional mitigation actions and monitoring of caribou movement through the
Narrows and the Project area between Lac du Sauvage and Lac de Gras. As part
of their commitment to the environment, Arctic is mandated under their
Environmental Agreement to incorporate available Traditional Knowledge (TK)
in environmental monitoring programs. The wildlife monitoring in the WEMP
uses scientific methods and is informed by TK regarding local wildlife and
ecology. The WEMP focuses on wildlife species and habitats identified as being
of social or economic importance, or of particular ecological or conservation
concern. Each year the program is refined as a result of previous information
collected and input from government and non‐government agencies, Indigenous
communities, and IEMA. With the assistance of community experts, land users,
and/or TK holders during wildlife and habitat surveys, TK has been used to help
understand monitoring results and provide ways of preventing or reducing
impacts to wildlife. The WEMP will continue to evolve as Arctic explores further
options to improve the program through community and regulatory workshops,
community assistant participation, and site visits. In accordance with the June

23, 2021 letter from GNWT referenced above, the WEMP, including CRMP, will
undergo engagement, public review, and update during the 2023 Water Licence
renewal process (work planned to begin in 2022). Reference: Golder Associates.
2017. Wildlife effects monitoring plan for the Ekati Diamond Mine. Prepared for
Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation by Golder Associates. 211 pp.
3

Project Description.
Section 6.3.1.6
Wildlife Effects
Monitoring Program
(p. 79)

Comment Some of the components of the
Caribou Mitigation Plan are described and
included within the WEMP.
Recommendation Recommendation that the
components of the Caribou Mitigation Plan
that are applicable to the Point Lake project
be clearly defined.&nbsp;

July 29: All of the components of the CRMP are applied on a site‐wide basis and
will apply to the Point Lake Project. The Caribou Mitigation Plan (DDEC 2017)
specifically required the development of the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan
(CRMP) that was included in the 2017 Wildlife Effects Monitoring Plan (WEMP)
for the Ekati Diamond Mine (Golder Associates Ltd. 2017). The components of
the Caribou Mitigation Plan that are included within the WEMP are included
within the CRMP. The objectives of the CRMP are to: 1) avoid and minimize
(reduce) the risk of caribou and other wildlife mortalities from vehicle traffic; 2)
avoid and minimize the barrier effect of the Jay and Misery roads (and other
roads) to caribou movement and migration; and, 3) limit the effect of sensory
disturbance from roads and traffic on caribou behaviour. The on‐going caribou
monitoring at the Ekati Diamond Mine conducted under the CRMP has been in
place since 2016 on all roads at the Ekati Diamond Mine and will include the
Point Lake Project. The CRMP includes the incorporation of Traditional
Knowledge, monitoring of mitigation effectiveness, and adaptive management
to refine mitigation actions through time. The CRMP and WEMP, are living
documents that have and will continue to evolve based on monitoring
observations, Indigenous Traditional Knowledge, and scientific studies. The
CRMP and WEMP are scheduled for formal review, engagement, and update as
part of the 2023 Water Licence Renewal (work to begin in 2022). References:
DDEC (Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation). 2017. Caribou mitigation plan for
the Jay Project. Prepared for Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation by Golder
Associates. 23 pp. Golder Associates. 2017. Wildlife effects monitoring plan for
the Ekati Diamond Mine. Prepared for Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation by
Golder Associates. 211 pp.
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Project Description.
Table 6.3‐1 (p. 82)

Comment Arctic is working with communities
to monitor caribou movement and
effectiveness of mitigation and provide
feedback to adaptive management.
Recommendation Recommendation that
Arctic provide updates on this work to
support the current application.

July 29: In the short time since taking ownership of the Ekati Diamond Mine in
February 2021, Arctic has conducted and initiated a number of initiatives to
work with Indigenous communities on caribou monitoring and mitigation,
including 1) Arctic is completing its initial leadership connections with IGO
leadership to establish relationships and to set the stage for on‐going
engagement, 2) Arctic has reached out to IGOs on re‐establishing the Traditional
Knowledge Elders Group to provide Traditional Knowledge TK) and

recommendations on monitoring and development projects, 3) Arctic engaged
publicly with all Indigenous communities and met individually with as many
IGOs as could be arranged on the Point Lake Project, including discussions on
caribou monitoring and mitigation, and incorporated feedback into the Project
design where possible (i.e., removal of Jay Project from the Water Licence), 4)
Arctic met with a Tlicho Elders group to discuss closure objectives, including
caribou monitoring and mitigation, to inform revisions to the closure plan, 5)
Community site visits are being resumed, likely for the 2022 field season
(dependent on Covid‐19 restrictions), to provide first‐hand observation to
community members and to facilitate information exchange between
community members and site‐based environmental monitoring staff, 6) Arctic is
renewing the implementation of community‐oriented caribou monitoring
studies as envisioned in the Jay Environmental Assessment (see response to
comment WLWB‐10), and 7) Arctic is planning a community site visit (likely for
summer 2022) to discuss the Point Lake Project and identify opportunities to
enhance caribou protection. In the near future, Arctic is also planning to initiate
the following processes that will include direct involvement of Indigenous
communities and IGOs: 1) Update of the Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program as
part of the 2023 Water Licence Renewal in accordance with GNWT direction
(work will begin in 2022), and 2) Engagement on Arctic's plans to implement
Underwater Remote Mining (URM) in existing open pits as the evolution of
mining at the Ekati Diamond Mine (work will begin in 2022). Arctic believes that
it has reasonably and appropriately applied existing TK to the design of the
Project and mitigation measures to the extent required to support the Project
applications. Additionally, Arctic has committed to and/or initiated the TK
initiatives as listed above. In response to review comments received, Artic
wishes to advance its application of TK to the Point Lake Project and, by
extension, the Ekati Diamond Mine generally. To this end Arctic is developing a
Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan with the intent of understanding and
addressing gaps in the use of TK for the Project. Arctic will develop a draft Plan
that can be circulated to and discussed with IGOs at engagement meetings and,
possibly, the WLWB's Technical Workshop on the Point Lake Project that is
scheduled for early September. The Plan is also described in Arctic's July 29,
2021 letter to the Board that accompanies these responses.
5

Project Description.
Table 6.4‐1 (p. 88)

Comment The Air Quality Monitoring
July 29: The Air Quality Monitoring Program (AQMP) is implemented to monitor
Program (AQMP) is implemented at the Ekati site‐wide meteorological data, air contaminant and greenhouse gas emissions,
Diamond Mine.
ambient air quality, and dust deposition. Annual AQMP reports are issued to
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Project Description.
Section 6.4.3
Interactions with
Secondary Linkages
(p. 97)

Recommendation Recommendation that
additional information on the effectiveness of
this program and the mitigation measures
within it are required for the Point Lake
project. Lessons learned from the activities
and mitigations applied at the Lynx and
Misery pits is applciable here and should be
discussed in the application.

track historical trends in air quality at Ekati. Specific mitigation measures are not
present within the AQMP, however the AQMP does track effectiveness of air
quality programs at Ekati such as the Envirokleen dust suppressant project.
Arctic will review lessons learned from previous Envirokleen applications and
assess the feasibility of using Envirokleen in high‐traffic areas around the Point
Lake development. As part of the review process, Arctic will review and propose
updates to the AQMP to incorporate the Point Lake Project.

Comment Bear sign surveys indicated that
bears continued to use critical habitat in the
Ekati Diamond Mine area.
Recommendation Recommendation that the
location of this critical habitat be identified in
relation to the Poitn Lake project.

July 29: The habitat suitability values presented here were generated for the
2003 Ekati Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program (WEMP) from resource selection
functions for grizzly bears in the Slave Geological Province (SGP; see Table 1
attached). Habitat types were assigned HSI values based on resource selection
indices at the within home range scale (third order selection: Johnson, 1980) for
grizzly bears in the SGP by McLoughlin (2000). Grizzly bears in the SGP show
significantly different habitat selection patterns depending on sex, reproductive
status, and season (McLoughlin et al., 2002a). Prime habitat for females with
cubs is presented here, as females with cubs are limited by changes to habitat.
Using habitat definitions from the West Kitikmeot/Slave Study (WKSS) Society
regional ecological classification conducted by Matthews et al. (2001) the
terrestrial area of the Point Lake Project was measured for each land cover type.
Areas were rounded to the nearest hectare (ha) and are presented in Table 2
attached. The three heath tundra classes, riparian tall shrub, and
tussock/hummock are all preferred grizzly bear habitats and together they cover
80 ha of the 88 ha Project footprint (91%). As noted in Project Description
Section 3.8.3 (Arctic 2021), heath tundra habitats and tussock/hummock
(together they comprise 83% of the Project footprint) are the most widespread
land cover types in the Ekati mineral lease block. Please also see Arctic's
response to comment DKFN‐07. References: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond
Company). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake
Project: Project Description. 523 pp. Johnson, D.H. 1980. The comparison of
usage and availability measurements for evaluating resource preference.
Ecology 61:65‐71. Matthews S., H. Epp, and G. Smith. 2001. Vegetation
Classification for the West Kitikmeot/Slave Study Region. Final Report to West
Kitikmeot/Slave Study Society. Yellowknife, NWT, Canada. McLoughlin, P.D.
2000. The spatial organisation and habitat selection patterns of barrenground
grizzly bears in the central Arctic. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Saskatchewan,
Saskatoon, SK. McLoughlin, P.D., R.L. Case, R.J. Gau, H.D. Cluff, R. Mulders, and

F. Messier. 2002. Hierarchical habitat selection by barren‐ground grizzly bears in
the central Canadian Arctic. Oecologia, 132:102‐108.
7

Project Description.
Section 6.4.3
Interactions with
Secondary Linkages
(p. 98)

Comment The results of this regional study
over the period of 2012 to 2017 suggest that
grizzly bear numbers appear to be stable to
increasing since estimates for the Slave
Geological Province (SGP) were last obtained
in the late 1990s.
Recommendation Recommendation that any
updates to this regional program since 2017
be included in the application.

July 29: This regional grizzly bear DNA study completed by Arctic in partnership
with Diavik, suggests that the central barrens of the Northwest Territories are
productive for grizzly bears. The Lac de Gras region supports a large number of
grizzly bears, potentially because of the prevalence of esker habitats for secure
denning, seasonal access to caribou, fish resources in the abundant lakes and
streams in the area, productive forage in riparian zones, and the relatively low
level of hunting in this area. The overall density of barren‐ground grizzly bears
was estimated to be 3.5 grizzly bears per 1,000 km2 for the central barrens of
mainland Nunavut and the Northwest Territories (McLoughlin and Messier
2001), and up to seven bears per 1,000 km2 in the Kitikmeot region of western
Nunavut (Dumond et al. 2015). Results from this study demonstrated grizzly
bear densities ranging from 5.6 to 7.7 bears per 1,000 km2. The result of this
regional study over the period of 2012 to 2017 show that grizzly bear numbers
appear to be stable to increasing since estimates for the Slave Geological
Province (SGP) were last obtained in the late 1990s (McLoughlin and Messier
2001). These results provide evidence in support of the conclusion that the Ekati
and Diavik Diamond Mines, which have been constructed since the last grizzly
bear survey in the late 1990s, have not had a negative impact on the regional
population of grizzly bears in the SGP. This conclusion is consistent with impact
predictions that state these projects would not result in significant impacts to
grizzly bears given the small size of these Projects relative to size of a female
grizzly bear home range and extensive wildlife monitoring and mitigation
programs designed to be protective of grizzly bears. Effective mitigation
programs include monitoring of activity near the mine sites, waste
management, and deterrence of grizzly bears from potentially hazardous areas.
This was a special study that was not intended to continue. Given the limited
size of the Point Lake Project, it is not expected to result in adverse impacts to
regional grizzly bear populations. However, on‐site monitoring of grizzly bear
activity will continue as part of the Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program to
mitigate any potential direct impacts to grizzly bears, during operations and into
closure. References: ERM. 2018. Ekati Diamond Mine and Diavik Diamond Mine
Grizzly Bear Population Assessment in the Lac de Gras Region, Northwest
Territories ‐ Final Report. Prepared for Dominion Diamond Ekati ULC and Diavik
Diamond Mine (2012) Inc. by ERM Consultants Canada Ltd.: Vancouver, British
Columbia.
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Project Description.
Section 6.4.3
Interactions with
Secondary Linkages
(p. 98)

Comment Movement pathways of animals
from both the Bathurst herd and the
Beverly/Ahiak herd show continued
movement through the Point Lake area,
including across the Jay Road.
Recommendation This is a valid point that
requires further analysis / assessment. Arctic
appears to base its determination of effects
to caribou movement from the results on
ongoing monitoring and the assessment
completed for the Jay project. A major
issue/concern discussed during the review of
the Jay Project was the ability of caribou to
continue their movements through the area
described as the narrows between Lac de
Sauvage and Lac de Gras. The Point Lake
project is closer to the narrows
than&nbsp;the Jay project was therefore a
more fulsome assessment of potential
impacts to caribou movement as a result of
the Point Lake project is recommended.

July 29: The on‐going caribou monitoring at the Ekati Diamond Mine is a
requirement under the WEMP and Caribou Road Mitigation Plan (CRMP, Golder
Associates 2017) to examine the barrier effects of roads, traffic, and power
lines. The CRMP is a requirement from the Jay Project Report of EA from
MVEIRB and has been in use since 2016 on all roads at the Ekati Diamond Mine.
The CRMP includes the incorporation of Traditional Knowledge, monitoring of
mitigation effectiveness, and adaptive management to refine mitigation actions
through time. The caribou movement corridor west of Lac du Sauvage is known
to be an area that has traditionally been used by caribou from the Bathurst and
Beverly/Ahiak herds during their annual migrations. Arctic has identified several
actions to mitigate the potential barrier effects of the Project and they appear
on page 99 of the Point Lake Project Description (Arctic 2021). The Ekati
Diamond Mine CRMP provides an effective framework to guide additional
mitigation actions to address any new potential barrier effects. It is a living
document with requirement for periodic review. In the CRMP, Arctic committed
to further engagement with communities, IEMA, and the GNWT. This
engagement will include the identification of additional mitigation actions and
monitoring of caribou movement through the Narrows and the Project area
between Lac du Sauvage and Lac de Gras. As described in Arctic's response to
comment DKFN‐03, the WEMP, including the CRMP, is scheduled for
engagement, public review, and update as part of the 2023 Water Licence
renewal (work to begin in 2022). References: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond
Company). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake
Project: Project Description. 523 pp. Golder Associates. 2017. Wildlife effects
monitoring plan for the Ekati Diamond Mine. Prepared for Dominion Diamond
Ekati Corporation by Golder Associates. 211 pp.
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Project Description.
Section 6.4.3
Interactions with
Seconday Linkages (p
99)

Comment The removal of the Jay Project
WRSA from the Jay Licence to increase the
width of the north‐south corridor available
for caribou movement east of the Project.
Recommendation Recommendation that
quantification of this statement occur. In this
regard, it should be noted that the removal of
the Jay WRSA will only increase the width of
the north‐south corridor where the Jay WRSA
was proposed. This is not in the same
location as the Point Lake WRSA and

July 29: Arctic has provided a rational assessment of potential effects of the
Point Lake Project. Additionally, based on Arctic's progressive business planning
and on engagement feedback such as this comment, Arctic is proposing that the
Jay Project as a whole be removed from the Water Licence. This ensures that
there is no risk of concurrent activities or post‐closure cumulative effects.
Removal of the Jay Project as a whole from the Water Licence is described
further in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these
responses. Removal of the Jay Project in favour of the Point Lake Project
provides a number of key benefits that result in overall reduced risk to caribou
movement. As a preliminary consideration, the Point Lake WRSA is
approximately one‐tenth the volume of the assessed Jay WRSA (8 Mm3 versus

10

Project Description.
Section 6.4.3
Interactions with
Secondary Linkages
(p 99)

Overburden stockpiles, so additional
assessment of this reasoning by Arctic is
required.

84 Mm3), less than one‐quarter the footprint (49 ha versus 219 ha), and
approximately 24 m lower in maximum height (41 m versus 65 m). Without
construction of the Jay Project, the natural travel corridor remains available to
caribou north of the Jay Road to facilitate movement through this area. The
Point Lake Project does not reduce the width of the contiguous area east of
Point Lake and the natural travel corridor remains available, providing a
continuous natural north‐south corridor from the Lac du Sauvage outlet
narrows. For the Point Lake Project, the Jay Road east of Point Lake will have
only light temporary use by traffic during Point Lake dewatering (the first eight
months of the Project) and only infrequent light vehicle traffic for monitoring
afterwards, which effectively removes an assessed barrier effect as the Jay
Project would have required nearly continuous heavy haulage traffic on this
portion of the road for a period in the order of 10 years. The prioritization of the
Point Lake north metasediment pile is intended to maximize the available travel
corridor between the Point Lake Project and the existing Misery development.
Minimizing the west metasediment pile will maximize the width of the second
movement corridor west of Point Lake. The Point Lake overburden stockpile will
be partially (approximately 25%) relocated as cover material for the WRSA and
closure of the residual stockpile will be incorporated into the current
reclamation research plan for site‐wide wildlife safety, which will include
consideration of caribou movement. Engagement with communities and
Traditional Knowledge holders is planned to identify opportunities to enhance
caribou protection. Monitoring and adaptive management of effects is provided
through the WEMP and CRMP, which are living documents that are scheduled
for formal engagement, public review and update as part of the 2023 Water
Licence renewal (work planned to begin in 2022).

Comment Optimize the configuration of the
WRSA and Overburden Stockpile at the Point
Lake site to minimize potential effects to
caribou movement to the extent possible.
Recommendation Recommendation that
additional information be provided by Arctic
on what exactly is meant by optimizing the
configuration of the WRSA and Overburden
stockpile. Optimizing the configuration
should address specific objectives to reduce
potential effects on caribou movement. In

July 29: Arctic envisions this process to be similar in nature to the process
undertaken in 2015 when Indigenous community members visited the site of
the Jay Road esker crossing and provided recommendations on the orientation
and methods of constructing the esker crossing. Arctic has been clear in its
finding that the Point Lake WRSA must be located at the Point Lake site for the
Project to be economically viable and proceed. Arctic has proposed a rational
configuration for the WRSA at the Point Lake site and has proposed mitigations
that result in low risk to caribou. However, similar to the Jay Road esker crossing
Arctic wishes to visit the site with Indigenous community members to jointly see
the land first‐hand and, if possible, to identify recommendations that further
reduce risk to caribou while achieving the fundamental needs of the Project. The

this way, meeting the&nbsp;specific
objectives can be measured through the
monitoring program. Where these objectives
are not met, contingencies should be in place
to ensure effects to caribou are not realized.

configuration of the WRSA (i.e., metasediment piles) would be the intended
focus of the site visit. The overburden stockpile would also be discussed,
however the overburden stockpile will be a focus of discussion under the
reclamation research plan for site‐wide caribou safety and this may be the more
appropriate primary vehicle for discussion of the overburden stockpile (also see
response to comment TG‐06 regarding the potential role of the overburden
stockpile for closure). Arctic intends to discuss the TK site visit at the WLWB
technical workshop as part of the new Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan
that is described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies
these responses.
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Appendix H. Section Comment The inter‐annual and inter‐
4.6.1 Wildlife Camera seasonal variations in the number of
Monitoring (p. 13)
photographs taken by wildlife cameras is
influenced by annual distribution of caribou
herds.
Recommendation Recommendation that
additional analysis of the camera data be
presented, such as&nbsp;annual or seasonal
trends in caribou occupancy and/or usage of
the Point Lake area.

12

Appendix H. Section
4.6.2 Radio‐collared
Caribou Movement
Pathways (p. 13)

Comment Data were sorted by individual
July 29: The camera data are presented by season in Tables 1 to 4 attached.
animal identifiers and by date, and then
labelled as occurring in one of three broad
seasons.
Recommendation Recommendation that this
seasonal approach to the sorting of data be
applied to the camera data.
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Appendix H. Section
4.7.1 Important
Secondary Linkages
for the Point Lake
Project (p. 16)

Comment Optimize the configuration of the
WRSA and Overburden Stockpile at the Point
Lake site to minimize potential effects to
caribou movement to the extent possible.
Recommendation Arctic has acknowledged
that lcoal barrier effects to caribou ovement
have been raised as concerns. For the Point
Lake project these barriers can be roads, the
WRSA and Overburden Stockpile and the pit.

July 29: Summaries of camera data at the Lac du Sauvage Narrows, the Jay
esker, the Jay Road, and the Jay Spur Road that were presented in Appendix H of
Arctic (2021) have been separated by season within each year to demonstrate
usage of the Point Lake area as captured by wildlife cameras. The tabled results
appear in Tables 1 to 4 in the response to DKFN‐12. Figures 1 to 3 attached show
the total numbers of animals photographed in each season in each year by all
cameras in the Point Lake area. Reference: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond
Company). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake
Project: Project Description. 523 pp.

July 29: Arctic has provided a rational design for the WRSA and overburden
stockpile that includes design mitigation, on‐going monitoring, and
incorporation into reclamation research. As part of these responses, Arctic has
verified and commits that the west metasediment pile and the overburden
stockpile will maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local esker and
Thinner Lake (Figure 1) to ensure that this movement area is maintained. This is
achievable and is the same esker setback distance that was to be applied to the
Jay WRSA. Arctic intends to seek out opportunities to further optimize these
aspects of the WRSA and overburden stockpile through community engagement

There is good data and evidence to show that
the barrier effects of roads can be
successfully mitigated, but less data and
evidence is present for the other
components. Arctic has stated it will optimize
the configuration of the WRSA and
Overburden stockpile to minimize effects, but
it remains unclear what this actually means.
Recommendation that Arctic present the
succesful results of optimzing the
configuration of project components at other
areas of the&nbsp;Ekati Diamond Mine to
add confidence to this assessment.

and Traditional Knowledge (TK), including the planned TK site visit for this
purpose. Please see Arctic's responses to comments DKFN‐04 and DKFN‐11 in
this regard. The WRSA cannot be constructed until a WRSA Design Report has
been approved by the WLWB. Arctic plans to submit the WRSA Design Report
following the WLWB Licence Amendment process such that the design can
incorporate engagement feedback.

14

Appendix H. Section 5
Qualitative
Assessment of Point
Lake Project Effects
Relative to Jay Project
Criteria (p. 20)

Comment In the BCRP the threshold of direct
human disturbance in RAA 2 is 100 km^2 and
current direct human development
disturbance in the RAA is 70 km^2.&nbsp;
Recommendation This is a good use of the
RAA threshold, but would recommend the
inclusion of an RAA map and the individual
human disturbances within this region. In
consideration of the Bathurst Caribou Range
Plan, it could be concluded that the Point
Lake project will not contribute to regional
effects on caribou and is therefore only
working to address local effects.

July 29: The BCRP Range Assessment Area 2 (RAA 2) contains all three of the
operating diamond mines in the NWT (Ekati, Diavik, and Gahcho Kué) of which
two (Diavik and Gahcho Kué) are likely to cease operations by 2030. The Area
also includes the closed Snap Lake Mine, the northern portion of the Tibbet‐to‐
Contwoyto winter road, and a number of mineral exploration areas including at
Courageous Lake. The Figure attached shows the extent of RAA 2 and the key
human disturbances in the area (taken from Figure 16, p. 49 of BCRP, GNWT
2019). The Point Lake Project is not expected to have measurable effects on
Bathurst or Beverly/Ahiak caribou at the scale of the populations or their annual
ranges. As noted in the DKFN‐09 Recommendation, the Point Lake Project is also
not expected to contribute to measurable effects at the scale of RAA 2.
Reference: GNWT (Government of the Northwest Territories). 2019. Bathurst
Caribou Range Plan. Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the
Northwest Territories, Yellowknife, NT. 86 + iii pp.
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Appendix H. Section 5
Qualitative
Assessment of Point
Lake Project Effects
Relative to Jay Project
Criteria (p. 20)

Comment Figure 5‐2 shows summer and fall
movement pathways of Bathurst and
Beverly/Ahiak caribou from 2015 to 2020 and
indicates movement pathways closer to the
Ekati Diamond Mine infrastructure than
assumed in the energetics and population
modelling completed for the Jay Project
(DDEC 2014b p. 4‐41, DDEC 2015a), indicating
reduced energy expenditure and reduced
effects on the population.

July 29: The modelling completed for the Jay Project included the assumption
that all caribou encountering the Ekati‐Diavik mine complex would arrive at the
midpoint of the deflection pathway (yellow line) shown on Figure 5‐2 in
Appendix H of the Point Lake Project report (Arctic 2021) and then be diverted
around the complex to the east or west following the deflection pathway line.
The deflection pathway was created to account for avoidance of the existing
mines and the Sable and Jay projects ‐ to provide an estimate of the energetic
costs associated with the deviation of caribou migration around the mine
complex including foreseeable projects. Appendix H, Figure 5.2 is reproduced
(attached) and documents radio‐collared caribou movement pathways from

Recommendation Recommendation that
additional rationale be provided for this
statement. As it is currently written there is
the assumption that movement pathways
that were measured between 2015 and 2020
would remain the same when the Point Lake
project is constructed. It would be expected
that if energetics and population modeling
were completed for the Point Lake project,
the results would be similar to what was
modeled for the Jay Project (i.e., increased
energy expenditure predicted). The
summation that caribou movements
measured between 2015 and 2020 were
closer to the Ekati Diamond Mine needs to be
placed in context and the fact that there was
no Jay project or WRSA constructed.

2016 to 2020, including the operating period of the Sable pit. It is apparent that
many animals have pathways well to the north of the mine complex. Of the
caribou that do encounter the mine complex, most do so near the Sable Pit and
are not deflected to the same extent as modelled during the Jay Project
assessment, resulting in less energy loss than accounted for in the Jay Project
assessment. The deflection pathway to the south appears to be a better
approximation of an alternative caribou movement pathway, with animals
passing on the east side of Lac du Sauvage. Were the model to be updated using
recent caribou movement data, the documented pathways of radio‐collared
caribou north of Sable and the Main Camp (Arctic 2021, Appendix H, Figure 5‐2)
would result in shorter deflection pathways and a reduction in energetic costs
compared to what was modelled for the Jay Project, reducing the calculated
effect on the population. The analyses completed for the Jay Project remain
relevant and conservative for the assessment of the potential effects of the
Point Lake Project. The conclusion is that the addition of the Point Lake Project
will not lead to a decrease in population resilience, particularly in the absence of
the Jay Project. No update to the model is required, given that it would only lead
to a reduction in the predicted effects on caribou populations. Reference: Arctic
(Arctic Canadian Diamond Company). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed
Development of the Point Lake Project: Project Description. 523 pp.

Environment and Climate Change Canada: Jennifer Sabourin
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Cover Letter

Comment (doc) N/A
Recommendation N/A

July 29: Acknowledged.

2

Topic: Monitoring of
Receiving
Environment
Reference: Project
Description; Section
4.4.3: Point Lake
Dewatering and Fish‐
out

Comment The Point Lake Dewatering Plan
provides details related to the proposed
monitoring during dewatering of Point Lake.
The Proponent has identified three potential
discharge locations, with the final location to
be determined based on field investigations
in summer 2021. Visual daily erosion checks
will take place, and grab samples of the
dewatering outflow to Lac du Sauvage will be
collected daily for analysis of pH, TSS, and
turbidity. However, there is no mention of
any water quality monitoring in the receiving

July 29: Monitoring of water chemistry and biology is conducted in Lac du
Sauvage as part of the Aquatic Effects Monitoring Program (stations LdS1 and
LdS2). Water quality and limnology is monitored twice per year at LdS1 and
during the open‐water season at LdS2 (LdS2 is not sampled under‐ice and is only
sampled at 1 m below the surface during the open‐water season because its
depth is approximately 2 m). Biological variables including plankton and benthos
are measured during the open‐water season at station LdS1. Stations LdS1 and
LdS2 are proximal to the outflow from Christine Lake to Lac du Sauvage and
intend to identify potential downstream effects of Discharge from King Pond
Settling Facility. While the data collected at stations LdS1 and LdS2 during the
dewatering program may be of interest and will be reviewed for any effects that
may be related to the dewatering program, it is unlikely that these stations are

3

Topic: Aquatic Effects
Monitoring Program
References: Project
Description; Section
6.3.1.4: Aquatic
Effects Monitoring
Program‐ Draft Water
License; Annex B:
Surveillance Network
Program

environment (Lac du Sauvage) during
dewatering. Monitoring in the receiving
environment during the discharge would
provide data for evaluation of effects from
dewatering, inform adaptive management,
and provide additional information on
evaluation of any erosion.
Recommendation ECCC recommends the
Proponent provide information related to
receiving environment monitoring during
dewatering of Point Lake to Lac du Sauvage,
and how this will contribute to the evaluation
of effects from dewatering, adaptive
management and erosion.

appropriately situated for this purpose. Monitoring of suspended sediment, and
other constituents, in the pumped outflow with visual inspection of erosion risks
is the established and effective method of preventing effects with on‐site
analysis of suspended sediment used to drive dewatering decisions. These
procedures have bene developed through experience at numerous dewatering
programs conducted at the Ekati Diamond Mine. Additional monitoring of Lac
du Sauvage for the purpose of the Point Lake dewatering program is not
necessary and would not provide value to managing the dewatering program.
Most importantly, Arctic has demonstrated that: 1) the quality of water in Point
Lake is similar to the quality of water in Lac du Sauvage, 2) potential hydrological
effects are well within the bounds assessed for the Jay Project, and 3) the risk of
elevated suspended sediment entering Lac du Sauvage is readily mitigated by
using monitoring of the pumped inflow to trigger the cessation of inflow,
combined with erosion prevention and inspection to the satisfaction of the
Inspector. Arctic has proposed a rational dewatering plan that builds on
previous site‐specific experience and that results in negligible risk to Lac du
Sauvage. Monitoring in Lac du Sauvage for this program would be an
unnecessary operational burden that would not return value for environmental
protection or for management of the dewatering program.

Comment The Point Lake Development has
three nearby lakes (Connor, Alexia, and
Thinner) which have the potential to be
impacted by the Project. The Proponent has
stated that the Aquatic Effects Monitoring
Program (AEMP) does not require any
updates for the Project. Instead, several new
Surveillance Network Program (SNP) stations
have been proposed. The new stations
include SNP 1616‐53, 1616‐54, and 1616‐55,
which are proposed to monitor water quality
in Connor Lake, Alexia Lake, and Thinner
Lake, respectively. ECCC notes that water
quality monitoring may be more
appropriately included within the AEMP,
rather than the SNP. The existing SNP does
not include any active receiving environment
monitoring locations, and all previous

July 29: The potential effect on water quality in Alexia, Connor, and Thinner
Lakes is dust from blasting. The mitigation of this risk is the cumulative
refinement of blasting practices at the Ekati Mine over 25 years of operations
that results in the linked benefits of cost savings on lost blasting agents and
reduced losses of ammonia compounds to the environment. Experience and
previous monitoring demonstrate that there is a low risk to water quality in
these lakes. Nonetheless, as a precautionary measure, monitoring of ammonia
compounds in the lake outflows is planned. Because water samples are being
collected and analysed, a full suite of water quality data is planned to be
collected. The potential effect and, by extension, the required monitoring is
temporary, with a duration of four to five years of mining activity. The first one
to two years of mining activity represents the majority of the risk because the
risk of airborne transport of ammonia compounds to local lakes decreases with
depth in the pit. The singular nature and temporary duration of the potential
effect suggests that, in this case, the Surveillance Network Program (SNP) is the
appropriate means of defining, tracking, and reporting monitoring requirement.
The SNP is enforceable and provides appropriate reporting mechanisms aligned
with the limited scope and risk. Amendment of the Aquatic Effects Monitoring

receiving environment SNP monitoring
locations are now inactive and are identified
as, &quot;duplicative of the purpose and
sampling for the Aquatic Effects Monitoring
Program.&quot;
Recommendation ECCC recommends that
the AEMP be updated to include receiving
environment monitoring for Alexia Lake,
Connor Lake, and Thinner Lake.

Program for this purpose is more complex and leads to an unnecessarily
cumbersome analytical and reporting procedure for the nature and scope of the
risk being monitored.

4

Topic: Aquatic
Baseline Data
Summary References:
Project Description;
Appendix A: Aquatic
Baseline Data
Summary

Comment Appendix A of the Project
Description includes aquatic baseline data for
the Point Lake Project Area. However, there
is minimal information and interpretation
related to Thinner Lake, and it is unclear
whether sufficient baseline has been
collected from Thinner Lake, such that any
potential impacts due to runoff and seepage
from the overburden stockpile may be
detected and evaluated.
Recommendation ECCC recommends the
Proponent provide a discussion related to
baseline data collected for Thinner Lake,
including whether sufficient baseline data has
been collected to date for use in evaluation
of impacts.

July 29: The discussion of the baseline dataset provided in Appendix A of the
Project Description is a brief overview of the existing environment in the Point
Watershed and includes Thinner Lake. As presented in that appendix, baseline
physical limnology and water quality data were collected Thinner Lake during
both the under‐ice and open‐water seasons of 2019 and 2020. Under‐ice season
physical limnology and water quality data have also been collected during the
under‐ice season of 2021 and are currently been collected for the open‐water
season of 2021. Open‐water season phytoplankton, zooplankton, sediment, and
benthos are also planned for collection in 2021. Thus, following data collection
in 2021, three years of under‐ice and open‐water season physical limnology and
water quality data, and one year of sediment quality and biological data will
have collected for Thinner Lake. The baseline dataset that will exist following
the 2021 season, which will include three years of physical limnology and water
quality data, is considered sufficiently robust to evaluate the potential effects of
runoff from the Overburden Stockpile on Thinner Lake. If changes to water
quality in Thinner Lake are observed, erosion and/or sedimentation control
measures will be implemented as necessary to prevent excess sediment from
entering Thinner Lake, thus avoiding the potential for changes to sediment
quality and aquatic biological communities.

5

Topic: Monitoring of
Overburden Stockpile
Runoff/Seepage
References: Project
Description; Section
4.4.5: Overburden
Stockpile, Section
4.4.6: Waste Rock
Storage Area, Section

Comment The majority of water associated
with the Point Lake Development will be
collected and transferred to the King Pond
Settling Facility for management. However,
the project description indicates that
runoff/seepage from the Overburden
Stockpile will not be collected, and instead
will flow overland towards Thinner Lake. The
Proponent has indicated that routine

July 29: The primary means of monitoring for excess sediment in runoff from
the overburden stockpile will be the WRSA Seepage Surveys. This will lead to
sediment management, where necessary, as has been implemented at WRSAs
such as the Fox WRSA. Arctic will include monitoring of the Point Lake
overburden stockpile into seepage surveys in the Point Lake update of the
Waste Rock and Ore Storage Management Plan. As is current practice and
experience at the Ekati Diamond Mine, incidental operational inspection and
observation will also occur and be used to identify potential sediment risks.

4.4.7: Minewater
Management

monitoring will indicate whether silt curtains
are necessary to prevent excess sediment
entering Thinner Lake, but no further details
are provided on this monitoring. There is no
proposed SNP location to monitor for
runoff/seepage from the overburden
stockpile prior to it discharging into Thinner
Lake. It is unclear whether this monitoring
will occur through the Surveillance Network
Program or through another monitoring plan.
Recommendation ECCC recommends the
Proponent provide additional information on
the monitoring of runoff/seepage from the
overburden stockpile prior to discharge into
Thinner Lake.

Fisheries and Oceans Canada: Nicholas Wasilik
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Ekati ‐ Point Lake
Project ‐ Type A
Licence Amendment
and Type A Permit
Applications
(W2012L2‐0001,
W2021X0004, and
W2021D0005)

Comment (doc) DFO Letter to the Board
Recommendation None

July 29: Please see responses to DFO comments and recommendations in
attached letter.

2

Destruction of Fish
and Fish Habitat

Comment Pg. 23 Section 2.4.3 ‐ The Project July 29: Arctic will continue to work with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO).
will result in "serious harm to fish" as defined Arctic anticipates submitting its application for a Fisheries Act Authorization and
in the Fisheries Act and will require a project‐ associated Offsetting Plan in late 2021.
specific authorization from Fisheries and
Oceans Canada. This authorization will be
requested in future and is not specifically
supported by this report. Under the Fisheries
Act, DFO has a mandate to protect the
oceans, freshwater, and aquatic ecosystems
from the negative impacts of humans and
invasive species. DFO recognizes, as does the

proponent, that the establishment of the
Point Lake mine would mean the complete
destruction of fish and fish habitat within
Point Lake. As such, ACDC acknowledges that
there is a requirement under the Fisheries
Act to submit a completed "Request for
Review" to DFO, and, due to the scale and
effects of the project, there will be a
requirement to apply for a Fisheries Act
Authorization. The proponent has engaged in
preliminary conversations with DFO to
explore possible offsetting measures to fulfill
the requirements that will accompany a
Fisheries Act Authorization. The process of
determining the appropriate amount of
offsetting will take into consideration the
impacts of the project on fish and fish habitat
in the entire Point Lake watershed, including
Point Lake, Connor Lake, Alexia Lake, and Lac
du Sauvage.
Recommendation It is recommended that
the proponent continue to work with DFO to
define the impacts that the project will have
on fish and fish habitat throughout the Point
Lake watershed and to find adequate
amounts of offsetting for these
impacts.</font>
3

Downstream Effects

Comment Pg. 34 Section 3.7.5 Point Lake
Outflow was assessed as providing fish
passage potential in a downstream direction
to Connor Lake but no spawning or nursery
habitat for Lake Trout was identified in the
outflow channel. Fish passage between Point
Lake and Connor Lake is not possible under
all flow conditions but it was considered likely
that migration would be possible under
higher flow conditions. Although only Lake

Baseline information outlining the significance of the hydrologic contribution of
Point Lake to the rest of the watershed is required to understand how the
removal of flow from Point Lake will affect other waterbodies.
Arctic is undertaking data collection at three hydrometric monitoring stations in
the Point Lake Watershed during the 2021 open‐water season in order to better
understand how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect downstream
waterbodies. This information is intended to be used, as recommended by
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), to assess the potential decrease in water
volume in Connor and Alexia lakes (including potential effects on dissolved
oxygen under‐ice) as well as to assess potential effects on access to

Trout and Slimy Sculpin have been captured
in Point Lake, species known to be present in
Connor Lake (i.e., Arctic Grayling) may also be
present in Point Lake in some years. Pg. 106
Section 6.5 The dewatering of Point Lake will
result in a direct loss of fish habitat in the lake
and its outflow stream. Changes to local
hydrology have the potential to result in
direct loss or alteration of fish habitat in lakes
and streams downstream of the Point Lake
open pit. A plan will be developed in
consultation with DFO to offset the loss of
fish habitat associated with the development
of the Point Lake open pit, as part of a
Fisheries Act Authorization for the Project.
Appendix A Pg. 23 Section 4.2 All Point Lake is
the headwater lake of a small watershed that
includes Connor Lake and Alexia Lake, and, at
times, connects to Lac du Sauvage. Connor
Lake, a small fish bearing lake, occurs
downstream of Point Lake and these two
lakes are connected during times of high
flow. Removing the hydrologic contribution
of Point Lake from the watershed will not
only remove the connectivity between the
two lakes but may also affect the winter
survival rates of fish and their ability to access
suitable spawning habitat in Connor Lake. The
project description does not include details as
to how the removal of all hydrologic
contributions from Point Lake will affect the
fish populations in Connor Lake and its
outflows. To avoid impacts to fish
populations in Connor Lake, a robust
understanding of any potential downstream
hydrologic effects is necessary. The project
description notes that Arctic Grayling spawn

habitat in lake margins and outflows by fish. Following identification of potential
effects to downstream fish habitat resulting from the dewatering of Point Lake,
mitigation measures will be considered. Effects to downstream fish and fish
habitat from the dewatering of Point Lake that cannot be mitigated will be
quantified and offset. Potential effects to fish and fish habitat, mitigation
measures, quantification of fish habitat losses, and offsetting plans will be
presented to DFO through a “Request for Review” and/or through an
Application for Authorization under the Fisheries Act, which are anticipated to
be submitted in late 2021.

in the Connor Lake outflow; the removal of
access to this habitat through the removal of
flow from Point Lake could have long term
impacts on the overall productivity of Connor
Lake. Potential implications also exist for the
downstream migration of juvenile Arctic
Grayling to Lac du Savauge with the removal
of access to these channels. If the fish
population is to be maintained in Connor
Lake throughout the life of the project,
another threat exists to this population with
the removal of inflow from Point Lake. A
reduction in the volume of water moving
through the watershed may lead to lower
lake levels during the ice covered season
which, in turn, could contribute to a decrease
in dissolved oxygen levels in Connor Lake.
These lower dissolved oxygen levels could
have implications for the health of the fish
populations in Connor Lake as they could
result in higher fish mortality rates.
Recommendation DFO recommends that
ACDC include a discussion on the contribution
of Point Lake to the overall water balance of
its watershed and the effects that the
removal of this contribution will have on fish
and fish habitat. Baseline information
outlining the significance of the hydrologic
contribution of Point Lake to the rest of the
watershed is crucial to understanding how
the removal of flow from Point Lake will
affect other waterbodies. This information
should be used in modelling to determine if
water levels in Connor Lake and Alexia Lake
will decrease by more than 10% of their total
winter volumes. Point Lake outflow and
Connor Lake outflow should also be assessed

for maintenance of sill levels to determine if
any drop in water levels will impact the ability
of fish to access these areas. If modeled
effects are at such that they impact fish and
fish habitat, DFO would require mitigation
measures, such as water balance
augmentation from Lac du Sauvage during
critical times, be explored. Mitigation
measures such as this may need to be
considered in the water withdrawal
allowances for this license.
4

Closure and
Reclamation
Activities

Comment Appendix F Pg. 7 Section 2.1
"Closure and reclamation activities for the
Point Lake open pit are the same as those
planned for other open pits at the Ekati Mine
per the approved ICRP. The following
activities are planned for closure and
reclamation of the Point Lake open pit: 1.
Remove mining equipment to the satisfaction
of the Inspector. 2. Create a pit lake by filling
the open pit with water pumped from Lac du
Sauvage or Lac de Gras. 3. Block access and
create safe egress for people and wildlife. 4.
Facilitate the natural establishment of
aquatic ecosystems (per the costing
assumptions in the general security estimate
for other open pits at the Ekati Diamond
Mine, this is costed as construction of littoral
zones). 5. Construct an outlet to the natural
flowpath to Connor Lake. 6. Sample open pit
water quality to demonstrate achievement of
closure water quality criteria (schedule 10‐
years post‐filling). Filling of the Point Lake
open pit will occur as soon as reasonably
achievable following the completion of
mining and a determination that filling with
water would not compromise future mining

Revised closure objectives for the Ekati Diamond Mine have recently (July 22,
2021) been approved by the WLWB. The approved closure objectives for open
pits will apply to the Point Lake open pit and are as follows:
• OP‐1: Pit lake water quality is safe for people, wildlife, and aquatic life.
• OP‐2: There are no adverse effects to fish, fish habitat, wildlife, or people
caused by water level changes during pit flooding.
• OP‐3: Facilitate the establishment of self‐sustaining aquatic ecosystems, and
fish habitat, in pit lakes.
• OP‐4: Pit Lake outflow and connector channels are physically stable to provide
safe and maintenance free flow of water through the watershed.
• OP‐5: Safe egress from pit lakes is provided for wildlife and people to meet
future use.
• OP‐6: Pit Lakes are safe for fish passage.
• OP‐7: Physically stable pit walls and shorelines to limit risk of failure impacting
people, aquatic life, and wildlife.
Meeting these closure objectives would result in the Point Lake open pit having
water quality, access, and habitat features that would create the possibility of
natural colonization by fish. However, the intent is for fish habitat lost through
the removal of Point Lake for mining to be offset through development of an
alternative offsetting project, carried out in accordance with a Fisheries Act
Authorization. Therefore, while meeting the closure objectives for Point Lake
open pit may facilitate it to act as fish habitat, Arctic’s intent is not to ensure
that it is restored to a fish‐bearing lake.

opportunities. This approach will beneficially
submerge metasediment exposed in pit walls
as soon as reasonably achievable. The filling
volume for the open pit is approximately 25
Mm3 and initial projections are that filling the
open pit till take 23 months pumping time (at
a pumping rate of 1,500 m3 /hr as
established for the Lynx pit). Flooding of the
Point Lake open pit would be undertaken on
a summer season basis over 4 year". Based
on the above description, it is unclear to DFO
if the post‐closure intent is to have the Point
Lake pit rehabilitated to become fish habitat.
If the intent is not for the pit to become fish
bearing and reconnection of Point and
Connor Lakes occurs, re‐colonization of Point
Lake is a potential outcome if the fish
populations in Connor Lake are to be
maintained.
Recommendation DFO recommends that
ACDC clarify the closure objectives regarding
whether or not the intent exists to restore
the Point Lake pit to a fish bearing lake.
5

Blasting

Comment The blasting program will comply Arctic will engage further with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) to determine
with DFO's Guidelines for the Use of
the most appropriate threshold limit, mitigation, and monitoring measures for
Explosives In or Near Canadian Fisheries
blasting to reduce the risk of harm to fish.
Waters (Wright and Hopky 1998). DFO notes
the following: "Regarding blasting, studies
undertaken by DFO since the release of the
"Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or
Near Canadian Fisheries Waters" (1998),
suggest that the 100 kPa guideline presented
may not be adequate to protect fish from
damaging overpressures. As such, DFO
recommends using a more appropriate
overpressure of 50 kPa to protect fish. If it is
possible to meet the 50 kPa target by

reducing the size of the charge or by isolating
fish from potentially affected waters using a
barrier device or by a combination of these
measures, DFO would prefer that you take
these steps. If measures to reduce the
overpressures to 50 kPa are not possible due
to requirements of the project design, then
the site should be monitored for potential
serious harm to fish."
Recommendation DFO recommends that a
target of 50kpa be included for blasting as
part of the efforts to reduce impacts to fish
and fish habitat.
6

Fish‐out Protocols

Comment Pg. 57 Section 4.4.3 A Point Lake
Fish‐out Plan is under development and will
be submitted to DFO for approval prior to
implementation. The Fish‐out Plan will
describe methods, timing relative to lake
dewatering, success criteria, fish usage
(analysis, consumption, etc.), and monitoring
requirements. DFO acknowledges ACDC's
statement of working with the DFO to design
an adequate fish out plan for Point Lake. This
plan will be based on the DFO guidance
document "General Fish‐out Protocol for
Lakes and Impoundments in the Northwest
Territories and Nunavut".
Recommendation None.

7

Intake Screens

Comment <font color="red">Pg. 19 Section Arctic will use intake screens that are protective of fish during the dewatering of
2.1 Interim code of practice: End‐of‐pipe fish Point Lake in accordance with the most recent guidance issued by Fisheries and
protection screens for small water intakes in Oceans Canada.
freshwater (Fisheries and Oceans Canada
2020) DFO acknowledges ACDC's
commitment to using intake screens that are
protective of fish during the draining of Point
Lake in accordance with DFO
protocols.</font>

Arctic will continue to work with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) on the final
fish out plan for Point Lake and agrees the plan should be based on the DFO
guidance document “General Fish‐out Protocol for Lakes and Impoundments in
the Northwest Territories and Nunavut”.

Recommendation <font color="red">Please
review the most recent interim code of
practice for intake screens and end of pipe
found at: https://www.dfo‐mpo.gc.ca/pnw‐
ppe/codes/screen‐ecran‐eng.html</font>
GNWT ‐ Lands ‐ North Slave Region: Jamie Steele
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Draft Early Works
Comment Definition of Minister should be
July 29: Arctic agrees that reference to IANDC should be removed from the LUP.
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ revised to reference GNWT Minister of Lands
Part B Definitions
Recommendation Delete reference to IANDC

2

Draft Early Works
Comment There will be no hydraulic
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ fracturing for the Point Lake Early Works.
Part B Definitions
Recommendation Delete definition for
fracturing fluid

3

Draft Early Works
Comment is no need to provide a separate
July 29: Arctic agrees that the definition for Oil and Gas Drilling Sump can be
Permit W2021X0004‐ definition for an oil and gas drilling sump.
removed from the LUP.
Part B Definitions
This is not an oil and gas activity, and the
term "sump" is already defined in the permit.
Recommendation Delete definition for Oil
and Gas Drilling Sump

4

Draft Early Works
Comment There is an error in the phone
July 29: Acknowledged.
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ number extension given in the draft permit.
Part C ‐ Condition 8
The Inspector would also like to provide a cell
# to be used for contacting the Inspector on
weekends if necessary as the office # with
extension is only monitored during
government business hours.
Recommendation Correct the extension
number from 2418, to 24188. Add the cell #
867‐447‐0184 to the permit condition.

5

Draft Early Works
Comment Fire fighting equipment for the
July 29: Arctic agrees that Condition 12 can be removed from the LUP
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ area is maintained by the Emergency
Part C ‐ Condition 12 Response Team at the Misery Fire Hall. There
is no need to have separate fire fighting

July 29: Arctic agrees that the definition for fracturing fluid can be removed
from the LUP.

equipment for Point Lake.
Recommendation Delete Condition 12
6

Draft Early Works
Comment This condition limits off road
July 29: Arctic agrees with the suggested wording of Condition 23 provided by
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ vehicle travel to the winter. The Inspector
GNWT Lands.
Part C ‐ Condition 23 would prefer to allow for the option of off
road travel during construction year round if
necessary.
Recommendation Delete Condition 23 and
replace with "The Permittee shall ensure that
vehicle travel is restricted to site roads unless
otherwise authorized in writing by the
Inspector." This condition is used in the
Misery Development Permit (W2017D0004)
as precedent.

7

Draft Early Works
Comment This condition is redundant to
July 29: Arctic is supportive of this suggested change to the LUP.
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ Conditions 24, 25. The Inspector would prefer
Part C ‐ Condition 26 to rely on conditions 24, 25 and the
replacement for Condition 23 noted above to
manage off road vehicle travel.
Recommendation Delete Condition 26,

8

Draft Early Works
Comment Condition 32 prohibits the
July 29: Arctic agrees that equipment must be permitted to work adjacent to
Permit W2021X0004‐ operation of equipment within 100m of any Point Lake and Condition 32 should be modified.
Part C ‐ Condition 32 water course. The purpose of the operation is
to prepare for the dewatering of Point Lake.
Equipment will need to work adjacent to the
water body.
Recommendation Delete or modify condition
32 to allow for equipment to work adjacent
to Point Lake.

9

Draft Early Works
Comment Condition 37 is redundant to
Permit W2021X0004 ‐ condition 39.
Part C ‐ Condition 37 Recommendation Delete Condition 37

July 29: Arctic agrees that Condition 37 should be removed from the LUP.

10

Draft Early Works
Comment All sewage should be trucked to
Permit W2021X0004‐ the Sewage Treatment Plant at the Ekati
Part C ‐ Condition 41 Main Camp. A sewage sump is not required.
Recommendation Delete Condition 41

July 29: Sewage will be trucked to the Sewage Treatment Plant at the Ekati
Diamond Mine. Condition 41 can be removed from the LUP.

11

Draft Early Works
Comment spill line no longer receives fax
Permit W2021X0004‐ reports.
Part C ‐ Condition 66 Recommendation Delete the reference to
the spill line fax #.

July 29: Arctic agrees that reference to the spill line fax # should be removed.

12

Draft Permit
Comment The scope of the permit should
W2021D0005 ‐ Part A include storage and use of explosives.
‐ Scope ‐ Condition 1 Recommendation Include explosives in the
scope

July 29: Arctic agrees that storage and use of explosives should be added to the
scope of the LUP.

13

Draft Permit
Comment There will be no hydraulic
W2021D0005 ‐ Part B fracturing for the Point Lake Early Works.
‐ Definitions
Recommendation Delete definition for
fracturing fluid

July 29: Arctic agrees that the definition for fracturing fluid can be removed
from the LUP.

14

Draft Permit
Comment Definition of Minister should be
July 29: Arctic agrees that reference to IANDC should be removed from the LUP.
W2021D0005‐ Part B revised to reference GNWT Minister of Lands
Definitions
Recommendation Delete reference to IANDC

15

Draft Permit
Comment There is no need to provide a
W2021D0005 ‐ Part B separate definition for an oil and gas drilling
Definitions
sump. This is not an oil and gas activity, and
the term "sump" is already defined in the
permit.
Recommendation Delete definition for Oil
and Gas Drilling Sump

July 29: Arctic agrees that the definition for Oil and Gas Drilling Sump can be
removed from the LUP.

16

Draft Permit
Comment Left Blank.
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C Recommendation Add the cell # 867‐447‐
‐ Condition 8
0184 to the permit condition.

July 29: Acknowledged.

17

Draft Permit
Comment Permafrost Protection ‐ The
July 29: Arctic agrees with this assessment. Condition 17 can be removed from
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C structures associated with this land use
the LUP.
‐ Condition 17
operation will be located on permanent pads.
Condition 17 is not necessary.
Recommendation Delete Condition 17

18

Draft Permit
Comment This condition limits off road
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C vehicle travel to the winter. The Inspector
‐ Condition 21
would prefer to allow for the option of off
road travel during construction year round if
necessary.

July 29: Arctic agrees with the suggested wording of this condition provided by
GNWT Lands.

Recommendation Delete Condition 21 and
replace with "The Permittee shall ensure that
vehicle travel is restricted to site roads unless
otherwise authorized in writing by the
Inspector." This condition is used in the
Misery Development Permit (W2017D0004)
as precedent.
19

Draft Permit
Comment Vehicle Movement Freezup ‐ This July 29: Arctic agrees that Condition 24 can be removed from the LUP.
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C condition is redundant to Conditions 22, 23.
‐ Condition 24
The Inspector would prefer to rely on
conditions 22, 23 and the replacement for
Condition 21 noted above to manage off road
vehicle travel.
Recommendation Delete Condition 24

20

Draft Permit
Comment Condition 30 prohibits the
July 29: Arctic agrees that this condition should be modified to allow for
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C operation of equipment within 100m of any equipment to work adjacent to Point Lake.
‐ Condition 30
water course. The purpose of the operation is
to dewater and mine Point Lake. Equipment
will need to work adjacent to the water body.
Recommendation Delete or modify condition
32 to allow for equipment to work adjacent
to Point Lake.

21

Draft Permit
Comment Condition 31 prohibits the
July 29: Arctic agrees that this condition should be modified to allow equipment
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C excavation within 100m of any water course. to excavate in and around Point Lake.
‐ Condition 31
The purpose of the operation is to dewater
and mine Point Lake. Equipment will need to
work within the water body.
Recommendation Delete or modify condition
31 to allow for equipment to work excavate
Point Lake.

22

Draft Permit
Comment Waste Management ‐ Condition 35 July 29: Arctic agrees that Condition 35 can be removed from the LUP.
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C is redundant to condition 37.
‐ Condition 35
Recommendation Delete Condition 35

23

Draft Permit
Comment All sewage should be trucked to
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C the Sewage Treatment Plant at the Ekati
‐ Condition 40

July 29: Sewage will be trucked back to the Sewage Treatment Plant at the Ekati
Main Camp. Condition 39 can be removed from the LUP.

Main Camp. A sewage sump is not required.
Recommendation Delete Condition 39
24

Draft Permit
Comment The spill line no longer receives fax July 29: Arctic agrees that reference to the spill line fax # can be removed from
W2021D0005 ‐ Part C reports.
the LUP.
‐ Condition 64
Recommendation Delete the reference to
the spill line fax #.

25

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment It is advantageous to allow for
Part D Condition 1
water use for the purpose of dust
suppression from multiple locations around
site including the Point Lake area.
Recommendation Allow water use for dust
suppression from any water source with
Inspector approval, so long as it meets the
other licence conditions such as EQC limits,
fish screen guidelines and volume
restrictions.

July 29: Arctic agrees with this recommendation.

GNWT ‐ Lands: Katie Rozestraten
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation
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General File

Comment (doc) GNWT cover letter
Recommendation

1

Preliminary screening Comment The GNWT has not solicited
July 29: Acknowledged.
comments from anyone on this development,
and the GNWT is not in receipt of any
comments on the development that the
Board has not already received.
Recommendation N/A The GNWT is
providing the Board with information which
may assist the Board in making its preliminary
screening determination.

2

Draft Permit
W2021D0005 ‐
General Comment

Comment The GNWT expects to conduct a
more fulsome review of the draft permit
conditions (W2021D0005) during the formal
review period that occurs after the public
hearing, and will provide comments at that

Proponent Response

July 29: Acknowledged.

time.
Recommendation N/A
3

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment The GNWT has provided some
July 29: Acknowledged.
General Comment
initial comments on the draft water licence;
however, the GNWT expects to conduct a
more fulsome review of the conditions during
the formal review period that occurs after the
public hearing and undertakings.
Recommendation N/A

4

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment The Draft Water Licence includes
1616‐52 Location(s) SNP station 1616‐52 to: "Monitor water
transferred from Point Lake WRSA Seepage
Collection Sumps into the KPSF." The GNWT
notes that it isn't clear how a single SNP
station will monitor the water quality of both
seepage sumps. Will the proposed SNP
station include "A" and "B" designations (one
for each sump) or will there be a second SNP
station assigned to the second seepage
collection sump?
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify how the water quality of the
two separate seepage sumps will be
monitored with a single SNP station (1616‐
52).

July 29: Specifying a single SNP station for the two seepage collection sumps
was an oversight on Arctic's part. Arctic suggests that "A" and "B" designations
be used for the two sumps, which may facilitate data analysis for both the WRSA
as a whole and each sump individually. Arctic will include this change into its
final submissions to the WLWB.

5

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment Part E of the Draft Water Licence
Part E ‐ Point Lake
does not include a condition for the
Dewatering Plan
submission of the Point Lake Dewatering
Plan. The GNWT acknowledges that the Point
Lake Dewatering Plan has been submitted
with this Water Licence Amendment
application; however, it should still be
included as a condition in the Licence.
Recommendation 1) The GNWT recommends
that there be a condition in the Water
Licence which states: Ã¢Â€ÂœAt least 90

July 29: Arctic disagrees with this recommendation. The Point Lake Dewatering
Plan was submitted with the Project application for direct approval by the
WLWB as part of the Water Licence Amendment. This approach avoids
unnecessary duplicative review following issuance of the Amendment. In this
case, direct approval of the Dewatering Plan could be critical to achieving
Arctic's development schedule in that dewatering of Point Lake is a critical path
item that is required to commence as early as possible following ice‐off in 2022.
The timing of receipt of the Water Licence Amendment is uncertain and the
extra time (typically three months or longer) for subsequent review and
approval of the Dewatering Plan could compromise Arctic's ability to complete
the dewatering program during the ice‐free season of 2022, placing the overall

days prior to the commencement of
Dewatering of Point Lake, the Licensee shall
submit a Point Lake Dewatering Plan to the
Board for approval. Dewatering of Point Lake
shall not commence until the Plan is
approved by the BoardÃ¢Â€Â . 2) The GNWT
recommends that there be a relevant
condition added to Schedule 4 of the Water
Licence as well, as was done previously for
both the Lynx Lake and Jay Dyke and North
Dyke Dewatering Plans.

development schedule at risk. The Dewatering Plan that Arctic has provided for
approval is complete and is already undergoing public review through these
comments and the remainder of the WLWB's Project workplan. No concerns
regarding the Dewatering Plan have been raised to date or identified by GNWT
in this comment that are not readily addressed through this review process,
verifying that there is no need for a second review process.

6

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment Schedule 5, Part F, Condition 2 of
Schedule 5 Part F
the Draft Water Licence lists items to be
Condition 2
included in a Waste Rock Storage Area Design
Report; however, only item a) seems to apply
generally, as the list which continues below
b) is specific to the Jay WRSA. Given that
ACDC has removed the Jay WRSA from the
Water Licence, it's not clear if this list should
apply to all Waste Rock Storage Area Design
Reports generally, or if it was only meant to
apply to Jay WRSA.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify whether the items listed in
Schedule 5, Part F, Condition 2b apply to all
Waste Rock Storage Area Design Reports, and
remove reference to the Jay WRSA as it is no
longer being included in this Licence.

July 29: Not striking out Schedule 5 Part 2(b) in the proposed Water Licence
amendment was an oversight on Arctic's part. Part 2(b) applies only to the Jay
WRSA and should be removed in its entirety. Arctic also notes that its current
proposal to remove the Jay Project in its entirety from the Water Licence will, if
approved, require further removal of conditions.

7

Draft Water Licence ‐ Comment Given that part of the Point Lake
Schedule 6, Part 1h
Dewatering Plan involves pumping water
from the King Pond Storage Facility (KPSF) to
Lynx Pit, it isn't clear if the Wastewater and
Processed Kimberlite Management Plan
(WPKMP) will be updated to account for this.
GNWT notes that Schedule 6, Parts 1h and 1i
should be updated in particular to include:
"an anticipated schedule of volumes of

July 29: Arctic will update the WPKMP to account for water being pumped from
the KPSF to Lynx Pit in order to accommodate the volume of water pumped to
the KPSF during Stage 2 dewatering of Point Lake. Arctic agrees with the
recommended updates to Schedule 6, Conditions 1h and 1i.

discharge to and from" Lynx Pit as well as "a
series of contingency options" should Lynx Pit
approach or exceed capacity.
Recommendation 1) The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify if the WPKMP will be
updated to account for water being pumped
from the KPSF to Lynx Pit in order to
accommodate the volume of water pumped
to the KPSF during the Stage 2 dewatering of
Point Lake. 2) The GNWT recommends that if
so, Schedule 6, Parts 1h and 1i be updated to
include Lynx Pit.
8

draft Early Works
Permit â€“ Condition
#46 (p.9): Minimum
timeline for
Archeological
Overview

Comment Condition #46 requires a value for
the number of days prior to any new land
disturbance, including new drill sites, that the
Permittee shall be required to conduct an
Archaeological Overview to identify areas of
high and low potential for archaeological and
burial sites and submit a summary report to
the Board and the Prince of Wales Northern
Heritage Centre.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that the minimum number of days stipulated
in condition #46 be thirty (30), which is the
standard for a new land disturbance.

July 29: Arctic does not object to this recommendation. On July 7, 2021 the
GNWT approved Arctic's Archaeological Overview Assessment for the entire
Point Lake Project footprint (i.e., including Early Works). The GNWT
recommended no further archaeological work for the footprint, and that any
revisions should be reviewed to determine if further work is required in advance
of ground disturbing activities.

9

draft Early Works
Permit ‐ Condition
#49 ‐ Security

Comment The GNWT has posed clarification
questions to ACDC regarding its RECLAIM
estimate for early works activities.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that the Board consider ACDC's answers to
the clarification questions when setting
security for the early works permit.

July 29: Arctic acknowledges GNWT's questions and recommendations and has
responded to each, including suggested revisions to the security estimates in
some cases.

10

Early Works LUP
Application (Ekati ‐
Point Lake ‐ Early
Works Permit

Comment The Early Works LUP Application
includes 3 options of dewatering pipelines to
Lac du Sauvage of varying lengths. Does the
proposed unit and number of units cover the

July 29: The Point Lake Early Works security estimate provides a reasonable
allowance for retrieval of the dewatering pipelines as follows: "An allowance of
$7,942 is provided for retrieval of pipelines and dewatering support equipment.
The cost is estimated as four labourers @ $43.98 (per RECLAIM‐High unit costs)

Application ‐ May
31_21). Page 18.

longest possible option?
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
ACDC should use the longest possible option
of dewatering lines in the RECLAIM estimate
for calculating remediation of pipelines.

with lift truck @ $155 (per RECLAIM unit costs) X 24 hours." This cost allowance
(primarily the 24‐hour time estimate) is considered appropriate for the longest
of the dewatering pipeline options (approximately 4.5 km). Per the response to
comment GNWT‐11, the text describing this cost allowance inadvertently
includes other dewatering infrastructure, whereas this text should refer only to
pipelines. This will be corrected in final submissions to the WLWB.

11

Early works RECLAIM
Estimate Sheet
â€œBldgs &
Equipâ€ . Section
â€œOBJECTIVE:
BUILDING
INFRASTRUCTURE
DEMOLOTIONâ€

Comment Section 8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
of the Early Works LUP Application says that
project activities under the LUP would include
"installation of dewatering infrastructure at
Point Lake, including the placement of
generators, pumps, two C‐ring water
catchment structures, and a barge for
dewatering of Point Lake" The Early Works
RECLAIM Estimate does not include any of
this dewatering infrastructure (generators,
pumps, C‐ring water catchment structures,
nor barge) in the calculation and it is unclear
if they are covered under existing site‐wide
estimates.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
ACDC either provide a response indicating
where the dewatering infrastructure at Point
Lake is covered under the existing site‐wide
estimates OR incorporate the remediation
costs for these activities in the early works
RECLAIM estimate.

July 29: It was an oversight by Arctic to not include a cost allowance for removal
of the noted dewatering infrastructure. Arctic suggests that the Early Works
security estimate should include a cost allowance as follows: "An allowance of
$15,884 is provided for removal of dewatering infrastructure besides pipelines
from the Point Lake site to a centralized location at the Ekati Diamond Mine
where the equipment will be incorporated into the site‐wide material
management programs. The cost is estimated as four labourers @ $43.98 (per
RECLAIM‐High unit costs) with lift truck @ $155 (per RECLAIM unit costs) X 48
hours." This cost will be included into the final submission to the WLWB.

12

Early works RECLAIM
Estimate Sheet
â€œBldgs &
Equipâ€ . Section
â€œOBJECTIVE:
BUILDING
INFRASTRUCTURE
DEMOLOTIONâ€

Comment Section 8. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
of the Early Works LUP Application says that
project activities under the LUP would include
"construction of a Utility Pad which will
include a field office/safety muster point".
The Early Works RECLAIM Estimate does not
include the cost to remove/demolish a field
office in the calculation and it is unclear if
they are covered under existing site‐wide
estimates.

July 29: The field office to be utilized at the Point Lake site will be sourced from
elsewhere at the mine site, possibly the current Pigeon office trailer (i.e., not
new infrastructure) and would be re‐used in on‐going operations or active
reclamation activities. Therefore, final reclamation of the trailer should be
considered already included in the site‐wide security estimate, otherwise there
is a likelihood of double accounting of infrastructure. Arctic suggests that costs
for simple relocation of the trailer to another job site would be incorporated
into those operating or active reclamation activities with no additional costs to
the Point Lake Project (the trailer would require relocation to a job site
regardless).

Recommendation The GNWT recommends
ACDC either provide a response indicating
where the field office is covered under the
existing site‐wide estimates OR incorporate
the remediation costs for this structure in the
early works RECLAIM estimate.
13

Early works RECLAIM Comment Condition 59 in the Early Works
Estimate Fuel Storage LUP Draft Conditions (Ekati ‐ Point Lake ‐
Draft Early Works Permit ‐ May 31_21) states
"The Permittee shall have a maximum of
_20,000_ litres of fuel stored on the land use
site at any time, unless otherwise approved
by the Board. (Board comment regarding the
20,000L says the "Amount [was] based on
what was proposed in the Point Lake LUP
application") The Early Works RECLAIM
Estimate does not include costing for any fuel
being stored onsite and it is unclear if they
are covered under existing site‐wide
estimates.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
ACDC either provide a response indicating
where the total permitted volume of fuel
stored onsite for the early works activities is
covered under the existing site‐wide
estimates OR incorporate the remediation
costs for this fuel in the early works RECLAIM
estimate.

July 29: Any residual fuel at the Point Lake site would be re‐used in on‐going
operations or active reclamation activities. Costs for transferring the residual
fuel for use elsewhere (likely within the general Misery area) via a mobile fuel
truck would be incorporated into those operating or active reclamation
activities with no additional costs to the Point Lake Project (mobile fuel transfer
and delivery is required for most site‐based activities). The fuel tank to be
utilized at the Point Lake site will be sourced from elsewhere at the mine site
(i.e., not new infrastructure) and would be re‐used in on‐going operations or
active reclamation activities. Therefore, final reclamation of the tank should be
considered already included in the site‐wide security estimate, otherwise there
is a likelihood of double accounting of infrastructure. Arctic suggests that costs
for simple relocation of the tank to another job site would be incorporated into
those operating or active reclamation activities with no additional costs to the
Point Lake Project (the tank would require relocation to a job site regardless).

14

Early works RECLAIM
Estimate Equipment
(demobilize and
disposal)

July 29: No new equipment is planned to be brought to the Ekati Diamond Mine
for the Early Works activities. Therefore, the equipment to be used is already
included within the existing security estimate as the site‐wide estimate has been
accepted and implemented by the WLWB. The equipment to be utilized at the
Point Lake site will be sourced from elsewhere at the mine site (i.e., not new
equipment) and would be re‐used in on‐going operations or active reclamation
activities. Therefore, final reclamation of the tank should be considered already
included in the site‐wide security estimate, otherwise there is a likelihood of
double accounting of equipment. Arctic suggests that costs for simple relocation

Comment Section 12. Equipment of the Early
Works LUP Application document includes a
list of equipment that is not included in the
RECLAIM estimate and it is unclear if they are
covered under existing site‐wide estimates.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
ACDC either provide a response indicating
where the list of equipment for the early
works activities is covered under the existing

site‐wide estimates OR incorporate the
of the equipment to another job site would be incorporated into those
remediation costs for the listed equipment in operating or active reclamation activities with no additional costs to the Point
the early works RECLAIM estimate.
Lake Project (the equipment would require relocation to a job site regardless).
15

Early Works Activities Comment It is unclear from the description of
‐ Erosion‐resistant
early works activities how much material is
boulder field
required for the development of a possible
erosion‐resistant boulder field in Lac du
Sauvage.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify the volume of material they
will require for the development of a possible
erosion‐resistant boulder field in Lac du
Sauvage during early works.

July 29: Arctic will work with the Inspector to place the dewatering outflow in a
natural near‐shore boulder field to the extent possible, which will minimize rock
volume required. Arctic is confident that a suitable area can be identified that
provides natural erosion protection that can be augmented with minimal new
rock placement. Arctic cannot commit to a rock volume at this time, however
Arctic's expectation is that a volume in the order of 10 m3 will be required,
based conceptually on augmenting one‐third of a natural area of 5 m X 20 m at a
depth of 0.3 m. The rock will be construction material sourced from the Lynx
site. Rock placement for erosion prevention will be authorized by the Inspector
prior to pumping and operational monitoring will be conducted as described in
the dewatering plan. Arctic will be better able to estimate the rock volume
required following field inspection and discussion with the Inspector during
summer 2021.

16

Spill Contingency Plan Comment Figure 1 in the Spill Contingency
‐ Figure 1
Plan does not identify the location of the
proposed Ekati Point Lake Project
development.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC update Figure 1 in the Spill
Contingency Plan to include the location of
the proposed Ekati Point Lake Project
development.

July 29: Arctic will update Figure 1 of the Spill Contingency Plan to include the
location of the proposed Point Lake development.

17

Dewatering Plan â€“
Water Quality Action
Levels â€“ Maximum
Average
Concentration TSS

July 29: Arctic's experience and expectation is that cessation of pumping will be
triggered by the grab sample concentration of TSS rather than average. Artic
would not object to an average maximum concentration trigger if applied
consistent to the primary Discharge locations (i.e., 4 consecutive weekly inflow
samples) but believes this is not necessary as Arctic has the ability for rapid
analysis of TSS and near instantaneous pump shut down based on the grab
samples. Arctic suggests that this topic be discussed at the WLWB Technical
workshop.

Comment Section 3 of the Dewatering Plan
describes the total suspended solids (TSS)
action threshold for determining the end of
Stage 1 pumping of water from Point Lake to
Lac du Sauvage. Arctic Canadian Diamond
Mine Ltd. (ACDC) states that the action
threshold will be based on the maximum grab
effluent quality criteria (EQC) for TSS of 25
mg/L. The GNWT notes that it isn't clear why
ACDC does not intend to take into account
the maximum average concentration EQC for

TSS of 15 mg/L for pumping to the receiving
environment (Lac du Sauvage) as well. Any
exceedance of the maximum average
concentration of 15 mg/L of TSS would result
in ACDC being in non‐compliance with the
Water Licence.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that the action threshold for Stage 1 pumping
from Point Lake to Lac du Sauvage also
consider the maximum average
concentrations of 15 mg/L TSS. Stage 1
dewatering should cease prior to an
exceedance of this EQC in order for ACDC to
remain in compliance with the Water Licence.
18

Dewatering Plan ‐
End Stage 1
Dewatering Trigger

19

Dewatering Plan ‐
Comment It isn't clear how ACDC will manage July 29: Sediment in the C‐ring will be natural lake sediment and will be placed
Sediments Remaining the sediment remaining in the C‐ring
into the overburden stockpile area in accordance with the approved Project
in C‐Ring
following the completion of dewatering and Description.
where this sediment will be disposed.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends

Comment Section 3 of the Dewatering Plan
states that: "pumping to Lac du Sauvage will
cease when a daily sample for TSS returns a
result greater than 25 mg/L." The GNWT
notes that a TSS concentration greater than
25 mg/L in the water being pumped to Lac du
Sauvage is not compliant with the Water
Licence. Action levels should be implemented
to ensure that Stage 1 dewatering will cease
prior to the 25 mg/L maximum grab EQC, or
15 mg/L maximum average EQC being
exceeded.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC cease discharging to Lac du
Sauvage prior to the exceedance of TSS EQCs,
and remain in compliance with the Water
Licence at all times while dewatering Point
Lake.

July 29: Arctic disagrees with the GNWT's recommendation. The established
procedures for daily on‐site analysis of TSS concentration and the ability to
instantaneously cease pumping based on those results provides confidence that
very little water could be released greater than the threshold. This is the same
approach that is applied for the primary effluent discharge locations except that
analytical results are not received for at least several days. Discharge is not
stopped prior to reaching the TSS effluent quality criteria concentration.

that ACDC clarify how sediment remaining in
the C‐ring will be managed following the
completion of dewatering activities.
20

Project Description ‐
Section 2.4 Point Lake
Project Regulatory
Instruments

Comment Section 2.4 of the Project
Description Report describes some of the
necessary authorizations for the Ekati Point
Lake Project (i.e. Type A LUP, Type A WL,
Fisheries Act Authorizations) but does not
mention the other approvals such as surface
lease, navigable waters, etc. which are
identified in the project schedule (figure 4.4‐
11). It is unclear when ACDC plans on
pursuing the other approvals, such as the
surface lease. The GNWT would like to note
that a surface lease is required for any mining
operation. Applicants are requested to
submit applications 9‐12 months before the
lease(s) are to be in effect.
Recommendation Please provide further
detail regarding when ACDC will apply for the
other approvals that are needed for the
project but were not captured in section 2.4
of the project description report. The GNWT's
interest in particular is with respect to the
surface lease.

July 29: Arctic has engaged GNWT Lands Administration regarding a surface
lease for the Point Lake Project and the process to obtain a lease is underway.
Arctic will continue to pursue any other regulatory authorizations that are
required to facilitate development of the Point Lake Project.

21

Project Description ‐
Waste Rock Storage
Area Design

Comment Section 4.2.4 of the Project
Description states that: "Final design of the
WRSA requires field verification of
geotechnical conditions and, therefore, a
WRSA Design Report as required under the
Water Licence (Condition F.4) will be
provided to the WLWB for approval following
completion of that work and prior to
construction." The GNWT notes that it isn't
clear when the WRSA Design Report can be
expected. It also isn't clear if there is
potential that the WRSAs will need to be

July 29: 1) Arctic plans to submit the WRSA Design Report shortly following
approval of the Water Licence Amendment. This timing fits within the Project
development timeframe because the WRSA is not scheduled to be constructed
until fall 2022. This timing provides two important benefits: a) The WRSA design
will be able to incorporate feedback from on‐going engagement by Arctic and
the WLWB review process, and b) The required engineering field inspection can
be conducted during summer 2021 and design can be initiated in the winter
season. Importantly, the conceptual design provided in the Project applications
confidently demonstrates that the WRSA can be constructed and closed as
designed such that the detailed WRSA Design Report is not required for issuance
of the Water Licence Amendment, which is the approach that has been followed
for previous project approvals (i.e., WRSA Design Report not required for Water

relocated based on the findings from the
geotechnical field verification.
Recommendation 1) The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify when the WRSA Design
Report can be expected to be submitted for
review. 2) The GNWT recommends that ACDC
provide additional detail on the geotechnical
field verification that is required prior to
finalizing the WRSA design, and outline the
potential risk of having to relocate all, or part
of the WRSA.

Licence Amendment). 2) There is negligible risk that all or part of the WRSA
would be recommended to be relocated as a result of the engineering field
investigation. Arctic engineering staff are knowledgeable of WRSA construction
and have found the site suitable. The purpose of the engineering field
investigation is to refine the design parameters based on the conditions
expected in the base of the WRSA. If any potential instabilities are expected the
pile will be redesigned to mitigate issues, not be relocated. This enables the
design engineer to collect the necessary information on foundation conditions
to design the WRSA side slopes for physical stability including, in this case,
integrated closure designs.

22

Project Description ‐
Project Schedule ‐
WRSA Pads

Comment Figure 4.4‐11 in the Project
Description shows a general Project Schedule.
The GNWT notes that the schedule shows
construction of WRSA pads beginning in June
2022; however, it isn't yet clear when the
WRSA design will be submitted for approval
prior to WRSA construction. The GNWT notes
that construction of WRSA pads should not
begin until the WRSA design has been
approved.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC clarify whether it is expected that
the WRSA design is approved by June 2022.

July 29: Arctic plans to submit the WRSA Design Report shortly following
approval of the Water Licence Amendment. This timing fits within the Project
development timeframe because the WRSA is not scheduled to be constructed
until fall 2022. Arctic will not begin WRSA construction without an approved
WRSA Design Plan in place.

23

Table 6.1‐1 (PDR
Appendix E ‐
Geochemistry
Technical Report)

Comment Table 6.1‐1 contains two columns
for acid potential (AP), and no column for
Neutralization Potential (NP). GNWT notes
that this table should be corrected.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that Table 6.1‐1 be corrected to present NP
as well as AP data in the correct data
columns.

July 29: Table 6.1‐1 does not show neutralization potential (NP) because it is a
table that is intended to quantify the number of acid‐base accounting (ABA)
exceedances. This is done by comparing the calculated values to a benchmark
value. No minimum threshold for NP was defined, therefore; NP is not included
in the table. The acid potential (AP) in column four is more appropriately called
maximum acidic generating potential (MAP) as it is calculated using total
sulphur. The AP value in column six is calculated using sulphide sulphur. No
correction is required.
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Project Description,
Appendix F
Reclamation, and
Closure Activities and

Comment Concerning the pit lake flooding
schedule, it isn't clear whether an updated
analysis has been completed to implement
the Ekati (overall project) Pit Lakes pump

July 29: An analysis of pit flooding schedule and sequencing was conducted to
develop the Point Lake closure plan and security estimate. Flooding of the Point
Lake open pit would utilize pumps and pipelines that are already costed in the
site‐wide security estimate for flooding of the Sable and Lynx open pits and the

Security Estimate
Section 2. Closure
and Reclamation
Activities ‐ 2.1 Point
Lake Open Pit Overall
Ekati Pit Lake Pump
Flooding Schedule

flooding. Specifically, has the developer
conducted an analysis of schedule and
sequencing that includes the Ekati Point Lake
Project? Concerning closure costs, the GNWT
is seeking the following information from the
developer: . Are there sufficient equipment
capital costs for the pumps (two currently
costed)? . Are there sufficient labour costs
(will concurrent pump flooding require
additional labour)? . Will the expected 4‐
years to flood Point Lake impact the overall
closure and reclamation timeline? . Will
additional WQ monitoring be required based
on staggered implementation?
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC provide an analysis showing the
general schedule and sequencing for flooding
the pits.

unit rates used for pit flooding activities are the same as those used elsewhere
in the site‐wide security estimate. This approach is appropriate as it utilizes the
same pumping flow rates as the Sable and Lynx open pits. Flooding of the Point
Lake open pit would not occur simultaneously with the Lynx and Sable open pits,
which is the shared‐equipment approach already established in the site‐wide
security estimate. Specific to GNWT's information requests: 1) The Reclaim
estimate currently includes the purchase of three pumps that are intended for
flooding of the Sable and Lynx open pits, two of which would also be used to
flood the Point Lake open pit. The pumps are sized appropriately for flooding of
the Point Lake open pit and the same pumping flow rate is assumed. No
additional pumps are required because the timing of the equipment usage can
be sequential and not overlapping. 2) The site‐wide security estimate distributes
pump‐flooding labour costs across open pits, as each individual pit flooding
activity does not require a dedicated labour crew. This approach avoids a likely
over‐accounting of labour requirements. In this way, pump flooding labour is
already incorporated into the site‐wide estimate for the duration of the overall
pump flooding program extending to the final completion of pit flooding. The
current provision of continuous pump flooding labour throughout the site‐wide
pumping program is sufficient to incorporate flooding of the Point Lake open pit
because flooding of the Point Lake open pit does not extend the site‐wide
program. Additionally, flooding of the Point Lake open pit would occur during
on‐going mine operations or during the period of active reclamation when other
resources are on‐site that could be shared with the pump flooding program (i.e.,
as opposed to post‐reclamation pit flooding when no other resources are on
site). 3) The expected 4 years to flood the Point Lake open pit will not affect the
overall closure timeline because it fits within the already established timelines
for site‐wide pit flooding and closure. 4) The incremental costs (labour and
analytical) for pit lake water quality monitoring during and for 10 years following
flooding of the Point Lake open pit are included in the Point Lake Project
security estimate utilizing unit rates established in the site‐wide estimate. Arctic
suggests that this information is adequate for approval of the Point Lake Project
(i.e., Water Licence Amendment and Land Use Permits) and that an overall
update of the site‐wide pit flooding program to incorporate the Point Lake
Project (as well as other relevant updates) be provided following approval of the
Point Lake Project at the time that the Point Lake Project is incorporated into
the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan. This is the approach committed to in
the Project Description and provides an efficient approach for all parties.
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Project Description,
Appendix F
Reclamation and
Closure Activities and
Security Estimate_
Section 2. Closure
and Reclamation
Activities ‐ 2.2 Waste
Rock Storage Area ‐
Short vs. Long Haul
Rate for 'construction
rock'

Comment The project description describes
that the 1 m WRSA cover rock will be sourced
from the Lynx site. The GNWT is seeking
clarity on the distance of the haul.
Concerning closure costs and the GNWT's
assessment of the proposed estimate, the
GNWT requires the developer to confirm,
based on haul distance, if the Load/Short
Haul/Spread Compact unit rate in the
RECLAIM estimate is the appropriate unit
rate.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC confirm if the waste rock cover ‐
unit rate in the RECLAIM estimate is correct
for the planned haul.

July 29: All of the unit rates used for the Point Lake WRSA cover are the same as
currently used in the site‐wide estimate for the Pigeon WRSA cover. This
includes the unit rate used for construction rock sourced from the Lynx site. This
unit rate for sourcing and placing construction rock as WRSA cover is used for all
of the WRSAs that require covering (Misery, Fox, Panda/Koala/Beartooth,
CKRSA, Pigeon). The haul distances for these activities vary and encompass the
estimated 5 km from the Lynx site to the Point Lake WRSA. Therefore, the unit
rate is considered appropriate for the Point Lake security estimate.
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Project Description,
Appendix F
Reclamation and
Closure Activities and
Security Estimate_
Section 3.
Reclamation Security
Estimate ‐ 3.1 Costing
Overview ‐ No New
Unit Rates or Other
Costing Provisions are
Necessary or
Proposed

Comment The GNWT is uncertain which
security estimate that ACDC is using as its
base estimate. Specifically, with respect to
closure costs, identifying the base estimate
will help with confirmation of the Point Lake
unit rates and costs allowances.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends
that ACDC identify the security estimate that
ACDC is using as their 'current' estimate and
the Ekati Point Lake Project estimate.

July 29: Arctic is working from the Reclaim estimate most recently approved by
the WLWB as part of the WLWB's April 22, 2021 Reason for Decision that
approved Arctic's proposed security adjustment for Progressive Reclamation
work completed at Old Camp. The rates within the Reclaim estimate remain
unchanged from the inflated costs presented as part of the WLWB's February
19, 2020 conditional approval of ICRP V.3.0 titled "Adjustment 9 ‐ Determination
2".
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Archaeological
Management Plan
(PDR Section 6)

Comment The Archaeological Management
Plan cited in the application package was
created in 2003 and requires updating.
Recommendation Please update the
Archaeological Management Plan.

July 29: As stated in the Project Description, the Archaeological Management
Plan does not require amendment at this time. This is a high‐level document
that provides a general framework for archaeological and heritage sites
associated with the Ekati Diamond Mine. Detailed archaeological surveys are
managed on a project‐specific basis, and Arctic employs an internal
Archaeological Procedure to manage incidental findings on site.
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Sufficiency of
Mitigation and

Comment On June 23, 2021, the Minister of
ENR approved ACDC's Wildlife Effects

July 29: Arctic will apply the Wildlife E?ects Monitoring Plan (WEMP) and
Caribou Road Mitigation Plan (CRMP) to the Point Lake Project. Based on Arctic's

Monitoring for
Wildlife

Monitoring Plan and Caribou Road Mitigation
Plan, originally approved by ENR in
accordance with Measure 6‐1 from the Jay
Project environmental assessment, as a
Wildlife Management and Monitoring Plan
(WMMP) for the entire Ekati Mine under
subsection 95(3) of the Wildlife Act. In ENR's
notification letter to ACDC, ENR
acknowledged the extensive public review
that had already contributed to the
development of the WMMP and that further
public review of an adaptively modified
WMMP would occur when ACDC applies to
renew their Water Licence which expires
October 18, 2023. In reviewing ACDC's
application for the Ekati Point Lake Project
and Appendix H‐Caribou Technical Report,
the GNWT is of the view that the impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with
this Project can largely be addressed through
the diligent and consistent application of the
mitigation and monitoring approaches
outlined in the WMMP for the Ekati Mine.
The GNWT provides this assessment with two
stipulations. First, the GNWT considers
ACDC's proposal to remove the Waste Rock
Storage Area (WRSA) from the Jay Water
Licence, and its assurance that it will not be
proceeding with the Jay Project without
major revisions, to be a key component to
minimizing potential barrier effects to
caribou that might otherwise be associated
with high levels of activity in the north‐south
movement corridor west of Lac du Sauvage.
As shown by collar data in Figure 5‐2 and
camera monitoring results discussed in
Appendix H ‐ Caribou Technical Report,

progressive business planning and on engagement feedback such as this
comment, Arctic is proposing that the Jay Project as a whole be removed from
the Water Licence. This ensures that there is no risk of concurrent activities or
post‐closure cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay Project as a whole from the
Water Licence is described further in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB
that accompanies these responses. Without construction of the Jay Project,
there will be a wider travel corridor available to caribou between Point Lake and
Lac du Sauvage to facilitate movement between the Lac du Sauvage narrows
and areas north of the Jay Road. The portion of the Jay Road east of the Point
Lake Project will have traffic during Point Lake dewatering (the first eight
months of the Project) and only infrequent light vehicle traffic for monitoring
afterwards. The available movement corridor between the Point Lake Project
and the nearest point on Lac du Sauvage is approximately 1.0 km wide.
Additionally, as part of these responses Arctic has verified and commits that the
west metasediment pile and the overburden stockpile will maintain a minimum
200 m setback from the local esker and Thinner Lake (Figure 1) to ensure that
this movement area is maintained. This is achievable and is the same esker
setback distance that was to be applied to the Jay WRSA. The recent summary
of wildlife camera data from the Ekati Diamond Mine (Arctic 2021) shows that in
the period when the Jay Road was operational there were 146 occasions with
caribou photographed at the Jay Road and there were no observations of
behaviour indicating that caribou were deflected by the Road. Figures 1 to 3 in
the response to DKFN‐11 show that from January 2016 to December 2020
caribou captured in photos by wildlife cameras in the Point Lake area peaked in
summer and autumn in 2018 and 2019 and in the winter of 2017‐2018,
providing guidance on seasons of potential increases in abundance. From
Arctic's assessment the continued use of cameras is appropriate to monitor
conditions near specific features, to verify that caribou cross roads, to continue
to monitor and verify that roads do not present a barrier to movement, and to
quantify the degree to which roads affect fine‐scale caribou behaviour under
changing conditions. Arctic will consider any comments from reviewers of the
recent camera monitoring summary (Arctic 2021) in decisions on how to adapt
and implement the program in the future. Consultation with communities and
the Traditional Knowledge Elders Group is planned to guide development of
road crossings and management of the caribou movement corridor between
Point Lake and the Misery development. Arctic and other parties have not had
the opportunity to review and discuss the report that is referenced as under

caribou do travel through the proposed Point
Lake area. While it is clear that economics are
a key driver of ACDC's decision not to
proceed with the Jay Project, this approach to
project timing can help mitigate potential
barrier effects by allowing caribou to
continue to have spatial options to move
through the area west of Lac du Sauvage
while the Point Lake Project is under
construction and operations. However, the
GNWT notes that ACDC has not entirely
revoked the Jay Water Licence, meaning
some activities are nonetheless envisioned at
that site. The GNWT would like to understand
further what activities it expects would be
taking place at the Jay site during the Point
Lake construction and operation, and what
other measures they might be taking to
minimize activities there. Further information
on timelines for reclamation of the Point Lake
WRSAs and Overburden stockpiles would be
helpful. Second, the GNWT expects that
ACDC will be using the results of its recently
distributed 2020 Wildlife Camera Monitoring
Summary Report, along with review
comments on that report (deadline
September 7, 2021) and the analysis of
collared caribou movements through the area
being conducted by the Independent
Environmental Monitoring Agency (IEMA) to
assess the effectiveness of, and revise if
necessary, the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan.
Recommendation 1) ACDC should ensure
that the mitigation and monitoring
approaches identified in the WMMP
approved for the Ekati Mine be applied to
activities conducted at and in relation to the

development by IEMA and, therefore, Arctic cannot comment on or necessarily
accept the stated findings of the report. However, Arctic has circulated the
annual WEMP report and the recent 2020 Camera Summary Report (Arctic
2021) in support of its finding that the WEMP, with CRMP, is an effective
mitigation against a barrier effect of roads. Arctic has described in those reports,
at various workshops, and at the Point Lake Project engagement meetings the
various components of the CRMP that support its value and effectiveness. Arctic
looks forward to receiving the results of movement analyses from IEMA, and
they will be addressed in the next revisions to the WEMP and the CRMP. The
revised WEMP and CRMP (collectively the Wildlife Management and Monitoring
Plan; WMMP) will accompany the renewal of the Water Licence for the Ekati
Diamond Mine in October 2023 and will include a public review process of all
wildlife monitoring activities at the Ekati Diamond Mine. References: Arctic
(Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd.). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine 2020
wildlife camera monitoring summary report. 63 pp.

Ekati Point Lake Project. 2) ACDC should
clarify what, if any, activities it expects will go
on at the Jay site and any measures it expects
to take there to minimize disturbances in the
area west of Lac du Sauvage while Point Lake
is in construction and operation. 3) If
construction activities are to be undertaken
at the Jay site, ACDC should adopt additional
measures to avoid concurrent disturbances at
both the Point Lake and Jay sites during
seasons when caribou are expected to be in
the area. This could include, for example,
seasonal restrictions or work shut downs
when caribou are passing through the area,
and should be discussed with ENR. 4) ACDC
should ensure that when the Water Licence
for the Ekati mine comes up for renewal in
October 2023, a revised WMMP be provided
for public review that stipulates any
modifications, adjustments or adaptive
revisions to the plan resulting from its
application to the Ekati Point Lake Project. 5)
ACDC should apply learnings from the
recently submitted 2020 Wildlife Camera
Monitoring Summary Report, review
comments on that report and analyses of
collared caribou movements conducted in
that area by IEMA, and monitoring results
generated from other relevant site‐wide
monitoring programs, to update and refine
the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan and WMMP
as necessary.
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Project Linkages to
Comment Overall, the GNWT concurs with
the Bathurst Caribou ACDC's evaluation of the impact of the Ekati
Range Plan
Point Lake Project on the direct and indirect
disturbance metrics on the Bathurst range
and its assessment that the project will not

July 29: 1) As noted, the Caribou Offset and Mitigation Plan (CMP) was partially
implemented by the previous owner. The current status of the elements of the
CMP are listed in Table 1 (attached). 2) Arctic intends to resume implementation
of the CMP and is developing updated implementation timelines. Arctic plans to
present its updated implementation timelines at the WLWB Technical Workshop

cause any thresholds in the Range Plan to be
exceeded, either on its own, or in
combination with the Ekati Jay Project. The
GNWT agrees with ACDC's assessment (in
Section 4.5 of Appendix H in the PDR) that
Ekati's location within Range Assessment
Area 2 of the Range Plan's Cumulative Land
Disturbance Framework (CLDF), which has a
"cautionary" status, introduces the necessity
to consider how the key management tools
identified in the Range Plan apply at a project
level. Regarding the need for enhanced road
planning and management, the Ekati Caribou
Road Mitigation Plan was designed to address
the impacts of roads and traffic on caribou
and contains necessary elements that satisfy
the intent of this management tool. This plan
was required as part of the Jay measures
(EA1314‐01) and it is now contained within
the approved WMMP that ACDC is required
to apply site‐wide, including in relation to the
Ekati Point Lake Project. ACDC also correctly
identified offsetting/compensatory
mechanisms as one of the management tools
to be applied as part of the Range Plan's
CLDF. The GNWT is in the process of
developing guidance for the application of
offsetting and compensatory mechanisms to
development projects that may impact
caribou and caribou habitat; however, as it is
not yet available to draw upon, the GNWT
suggests that the Caribou Mitigation Plan
(May 2017) developed to address Jay
Measure 6‐2 would be a suitable corollary.
The plan contains enhanced mitigation
actions and compensatory mechanisms that
were considered by several participants in

scheduled for early September. It is important to note that these measures were
developed specifically for the Jay project. Given that, Arctic will also be
reviewing on‐the‐ground implementation details that had been previously
developed to ensure that the implementation of the CMP (i.e., not altering the
defining commitments) is appropriately aligned with the Point Lake Project.

the Jay environmental assessment to provide
benefits to the herd and address aspects of
public concern raised in that process. The
GNWT notes that while initial actions were
taken by the company to begin implementing
Measure 6‐2, progress has stalled with the
Jay Project being put on pause. The GNWT
notes that ACDC's most recent annual report
on the implementation of Jay Measures
posted on June 30, 2021 to the Mackenzie
Valley Review Board registry only speaks to
progress on mitigation of fugitive dust, and
not to the funding and implementation status
of other elements of the plan. While ACDC
identified the existence of this plan in
Appendix H of its PDR, it stopped short of
committing to advance that plan. The GNWT
notes that the timelines in the plan require
updating.
Recommendation 1) The GNWT recommends
that ACDC provide a summary of the
implementation status of each element of the
Caribou Mitigation Plan. 2) The GNWT
recommends that ACDC resume progress on
implementing the Caribou Mitigation Plan
and that the plan be revised with updated
timelines.
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Need for Further
Review via EA not
required for wildlife

Comment Given a) the limited impact of the
proposed Ekati Point Lake Project on
disturbance metrics on the range of the
Bathurst herd, b) the GNWT's view that the
impacts can be mitigated through the
WMMP, and c) the availability of relevant
data and analyses associated with the Jay
Project that are applicable to assessment of
this proposal, the GNWT does not believe
that a full‐scale environmental assessment

July 29: Arctic acknowledges the balanced approach taken by GNWT and the
clarity of its statement in this regard.

will necessarily provide a better
understanding of the residual impacts to
wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with
this application than can be garnered from
the current regulatory records.
Recommendation The GNWT recommends to
the Board that, from a wildlife and wildlife
habitat perspective, referral to environmental
assessment is not necessary to better
understand the residual effects of this
development.
Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency: Jamie Mistry
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

1

General File

Comment (doc) Please find attached the
Agency&#39;s comments on the Point Lake
Project application.
Recommendation

2

Water Licence
Process

Comment Arctic Diamond is suggesting that
the size and scope of the PLP does not
require EA and can proceed through the
preliminary screening directly into regulatory
licencing. The Agency is concerned that this
approach will not result in a thorough and
complete analysis of the potential impacts of
the PLP, especially given uncertainties around
the future of the Jay Project, lack of TK
incorporated into planning of the PLP,
potential additional impacts on the
movement of caribou and other wildlife along
the historically‐important Lac du Sauvage
narrows and Jay esker system (collectively
the Lac du Sauvage ‐ Lac de Gras isthmus),
and geochemistry of the waste rock piles. The
following outlines what we believe would be
the benefits of proceeding through an EA
process and the limitations of the regulatory

Proponent Response

July 29: Arctic wishes to document for the WLWB and other parties what it
believes is an incorrect representation of the Preliminary Screening process by
IEMA. Arctic finds that IEMA has misunderstood the roles and scopes of the
WLWB and other regulatory agencies related to Preliminary Screening, which
has the risk of creating a false appearance of uncertainty or limitations in the
WLWB's Preliminary Screening process. The Preliminary Screening process is
clear, rigorous, and encompassing of all potential effects and mitigations.
Arctic's public engagement meetings resulted in the introduction of additional
mitigation measures such as removal of the Jay Project from the Water Licence
and development of a Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan. The GNWT
regulates wildlife management under the Wildlife Act and has provided its clear
finding that the current wildlife monitoring and management programs in
combination with the Project mitigations are adequate without need for EA. The
wildlife monitoring and management programs (i.e., WEMP/WMMP including
CRMP and special studies) undergoes continual review and update based on
monitoring observation, community and Traditional Knowledge input, special
studies, review of technical and annual reports, and scientific analysis. As
directed by GNWT, the WEMP/WMMP is scheduled to undergo a formal

licencing‐only process: . The purpose of the
engagement, review, and update process as part of the 2023 Water Licence
EA process is to consider the economic, social Renewal (work planned to begin in 2022).
and environmental benefits and impacts of a
project and to identify effective ways to
mitigate potential concerns. Its scope is
therefore broader than the regulatory
licencing process. If it is determined that
concerns exist and are mitigable, the MVEIRB
can recommend a range of measures beyond
those of the water licencing regulatory
process that could potentially enable the PLP
to proceed. . Caribou are an integral part of
northern Indigenous culture and are
consistently a key concern to Indigenous
peoples that is raised when the Agency visits
communities or holds workshops. The greater
availability of participant funding for the EA
process would help ensure the full
participation of Indigenous Governments,
organizations and communities around this
critically important subject. . During the
preliminary screening phase of an
application, the WLWB is able to take into
consideration a broad range of topics
including land, water, wildlife, and social
considerations of the proposed application.
However, during the regulatory phase of a
Water Licence and Land Use Permit
amendment, WLWB jurisdiction is limited in
regards to wildlife. The Agency is concerned
that since one of the major issues of the PLP
is the potential effect on wildlife movement
that the limited jurisdiction of the WLWB
with regards to wildlife could affect the
WLWB's ability to regulate wildlife in general
and caribou in particular. In the April 15, 2021
Reasons for Decision for the Diavik‐

Deposition of Processed Kimberlite into the
Mine Workings, the WLWB noted that
wildlife comments on topics such as wildlife
monitoring were outside of the WLWB's
jurisdiction. It is not clear how this limitation
will be addressed if the PLP does not proceed
to EA. Under the EA process wildlife can be
considered and regulated through measures
and directives.
Recommendation N/A
3

Barriers to Caribou
Comment The PLP is within a known caribou
Movement ‐ Removal movement corridor, and is one area where
of Jay WRSA
caribou currently move through when
deflected around the mine. Figure 1* clearly
demonstrates its use and importance to
caribou in the area, showing extensive
movement of collared caribou through the
Lac du Sauvage ‐ Lac de Gras isthmus. The
Agency is concerned with the impacts the PLP
will likely have on overall caribou movement
through the Lac du Sauvage ‐ Lac de Gras
isthmus and around the mine, especially
given its close proximity to both the Misery
complex and planned Jay Project. Arctic
Diamond have proposed to remove the Jay
Waste Rock Storage Area (WRSA) from the
approved licence in an effort to facilitate
caribou movement to the east of the PLP. The
Agency believes that while removal of the Jay
WRSA may reduce some impacts on caribou
movement over the life of the PLP, it does
not address all of the Agency's concerns over
the potential impacts on caribou from the
PLP or over the life of the mine once some
form of the Jay Project is initiated. More
specifically, the future and scope of the Jay
Project remains uncertain and the results of

July 29: Based on Arctic's progressive business planning and on engagement
feedback such as this comment, Arctic is proposing that the Jay Project as a
whole be removed from the Water Licence. This ensures that there is no risk of
concurrent activities or post‐closure cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence is described further in Arctic's July 29,
2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these responses. Removal of the Jay
Project in favour of the Point Lake Project provides a number of key benefits
that result in overall reduced risk to caribou movement. As a preliminary
consideration, the Point Lake WRSA is approximately one‐tenth the volume of
the assessed Jay WRSA (8 Mm3 versus 84 Mm3), less than one‐quarter the
footprint (49 ha versus 219 ha), and approximately 24 m lower in maximum
height (41 m versus 65 m). Please also refer to Arctic's response to comment
DKFN‐09 in this regard. It has long been established through Indigenous
Traditional Knowledge and science that the north‐south corridor west of Lac du
Sauvage is an area that has traditionally been used and continues to be used by
caribou from the Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak herds during their annual
migrations. In addition to the (now) whole removal of Jay project from the
Water Licence, Arctic has identified several actions to mitigate the potential
barrier effects of the Project and they appear on page 99 of the Point Lake
Project Description (Arctic 2021). Arctic has provided a rational Project design
with appropriate monitoring and mitigation measures that result in low risk to
caribou movement. Removal of the Jay Project eliminates the risk of overlapping
and cumulative effects in the movement corridor. Regarding the current use of
the Project area by caribou, it was not possible to discern the number of
individual animal movements in Figure 1 of the IEMA letter. Arctic returned to
the 2016 to 2020 radio‐collar movement pathway data presented in the Project
Development report (Arctic 2021) to consider the degree of use of the Point

4

Barriers to Caribou
Movement ‐
Effectiveness of
Mitigation Plan

the Jay Optimization Study unknown. Until
these are known with greater certainty, there
is a high probability that the Jay Project will
proceed in some form and the cumulative
impacts from the two projects must continue
to be taken into account. *Please refer to
Figure 1 in the Agency's letter
Recommendation N/A

Lake area in recent years relative to all the animals in each herd. Tables 1 and 2
attached summarize the number of individual caribou with radio collars in each
herd in each year and how many movement pathways crossed the Point Lake
area in each month. From 2016 to 2020 there were 416 years of data (one
caribou monitored for one year equal to one year of data). In the 237
monitoring years for the Bathurst herd there were 15 pathways that crossed the
Point Lake area, or a crossing in 6% of monitoring years. In the 224 monitoring
years for the Beverly/Ahiak herd, there were 21 pathways that crossed the Point
Lake area, or a crossing in 9% of monitoring years. There was also variation in
the number of crossings per year for each herd. Of all the crossings
documented, 8 of the 15 Bathurst herd and 15 of the 24 Beverly/Ahiak
pathways crossing the area were recorded in November and December. The
Ekati Diamond Mine CRMP provides an effective framework to guide additional
mitigation actions to address any new barrier effects. It is a living document
with requirement for periodic review. In the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan,
Arctic committed to further engagement with communities, IEMA, and the
GNWT. This engagement will include the identification of additional mitigation
actions and monitoring of caribou movement through the Narrows and the
Project area between Lac du Sauvage and Lac de Gras. The most recent data
(described above) suggests that mitigations focused on the early winter
timeframe (November and December) may return added value.

Comment Recent analysis conducted by the
Agency using caribou GPS collar data suggests
that some caribou are currently deflected
and/or delayed in their movements up to 4‐5
days by the mine infrastructure. As a
mitigation, Arctic Diamond has committed to
implement the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan
(CRMP) for the PLP. Based on the Agency's
findings and the lack of assessment by Arctic
Diamond, it remains difficult to determine to
what extent the mitigations used under the
CRMP are effective. To date the Agency is not
aware of a robust analysis into the
effectiveness of these mitigation measures.
The Application states "The WEMP includes
the CRMP, which has proven successful at

July 29: Arctic and other parties have not had the opportunity to review and
discuss the report that is referenced as under development by IEMA and,
therefore, Arctic cannot comment on or necessarily accept the stated findings of
the report. However, Arctic has circulated annual WEMP reports and the recent
(2020) Camera Summary Report in support of its finding that the WEMP, with
CRMP, is an effective mitigation against a barrier effect of roads on caribou
movement. Arctic has described in those reports, at various workshops, and at
the Point Lake Project engagement meetings the various components of the
CRMP that support its value and effectiveness. The use of summer and fall
caribou crossings of Misery Road by IEMA to support its conclusion that the
CRMP is highly selective. As part of its Interim Closure and Reclamation Planning
process, Arctic produced a figure showing the densities of caribou trails at the
Ekati Diamond Mine (Figure 1 attached). For the majority of its length the areas
nearest the Misery Road had no trails observed, with higher densities of trails
along the Jay Road and the highest densities of visible trails along the Sable
Road. This figure demonstrates some very import predevelopment context,

mitigating the barrier effects of roads and
pipelines at the Ekati Diamond Mine." This is
repeated often in the Application with no
supporting rationale, data or analyses. In the
Agency's opinion, the effectiveness of the
CRMP is unproven. Figure 5‐2 in Appendix H
(copied below as Figure 2**) shows all
collared caribou summer and fall movements
from 2015‐20. The figure clearly shows that
not a single collared caribou pathway crossed
the Misery Road, rendering it difficult to
rationalize the claim that the roads are not a
nearly complete barrier to caribou passage.
The Agency is concerned that the PLP Pit to
Misery Road section will also likely become a
nearly complete barrier to caribou
movement. **Please refer to Figure 2 in the
Agency's letter
Recommendation N/A

specifically that pre‐mining caribou use and movement along the Misery Road
corridor was limited, especially compared to areas with high density and forage
(e.g., Sable Road) or near important movement features like eskers (e.g., Sable
and Jay Roads). The statement by IEMA that the CRMP has not been
demonstrated as effective is based on a selective sampling of monitoring data
without consideration of baseline data showing how often a collar might be
expected to cross the area. The 2020 Camera Summary Report (Arctic 2021)
summarized data for the Misery, Sable, and Jay roads for the period from
September 2016 to February 2020. In that period there were 720 events
captured by cameras showing caribou on roads: 519 were at the Sable Road,
146 were at the Jay Road, and 55 were at the Misery Road. Of the 720 events at
the Ekati Diamond Mine only two events showed evidence that caribou were
deflected by mine roads. Importantly, there have been zero caribou mortalities
on Ekati Diamond Mine Roads in the history of the mine. rctic is pleased to
highlight that, in its June 23, 2021 letter to Arctic (copied to WLWB and IEMA),
GNWT formally accepted the current WEMP, including CRMP, as satisfying the
requirements of the Wildlife Act. The GNWT letter states ". the Minister is
satisfied that Arctic's Wildlife Effects Monitoring Plan (WEMP) for the Jay
Project, which was conditionally approved June 01 2017 as part of Measure 6‐1
from the Jay Project environmental assessment under the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act, meets the content requirements under Section
95(2) of the Wildlife Act when applied to the whole Ekati site, which ENR
understands is how it is being applied by Arctic" and ". the Minister accepts that
WEMP as fulfilling the requirement for a WMMP for the whole Ekati Diamond
Mine". In its July 15 comments on the Point Lake Project (comment GNWT‐28),
GNWT finds that the current WEMP, with CRMP, is adequate mitigation for the
Point Lake Project, as follows: (Comment GNWT‐28 excerpt) "In ENR's
noti?cation letter to ACDC, ENR acknowledged the extensive public review that
had already contributed to the development of the WMMP and that further
public review of an adaptively modi?ed WMMP would occur when ACDC applies
to renew their Water Licence which expires October 18, 2023. In reviewing
ACDC's application for the Ekati Point Lake Project and Appendix H‐Caribou
Technical Report, the GNWT is of the view that the impacts to wildlife and
wildlife habitat associated with this Project can largely be addressed through the
diligent and consistent application of the mitigation and monitoring approaches
outlined in the WMMP for the Ekati Mine. " Arctic will continue to work with
IEMA and other parties to review wildlife monitoring data and mitigation efforts

at the Ekati Diamond Mine. At this time, Arctic strongly disagrees with IEMA's
assertion that the current WEMP and CRMP have not been demonstrated as
effective caribou protection measures. Arctic refers to the current GNWT
comments as aligned with Arctic in that: 1) the current WEMP, with CRMP, is
effective and can be relied on for the Point Lake Project, and 2) the WEMP, with
CRMP, requires continual review and update, which is next scheduled during the
2023 Water Licence Renewal process (work to begin in 2022).
5

Barriers to Caribou
Movement ‐ Sensory
Disturbance for
Caribou

Comment In additional to the physical barrier
presented by roads and waste rock piles, the
sensory disturbance, such as truck traffic,
blasting, exhaust fumes and dust, will also
likely have an impact on caribou use and
movement through the area. It is difficult to
determine impacts of sensory disturbance
because the predicted traffic volumes (from
haul truck, land train, graders, water and fuel
trucks, and light vehicles) are not provided.
Currently, the ore traffic to the process plant
is coming from Sable, Pigeon and Misery pits.
Therefore, the traffic is spread out over
different roads, resulting in more time
between vehicles on a given road. If the PLP
was to proceed, all the ore fed to the process
plant will come from the PLP which will
concentrate all of the Ekati haul traffic on the
single PLP/Jay and Misery Road system. In
addition, the number of trucks on the PLP to
Misery portion of the road will be higher
because Arctic Diamond proposes to transfer
ore from PLP to the Lynx Crusher Stockpile
using the pit trucks. As a result, vehicle traffic
in this section of road will not be
consolidated by the use of dual‐powered
road trains.
Recommendation N/A

July 29: The magnitude of the effects of the Ekati Diamond Mine have been
accounted for at a range of spatial and temporal scales. The direct footprint of
the Point Lake Project, as with existing mine footprints, has been assessed as
permanently lost and fragmented habitat ‐ it is not expected to return to
functioning caribou habitat. This includes the footprint of pits, roads, and
WRSAs. As stated in the Project Development Report (Arctic 2021, Section 5) the
project footprint amounts to 118 ha, 88 ha of which is terrestrial habitat. The
indirect effects of the Point Lake Project that may arise from sensory
disturbances were determined as 1.3 ha greater than the existing Ekati Diamond
Mine footprint plus the approved Jay Project. The sensory disturbance effects
include all the effects of all vehicle traffic at the Ekati Diamond Mine and will
exist for the duration of the construction and operations of each component.
The effects of roads, WRSAs, pits, vehicle traffic, and all other mine components
and activities have been accounted for in both direct permanent habitat loss
and indirect temporary habitat devaluation. The previous assessments and the
current Point Lake Project Description (Arctic 2021) include them as either
permanent direct loss and fragmentation of habitat from the Project footprint
or indirect temporary habitat devaluation from sensory disturbances. With
Arctic's proposed addition of the Point Lake Project and removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence, the overall increase in the project
footprint and the indirect effects of the Ekati Diamond Mine on caribou
movement will be smaller than the affected area associated with the currently
existing and permitted infrastructure. The overall Ekati Diamond Mine footprint
and the area within the 15 km disturbance buffer will be smaller than the areas
currently existing and approved. At the finest scale, the within‐year and within‐
day disturbances along the roads between Point Lake and Misery and between
Misery and the Main Camp will not change from those already assessed for the
Jay Project. Material management and vehicle use on the Jay Road from Point
Lake to Misery and on the Misery Road to the process plant will be the same as
had been previously assessed and approved for the Jay Project. The road

mitigations that were requirements of the Jay assessment originated from the
Caribou Road Mitigation Plan, which is already in effect as part of the WEMP
and that will apply to the Point Lake Project. Removal of the Jay Project in
favour of the Point Lake Project reduces the potential effects of road traffic on
caribou movement because, apart from light vehicle access during the eight‐
month dewatering program, there will be only infrequent light vehicle traffic for
monitoring (i.e., no mining traffic or heavy haulage) on the Jay Road east of
Point Lake. In the previously assessed and approved Jay Project scenario, the
entire length of the Jay Road would have experienced nearly continual heavy
haulage traffic for a period in the order of 10 years. Arctic notes that IEMA has
mistakenly referred to a difference in traffic between the Jay and Point Lake
Projects stating that "In addition, the number of trucks on the PLP to Misery
portion of the road will be higher because Arctic Diamond proposes to transfer
ore from PLP to the Lynx Crusher Stockpile using the pit trucks". This is not
correct as the Jay Project did not plan to use the road trains on the Jay Road.
References: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond Company). 2021a. Ekati Diamond
Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake Project: Project Description. 523
pp.
6

Barriers to Caribou
Comment The PLP main WRSA will be on the
Movement ‐ Location north pile along the Jay Road with a second
of WRSA
WRSA and overburden pile to the west. Based
on the design, size and location of these
WRSA's presented in the Application, it is the
Agency's opinion that the pit, WRSA's and
overburden pile complex will pose an
additional and significant semi‐permeable
barrier to wildlife movement in this well‐
travelled area (Figure 1).
Recommendation N/A

July 29: Arctic has been consistent and clear in its finding that the Point Lake
WRSA must be located at the Point Lake site for the Project to be economically
viable and proceed. Additional information in this regard is provided in Arctic's
July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these responses. Arctic has
identified several actions to mitigate potential barrier effects of the Project and
they appear on page 99 of the Point Lake Project Description (Arctic 2021).
Further, without construction of the Jay Project, there will be a wider travel
corridor available to caribou between Point Lake and Lac du Sauvage to facilitate
movement between the Lac du Sauvage narrows and areas north of the Jay
Road. The portion of the Jay Road east of the Point Lake Project will have traffic
during Point Lake dewatering (the first eight months of the Project) and only
infrequent light vehicle traffic for monitoring on an on‐going basis. The available
movement corridor between the Point Lake Project and the nearest point on Lac
du Sauvage is approximately 1.0 km wide. Additionally, as part of these
responses Arctic has verified and commits that the west metasediment pile and
the overburden stockpile will maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local
esker and Thinner Lake (Figure 1) to ensure that this movement area is
maintained. This is achievable and is the same esker setback distance that was
to be applied to the Jay WRSA. The prioritization of the north metasediment pile

is intended to maximize the available movement corridor between the Point
Lake Project and the existing Misery development. Minimizing the west
metasediment pile will maximize the width of the second movement corridor
west of Point Lake. The summaries of wildlife camera and radio‐telemetry
movement monitoring data provided in the Point Lake Project Description
(Arctic 2021) are expanded on in the responses to review comments received by
Arctic. Of the 36 movement pathways through the Point Lake area by radio‐
collared caribou in 2016 to 2020 (see response to IEMA‐03), 8 crossed the west
metasediment pile in 416 monitoring years of data. Arctic has been consistent
and clear that its Project evaluation, supported by ERM Consultants Canada Ltd.
and by monitoring and modelling data, found that the proposed configuration of
the WRSA at the Point Lake site in combination with existing and new
operational mitigation measures results in low risk to caribou movement.
Additionally, removal of the Jay Project from the Water Licence in its entirety as
proposed in these responses eliminates risk of overlapping or cumulative effects
in the caribou movement corridor. Arctic respects that IEMA has presented its
opinion, however Arctic strongly disagrees and finds that the evidence clearly
supports Arctic's findings. Arctic is pleased to note that the GNWT's findings in
this regard appear to align with Arctic's where GNWT states: (Comment GNWT‐
30) "Given a) the limited impact of the proposed Ekati Point Lake Project on
disturbance metrics on the range of the Bathurst herd, b) the GNWT's view that
the impacts can be mitigated through the WMMP, and c) the availability of
relevant data and analyses associated with the Jay Project that are applicable to
assessment of this proposal, the GNWT does not believe that a full‐scale
environmental assessment will necessarily provide a better understanding of
the residual impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with this
application than can be garnered from the current regulatory records." Further
engagement with IEMA, Government, Communities, and the Traditional
Knowledge Elders Group is planned to further refine Project design, monitoring,
and mitigation.
7

Use of Traditional
Knowledge

Comment The Application references TK and
information collected for the Jay Project.
While this does provide some useful historical
context, it does not consider changes and
potential cumulative impacts caused by the
two projects eventually proceeding. There is
a need for additional input from Elders, other

July 29: In its applications to the WLWB, Arctic had proposed that the Jay WRSA
be removed from the Water Licence. Based on Arctic's progressive business
planning and further engagement feedback such as this comment, Arctic is
proposing that the Jay Project as a whole be removed from the Water Licence.
This ensures that there is no risk of concurrent activities or post‐closure
cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay Project as a whole from the Water
Licence is described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that

8

Waste Rock Storage
Areas â€“
Metasediment and
ARD Concerns

holders of TK and the communities that
reflects both the PLP and Jay Project
proceeding. During the Jay EA, the Jay Project
and related infrastructure layout changed
based on input provided by TK holders. This
same level of engagement has not happened
for the PLP; in fact, there appears to have
been very little discussion and incorporation
of TK or community input into the current
PLP Application. The Agency believes the
possibility exists that Elders may want to
offer more TK relevant to an additional mine
project proceeding within a major caribou
movement corridor, added to the Jay Project.
Recommendation N/A

accompanies these responses. In its applications to the WLWB (Project
Description Report S.4.11 and elsewhere), Arctic described that Indigenous
Traditional Knowledge (TK) is available for the Point Lake area, some of which
was developed and utilized in the Jay Project Environmental Assessment, and
that the existing TK was used in the Project design and environmental mitigation
measures. Arctic also described its approach to gathering additional field‐based
TK following a process similar to the Jay Road esker crossing. This work is
specific to the Point Lake Project and will be complemented on an on‐going
basis by additional TK and Indigenous community initiatives that Arctic has
initiated and plans in the near future. Please refer to Arctic's responses to
comments DKFN‐4 and DKFN‐10 in this regard. Arctic believes that it has
reasonably and appropriately applied existing TK to the design of the Project
and mitigation measures to the extent required to support the Project
applications. Additionally, Arctic has committed to and/or initiated the TK
initiatives listed in Arctic's response to comment DKFN‐04. In response to review
comments received, Arctic wishes to advance its application of TK to the Point
Lake Project and, by extension, the Ekati Diamond Mine generally. To this end
Arctic is developing a Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan with the intent of
understanding and addressing gaps in the use of TK for the Project. Arctic will
develop a draft Plan that can be circulated to and discussed with IGOs at
engagement meetings and, possibly, the WLWB's Technical Workshop on the
Point Lake Project that is scheduled for early September. The Plan is also
described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the Board that accompanies these
responses.

Comment Based on a review of the
geochemical data presented in the
Application, the Agency is concerned with the
potential for the development of Acid Rock
Drainage leading to metal leaching in waste
rock seepage. Section 4.4.6 of the Project
Description states that "Geological
interpretation (Section 4.4.2) and
geochemical analysis (Appendix E) indicate
that the lithological and geochemical
characteristics of metasediment from the
Point Lake open pit are similar to the
geochemical characteristics of metasediment

July 29: Arctic has been consistent and clear in its engagement information and
submissions that the waste rock to be excavated at the Point Lake open pit is
metasediment (except an incidental quantity of pegmatite). There is an
extensive and relevant knowledge‐base on metasediment geochemistry at the
Ekati Diamond Mine that is based on relevant operating experience (primarily at
the Misery open pit), analytical testing (including static and kinetic testing of
samples from Misery, Pigeon, and Jay metasediment), comprehensive data
consolidation, and analysis completed for the Jay Project EA. It is appropriate
and scientifically valid to utilize the existing knowledge‐base, augmented by the
Project‐specific data, to evaluate the geochemistry and develop management
plans for the Point Lake metasediment, which Arctic has done. As described in
Arctic's response to comment TG‐09, Arctic is arranging to conduct additional
laboratory tests to better demonstrate the geochemical behaviour of Point Lake

that has been mined from the Misery pit
(located approximately 2 km from Point
Lake)." (p‐60). This comment is at odds with
the data presented in the Project Description,
which indicates that Point Lake
metasediment has an increased risk of
becoming acid generating compared to
Misery or other metasediment waste rock at
the Ekati mine. All other pits at Ekati with
metasediments also have granite that helps
add some buffering capacity. Point Lake
waste rock is 99% metasediment so there is
no granite buffering. The PLP waste rock piles
will be essentially all metasediment. In
addition, PLP metasediment is also much
more likely to turn acidic than other
metasediment at Ekati, with 91% of the
samples analysed classifying as potentially
acid generating (PAG) (Net Potential Ratio
NPR<2), with a median NPR value of 0.86 and
essentially no neutralizing potential. These
numbers are very concerning and much
different than other metasediment waste
rock piles at Ekati, where 51% of samples are
classifying as PAG. The Agency is concerned
that this could lead to future long‐term
seepage and water quality issues
Recommendation N/A

metasediment. Arctic is arranging to utilize the core samples submitted for acid
base accounting (ABA) to conduct Shake Flask Extraction (SFE) tests
representative of the median to the 95thpercentile ABA statistics of the
samples. The leachate from the SFE tests will be compared to leachate of SFE
tests conducted on other metasediment samples collected from the Ekati
Diamond Mine mineral lease area and the need for further work will be
considered at that time. For some projects, extensive analytical and predictive
work is conducted to inform the selection of an appropriate waste rock
management plan, however the extensive knowledge of metasediment
geochemistry led Arctic directly to a WRSA management plan that provides for:
1) Collection of seepage through construction and into closure; and 2)
Placement of a thermally protective cover for closure utilizing locally available
glacial till. The management plan is based on a conservative assumption that
WRSA seepage will not be suitable for direct release to the environment and
that a thermally protective cover is required for closure. For example, Arctic has
not proposed to install seepage collection on an "as‐needed" basis in this case,
but has proactively provided for seepage collection "from Day 1". The design
mitigations are in addition to and complemented by extending existing
monitoring programs to the Point Lake WRSA, as follows: 1) Twice per year
seepage sampling, with annual and 3‐year review and reporting; and 2) On‐
going ABA testing at a rate of 3 samples per rock type per bench per year, with
annual review and reporting. Incorporating the Point Lake WRSA into the
seepage monitoring program provides for annual data review and reporting
(including Arctic's newly proposed WRSA Seepage Response Framework when
and if approved), and 3‐year intensive data analysis and reporting. These
monitoring, analytical, and reporting mechanisms are already established
through the Water Licence and will be applied to the Point Lake WRSA. The
Project‐specific analyses reported by ERM in Appendix E of the Project
Description confirm that Point Lake metasediment is geochemically within the
range of other metasediment samples at the Ekati Diamond Mine. The design
mitigations and monitoring programs listed above are appropriate and can be
reasonably relied on to mitigate potential environmental effects from ARD/ML.
Arctic's proposed management plan for the Point Lake WRSA is robust and is
based on site‐specific knowledge augmented by Project‐specific analyses such
that it can reasonably be relied on to mitigate the risk of ARD/ML.

North Slave Metis Alliance: Adelaide Mufandaedza
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Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

General

Comment (doc) N/A
Recommendation Please see the attached
letter&nbsp;

July 29: Arctic acknowledges the balanced approach taken by the NSMA in its
comments and the clarity of its statement. Arctic respects and agrees with the
NSMA's recommendation for continuing discussion of caribou movement in the
Project Area and inclusion of Traditional Knowledge (TK) for environmental
protection. In the short time since taking ownership of the Ekati Diamond Mine
in February 2021, Arctic has conducted and initiated a number of initiatives to
work with Indigenous communities on caribou monitoring and mitigation: 1)
Arctic is completing its initial leadership connections with IGO leadership to
establish relationships and to set the stage for on‐going engagement, 2) Arctic
has reached out to IGOs on re‐establishing the Traditional Knowledge Elders
Group to provide TK and recommendations on monitoring and development
projects, 3) Arctic engaged publicly with all Indigenous communities and met
individually with as many IGOs as could be arranged on the Point Lake Project,
including discussions on caribou monitoring and mitigation, and incorporated
feedback into the Project design where possible (i.e., removal of Jay Project
from the Water Licence), 4) Arctic met with a Tlicho Elders group to discuss
closure objectives, including caribou monitoring and mitigation, to inform
revisions to the closure plan, 5) Annual community site visits to take part in the
Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program are being resumed (likely for the 2022 field
season) to provide first‐hand observation to community members and to
facilitate information exchange between community members and site‐based
environmental monitoring staff, 6) Arctic is renewing the implementation of
community‐oriented caribou monitoring studies as envisioned in the Jay
Environmental Assessment (see response to comment WLWB‐10), and 7) Arctic
is planning a community site visit (likely for summer 2022) to discuss the Point
Lake Project and identify opportunities to enhance caribou protection. In the
near future, Arctic is also planning to initiate the following processes that will
include direct involvement of Indigenous communities and IGOs: 1) Update of
the Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program as part of the 2023 Water Licence
Renewal in accordance with GNWT direction (work will begin in 2022), and 2)
Engagement on Arctic's plans to implement Underwater Remote Mining (URM)
in existing open pits as the evolution of mining at the Ekati Diamond Mine (work
will begin in 2022). Arctic believes that it has reasonably and appropriately
applied existing TK to the design of the Project and mitigation measures to the
extent required to support the Project applications. Additionally, Arctic has
committed to and/or initiated the TK initiatives as listed above. In response to
review comments received, Arctic wishes to advance its application of TK to the

Point Lake Project and, by extension, the Ekati Diamond Mine generally. To this
end Arctic is developing a Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan with the intent
of understanding and addressing gaps in the use of Traditional Knowledge for
the Project. Arctic will develop a draft Plan that can be circulated to and
discussed with IGOs at engagement meetings and, possibly, the WLWB's
Technical Workshop on the Point Lake Project that is scheduled for early
September. The Plan is also described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the
Board that accompanies these responses.
Tlicho Government: LONGINUS EKWE
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

General comment

Comment The TG's focus has been primarily July 29: Acknowledged.
on the preliminary screening of the Point
Lake Project. Our preliminary screening
efforts included a review and analysis by staff
and consultants of all the materials, an elders
session, internal meetings, engagement with
the company, and input from the Chief
Executive Council. This did not leave us much
time for a detailed review of the application
from a licensing and permitting perspective.
Therefore, in our ORS comments, we have
attempted to identify the issues we would
like to discuss further, but have not provided
detailed comments and recommendations at
this stage.
Recommendation We request that the Board
allow an opportunity to provide additional
input on the topics on the agenda for the
technical session before the WLWB finalizes
the agenda.

2

Jay WRSA

Comment Arctic has proposed removing the
Jay WRSA conditions from the licence. It's not
clear what the process would be if the
company (or a future company) wishes to
build the Jay WRSA in the future. The TG
evaluated the impacts of the Point Lake

July 29: Arctic will not pursue open pit mining of the Jay deposit. Arctic's future
plans after Point Lake involve utilizing underwater remote mining methods in
completed open pits such as Sable and Fox pits. If Arctic were ever to pursue
mining at the Jay kimberlite, it would not be achieved with a conventional open
pit but would have to involve some type of alternative mining. This would likely
require a small WRSA for lake bottom sediments, till and a very limited amount

3

Caribou

Project WITHOUT considering the impacts of
the Jay Project, since the company indicated
that the Jay Project is "uneconomic as
permitted". For clarity, we did not consider
cumulative effects of the Point Lake and Jay
Projects.
Recommendation Please outline the process
that Arctic believes should be followed if the
company ever wishes to build the Jay WRSA.
Does Arctic believe the process should
include a preliminary screening?

of waste rock. If an economically viable method was ever found and supported
by a capital study (PFS), the review process would include a Preliminary
Screening as the project would look very different from the Jay open pit project
that was previously assessed. Arctic would actively pursue Preliminary
Screening.

Comment Arctic has proposed placing the
Point Lake WRSAs in an important caribou
migration corridor between Lac Du Sauvage
and Lac de Gras, where the Jay Road has
already been built. In the Project Description,
Arctic includes the following activity for
mitigating impacts to caribou movement:
"engagement with communities and TK
holders to seek their input to: optimize the
configuration of the WRSA and Overburden
Stockpile at the Point Lake site to minimize
potential effects to caribou movement to the
extent possible, identify improvements to the
locations or structure of the caribou crossings
along the Jay Road."
Recommendation We request that Arctic
provide its proposed timeline and outline its
adaptive management approach for engaging
with Tlicho communities, knowledge holders
and TG staff to a) fully define potential effects
to caribou movement, b) identify and
implement mitigation options, and c) assess
effectiveness of mitigation(s) through
construction, operations, and closure of the
Point Lake Project. We are interested in
discussing how Licence and Permit

July 29: Arctic is pleased with the relationships that are being built with Tlicho
Government and all of the IGOs connected with the Ekati Diamond Mine. Arctic
will take direction from the Tlicho Government on when it may be appropriate
to engage directly with Tlicho communities and citizens and is happy to do so.
Regarding on‐going engagement on the Point Lake Project specifically, Arctic is
continuing its own engagement efforts in addition and to complement the
WLWB review process. The engagement meetings with Tlicho staff and Elders
on June 28 and 29 were constructive in Arctic's view and we wish to continue to
work with Tlicho staff to have similar meetings in the future. Current and near‐
future initiatives that Arctic is pursuing that will involve direct participation of
Indigenous communities and IGOs are described in Arctic's response to
comment DKFN‐10. Arctic finds that the Water Licence, the Environmental
Agreement, and other agreements and legislation provide adequate
requirement and direction for the nature of on‐going engagement and
participation in monitoring programs that are referenced in the comment. Arctic
suggests that additional regulatory language is not necessary and prefers to
focus its efforts on implementation of the programs. Arctic believes that it has
reasonably and appropriately applied existing Traditional Knowledge (TK) to the
design of the Project and mitigation measures to the extent required to support
the Project applications. Additionally, Arctic has committed to and/or initiated
the TK initiatives listed in Arctic's response to comment DKFN‐04. In response to
review comments received, Arctic wishes to advance its application of TK to the
Point Lake Project and, by extension, the Ekati Diamond Mine generally. To this
end Arctic is developing a Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan with the intent
of understanding and addressing gaps in the use of TK for the Project. Arctic will
develop a draft Plan that can be circulated to and discussed with IGOs at

4

Caribou

requirements can best outline requirements
on this topic.

engagement meetings and, possibly, the WLWB's Technical Workshop on the
Point Lake Project that is scheduled for early September. The Plan is also
described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the Board that accompanies these
responses. The Plan will intend to address the specific items identified in the
comment.

Comment (Continued from previous
comment)
Recommendation Further to the task of
identifying mitigation options, we would like
to better understand concrete examples of
how the the configuration of the WRSAs and
overburden piles can be optimized, how
caribou crossings may be improved, and what
limitations (e.g., maximum distances or
heights, footprint restrictions, etc.) the
company has identified.

July 29: Arctic has proposed a rational plan for the WRSA with mitigations that
Arctic believes to be sound and result in low risk to caribou. Removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence (as opposed to Arctic's initial
proposal to remove only the Jay WRSA) in response to on‐going engagement
feedback is described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that
accompanies these responses. This is an example of Arctic's commitment and
transparency regarding caribou protection and creating a rational future plan for
the Ekati Diamond Mine. Additionally, as part of these responses Arctic has
verified and commits that the west metasediment pile and the overburden
stockpile will maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local esker and
Thinner Lake (Figure 1) to ensure that this movement area is maintained. This is
achievable and is the same esker setback distance that was to be applied to the
Jay WRSA. Arctic envisions the planned field‐based TK program to optimize the
WRSA to be similar in nature to the process undertaken for the Jay Road esker
crossing when Indigenous community members visited the site of the Jay Road
esker crossing and provided recommendations on the orientation and methods
of constructing the esker crossing. Arctic wishes to visit the neighbouring Point
Lake site with Indigenous community members to jointly see the land first‐hand
and, if possible, to identify recommendations that further reduce risk to caribou
while achieving the fundamental needs of the Project. Specific opportunities for
optimization are likely to be identified in the field, and might include: 1)
Additional caribou crossings or altered caribou crossings along the Jay Road east
and west of the Point Lake site that may better align with the Point Lake project
(rather than the Jay Project); or 2) Feasibility and preference for varying the
balance between the height and the footprint of the metasediment piles, within
the constraints of operating feasibility, neighbouring natural creeks,
neighbouring natural lakes, and ability to collect WRSA seepage). Arctic
envisions this site visit to be a multi‐day workshop including time spent in the
field as well as presentations and discussions. The detailed agenda would be
discussed with attendees prior to the site visit. It is possible that this work may
align with a meeting of the Traditional Knowledge Elders Group, which would be
determined in future. Arctic would plan to work with Tlicho and other IGO staff

to prepare pre‐site visit information that would ensure the best use of
attendee's time. Arctic will be pleased to discuss this further with Tlicho staff
and with all parties at the WLWB Technical Workshop. Additional detail on the
objectives and methods of the Traditional Knowledge site visit will be
incorporated into the new Point Lake Traditional Knowledge Plan that is
described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these
responses.
5

WRSAs ‐ vegetation

Comment Arctic indicates that the company
doesn't plan to vegetate the WRSAs at
closure. It is our understanding that this issue
is outstanding, as described in the WLWB's
February 19, 2020 Reasons for Decision.
Recommendation Whether WRSAs should or
should not have vegetation remains an
outstanding issue and should be discussed
further before any Board approval of this
strategy is approved.

July 29: Arctic has committed to achieving approved closure objectives for the
Point Lake Project facilities and infrastructure. Specifically, objectives related to
closure and revegetation of WRSAs would be applied to the Point Lake WRSA.
Arctic highlights that the proposed closure cover for the Point Lake WRSA is a
thermally protective cover surfaced with construction rock (i.e.,
granite/diabase) for physical protection of the underlying till and, as such, is not
amenable to active revegetation.

6

Overburden stockpile Comment Arctic proposes that a large
overburden stockpile of glacial till and
lakebed sediments will remain on the site
after closure. This stockpile would present a
potential barrier to caribou and would be a
potential source of sediment that could
contaminate surface water. The glacial till
and lakebed sediments are potential
reclamation materials, for example as WRSA
cover materials or to assist revegetation. The
interim CRP says that similar material
stockpiled elsewhere at the site "has been
planned for use as a growth medium to
support revegetation of pads that are prone
to erosion and are targeted for a revegetated
cover." The interim CRP also says "Results to
date show that both materials [glacial till and
lakebed sediments] support grasses, herbs,
and shrubs, but that glacial till allowed for
greater ingress of native species, whereas

July 29: Arctic's evaluation of potential effects to caribou movement has not
found that the residual overburden stockpile (after approximately 25% is
relocated for covering the Point Lake WRSA) represents a post‐closure concern
for caribou movement. Additionally, Arctic has proposed that the residual
overburden stockpile would be actively revegetated for closure, which would be
expected to address long‐term risks of sedimentation of downstream
watercourses. Arctic highlights that there are no chemical contaminants of
concern in overburden, hence its potential for use as a reclamation material.
The water quality concern related to overburden is sedimentation of
downstream watercourses. Arctic has committed to incorporating the Point
Lake WRSA into the current reclamation research plan for post‐closure wildlife
safety and movement. It is Arctic's intent that this research and the subsequent
closure designs would also include the residual Point Lake overburden stockpile.
Overburden is generally more amenable than waste rock to localized re‐
distribution for closure and, as such, there may be opportunities for beneficial
use of the residual overburden for localized wildlife safety and movement. This
would be determined through the reclamation research plan that is in place to
develop a cohesive site‐wide wildlife safety plan. Additionally, reclamation
research or general closure planning may identify beneficial uses of the

lakebed sediment is largely limited to those overburden for land reclamation in the general Misery area (i.e., within
species that were planted." As we understand practicable haulage distances).
it, there is considerable opportunity for
revegetating parts of the Ekati site to help
reach the closure goal to return the site to
"viable and, wherever practicable, self‐
sustaining ecosystems that are compatible
with a healthy environment and with human
activities".
Recommendation Please explain why Arctic
proposes to leave a large overburden
stockpile after closure that could be a barrier
to caribou movement and a source of water
contamination. Please explain why Arctic has
not proposed eliminating this pile by using it
to promote re‐vegetation, improve the look
and feel of the site, reclaim wildlife habitat to
the extent possible or increase the thickness
of WRSA covers.
7

Post‐closure water
quality predictions

Comment Previous owners of the Ekati Mine
Site predicted post‐closure WRSAs seepage
quality as part of the WRSAs Risk Assessment
Framework (WRAF). Predictions of post‐
closure seepage quality from the Point Lake
WRSAs would be useful during licensing to
understand whether any licence conditions
are required to prevent future water quality
problems. To be clear, we are not talking
about the risk assessment component of the
the WRAF, just the water quality predictions,
which can be compared to existing
benchmarks.
Recommendation Can Arctic provide post‐
closure water quality predictions for the Point
Lake WRSAs?

July 29: The water management strategy developed for the Point Lake Project
assumes that the seepage water quality produced from the Point Lake Waste
Rock Storage Area (WRSA) during operations will require management and may
not be suitable for direct release to the environment. Seepage from the WRSA
will continue to be collected and monitored during closure and post‐closure
until it is safe for direct release (i.e., achieves closure water quality criteria).
Post‐closure WRSA seepage predictions are not considered necessary at this
time given Arctic's commitment to collect WRSA seepage until such time that it
suitable for direct release to the environment. However, Arctic is committed to
better understanding the geochemical behaviour of material mined as part of
Point Lake Project operations through additional laboratory testing (see details
in response to comment TG‐09). The results from these tests can be used to
refine mitigation and management strategies, as appropriate. Key closure risks
and contingencies related to the Point Lake Project components are the same as
those identified in the ICRP Version 3.0 (Dominion 2018; Project Description
Report ‐ Section 4.4.10). The contingency measures described for the risk of
poorer than anticipated seepage quality from the Ekati Diamond Mine WRSAs
include monitoring and testing of water quality, updating or conducting

predictive modelling, or developing mitigative or remedial options if necessary.
Therefore, the potential need for predictive modelling can be addressed if and
when appropriate through the ICRP.
8

Post‐closure water
quality ‐ waste rock
geochemistry

Comment We are interested in better
understanding the geochemistry of the
proposed Point Lake WRSAs. Based on our
preliminary review, it appears that the
metasediment (i.e., the acid‐generating rock)
from the Point Lake pit would be more acid‐
generating than metasediment elsewhere at
the mine site. We also note that there would
be small amounts of pegmatite, which has
higher concentrations of arsenic and
uranium. Arctic proposes to collect seepage
from the Point Lake WRSAs during
operations, but seepage would enter the
receiving environmental after closure. So, if
Point Lake WRSA seepage were to become a
problem, it would more likely be a post‐
closure issue than an issue during operations.
Post‐closure water quality issues from WRSAs
can last for decades or centuries.
Recommendation We would like to better
understand what the predicted post‐closure
water quality would be for Point Lake WRSA
seepage.

July 29: Pegmatite is expected to constitute a very small amount of the overall
waste. Arctic estimates that it will comprise less than 1% of the material located
within the Point Lake Waste Rock Storage Area (up to 150,000 tonnes). Closure
and reclamation activities for the Point Lake WRSA focus on placement of a
thermally protective cover that maintains the seasonal active layer thaw zone
within the cover materials. The net acid generation (NAG) tests showed that
only 6% of the tests resulted in NAG pH values below 4.5. Nonetheless, Arctic
commits to collecting and monitoring seepage from the Point Lake WRSA during
operations, closure, and post‐closure until such time that the seepage water
quality is safe for direct release. Post‐closure WRSA seepage predictions are not
considered necessary at this time given Arctic's commitment to collect WRSA
seepage until such time that it suitable for direct release to the environment.
However, in response to these review comments Arctic plans to conduct
additional laboratory testing to better demonstrate the geochemical behaviour
of the material mined (see details in response to comment TG‐09). The results
from these tests can be used to refine mitigation and management strategies, as
appropriate. Key closures risks and contingencies related to the Point Lake
Project components are the same as those identified in the ICRP Version 3.0
(Dominion 2018; Project Description Report ‐ Section 4.4.10). The contingency
measures described for the risk of poorer than anticipated seepage quality from
the Ekati Diamond Mine WRSAs include monitoring and testing of water quality,
updating or conducting predictive modelling, or developing mitigative or
remedial options if necessary. Therefore, the potential need for predictive
modelling can be addressed if and when appropriate through the ICRP.

9

Post‐closure water
quality ‐ waste rock
geochemistry

Comment We are interested in better
understanding the geochemistry of the
proposed Point Lake WRSAs. Based on our
preliminary review, it appears there may
have been less geochemical sampling and
analysis of Point Lake waste rock than during
the licensing phase for other Ekati Mine
developments. For example, evidence
submitted for licensing of the Jay Project
included kinetic testing (HCT tests) and shake

July 29: Point Lake is a significantly smaller Project that the Jay Project. The total
waste rock generated from Jay open pit was proposed to be 84 Mm3, with 18
Mm3 being metasediment. The amount of waste rock generated from the Point
Lake open pit is expected to be 8 Mm3. Therefore, waste from Point Lake is
approximately one tenth the amount of the Jay Project, with less than half the
amount of metasediments. However, in response to these review comments
Arctic plans to conduct additional laboratory testing to better demonstrate the
geochemical behaviour of the material mined. Arctic is arranging to utilize the
core samples submitted for acid base accounting (ABA) to conduct Shake Flask
Extraction (SFE) tests representative of the median to the 95thpercentile ABA

10

Post‐closure water
quality ‐ WRSA
closure plan

flask extraction (SFE) tests. Both tests are
useful for understanding the potential for
long‐term water quality issues, but our
understanding is that they were not
performed for the Point Lake waste rock.
Recommendation Please confirm our
understanding that SFE and HCT tests were
not conducted on Point Lake waste rock and
provide an explanation.

statistics of the samples. The leachate from the SFE tests will be compared to
leachate of SFE tests conducted on other metasediment samples collected from
the Ekati Diamond Mine mineral lease area and the need for further work will
be considered at that time.

Comment There are currently two WRSAs at
the Ekati mine site that contain potentially
acid‐generating (PAG) rock. These are the
Pigeon and Misery WRSAs. The Misery WRSA
is built with alternating layers of PAG and
non‐PAG rock, and a final cover of non‐PAG
rock. The Jay WRSA, if it is ever constructed,
would also contain PAG rock. The proposed
strategy for the Jay WRSA was to "co‐place"
PAG and non‐PAG rock by blending and
layering it. This would allow the non‐PAG rock
to help neutralize any acidic seepage from
the PAG rock. This method is logistically more
complicated and presumably more costly,
since rock types have to be identified,
segregated, managed and placed separately.
Our understanding is that Arctic has not
proposed a layering or strategic co‐placement
method for the Point Lake WRSA. Instead, the
company proposes to treat all of the rock as
PAG rock and place it in the WRSA as it is
mined, with no segregation or management
by rock type.
Recommendation We would like to better
understand why Arctic has not proposed a
layering or co‐placement strategy for the
Point Lake WRSAs, and whether Arctic's

July 29: Waste rock management, as is the case with all aspects of mine
planning, must be tailored to the needs and characteristics of the site. This
approach avoids the pitfalls associated with a "one‐size‐fits‐all" approach. The
Misery open pit contained a significant proportion (about 51%) of
granite/diabase rock that was distinct and readily separable from
metasediment. The occurrence of rock types and sequencing of mining of rock
types in the Misery open pit enabled a layering strategy to be implemented with
a moderate amount of additional work for material re‐handling. The previously
proposed Jay open pit contained a majority of granite rock that was distinct and
readily separable from metasediment, which enabled a co‐deposition approach.
In contrast, waste rock mined from the Pigeon open pit is a geologically
interfingered mixture of metasediment and granite that cannot be separated for
individual management such that all waste rock is deposited as a single "unit"
within the Pigeon WRSA. Arctic has proposed a waste rock management plan
that is tailored to the characteristics and needs of the Point Lake site. Most
importantly, all of the waste rock at the Point Lake open pit will be
metasediment (also including up to 1% pegmatite). There is no granite or
diabase expected. Therefore, all granite/diabase for a layering or co‐deposition
would need to be hauled from the Lynx stockpile area, which would represent a
cost that prevents the Project from proceeding. Additionally, the Point Lake
WRSA would be substantively larger with the inclusion of external
granite/diabase. The proposed thermally protective cover for the Point Lake
WRSA will prevent long‐term water quality impacts. The thermally protective
cover is the same approach that has been implemented at the Misery WRSA (in
addition to internal layering), the same as approved for the Jay WRSA (in
addition to co‐deposition), and the same as designed for the Pigeon WRSA. The
waste rock placement locations are designed to enable collection of seepage
water during WRSA construction, which will protect the environment from

proposal might result in long‐term post‐
closure water quality problems.

unexpected water quality effects prior to construction of the closure cover. For
closure, the WRSA will be covered with local overburden surfaced with a
protective layer of granite/diabase. The design of the WRSA is integrated with
closure to provide flatter slopes that allow for the safe utilization of overburden
as a cover material.

11

Lynx diabase ‐ use in
construction and
WRSA covers

Comment We note that Arctic plans to use
July 29: Acknowledged.
Lynx diabase waste rock for construction and
in the waste rock storage area cover. We
understand that the Board approved Lynx
diabase for these uses, but we are aware that
there is some concern about the geochemical
nature of Lynx diabase and that there is
therefore a diabase risk mitigation program
at the Ekati site. We note that rock used in
construction at the Diavik site that was
predicted to be "clean" rock (i.e., not acid‐
generating or metal leaching) turned out to
be metal leaching and now presents a post‐
closure water quality issue. We understand
that rock types at Diavik and Ekati have
similarities and we are concerned that Lynx
diabase used in construction and in the waste
rock cover could also result in post‐closure
water quality issues.
Recommendation We would like to consider
this issue more during the water licensing
proceeding.

12

WRSA ‐ progressive
reclamation

Comment Arctic indicates that the Point Lake
WRSAs would be covered at closure and it
appears the company does not have plans for
progressive reclamation (reclamation during
operations) of the Point Lake WRSAs.
Progressive reclamation could improve water
quality during operations, allow for
operational monitoring of the success of the
WRSA closure plan, and ensure that the
reclamation work is done in the case of

July 29: The Point Lake Project is of short duration (4‐5 years) and the site is
designed with a small footprint such that there are very limited progressive
reclamation opportunities. The short duration provides the benefit of
implementing closure measures before long‐term environmental degradation
sets in. For example, the WRSA can be covered relatively quickly (as compared
to larger projects where covering is not possible for a longer duration of
operations). The tight footprint limits environmental impacts and land
disturbance. Arctic plans to prioritize the north metasediment pile as a means of
deferring construction and minimizing the size of the west pile. This could be
viewed as an apparent opportunity to conduct some progressive closure work at

temporary or early shutdown.
Recommendation Can Arctic explain why it
does not plan to progressively reclaim the
Point Lake WRSAs?

13

WRSA cover

14

Reclamation research Comment There is a significant amount of
outstanding reclamation research at the Ekati
Mine Site and in recent years we are under
the impression that there has been very little
reclamation research conducted. When the
company proposes to expand the mine, the
outstanding uncertainties (for example
around wildlife safety, which is Research Plan
1) spread to new parts of the site. Arctic
should be actively moving all of the research
plans forward so that they can be completed
as soon as possible and contribute to
adaptive management. The results of the
research plans are needed to move closure
planning forward in a timely manner,
especially as it relates to progressive
reclamation. Research should also be

the north pile, such as placing overburden cover. However, this is unlikely to be
logistically possible because of high safety risks related to the interaction of haul
trucks in the overburden stockpile, west metasediment pile, and kimberlite
haulage road areas. Additionally, it is uncertain that adequate haul trucks and
loading equipment could be made available without compromising open pit
production and process plant feed. Additionally, in this case it is likely to be less
expensive for Arctic to conduct the WRSA covering program as one complete
project at the cessation of mining rather than a piecemeal approach with
significant operational constraints. Arctic highlights that, in this case, conducting
reclamation at the cessation of mining will achieve environmental and closure
objectives, avoid significant operational safety risks, and is cost efficient.

Comment It's not clear whether Arctic plans July 29: Arctic plans to cover the entire surfaces of both metasediment piles that
to cover the entire surface of the Point Lake comprise the WRSA such that no metasediment is exposed. This is consistent
WRSAs or whether some portion would
with the approved closure concept being utilized for the Pigeon WRSA.
remain uncovered. If areas of the WRSAs are
left uncovered, water quality issues could
arise.
Recommendation Please confirm that Arctic
plans to cover the entire surface of the Point
Lake WRSAs.
July 29: The previous owners conducted, and Arctic is continuing to conduct, a
significant amount of reclamation research in a timely and professional manner.
The outcomes of research work are summarized in and were used to inform the
development of Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan (ICRP) V.3.0. Arctic
disagrees with the Tlicho Government's premise that "there has been very little
reclamation research conducted" and Arctic would be interested in
understanding the specific items that led to TG's statement above. The
upcoming ICRP V.3.1 will contain updated reclamation research plans, including
implementation schedules, to be reviewed by the WLWB. The ICRP is the
appropriate vehicle and a successful way to design, review, implement, and
track reclamation research projects. The nature of research projects demand an
ability to evolve and adapt with results being generated and also to changes in
mine plans or closure plans. This adaptability is not possible when immutable
timelines or other requirements are prescribed directly in the Water Licence.
The Water Licence already includes requirements to implement reclamation
research as approved by the WLWB and Arctic would find additional

completed as soon as possible in case of
unexpected closure. Reducing uncertainty is
also important for any future developments
the company may wish to apply for at the
Ekati mine site.
Recommendation Please provide Arctic's
views on new licence and permit conditions
that would set timelines for reclamation
research associated with the Point Lake
Project.

prescriptions in the Water Licence detrimental to Arctic's ability to effectively
carry out reclamation research that provides benefit to closure planning.

15

Employment

Comment Information on socio‐economic
impacts is very limited.
Recommendation How many people will be
working in 2023? Please show the modelling
for employment of northern and Indigenous
peoples for 2023 to 2028. Please illustrate
the nature of closure employment numbers,
as well as the changes to employment during
the closure period, should no further deposits
be found.

July 29: The Point Lake Project represents the continuation of open pit mining
operations and, as such, Arctic anticipates the continuation of the same type
and scope of northern and northern Indigenous employment as recent
operating years. Arctic will continue previous policy to seek out and make
available training and employment opportunities for northern and northern
Indigenous people and will make efforts to achieve the targets laid out in the
Socio‐Economic Agreement and the (confidential) Impact Benefit Agreements.

16

Business and
Procurement

Comment Information on procurement is
limited, and the impact of 2023‐2028 changes
in Point Lake on expected procurement is
important to have issued.
Recommendation Changes to business
contracting or procurement, or the projected
procurement opportunities should be noted.

July 29: The Point Lake Project represents the continuation of open pit mining
operations and, as such, Arctic anticipates the continuation of the same type
and scope of procurement and contracting opportunities as provided in recent
operating years. Arctic will continue previous policy to seek out and make
available opportunities for northern and northern Indigenous organizations and
will make efforts to achieve the targets laid out in the Socio‐Economic
Agreement and the (confidential) Impact Benefit Agreements.

17

Royalties

Comment Expected royalties s to the GNWT
for the five years based on the project are not
projected.
Recommendation Please project the nature
of royalties expected to the GNWT.

July 29: Estimates of future royalty payments are speculative and sensitive
business information that depends on ore mix, market price, timing of sale,
inventory balances, pricing of GNWT for inventory valuation, allowance for tax
deduction, foreign exchange rate and other assumptions. Arctic does not
publish this information. Arctic would be happy to discuss and understand the
Tlicho Government's specific information needs to identify what information can
be provided.

18

Socio‐Economic
Issues

Comment Forest harvesters are noted in this July 29: The term forest harvesters is embedded in the land use and water
document.
licence application templates provided by the land and water boards of the

Recommendation Please remove the
Mackenzie Valley. The term forest harvesters was not used by Arctic in relation
reference to forest harvesters and to
to the Point Lake Project. Arctic acknowledges that the term stakeholder is not
stakeholders. These do not apply in the NWT. applicable to Indigenous Governments, organizations, and communities of the
NWT.
37

General

Comment (doc) Please see attached letter
Recommendation Please see attached letter

July 29: Arctic acknowledges the balanced approach taken by the Tlicho
Government and the clarity of its statements. Consistent with the Tlicho
Government's recommendation, Arctic has provided additional information to
the WLWB (and, by extension, the public registry) in its July 29, 2021 letter to
the WLWB that accompanies these responses.

Wek' eezhii Renewable Resources Board: Randi Jennings
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Ekati ‐ Point Lake
Project ‐ Type A
Licence Amendment
and Type A Permit
Applications
(W2012L2‐0001,
W2021X0004, and
W2021D0005)

Comment (doc) Please see the attached
letter for comments.
Recommendation N/A

July 29: Arctic has been clear and consistent in presenting its view that it has
appropriately applied the available, relevant Traditional Knowledge and
scientific information to the design and mitigation of the Point Lake Project. The
available information is well developed, has been previously applied in various
forms, and provides a high degree of confidence in the design, mitigation, and
assessment of the Project. Arctic has described its information through
engagement meetings such as the April 26 public engagement meeting to which
the WRRB was invited following an individual introductory meeting. In addition
to the technical comments following, the WRRB's July 15 letter to the WLWB
stated "Overall, the WRRB is concerned with the uncertainty associated with the
entire Point Lake application, which adds a new pit, two rock piles, increased ore
handling, and increased levels of traffic to existing structures and activities at
the Ekati mine site. The heavy reliance on using information from the
Environmental Assessment (EA) of the proposed Jay project introduces a large
amount of uncertainty due to the unanswered questions related to the caribou
modelling that was conducted. As well, information such as traffic frequency
and mitigation effectiveness are missing from the Jay project EA. These gaps in
knowledge add to the uncertainty already associated with the Point Lake
project." Arctic respects that the WRRB has presented its opinion, however
Arctic strongly disagrees and Arctic has responded to each of WRRB's stated
concerns (comments WRRB ‐02 through ‐05). The level of uncertainty suggested
by WRRB is substantively overstated in Arctic's view. For example, Arctic's
understanding at the time of Jay EA and at this time is that the caribou modeling
was well received and accepted as technically sound and conservative. The
modeling was relied on by the MVEIRB in its Project approval. Additionally, the

Jay EA included consideration of traffic which , in part, originated the Caribou
Road Mitigation Plan that is in use on a site‐wide basis at this time. The potential
effects of traffic that were assessed for the Jay Project are reduced through the
Point Lake Project. In contrast to the WRRB's stated uncertainty, the GNWT has
presented a rigorous and informed review that considers Arctic's information in
detail and that clearly states the GNWT's finding, as follows: (Comment GNWT‐
30) "Given a) the limited impact of the proposed Ekati Point Lake Project on
disturbance metrics on the range of the Bathurst herd, b) the GNWT's view that
the impacts can be mitigated through the WMMP, and c) the availability of
relevant data and analyses associated with the Jay Project that are applicable to
assessment of this proposal, the GNWT does not believe that a full‐scale
environmental assessment will necessarily provide a better understanding of
the residual impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with this
application than can be garnered from the current regulatory records." Arctic
acknowledges that the GNWT finding is specific to wildlife and wildlife habitat,
however this is the topic dominating the Project review and, as a result, will be a
dominant factor the WLWB's Preliminary Screening Determination. The residual
uncertainties related to the Point Lake Project are at an operational level that
are appropriately addressed through on‐going engagement and regulatory
licencing, and do not affect the WLWB's Preliminary Screening determination.
Arctic highlights that, per direction from GNWT, formal engagement, review and
update of the WEMP/CRMP will be undertaken as Part of the 2023 Water
Licence Renewal Process (work planned to begin in 2022).
2

Traditional
Knowledge

Comment Traditional Knowledge (TK) has
been included to cite the creation of the
ramps on Jay Road, but information on the
cultural impacts caused from a potential loss
in barren‐ground caribou numbers that
migrate through that area is lacking. In the
project summary, it states, &ldquo;Mining of
the Point Lake open pit represents an
extension of past and current Misery
operations requiring little new infrastructure
and presenting no new unmitigable
environmental risks.&rdquo; However, TK of
harvesting trails and existing caribou trails
that are visible on the map were not used to

July 29: It is well established through Indigenous Traditional Knowledge and
science that the north‐south corridor west of Lac du Sauvage is an area that has
traditionally been used and continues to be used by caribou from the Bathurst
and Beverly/Ahiak herds during their annual migrations. In the assessment for
the Jay Project, Arctic used both field studies and TK to identify potential historic
or existing caribou movement corridors in the Jay Project study area. This
included the Point Lake Project area. There were corridors identified and
presented in the Jay Developer's Assessment Report (DAR; DDEC 2014a Map
12.2‐5, attached as Map 1) and the DAR Sable Addendum (DDEC 2014b Map 4.2‐
4, attached as Map 2). Additional field surveys led to additional mapping of
concentrations of caribou trails visible in the area (Map 3). These were
presented in response to Information Requests during the Jay Project
assessment process (DDEC 2015). In the Point Lake Project Development Report
(Arctic 2021), movement pathways from radio‐collared caribou were used to

update caribou movements on the landscape. update the information collected for the Jay Project. In this way TK and field
Recommendation N/A
surveys identified existing and historic pathways that were later added to with
pathways identified from radio‐collared caribou locations. These maps show
caribou movement corridors both east and west of Point Lake, which were
considered by Arctic in the Point Lake risk assessment. Without construction of
the Jay Project, there will be a wider travel corridor available to caribou
between Point Lake and Lac du Sauvage to facilitate movement between the Lac
du Sauvage narrows and areas north of the Jay Road. The portion of the Jay
Road east of the Point Lake Project will have traffic during Point Lake
dewatering (the first eight months of the Project) and only infrequent light
vehicle traffic for monitoring afterwards. The available movement corridor
between the Point Lake Project and the nearest point on Lac du Sauvage is
approximately 1.0 km wide. The prioritization of the north metasediment pile is
intended to maximize the available travel corridor between the Point Lake
Project and the existing Misery development. Minimizing the west
metasediment pile will maximize the width of the second movement corridor
west of Point Lake. References: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond Company).
2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake Project:
Project Description. 523 pp. Dominion Diamond (Dominion Diamond Ekati
Corporation). 2014a. Jay Project Developer's Assessment Report Section 12:
Barren‐ground caribou. Prepared by Golder Associates Ltd. Dominion Diamond
(Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation). 2014b. Jay Project Developer's
Assessment Report Sable Addendum. Prepared by Golder Associates Ltd.
Dominion Diamond (Dominion Diamond Ekati Corporation). 2015. Dominion
Diamond Corporation Developer's Assessment Report ‐ Responses to
Information Requests April 2015. 1303 pp.
3

Barrenground
Caribou

Comment Appendix H (Point Lake Project:
Caribou Technical Report) of the application
suggests that the Caribou Road Mitigation
Plan (CRMP) is working through the
mitigations outlined in the plan; however,
there is no data to back up this claim. Section
4.4 of Appendix H in the application states,
&ldquo;The mitigation actions were expected
to provide opportunities for caribou to move
across all mine roads, to limit effects of the
Ekati Diamond Mine on caribou migration,

July 29: Based on Arctic's progressive business planning and on engagement
feedback such as this comment, Arctic is proposing that the Jay Project as a
whole be removed from the Water Licence. This ensures that there is no risk of
concurrent activities or post‐closure cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence is described further in Arctic's July 29,
2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these responses. The response to
WRRB‐02 above outlines the use of TK and field research completed during the
Jay Project assessment process, and the addition of movement pathways from
radio‐collared caribou presented in the Point Lake Project Development Report
(Arctic 2021a). The maps presented in the WRRB‐02 response show available
caribou movement corridors both east and west of Point Lake, which were

and to maintain population connectivity. The
CRMP was applied to Misery Road and Sable
Road beginning in mid‐2016 with the Jay
Road added when it was completed in
2017.&rdquo; The Point Lake pit and waste
rock pile would create a very narrow corridor
for the caribou to migrate through. With the
development of the Point Lake project and
the possibility of the Jay pit being developed
in the future, there is no evidence provided in
Appendix H of the application that caribou
will continue to use the narrow corridor of
the tataa (land bridges) once the pit(s) and
waste rock storage area are developed, or
that the mitigations outlined will be effective.
Recommendation N/A

considered by Arctic in the Point Lake risk assessment. Without construction of
the Jay Project, there will be a wider travel corridor available to caribou
between Point Lake and Lac du Sauvage to facilitate movement between the Lac
du Sauvage narrows and areas north of the Jay Road. The portion of the Jay
Road east of the Point Lake Project will have traffic during Point Lake
dewatering (the first eight months of the Project) and only infrequent light
vehicle traffic for monitoring afterwards. The available movement corridor
between the Point Lake Project and the nearest point on Lac du Sauvage is
approximately 1.0 km wide. The prioritization of the north metasediment pile is
intended to maximize the available travel corridor between the Point Lake
Project and the existing Misery development. Minimizing the west
metasediment pile will maximize the width of the second movement corridor
west of Point Lake. Additionally, as part of these responses Arctic has verified
and commits that the west metasediment pile and the overburden stockpile will
maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local esker and Thinner Lake
(Figure 1) to ensure that this movement area is maintained. This is achievable
and is the same esker setback distance that was to be applied to the Jay WRSA.
Arctic strongly disagrees with WRRB's assertion that the current WEMP and
CRMP have not been demonstrated as effective caribou protection measures.
The recent summary of wildlife camera data from the Ekati Diamond Mine
(Arctic 2021b) shows that in the period when the Jay Road was operational
there were 146 occasions with caribou photographed at the Jay Road and there
were no observations of behaviour indicating that caribou were deflected by the
road. Figures 1 to 3 in the response to DKFN‐11 show that from January 2016 to
December 2020 caribou captured in photos by wildlife cameras in the Point Lake
area peaked in summer and autumn in 2018 and 2019 and in the winter of
2017‐2018. As part of its Interim Closure and Reclamation Planning process,
Arctic produced a figure showing the densities of caribou trails at the Ekati
Diamond Mine (Figure 2). For the majority of its length the areas nearest the
Misery Road had no trails observed, with higher densities of trails along the Jay
Road and the highest densities of visible trails along the Sable Road. The 2020
Camera Summary Report (Arctic 2021b) summarized data for the Misery, Sable,
and Jay roads for the period from September 2016 to February 2020. In that
period there were 720 events captured by cameras showing caribou on roads:
519 were at the Sable Road, 146 were at the Jay Road, and 55 were at the
Misery Road. Of the 720 events at the Ekati Diamond Mine only two events
showed evidence that caribou were deflected by mine roads. Importantly, there

have been zero caribou mortalities on Ekati Diamond Mine Roads in the history
of the mine. Arctic is pleased to highlight that, in its June 23, 2021 letter to
Arctic (copied to WLWB and IEMA), GNWT formally accepted the current
WEMP, including CRMP, as satisfying the requirements of the Wildlife Act. The
GNWT letter states ". the Minister is satisfied that Arctic's Wildlife Effects
Monitoring Plan (WEMP) for the Jay Project, which was conditionally approved
June 01 2017 as part of Measure 6‐1 from the Jay Project environmental
assessment under the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act, meets the
content requirements under Section 95(2) of the Wildlife Act when applied to
the whole Ekati site, which ENR understands is how it is being applied by Arctic"
and ". the Minister accepts that WEMP as fulfilling the requirement for a
WMMP for the whole Ekati Diamond Mine". In its July 15 comments on the
Point Lake Project (comment GNWT‐28), GNWT finds that the current WMMP,
with CRMP, is adequate mitigation for the Point Lake Project, as follows:
(Comment GNWT‐28 excerpt) "In ENR's noti?cation letter to ACDC, ENR
acknowledged the extensive public review that had already contributed to the
development of the WMMP and that further public review of an adaptively
modi?ed WMMP would occur when ACDC applies to renew their Water Licence
which expires October 18, 2023. In reviewing ACDC's application for the Ekati
Point Lake Project and Appendix H‐Caribou Technical Report, the GNWT is of the
view that the impacts to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with this Project
can largely be addressed through the diligent and consistent application of the
mitigation and monitoring approaches outlined in the WMMP for the Ekati
Mine." Arctic finds the GNWT comments aligned with Arctic in that: 1) the
current WMMP, with CRMP, is effective and can be relied on for the Point Lake
Project, and 2) the WMMP, with CRMP, requires continual review and update,
which is next scheduled during the 2023 Water Licence Renewal process (work
to begin in 2022). Arctic will continue to work with all parties to review wildlife
monitoring data and improve caribou protection at the Ekati Diamond Mine. At
this time, Arctic strongly disagrees with WRRB's assertion that the current
WEMP and CRMP have not been demonstrated as effective caribou protection
measures. References: Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond Company). 2021a. Ekati
Diamond Mine Proposed Development of the Point Lake Project: Project
Description. 523 pp. Arctic (Arctic Canadian Diamond Company). 2021b. Ekati
Diamond Mine 2020 wildlife camera monitoring summary report. 63 pp.
4

Endpoint Deflection
Model

Comment During the EA for the Jay project,
the endpoint assessment and the

July 29: Arctic does not agree with the WRRB's general characterization of the
modelling completed for the Jay EA and the WRRB's statements do not align

5

Waste Rock Storage
Areas (WRSA)

measurements from the model that were
used, were heavily questioned, and criticized
technically. At the end of the EA process, the
adequacy of the assessment of the Jay
project was questioned. The Deflection
Model that was used during the Jay
Assessment was recycled in the application
for the Point Lake project. This leaves
uncertainty with the adequacy of the
assessment as the questions that were
brought up during the Jay assessment still
have not been addressed.
Recommendation N/A

with Arctic's understanding of the reception of the modelling work. The use of
an energy and protein balance model and the associated population model
completed for the Jay Project were Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact
Review Board (MVEIRB) requirements under the Revised Terms of Reference for
the Jay Project (MVEIRB 2014). The models incorporated conservative
assumptions of higher than expected values of potential effects of Jay Project
activities on the Bathurst caribou herd. During the technical sessions for the Jay
Project, the technical expert retained by MVEIRB to critique the technical
submission from Arctic described the model as "overly conservative". In other
words, the model overestimated the potential effect of the Jay Project and the
cumulative effects of regional development on the Bathurst caribou population.
The overly conservative population effects model from the Jay Project would
not yield measurably different results with the addition of the small area of the
Point Lake Project footprint and its 15 km buffer. Were the model to be
updated, the documented pathways of radio‐collared caribou north of Sable and
the Main Camp (Arctic 2021, Appendix H Figure 5‐2) would result in shorter
deflection pathways and a reduction in energetic costs than modelled for the
Jay Project, reducing the calculated effect. The analyses completed for the Jay
Project remain relevant and overly conservative for the assessment of the Point
Lake Project. The conclusion is that the addition of the Point Lake Project will
not lead to a decrease in population resilience. Reference: Arctic (Arctic
Canadian Diamond Company). 2021. Ekati Diamond Mine Proposed
Development of the Point Lake Project: Project Description. 523 pp. MVEIRB.
2014. Revised Terms of Reference (EA1314‐01) Jay Project, Dominion Diamond
Ekati Corporation. July 17, 2014. Yellowknife, NWT, Canada.

Comment In the application, it states that the
Jay waste rock pile is to be removed from the
development schedule; however, there is no
mention of the removal of the Jay pit mine
from the schedule. This adds uncertainty for
the project as the potential for the Jay pit to
be developed after the Point Lake pit is a
concern to the Board. Any waste associated
with the Jay pit, if it were to be developed,
would force the creation of another WRSA or
the transportation via roads of the waste

July 29: Based on Arctic's progressive business planning and on engagement
feedback such as this comment, Arctic is proposing that the Jay Project as a
whole be removed from the Water Licence. This ensures that there is no risk of
concurrent activities or post‐closure cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence is described further in Arctic's July 29,
2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these responses.

from the Jay pit to the Point Lake WRSA.
Recommendation N/A
WLWB: Rhiana Bams
ID

Topic

Reviewer Comment/Recommendation

Proponent Response

1

Application Form ‐
Potential
Impacts/Proposed
Mitigations Table

Comment In the Air section of the Table,
Arctic notes that nitrogen compounds can
become locally airborne from blasting, and
proposed that local lakes (Connor, Alexia, and
Thinner) be monitored for nitrogen
compounds to verify minimal atmospheric
losses or initiate adaptive management
initiatives.
Recommendation Where/how will this
monitoring be proposed and reported on?
What levels would determine that adaptive
management initiatives need to be initiated?

July 29: In this case, the potential effect and, by extension, the required
monitoring is temporary, with a duration of four to five years of mining activity.
The first one to two years of mining activity represents the majority of the risk
because the risk of airborne transport of ammonia compounds to local lakes
decreases with depth in the pit. Arctic has proposed that water quality samples
are collected at the three local lakes twice per open water season through the
Surveillance Network Program, which is enforceable and provides appropriate
reporting mechanisms.

2

Application Form ‐
Potential
Impacts/Proposed
Mitigations Table

Comment In the Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat
section of the Table, Arctic notes that the
Project lies within a caribou movement
corridor, but that no sensitive wildlife habitat
will be removed or disturbed.
Recommendation (1) Explain how Arctic is
defining Ã¢Â€Âœsensitive habitatÃ¢Â€Â . (2)
Can Arctic clarify if the 88.2 ha of "wildlife
habitat to be removed or disturbed" is also
classified as sensitive wildlife habitat? If only
some of that area is classified as sensitive
wildlife habitat, please provide an estimate of
the area that is considered sensitive? (3) If it
is sensitive wildlife habitat, what are the
proposed mitigations?

July 29: 1) Arctic used the phrase "sensitive habitat" in Section 6 of the Project
Description in reference to aquatic habitat that may be have an elevated
sensitivity to change. 2) For terrestrial habitat, Arctic has used habitat
definitions from the West Kitikmeot/Slave Study (WKSS) Society regional
ecological classification conducted by Matthews et al. (2001). The terrestrial
area of the Point Lake Project was measured for each land cover type. Areas
were rounded to the nearest hectare (ha) and are presented in Table 1
attached. As noted in Project Description Section 3.8.3, heath tundra habitats
and tussock/hummock are the most widespread land cover types in the Ekati
mineral lease block. Together they account for 73 ha of the 88 ha. An important
habitat type not shown in the Table is esker complex land cover. The area of
overlap between the project footprint and esker complex land cover was
measured at 127 square metres or 0.01 hectares, a very small area of overlap.
This could be considered "sensitive habitat" in the same general sense as was
applied to aquatic habitat. 3) Arctic's general mitigation for all terrestrial habitat
types is to minimize the area of disturbance to the extent practicable. This is
accomplished through Project design and maximizing the use of existing
infrastructure.

3

Application Form ‐
Potential

Comment In the Aquatic Habitat section,
Arctic notes that there may be a temporary

July 29: Baseline information outlining the significance of the hydrologic
contribution of Point Lake to the rest of the watershed is required to understand

4

Impacts/Proposed
Mitigations Table

reduction of flow to Connor Lake, Connor
Lake Outflow, and Alexia Lake prior to the
flooding of the Point Lake pit lake for closure,
and that the effect is being evaluated to
establish fisheries offsetting requirements.
Recommendation What types of effects are
expected from this temporary reduction of
flow? Does Arctic anticipate that fisheries
offsetting requirements will be necessary and
if not, what other mitigations will be
considered?

how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect other waterbodies. Arctic is
undertaking data collection at three hydrometric monitoring stations in the
Point Lake Watershed during the 2021 open‐water season in order to better
understand how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect downstream
waterbodies. This information is intended to be used, as recommended by
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO), to assess the potential decrease in water
volume in Connor and Alexia lakes (including potential effects on dissolved
oxygen under‐ice) as well as to assess potential effects on access to habitat in
lake margins and outflows by fish. Following identification of potential effects to
downstream fish habitat resulting from the dewatering of Point Lake, mitigation
measures will be considered. Effects to downstream fish and fish habitat from
the dewatering of Point Lake that cannot be mitigated will be quantified and
offset. Potential effects to fish and fish habitat, mitigation measures,
quantification of fish habitat losses, and offsetting plans will be presented to
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) through a "Request for Review" and/or
through an Application for Authorization under the Fisheries Act, which are
anticipated to be submitted in late 2021. The potential effects would relate to
fish and fish habitat and, as such, will be addressed through the Fisheries Act
Authorization and Fisheries Offsetting Plan. This is acknowledged in comment
DFO‐02 where DFO states "If modeled effects are at such that they impact fish
and fish habitat, DFO would require mitigation measures".

Dewatering Plan ‐
Outflow Locations

Comment In the submitted Dewatering Plan,
Arctic notes that three potential outflow
locations are being considered for the
dewatering of Point Lake and that a final
location will be determined based on a field
investigation in summer 2021.
Recommendation What factors will be
considered when determining the final
outflow location? Would any other outflow
locations be considered during the field
investigation? When and how will the final
outflow location be selected?

July 29: Arctic will work with the Inspector to place the dewatering outflow in a
natural near‐shore boulder field to the extent possible. Arctic is confident that a
suitable area can be identified within the general areas outlined in the
dewatering plan. If suitable areas are not identified within the areas circled in
the dewatering plan figures, other areas of the Lac du Sauvage shoreline
between or near the northern and southern extents of the Jay Road would be
investigated and potentially utilized. Additional erosion protection rock may be
placed if necessary as described in response to comment GNWT‐15. The outflow
location and erosion protection will be authorized by the Inspector prior to
pumping. Arctic will be able to describe the location and any additional
requirements for erosion protection following field inspection and discussion
with the Inspector during summer 2021. The primary considerations for the field
investigation will be a natural boulder field that minimizes work and disruption
to provide adequate erosion protection.

5

Project Description
Comment Arctic notes that two seepage
Section 4.4.6 ‐ Waste collection sumps will be constructed to
Rock Storage Area
collect seepage from the metasediment piles.
Recommendation 1) Clarify if the two
seepage collection sumps are intended to
collect all seepage that drains from the
metasediment piles. If no, how will non‐
collected seepage be monitored? 2) How has
Arctic determined the location and number of
sumps needed? 3) How will the sumps be
monitored? 4) How will seepage from the
overburden pile be monitored?

July 29: 1) The configuration of the waste rock storage area (WRSA) is designed
such that all seepage from the metasediment piles will be collected in the two
collection sumps. 2) The location and number of sumps is based on local
topography, which drains northwards towards the Jay Road. Observations by
site staff indicate that water naturally collects in these areas on the upstream
(south) side of the road and that the road fill directs flow to these locations. The
exact locations of the sumps will be field fit based on detailed survey and
observations to the satisfaction of the Inspector as proposed in the Project
applications. 3) Commensurate with successful management of other
established sumps at the Ekati Diamond Mine, the sumps will be inspected daily
by operational personnel for physical integrity and water level. Maintenance will
be conducted to maintain sump integrity. A staff gauge or other water level
monitoring instrument will be installed in each sump. A maximum operating
level will be defined and authorized by the Inspector once the sumps are
constructed and water will be removed to King Pond to maintain the designated
freeboard (either pumping or trucking depending on the quantity of water
experienced). The preferred means of water removal (trucking or pumping) will
be established early in the Project and reviewed periodically. The volume of
water removed will be recorded by operational staff. The Environment
Department will monitor daily inspection reports and volumes removed on a
weekly basis. Water removed from each sump will be sampled as proposed in
the Surveillance Network Program (also see comment GNWT‐04). 4) The
primary means of monitoring seepage from the overburden stockpile will be the
WRSA Seepage Surveys. This will lead to sediment management, where
necessary, as has been implemented at WRSAs such as Fox. Arctic will include
monitoring of the Point Lake overburden stockpile into seepage surveys in the
Point Lake update of the Waste Rock and Ore Storage Management Plan. Also
see response to comment ECCC‐05.

6

Project Description ‐
4.4.1 ‐ Indigenous
Traditional
Knowledge

July 29: Removal of the Jay Project from the Water Licence maintains a
contiguous north‐south travel corridor to the east and north of Point Lake.
There will be no mining traffic on Jay Road east of Point Lake once the
dewatering program is complete (only infrequent light vehicle traffic for
monitoring), which is a substantive reduction of activity in the corridor as
compared to the previously assessed and approved Jay Project which required
near continuous heavy haulage traffic for a period in the order of 10 years.
Prioritization of the north metasediment pile will render the west metasediment
pile as small as practicable. This is of benefit because the west pile is situated

Comment Arctic notes that the construction
of the north metasediment pile is to be
prioritized over the west pile to reduce risks
to caribou movement.
Recommendation Clarify how this
prioritization will reduce risks to caribou
movement? How will impacts to caribou
movement by construction of the north pile
be mitigated?

between Point Lake and Thinner Lake, which is a narrower area than the
primary corridor to the east of Point Lake. The north pile is situated immediately
north of Point‐Connor‐Alexia lakes which is at a location that caribou are less
likely to pass through (because caribou naturally go around the assemblage of
small lakes in a north‐south direction). Arctic has referred to this as the
movement "shadow" of the three small lakes in its engagement presentations.
The presence of a movement shadow is supported by evidence that Arctic has
provided in its engagement meetings and submissions that includes both
Traditional Knowledge and scientific monitoring data. In this way, prioritization
of the north metasediment pile is intended to maximize the available travel
corridor between the Point Lake Project and the existing Misery development.
Minimizing the west metasediment pile will maximize the width of the second
movement corridor west of Point Lake. The closure design of the residual
overburden stockpile (after relocation of approximately 25% for covering the
WRSA) will be directed by the outcomes of the current reclamation research
plan for site‐wide wildlife safety, which is focused on a cohesive site‐wide plan
for safe post‐closure caribou movement. Additionally, as part of these responses
Arctic has verified and commits that the west metasediment pile and the
overburden stockpile will maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local
esker and Thinner Lake (Figure 1) to ensure that this movement area is
maintained. This is achievable and is the same esker setback distance that was
to be applied to the Jay WRSA. Effects on caribou movement related specifically
to the north pile are mitigated by the location of the pile immediately north of
Point Lake in general alignment with the north‐south direction of caribou
movement (i.e., making use of the movement shadow described above).
Additionally, the current reclamation research plan for site‐wide wildlife safety
may also provide direction for final closure of the north pile as regards caribou
access/egress ramps. Seepage from both piles will be collected until
demonstrated safe for direct released to the environment.
7

Cumulative Effects ‐
Jay Project

Comment As noted by Arctic in its Project
Description, there is the "reasonably
foreseeable development of the permitted
Jay Project." The Jay Project is also currently
permitted and licenced. The Review Board
also conducted an Environmental Assessment
of the Jay Project, and that it is likely to cause
significant adverse impacts on the

July 29: The Jay Project is not economic as permitted and Arctic believes will
never be developed as a conventional open pit project. There is no planning or
budget to take the Jay Project forward and Arctic's future plans after Point Lake
are firmly focused on underwater remote mining (URM) in completed open pits
such as Sable and Fox. There is no scenario for the overlapping of the Point Lake
and Jay Projects and thus no cumulative effects to mitigate. In the unlikely event
that Jay is developed in the distant future (i.e., if an economically viable method
was found and was supported by a capital study), regulatory review would
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Jay Road constructed
as a movement
corridor for the
Bathurst Caribou
herd

environment and that there is significant
public concern related to the impacts; the
Review Board found that by applying
recommended measures it could mitigate
these impacts and public concern.
Recommendation As the Jay Project is
currently permitted/licenced, has Arctic
considered if the Jay Project timeline could
be initiated to overlap with the Point Lake
Project? If yes, could the potential magnitude
of cumulative effects be affected and how?
What mitigations for cumulative effects
would be implemented if there is overlap
between the Jay and Point Lake Projects?

include Preliminary Screening as the project would look very different than what
is currently permitted. Arctic would actively pursue Preliminary Screening. At
that time, any potential cumulative effects with other mining projects in the
area would have to be examined.

Comment Section 6.6.2 of the Project
Description Report (PDR) describes the
implementation of measures from the
Mackenzie Valley Review Board's Report of
Environmental Assessment and Reasons for
Decision for the Jay Project, February 1, 2016
(Report of EA).(1) Several of the measures
from the Jay Report of EA were required to
mitigate impacts from the Jay Project so that
project‐specific and cumulative adverse
impacts to the Bathurst Caribou herd are no
longer significant. The Jay Project received
the GNWT Minister's approval to proceed
subject to the implementation of measures
and commitments recorded in the Report of
EA.(2) In the Report of EA, the Review Board
identified that the Jay Project, particularly the
Jay access road, lies across an important
current and historical movement and
migration corridor for the Bathurst Caribou
herd based on Traditional Indigenous
Knowledge, physical evidence like trail ruts,
and observational data from field studies and

July 29: 1 and 2) For the purposes of the evaluation of potential effects of the
Point Lake Project as part of the initial Project applications, the Jay Project was
included to add conservatism. It was an oversight on Arctic's part that this was
referred to as a "reasonably foreseeable project" and was not explained clearly.
At this time, based on Arctic's progressive business planning and on engagement
feedback such as this comment, Arctic is proposing that the Jay Project as a
whole be removed from the Water Licence. This ensures that there is no risk of
concurrent activities or post‐closure cumulative effects. Removal of the Jay
Project as a whole from the Water Licence is described further in Arctic's July 29,
2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies these responses. Without
construction of the Jay Project, the natural travel corridor remains available to
caribou north of the Jay Road to facilitate movement through this area. The
Point Lake Project does not reduce the width of the contiguous area east of
Point Lake and the natural travel corridor remains available, providing a
continuous natural north‐south corridor from the Lac du Sauvage outlet
narrows. For the Point Lake Project, the Jay Road east of the Point Lake will have
only light temporary use by traffic during Point Lake dewatering (the first eight
months of the Project) and only infrequent light vehicle traffic for monitoring
afterwards, which effectively removes an assessed barrier effect as the Jay
Project would have required nearly continuous heavy haulage traffic on this
portion of the road for a period in the order of 10 years. 3) Construction and
operation of the Point Lake Project will not eliminate any of the existing caribou
crossings on the Jay Road. Additionally, the 0.5 km Point Lake access road is a

during operations of the mine.(3) The Review
Board concluded that "the combined impacts
of barriers to movement by physical
structures and the impacts arising from
sensory disturbance to caribou from the Jay
Project are likely to be significant, considering
the importance of the area for migration and
the current vulnerability of the herd to
disturbance".(4) Section 6.6.2 of the PDR
describes how measures to mitigate impacts
on barren‐ground caribou from the Jay
Project Report of EA have been implemented.
The section, however, does not mention the
requirement in measure 6‐1 that 70% of the
Jay Road was required to be constructed as a
caribou migration corridor for the Bathurst
Caribou herd. The Report of EA describes
specific requirements to ensure the
movement of barren‐ground caribou along
the Jay Project Road. Specifically, Measure 6‐
1 requires that the Jay Road be constructed
with caribou crossing features along a
minimum of 70% of the length of the Jay
Road. The Jay Road was constructed in
2016/17. Caribou movement ramps and small
size crush along with other mitigation
features, were constructed along 70% of the
Jay Project Road. These mitigation measures
to maintain a caribou movement corridor
met the requirements of Measure 6‐1. As per
section 115(2) of the Mackenzie Valley
Resource Management Act, a person or body
conducting a preliminary screening in respect
of a proposed development shall consider,
and may rely on, any assessment activities
previously carried out under this Part in
respect of that development. The Jay Project

low‐profile road that will incorporate continuous caribou crossings on each side,
and Arctic will work with community members and TK‐holders to identify
opportunities to further facilitate caribou movement across the Jay Road east of
Point Lake. 4) Arctic described its evaluation of alternative locations for the
Point Lake WRSA, which included the Lynx site, which is not in the caribou
movement corridor, in the Project Description Report. Arctic has been
consistent and clear in its finding that the Point Lake WRSA must be located at
the Point Lake site for the Project to be economically viable and proceed.
Additional information in this regard is provided in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to
the WLWB that accompanies these responses. Arctic has also been consistent
and clear that its Project evaluation, supported by ERM Consultants Canada Ltd.
and by monitoring and modelling data, found that the proposed configuration of
the WRSA at the Point Lake site in combination with existing and new
operational mitigation measures results in low risk to caribou. Additionally,
removal of the Jay Project from the Water Licence in its entirety as proposed in
these responses eliminates risk of overlapping or cumulative effects in the
caribou movement corridor.

has been previously permitted and licenced
within the same area as the proposed Point
Lake Project, and Arctic notes in its Project
Description that there is the "reasonably
foreseeable development of the permitted
Jay Project." Potential cumulative effects of
the projects will be considered in the
screening. References: (1) Report of
Environmental Assessment and Reasons for
Decision ‐ Dominion Diamond Ekati Corp. Jay
Project EA1314‐01 (2) GNWT letter ‐ Decision
from Minister on Jay Project Report of EA, 19‐
May‐2016 (3) Section 6.4.1 of the Report of
EA (4) Section 6.4.4 of the Report of EA
Recommendation 1) Please indicate whether
the construction and operation of the Point
Lake Project, including the construction of the
North and West Waste Rock Storage Areas,
overburden stockpile, and operation of the
existing Jay Access Road will maintain the
caribou movement corridor that runs through
the Narrows between Lac de Gras and Lac du
Sauvage, along the esker and through both
the Jay and Point Lake Project. Please provide
rationale with the response. If not, what are
the mitigations available. 2) Given the Review
Board determined that combined impacts of
barriers to movement by physical structures
and the impacts arising from sensory
disturbance to caribou from the Jay Project
are likely to be significant, and the Point Lake
Project is in the same area, please describe
ArcticÃ¢Â€Â™s thoughts, with rationale, on
the potential adverse impacts of additional
disturbances and infrastructures in the area,
and potential cumulative impacts. 3) Describe
how the construction of the Point Lake

Project as proposed allows for the retention
of useable caribou crossing features
constructed on the Jay Road along a
minimum of 70% of its length, as required by
Measure 6‐1. 4) Describe any project
alternatives that were considered to
minimize impacts to the caribou movement
corridor.
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Traditional
knowledge‐based
caribou monitoring
and mitigation

Comment Section 6.6.2 of the PDR identifies
measure 6‐5 from the Jay Project Report of
EA as one of the measures being
implemented to mitigate impacts to barren‐
ground caribou by a Traditional Knowledge
Elders Group during construction and
operation of the Jay Project. This group was
instrumental in advising Dominion Diamond
on the construction of the Jay Road as a
caribou movement corridor.
Recommendation 1) Please report on how
the Traditional Knowledge Elders Group
(Measure 6‐5, Jay Project Report of EA) has
been involved in project design of the Point
Lake Project. Describe any traditional
knowledge advice that the Traditional
Knowledge Elders Group or other Traditional
Knowledge holders have provided on
location, design, and operation of Point Lake
project components along the Jay Road,
including waste rock storage areas,
overburden stockpiles, and other project
facilities. 2)Describe how Arctic Diamond will
engage with the Traditional Knowledge Elders
Group or other Traditional Knowledge
holders throughout the construction,
operation, and closure of the Point Lake
Project.

July 29: 1) The Traditional Knowledge Elders Group (TKEG) originated as the
referenced EA Measure for the Jay project and the group quickly evolved to a
site‐wide scope rather than restricted to only the Jay Project. Arctic considers
the TKEG a valuable means of gathering TK and working with TK holders on a
site‐wide basis, including the Point Lake Project. The TKEG did not meet through
2020 or to date in 2021 because of public health guidelines related to the Covid‐
19 pandemic. Arctic has recently reached out to IGOs to re‐establish the TKEG
and hopes to do so through the balance of 2021 such that the TKEG can visit the
site and take part in field‐based TK programs in 2022. This would include TK
activities focused on the Point Lake Project. In its applications to the WLWB
(Project Description Report S.4.11 and elsewhere), Arctic described that
Indigenous Traditional Knowledge is available for the Point Lake area, some of
which was gathered through the TKEG and utilized in the Jay Project
Environmental Assessment and, as noted, construction of the Jay Road esker
crossing. The existing TK was used in the design and orientation of the access
road to Point Lake. This road will be constructed low to the surrounding
environment, its entire length will be constructed as caribou crossings and is
oriented generally parallel to the direction of travel. Arctic also described its
approach to gathering additional field‐based TK modelled after the process
employed for the Jay Road esker crossing. This work is specific to the Point Lake
Project and will be complemented on an on‐going basis by additional TK and
Indigenous community initiatives that Arctic has initiated and plans in the near
future. Please refer to Arctic's responses to comments DKFN‐4 and DKFN‐10 in
this regard. 2) Arctic believes that it has reasonably and appropriately applied
existing TK to the design of the Project and mitigation measures to the extent
required to support the Project applications. Additionally, Arctic has committed
to and/or initiated the TK initiatives as described in Arctic's response to
comment DKFN‐04. In response to review comments received, Artic wishes to
advance its application of TK to the Point Lake Project and, by extension, the

Ekati Diamond Mine generally. To this end Arctic is developing a Point Lake
Traditional Knowledge Plan with the intent of understanding and addressing
gaps in the use of Traditional Knowledge for the Project. Arctic will develop a
draft Plan that can be circulated to and discussed with IGOs at engagement
meetings and, possibly, the WLWB's Technical Workshop on the Point Lake
Project that is scheduled for early September. The Plan is also described in
Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the Board that accompanies these responses.
10

Traditional
Knowledge
Management
Framework and on‐
the‐land cultural
camp

Comment Section 6.6.2 of the PDR includes
some, but not all, of the measures in the Jay
Project Report of EA related to mitigating
impacts on the Bathurst Caribou herd.
Specifically, measure 7‐1, the Traditional
Knowledge Management Framework, and
measure 7‐2, the on‐the‐land cultural camp
are not included. These measures were
required by the Review Board to: mitigate
adverse impacts from development on
caribou and the way of life of Indigenous
people; and so that traditional land use of the
area and inter‐generational transmission of
cultural values and knowledge are
maintained now, during project operations,
and long after mining in the Ekati region
ceases. These measures were also intended
to inform or support the implementation of
several other measures to mitigate impacts
to caribou, water, aquatic life, and traditional
use in the Jay Project Area.
Recommendation 1)Please indicate whether
Arctic will implement measures 7‐1 and 7‐2
from the Jay Project Report of EA throughout
all phases of the Point Lake Project. If not
please provide rationale. 2)Describe how
Traditional Knowledge has been included and
incorporated into the design of the Point Lake
Project, and how Arctic will incorporate
traditional knowledge throughout

July 29: 1) A Traditional Knowledge Management Framework was submitted to
the MVEIRB and WLWB by the previous owner in May 2017 that addressed Jay
EA Measure 7‐1 (implementation of the Framework is Condition B.17 of the
Water Licence). Arctic will implement the Framework through all phases of the
Point Lake Project and will propose to the WLWB that Condition B.12 of the
Water Licence be amended to replace reference to the Jay Project with
reference to the Point Lake Project. Arctic understands that the Framework was
intended to be a living document with periodic review and update, and will
respect this approach. Artic will intend to combine its own engagement on the
Framework with engagement on Measure 7‐2 as described next. The previous
owner had initiated planning for implementation of Jay EA Measure 7‐2 in a
manner that was focused on the Jay Project. Arctic fully respects the intent of
Measure 7‐2 to mitigate the potential adverse cultural impacts on traditional
use of the area and transmission of cultural values, and to maintain or establish
a connection with disturbed areas of land and restore Traditional Knowledge
transfer between generations about the area affected by diamond mining.
Arctic intends to develop an implementation plan that fulfills the intent of the
Measure in a manner that is focused on the Point Lake Project. A review of the
previous plans to identify changes needed to focus the plan on the Point Lake
Project is essential in Arctic's view to ensuring that the intent of the Measure is
achieved in a manner that aligns with the current mine plan (i.e., Point Lake
Project with no Jay Project). Further engagement with IGO's is also essential in
Arctic's view to ensure that the plan is based on community values. Arctic will
intend to present an update on its review at the WLWB Technical Workshop and
a timeframe for engagement. 2) In its applications to the WLWB (Project
Description Report S.4.11 and elsewhere), Arctic described that Indigenous
Traditional Knowledge is available for the Point Lake area, some of which was
gathered through the TKEG and utilized in the Jay Project Environmental
Assessment and construction of the Jay Road esker crossing. The existing TK was
used in the design and orientation of the access road to Point Lake. This road
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Pit dewatering and
mine water quality

construction, operations, and closure of the
Point Lake Project.

will be constructed low to the surrounding environment, its entire length will be
constructed as caribou crossings and is oriented generally parallel to the
direction of travel. Arctic also described its approach to gathering additional
field‐based TK modelled after the process employed for the Jay Road esker
crossing. This work is specific to the Point Lake Project and will be
complemented on an on‐going basis by additional TK and Indigenous
community initiatives that Arctic has initiated and plans in the near future.
Please refer to Arctic's responses to comments DKFN‐4 and DKFN‐10 in this
regard. Arctic believes that it has reasonably and appropriately applied existing
TK to the design of the Project and mitigation measures to the extent required
to support the Project applications. Additionally, Arctic has committed to and/or
initiated the TK initiatives as described in Arctic's response to comment DKFN‐
04. In response to review comments received, Artic wishes to advance its
application of TK to the Point Lake Project and, by extension, the Ekati Diamond
Mine generally. To this end Arctic is developing a Point Lake Traditional
Knowledge Plan with the intent of understanding and addressing gaps in the use
of Traditional Knowledge for the Project. Arctic will develop a draft Plan that can
be circulated to and discussed with IGOs at engagement meetings and, possibly,
the WLWB's Technical Workshop on the Point Lake Project that is scheduled for
early September. The Plan is also described in Arctic's July 29, 2021 letter to the
Board that accompanies these responses.

Comment The proposed project includes
dewatering of Point Lake to the King Pond
Settling Facility (KPSF) and the operation and
maintenance of a water pipeline/pumping
system from the KPSF to the Lynx open pit. (s.
4.4.7). Appendix D included a water quality
evaluation.
Recommendation 1)Regarding TSS, please:
i.Describe ArcticÃ¢Â€Â™s level of confidence
that the KPSF and/or Lynx pit is able to
accommodate increased TSS from final
dewatering of Point Lake, and the underlying
evidence; ii.Provide any modelling that has
been completed to evaluate the amount of
TSS and potential impacts from this TSS; and
iii.If no modelling has been completed,

July 29: 1i.) Arctic has a very high degree of confidence that KPSF and Lynx pit
can safely accommodate the second stage dewatering of Point Lake. Arctic is not
relying on KPSF alone to accommodate the dewatering inflow because the
anticipated volume exceeds the effective storage capacity and maximum
allowable annual Discharge from KPSF to Cujo Lake. Therefore, it is necessary to
pump some of the dewatering inflow to Lynx pit, thereby "sharing" the task of
settling suspended sediment. KPSF has effectively managed minewater from a
variety of sources and has also provided adequate management within EQC of
second stage dewatering inflows from Lynx Lake. This precedent provides
confidence in the use of KPSF for this purpose and Arctic anticipates discharging
compliant effluent from KPSF (within the maximum allowable annual limit)
during dewatering. However, regardless of the performance of KPSF to settle
suspended sediment, the option is in place to pump additional water to Lynx pit.
Lynx pit was assessed for this purpose as part of the Jay EA (Lynx pit was to be
the receiver of second stage dewatering of the Jay diked area) and found to be
suitable. 1ii., and iii.) Arctic has not modelled TSS concentrations given the

describe the modelling that will be done to
evaluate the amount of TSS and potential
impacts from this TSS on KPSF operations and
Lynx open pit water quality. 2)What
contingency options are available in case
minewater from Point Lake has high or higher
than predicted levels of nitrates or other
contaminants of potential concern?

confidence building factors described in item i, the short duration of the
program, and the general site‐specific experience that suspended sediment
from lake dewatering settles readily. Arctic, supported by ERM Consultants
Canada Ltd., does not anticipate negative water quality effects in KPSF or Lynx
related to the dewatering inflows; in fact, Arctic anticipates that the dewatering
inflows will have a positive effect on water quality because the pristine
dewatering inflows will mix with Misery underground minewater and reduce
constituent concentrations (also see response to comment WLWB‐13 in this
regard). 2) In the event that Point Lake minewater is poorer quality than
anticipated to the point of compromising compliance and safe water levels in
KPSF, the option to pump excess water from KPSF to Lynx pit could be utilized.
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Dewatering and mine Comment In the Project description, Arctic
water management notes that for the dewatering stage, the
water balance achieves a safe water level
within KPSF and demonstrates adequate
storage capacity in Lynx open pit. Arctic also
notes that for the mine operating stage, the
water balance achieves a safe water level
within KPSF. Contingencies for any excess
water were not identified in the Project
Description.
Recommendation 1)What is ArcticÃ¢Â€Â™s
level of confidence in its predictions about
groundwater recharge into pits and resulting
requirements for minewater management
during operations? Please provide the
evidence and rationale; 2)Has Arctic
considered any contingencies if more
minewater is encountered than calculated
for? What contingencies would be considered
by Arctic if excess mine water was
encountered, and there was insufficient
space in the KPSF and Lynx open pit?

July 29: 1) Arctic is very confident that groundwater discharge into the Point
Lake open pit will be minimal. Most importantly, the open pit is a relatively
shallow pit that will stay well within the depth of permafrost. The pit is designed
to a depth of approximately 180 m and the depth to permafrost is in the order
of 350 to 400 m. Other pits excavated within permafrost at the Ekati Diamond
Mine have all experienced very low groundwater inflows (e.g., Pigeon,
Beartooth, Lynx). Inflows into the Pigeon, Beartooth, and Lynx pits were minimal
to the extent that pit sumps were emptied by water truck rather than by
pumping. 2) The contingency against minewater volumes that exceed the
capacity of KPSF to store and Discharge within the maximum allowable annual
Discharge limit is the same as the water quality contingency described in
response to comment WLWB‐11(2), namely pumping excess water to the Lynx
pit.
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Lynx Pit Closure

July 29: The use of Lynx open pit to receive some of the second stage (elevated
TSS) water from dewatering of Point Lake will improve water quality in the pit.
Lynx pit is currently being used to receive minewater from the Misery
underground workings, which is of notably poorer quality than the pristine lake

Comment Arctic notes that during
dewatering of Point Lake, water that has
elevated TSS will be brought to the King Pond
Settling Facility (KPSF) and Lynx open pit for

settling.
Recommendation Describe how the addition
of water from Point Lake may affect the final
closure of the Lynx pit.

water to be pumped from Point Lake (i.e., the inflowing Point Lake water will
reduce chemical concentrations in the pit). Suspended sediment in the inflowing
Point Lake water will settle within the pit and does not represent a water quality
concern. The Lynx pit was previously assessed for this very use as part of the Jay
Project. Additionally, closure of the Lynx open pit is likely to be accelerated by
the Point Lake dewatering program because the closure plan involves flooding
the pit with natural lake water. The Point Lake dewatering program will reduce
the volume of water that is required to be pumped from Lac de Gras. Arctic
notes that the initial operating plan for the Misery underground project
included back‐pumping the underground mine water from the Lynx open pit to
the Misery open pit once underground mining was complete. However, the
inflow of pristine lake water from Point Lake may improve water quality to the
point that there is no need for back‐pumping. In the event that the inflow of
pristine lake water from Point Lake does not reduce in‐pit concentrations to
acceptable levels, back pumping to Misery open pit would be conducted as
planned to the extent necessary to achieve closure water quality criteria. Pit
lake water quality sampling following completion of the Point Lake dewatering
program will indicate the degree to which back‐pumping has been reduced or
eliminated. Diamond resources remain beneath the Lynx open pit such that final
closure might not be completed if those resources would be sterilized.

Environmental Protection Operations Directorate
Prairie & Northern Region
5019 52nd Street, 4th Floor
P.O. Box 2310
Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7

ECCC File: 5100 000 012/029
WLWB File: W2012L2-0001

July 15, 2021
via online review system
Ryan Fequet
Executive Director
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
1-4905 48th Street
Yellowknife, NT X1A 3S3
Dear Ryan Fequet:
RE: W2012L2-0001 – Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. – Ekati – Point Lake Project
- Type A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit Applications
Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) has reviewed the information submitted to
the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board (MVLWB) regarding the above mentioned Point Lake
Project - Type A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit Applications. You will find our
comments, attached. This letter and the attached comments provides ECCC’s specialist advice
based on our mandate pursuant to the Canadian Environmental Protection Act and the pollution
prevention provisions of the Fisheries Act.
If you need more information, please contact Jennifer Sabourin at Jennifer.Sabourin@ec.gc.ca.
Sincerely,

Jennifer Sabourin
Environmental Assessment Officer
Attachment(s): ECCC Comments Excel Sheet
cc:

Jody Small, Acting Head, Environmental Assessment North (NT and NU)

Fisheries and Oceans
Canada

Pêches et Océans
Canada

301-5204 50th Avenue
Yellowknife, NT
X1A 1E2
July 15, 2021

Your file

Votre référence

W2012L2-0001, W2012X0004,
W2012D0005
Our file

Notre référence

Wekʼèezhìı Land and Water Board
Attn: Joseph Mackenzie
#1-4905 48th Street
Yellowknife, NT
X1A 3S3
Dear Joseph Mackenzie,
Subject: Ekati - Point Lake Project - Type A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit
Applications (W2012L2-0001, W2021X0004, and W2021D0005)
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) has reviewed the application for the Point Lake
Project submitted by Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. (ACDC). This submission
is described on the Wek’eehezi Land and Water Board (WLWB) Online Review System
(ORS) as:
“Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. (Arctic) submitted a complete application to
amend Water Licence W2012L2-0003 and two complete applications for Type A Land Use
Permits W2021X0004 and W2021D0005 (Permits) on May 31, 2021. Arctic has requested
to amend the Licence to include the Point Lake Project in the scope of the Licence and
update conditions associated with open pit mining of Point Lake. Arctic has also applied
for an early works Permit for the initial construction phase and a mining Permit for the
operation phase, both for a five (5) year term”.
From the review of this application and the associated documents, DFO has compiled the
following comments and recommendations:
Topic: Destruction of Fish and Fish Habitat
Comment:
Pg. 23 Section 2.4.3
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-2The Project will result in “serious harm to fish” as defined in the Fisheries Act and will
require a project-specific authorization from Fisheries and Oceans Canada. This
authorization will be requested in future and is not specifically supported by this report.
Under the Fisheries Act, DFO has a mandate to protect the oceans, freshwater, and aquatic
ecosystems from the negative impacts of humans and invasive species. DFO recognizes,
as does the proponent, that the establishment of the Point Lake mine would mean the
complete destruction of fish and fish habitat within Point Lake. As such, ACDC
acknowledges that there is a requirement under the Fisheries Act to submit a completed
“Request for Review” to DFO, and, due to the scale and effects of the project, there will
be a requirement to apply for a Fisheries Act Authorization. The proponent has engaged
in preliminary conversations with DFO to explore possible offsetting measures to fulfill
the requirements that will accompany a Fisheries Act Authorization. The process of
determining the appropriate amount of offsetting will take into consideration the impacts
of the project on fish and fish habitat in the entire Point Lake watershed, including Point
Lake, Connor Lake, Alexia Lake, and Lac du Sauvage.
Recommendation:
It is recommended that the proponent continue to work with DFO to define the impacts
that the project will have on fish and fish habitat throughout the Point Lake watershed and
to find adequate amounts of offsetting for these impacts.
Topic: Downstream Effects
Comment:
Pg. 34 Section 3.7.5
Point Lake Outflow was assessed as providing fish passage potential in a downstream
direction to Connor Lake but no spawning or nursery habitat for Lake Trout was identified
in the outflow channel. Fish passage between Point Lake and Connor Lake is not possible
under all flow conditions but it was considered likely that migration would be possible
under higher flow conditions. Although only Lake Trout and Slimy Sculpin have been
captured in Point Lake, species known to be present in Connor Lake (i.e., Arctic Grayling)
may also be present in Point Lake in some years.
Pg. 106 Section 6.5
The dewatering of Point Lake will result in a direct loss of fish habitat in the lake and its
outflow stream. Changes to local hydrology have the potential to result in direct loss or
alteration of fish habitat in lakes and streams downstream of the Point Lake open pit. A
plan will be developed in consultation with DFO to offset the loss of fish habitat associated
.../3

-3with the development of the Point Lake open pit, as part of a Fisheries Act Authorization
for the Project
Appendix A Pg. 23 Section 4.2
All
Point Lake is the headwater lake of a small watershed that includes Connor Lake and
Alexia Lake, and, at times, connects to Lac du Sauvage. Connor Lake, a small fish bearing
lake, occurs downstream of Point Lake and these two lakes are connected during times of
high flow. Removing the hydrologic contribution of Point Lake from the watershed
will not only remove the connectivity between the two lakes but may also affect the winter
survival rates of fish and their ability to access suitable spawning habitat in Connor Lake.
The project description does not include details as to how the removal of all hydrologic
contributions from Point Lake will affect the fish populations in Connor Lake and its
outflows. To avoid impacts to fish populations in Connor Lake, a robust understanding of
any potential downstream hydrologic effects is necessary. The project description notes
that Arctic Grayling spawn in the Connor Lake outflow; the removal of access to this
habitat through the removal of flow from Point Lake could have long term impacts on the
overall productivity of Connor Lake. Potential implications also exist for the downstream
migration of juvenile Arctic Grayling to Lac du Savauge with the removal of access to
these channels.
If the fish population is to be maintained in Connor Lake throughout the life of the project,
another threat exists to this population with the removal of inflow from Point Lake. A
reduction in the volume of water moving through the watershed may lead to lower lake
levels during the ice covered season which, in turn, could contribute to a decrease in
dissolved oxygen levels in Connor Lake. These lower dissolved oxygen levels could have
implications for the health of the fish populations in Connor Lake as they could result in
higher fish mortality rates.
Recommendation:
DFO recommends that ACDC include a discussion on the contribution of Point Lake to the
overall water balance of its watershed and the effects that the removal of this contribution
will have on fish and fish habitat. Baseline information outlining the significance of the
hydrologic contribution of Point Lake to the rest of the watershed is crucial to
understanding how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect other waterbodies. This
information should be used in modelling to determine if water levels in Connor Lake and
Alexia Lake will decrease by more than 10% of their total winter volumes. Point Lake
outflow and Connor Lake outflow should also be assessed for maintenance of sill levels to
.../4

-4determine if any drop in water levels will impact the ability of fish to access these areas.
If modeled effects are at such that they impact fish and fish habitat, DFO would
require mitigation measures, such as water balance augmentation from Lac du Sauvage
during critical times, be explored. Mitigation measures such as this may need to be
considered in the water withdrawal allowances for this license.
Topic: Closure and Reclamation Activities
Comment:
Appendix F Pg. 7 Section 2.1
“Closure and reclamation activities for the Point Lake open pit are the same as those
planned for other open pits at the Ekati Mine per the approved ICRP.
The following activities are planned for closure and reclamation of the Point Lake open
pit:
1. Remove mining equipment to the satisfaction of the Inspector.
2. Create a pit lake by filling the open pit with water pumped from Lac du Sauvage or Lac
de Gras.
3. Block access and create safe egress for people and wildlife.
4. Facilitate the natural establishment of aquatic ecosystems (per the costing assumptions
in the general security estimate for other open pits at the Ekati Diamond Mine, this is
costed as construction of littoral zones).
5. Construct an outlet to the natural flowpath to Connor Lake.
6. Sample open pit water quality to demonstrate achievement of closure water quality
criteria (schedule 10-years post-filling).
Filling of the Point Lake open pit will occur as soon as reasonably achievable following
the completion of mining and a determination that filling with water would not compromise
future
mining
opportunities.
This
approach
will
beneficially
submerge metasediment exposed in pit walls as soon as reasonably achievable. The filling
volume for the open pit is approximately 25 Mm3 and initial projections are that filling the
open pit till take 23 months pumping time (at a pumping rate of 1,500 m3 /hr as established
for the Lynx pit). Flooding of the Point Lake open pit would be undertaken on a summer
season basis over 4 year”.
Based on the above description, it is unclear to DFO if the post-closure intent is to have the
Point Lake pit rehabilitated to become fish habitat. If the intent is not for the pit to become
fish bearing and reconnection of Point and Connor Lakes occurs, re-colonization of Point
Lake is a potential outcome if the fish populations in Connor Lake are to be maintained.
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Recommendation:
DFO recommends that ACDC clarify the closure objectives regarding whether or not the
intent exists to restore the Point Lake pit to a fish bearing lake.

Topic: Blasting
Comment:
Pg. 93 Section 6.4.2
The blasting program will comply with DFO’s Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or
Near Canadian Fisheries Waters (Wright and Hopky 1998).
DFO notes the following: “Regarding blasting, studies undertaken by DFO since the
release of the “Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or Near Canadian Fisheries Waters”
(1998), suggest that the 100 kPa guideline presented may not be adequate to protect fish
from damaging overpressures. As such, DFO recommends using a more appropriate
overpressure of 50 kPa to protect fish. If it is possible to meet the 50 kPa target by reducing
the size of the charge or by isolating fish from potentially affected waters using a barrier
device or by a combination of these measures, DFO would prefer that you take these steps.
If measures to reduce the overpressures to 50 kPa are not possible due to requirements of
the project design, then the site should be monitored for potential serious harm to fish.”
Recommendation:
DFO recommends that a target of 50kpa be included for blasting as part of the efforts to
reduce impacts to fish and fish habitat.
Topic: Fish-out Protocols
Comment:
Pg. 57 Section 4.4.3
A Point Lake Fish-out Plan is under development and will be submitted to DFO for
approval prior to implementation. The Fish-out Plan will describe methods, timing relative
to lake dewatering, success criteria, fish usage (analysis, consumption, etc.), and
monitoring requirements.
DFO acknowledges ACDC’s statement of working with the DFO to design an adequate
fish out plan for Point Lake. This plan will be based on the DFO guidance document
“General Fish-out Protocol for Lakes and Impoundments in the Northwest Territories and
Nunavut”.
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Recommendation:
None.
Topic: Intake Screens
Comment:
Pg. 19 Section 2.1
Interim code of practice: End-of-pipe fish protection screens for small water intakes in
freshwater (Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2020)
DFO acknowledges ACDC’s commitment to using intake screens that are protective of fish
during the draining of Point Lake in accordance with DFO protocols.
Recommendation:
Please review the most recent interim code of practice for intake screens and end of pipe
found at: https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/codes/screen-ecran-eng.html
Should you have any questions or comments concerning the recommendations made by
Fisheries and Oceans Canada, please contact Nicholas Wasilik at our Yellowknife office
by email at nicholas.wasilik@dfo-mpo.gc.ca.
Yours sincerely,

Nicholas Wasilik
Regulatory Review Biologist
Fisheries and Oceans Canada

BY ONLINE REVIEW SYSTEM

Ms. Rhiana Bams
Regulatory Specialist
Wek’è ezhı̀ı Land and Water Board
#1 4905 – 48 STREET
YELLOWKNIFE NT X1A 3S3

Dear Ms. Bams:

Government of the Northwest Territories’ comments on the application package
for the Ekati Point Lake Project (W2012L2-0001, W2021X0004, W20212D0005)

On behalf of the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT), I would like to share our
comments on Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd.’s application package for the Ekati Point
Lake Project. All GNWT departments with interests related to the Ekati Point Lake Project
reviewed the application package, while the departments of Lands; Environment and Natural
Resources; and, Education, Culture and Employment contributed comments. Any comments
from Inspectors are submitted separately.
Should the Board or any parties have any questions about today’s submission, please contact
Katie Rozestraten, Project Assessment Analyst, by email at Katie_Rozestraten@gov.nt.ca.
Sincerely,

Attachment – ORS Comment Table

Lorraine Seale
Director, Securities and Project Assessment
Lands

P.O. Box 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9

www.gov.nt.ca

C. P. 1320, Yellowknife NT X1A 2L9

Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency
P.O. Box 1192, Yellowknife NT, X1A 2R2 ▪ Phone (867) 669-9141 ▪ Fax (867) 669-9145
www.monitoringagency.net ▪ E-mail: monitor1@monitoringagency.net

July 14, 2021
Joseph Mackenzie
Chair, Wek’eezhii Land and Water Board
#1-4905 48th St, Yellowknife, NT
X1A 3S3

Re: Ekati - Point Lake Project - Type A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit Applications
Dear Joseph Mackenzie,
The Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency (Agency) has reviewed the Point Lake Project - Type
A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit Application (Application), submitted by Arctic Canadian
Diamond Company Ltd. (Arctic Diamond).
The following comments on the Point Lake Project (PLP) are based on the information provided in the
Application with specific consideration to provide input for the preliminary screening decision. The
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board (MVEIRB) Environmental Impact Assessment
Guidelines (March 2004) summarize the preliminary screening test as:
The primary objective of preliminary screening (outside of local government boundaries)
is, in accordance with s.125 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act
(MVRMA), to determine if a development proposal:
• might have a significant adverse impact on the environment; or,
• might be a cause of public concern.
As detailed in our comments below the Agency is of the opinion that the PLP, as described in the
Application, should go to Environmental Assessment (EA). In the Agency’s opinion there are concerns
around caribou movement, waste rock geochemistry, and the amount of Traditional Knowledge (TK) and
community input prior to the application.

Water Licence Process
Arctic Diamond is suggesting that the size and scope of the PLP does not require EA and can proceed
through the preliminary screening directly into regulatory licencing.
The Agency is concerned that this approach will not result in a thorough and complete analysis of the
potential impacts of the PLP, especially given uncertainties around the future of the Jay Project, lack of
TK incorporated into planning of the PLP, potential additional impacts on the movement of caribou and
other wildlife along the historically-important Lac du Sauvage narrows and Jay esker system (collectively
the Lac du Sauvage – Lac de Gras isthmus), and geochemistry of the waste rock piles.
The following outlines what we believe would be the benefits of proceeding through an EA process and
the limitations of the regulatory licencing-only process:
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•

The purpose of the EA process is to consider the economic, social and environmental benefits
and impacts of a project and to identify effective ways to mitigate potential concerns. Its scope
is therefore broader than the regulatory licencing process. If it is determined that concerns exist
and are mitigable, the MVEIRB can recommend a range of measures beyond those of the water
licencing regulatory process that could potentially enable the PLP to proceed.

•

Caribou are an integral part of northern Indigenous culture and are consistently a key concern to
Indigenous peoples that is raised when the Agency visits communities or holds workshops. The
greater availability of participant funding for the EA process would help ensure the full
participation of Indigenous Governments, organizations and communities around this critically
important subject.

•

During the preliminary screening phase of an application, the WLWB is able to take into
consideration a broad range of topics including land, water, wildlife, and social considerations of
the proposed application. However, during the regulatory phase of a Water Licence and Land
Use Permit amendment, WLWB jurisdiction is limited in regards to wildlife. The Agency is
concerned that since one of the major issues of the PLP is the potential effect on wildlife
movement that the limited jurisdiction of the WLWB with regards to wildlife could affect the
WLWB’s ability to regulate wildlife in general and caribou in particular. In the April 15, 2021
Reasons for Decision for the Diavik-Deposition of Processed Kimberlite into the Mine Workings,
the WLWB noted that wildlife comments on topics such as wildlife monitoring were outside of
the WLWB’s jurisdiction. It is not clear how this limitation will be addressed if the PLP does not
proceed to EA. Under the EA process wildlife can be considered and regulated through
measures and directives.

Barriers to Caribou Movement
Removal of Jay WRSA
The PLP is within a known caribou movement corridor, and is one area where caribou currently move
through when deflected around the mine. Figure 1 clearly demonstrates its use and importance to
caribou in the area, showing extensive movement of collared caribou through the Lac du Sauvage – Lac
de Gras isthmus. The Agency is concerned with the impacts the PLP will likely have on overall caribou
movement through the Lac du Sauvage – Lac de Gras isthmus and around the mine, especially given its
close proximity to both the Misery complex and planned Jay Project. Arctic Diamond have proposed to
remove the Jay Waste Rock Storage Area (WRSA) from the approved licence in an effort to facilitate
caribou movement to the east of the PLP. The Agency believes that while removal of the Jay WRSA may
reduce some impacts on caribou movement over the life of the PLP, it does not address all of the
Agency’s concerns over the potential impacts on caribou from the PLP or over the life of the mine once
some form of the Jay Project is initiated. More specifically, the future and scope of the Jay Project
remains uncertain and the results of the Jay Optimization Study unknown. Until these are known with
greater certainty, there is a high probability that the Jay Project will proceed in some form and the
cumulative impacts from the two projects must continue to be taken into account.
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Figure 1: Caribou collar data (provided by ENR) from 2010–July 2019 for Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak herds (both sexes shown).

Effectiveness of Mitigation Plan
Recent analysis conducted by the Agency using caribou GPS collar data suggests that some caribou are
currently deflected and/or delayed in their movements up to 4–5 days by the mine infrastructure. As a
mitigation, Arctic Diamond has committed to implement the Caribou Road Mitigation Plan (CRMP) for
the PLP. Based on the Agency’s findings and the lack of assessment by Arctic Diamond, it remains
difficult to determine to what extent the mitigations used under the CRMP are effective. To date the
Agency is not aware of a robust analysis into the effectiveness of these mitigation measures.
The Application states “The WEMP includes the CRMP, which has proven successful at mitigating the
barrier effects of roads and pipelines at the Ekati Diamond Mine.” This is repeated often in the
Application with no supporting rationale, data or analyses. In the Agency’s opinion, the effectiveness of
the CRMP is unproven. Figure 5-2 in Appendix H (copied below as Figure 2) shows all collared caribou
summer and fall movements from 2015-20. The figure clearly shows that not a single collared caribou
pathway crossed the Misery Road, rendering it difficult to rationalize the claim that the roads are not a
nearly complete barrier to caribou passage. The Agency is concerned that the PLP Pit to Misery Road
section will also likely become a nearly complete barrier to caribou movement.
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Figure 2: Summer and Fall Movement Paths of Bathurst and Beverly/Ahiak Herd Caribou from 2015 to 2020 Relative to Jay
Project Deflection Pathway (Project Description Appendix H Figure 5-2).

Sensory Disturbance for Caribou
In additional to the physical barrier presented by roads and waste rock piles, the sensory disturbance,
such as truck traffic, blasting, exhaust fumes and dust, will also likely have an impact on caribou use and
movement through the area. It is difficult to determine impacts of sensory disturbance because the
predicted traffic volumes (from haul truck, land train, graders, water and fuel trucks, and light vehicles)
are not provided. Currently, the ore traffic to the process plant is coming from Sable, Pigeon and Misery
pits. Therefore, the traffic is spread out over different roads, resulting in more time between vehicles on
a given road. If the PLP was to proceed, all the ore fed to the process plant will come from the PLP which
will concentrate all of the Ekati haul traffic on the single PLP/Jay and Misery Road system. In addition,
the number of trucks on the PLP to Misery portion of the road will be higher because Arctic Diamond
proposes to transfer ore from PLP to the Lynx Crusher Stockpile using the pit trucks. As a result, vehicle
traffic in this section of road will not be consolidated by the use of dual-powered road trains.
Location of WRSA
The PLP main WRSA will be on the north pile along the Jay Road with a second WRSA and overburden
pile to the west. Based on the design, size and location of these WRSA’s presented in the Application, it
is the Agency’s opinion that the pit, WRSA’s and overburden pile complex will pose an additional and
significant semi-permeable barrier to wildlife movement in this well-travelled area (Figure 1).

Use of Traditional Knowledge
The Application references TK and information collected for the Jay Project. While this does provide
some useful historical context, it does not consider changes and potential cumulative impacts caused by
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the two projects eventually proceeding. There is a need for additional input from Elders, other holders
of TK and the communities that reflects both the PLP and Jay Project proceeding.
During the Jay EA, the Jay Project and related infrastructure layout changed based on input provided by
TK holders. This same level of engagement has not happened for the PLP; in fact, there appears to have
been very little discussion and incorporation of TK or community input into the current PLP Application.
The Agency believes the possibility exists that Elders may want to offer more TK relevant to an
additional mine project proceeding within a major caribou movement corridor, added to the Jay Project.

Waste Rock Storage Areas – Metasediment and ARD Concerns
Based on a review of the geochemical data presented in the Application, the Agency is concerned with
the potential for the development of Acid Rock Drainage leading to metal leaching in waste rock
seepage. Section 4.4.6 of the Project Description states that “Geological interpretation (Section 4.4.2)
and geochemical analysis (Appendix E) indicate that the lithological and geochemical characteristics of
metasediment from the Point Lake open pit are similar to the geochemical characteristics of
metasediment that has been mined from the Misery pit (located approximately 2 km from Point Lake).”
(p-60). This comment is at odds with the data presented in the Project Description, which indicates that
Point Lake metasediment has an increased risk of becoming acid generating compared to Misery or
other metasediment waste rock at the Ekati mine. All other pits at Ekati with metasediments also have
granite that helps add some buffering capacity. Point Lake waste rock is 99% metasediment so there is
no granite buffering. The PLP waste rock piles will be essentially all metasediment. In addition, PLP
metasediment is also much more likely to turn acidic than other metasediment at Ekati, with 91% of the
samples analysed classifying as potentially acid generating (PAG) (Net Potential Ratio NPR<2), with a
median NPR value of 0.86 and essentially no neutralizing potential. These numbers are very concerning
and much different than other metasediment waste rock piles at Ekati, where 51% of samples are
classifying as PAG. The Agency is concerned that this could lead to future long-term seepage and water
quality issues.
Should you have any questions concerning these comments, the Agency is pleased to discuss these at
your convenience.
Sincerely,

Ron Allen
Vice Chairperson
Cc:

Arctic Diamond– Harry O’Keefe, Dustin Chaffee, Sheila Chernys
Tłı̨chǫ Government – Violet Camsell-Blondin
Yellowknives Dene First Nation – Sarah Gillis
Łutsel K’e Dene First Nation – Glen Guthrie
North Slave Metis Alliance – Adelaide Mufandaedza, Jessica Hurtubise
Kitikmeot Inuit Association – Geoff Clark
Government of the Northwest Territories – LeeAnn Malley, Laurie McGregor
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada – Michael Roesch
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NORTH SLAVE METIS ALLIANCE
PO Box 2301 Yellowknife, NT X1A 2P7
July 15, 2021
Joseph Mackenzie
Chair
Wek'eezhli Land and Water Board
#1, 4905- 481 H Street
Yellowknife, NT

XlA 3S3
RE : Ekati Diamond Mine -Point Lake Project-Type A Water Licence Amendment and Type A
Permit Applications
Dear Mr. Mackenzie,
North Slave Metis Alliance (NSMA) is the only Indigenous group in the Northwest Territories
that has received judicial recognition of its members' common law Aboriginal rights as Metis.
NSMA's very raison d'etre is to advocate for the rights of the Metis of the Great Slave Lake area.
NSMA has reviewed Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd. (Arctic Diamond)'s Point Lake
Project (PLP) Applications and has the following comments to submit based on our mandate to
protect and preserve ours. 35 Aboriginal rights, respect of our traditional lands and
environmental stewardship.
NSMA is vitally concerned wi th the protection, preservation, and sustainable use of our
1

traditional lands and resources. NSMA is also committed to principles of economic
sustainability and environmental stewardship, and as such we are in support of the PLP due to
Ekati's socio-economic benefits to our community.
We are concerned about knowledge gaps on caribou movement and relevant Traditional
Knowledge (TK) in the long-term monitoring of the sustainability of the PLP. NSMA members
have relied on caribou for more than 200 years and continue to do so today for cultural, social
and economic purposes. It is widely known that migratory barren-ground herds in the NWT
have declined drastically and changes in caribou abundance has also been recorded
(Adamczewski et al, 2016).

Ph: (867} 873-NSMA {6762}

Fax: (867} 669-7442

Email: general@nsma.net

Similarly, TK is a vital and essential source of information about the natural environment. TK
relies on knowledge acquired through experience and observation and NSMA believes that the
PLP would benefit from incorporating a TK component in their PLP.
As such, we recommend approval of the PLP in this preliminary screening with the request that
further discussions be had with Arctic Canadian Diamond Ltd. on the following: 1) caribou
movements in the PLP area; and 2) opportunities for the inclusion of TK for environmental
protection during this project.
Please feel free to contact NSMA should you have any questions regarding our comments.
Sincerely,

Vice president
mgwh itford @northwestel.com
Cc: North Slave Metis Alliance -Adelaide Mufandaedza, Environment Manager

Ryan Fequet
Executive Director
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
PO Box 32
Wekweètì, NT X1A 3S3
July 15th, 2021
Dear Mr. Fequet:
Re:

Comments on Arctic’s Point Lake Project

The TG's review of the Point Lake Project applications has primarily focused on the need for an
environmental assessment of the project. In particular we are evaluating the potential impacts this project
could have on caribou and also gathering information to understand the potentially serious socioeconomic
impacts if the Point Lake Project doesn't proceed.
The Board's legislated mandate is to “provide for conservation, development and utilization of the land and
water resources of Wek’èezhìı in a manner that will provide the optimum bene3it therefrom generally for
all Canadians but in particular for present and future residents of Wek’èezhìı" (Tłı̨chǫ Land Claims and SelfGovernment Agreement, Section 22.3.9).
In discussions with Arctic we have heard tha
thatt the permitting process itself may have a signi3icant impact on
the company’s ability to continue to operate into the future, and provide bene3its to Tłı̨chǫ Citizens. If the
board is not in possession of this information, we urge the board to send an inf
information
ormation request to Arctic,
prior to the preliminary screening decision
decision,, to ensure the Board can be fully informed when making its
preliminary screening decision.
Tłı̨chǫ Government fully supports the decision-making authority of the Board, but wants to ensure the
board consider the impacts of the mine, and its own decision making on the viability of a project and
bene3its to Tłı̨ch Citizens. Tłı̨chǫ Government will not accept development at any cost, however recognizes
the need, and legislated requirement, for balanced consideration of all potential impacts and benefits in all
stages of regulatory decision making.
Recommendation
While Tłı̨chǫ Government has referral authority, at this stage we have not concluded that an environmental
assessment is necessary. However, we will continue to evaluate potential impacts through the regulatory
process. We respectfully request that the Board ensure it has all the information it requires, including a
potential information request to Arctic on the socio-economic impacts of an environmental assessment on
the project, and carry out its decision making in the context of its legislated mandate.
In Tłı̨ chǫ unity,

Tammy Steinwand
Director, Culture and Lands Protection

July 15, 2021
Anneli Jokela
Regulatory Specialist
Wek’èezhìı Land and Water Board
#1-4905 48th Street
Yellowknife, NT, X1A 3S3
Re: Ekati - Point Lake Project - Type A Licence Amendment and Type A Permit
Applications (W2012L2-0001, W2021X0004, and W2021D0005)
Dear Ms. Jokela;
The following comments are submitted to the Wek’èezhìı Land and Water Board (WLWB) on
behalf of the Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board (WRRB) to be considered during the
review of Arctic Canadian Diamond Company’s Ekati Point Lake Project Type A Licence
Amendment and Type A Permit Applications W2012L2-0001, W2021X0004, and W2021D0005.
The WRRB has a mandate for wildlife, plant, and forest management in Wek’èezhìı and
adheres to the principles and practices of conservation in fulfilling its duties.
The WRRB lists the following concerns:
Overall, the WRRB is concerned with the uncertainty associated with the entire Point Lake
application, which adds a new pit, two rock piles, increased ore handling, and increased levels
of traffic to existing structures and activities at the Ekati mine site. The heavy reliance on using
information from the Environmental Assessment (EA) of the proposed Jay project introduces a
large amount of uncertainty due to the unanswered questions related to the caribou modelling
that was conducted. As well, information such as traffic frequency and mitigation effectiveness
are missing from the Jay project EA. These gaps in knowledge add to the uncertainty already
associated with the Point Lake project.
Traditional Knowledge
Traditional Knowledge (TK) has been included to cite the creation of the ramps on Jay Road,
but information on the cultural impacts caused from a potential loss in barren-ground caribou
numbers that migrate through that area is lacking. In the project summary, it states, “Mining of
the Point Lake open pit represents an extension of past and current Misery operations requiring
little new infrastructure and presenting no new unmitigable environmental risks.” However, TK of
harvesting trails and existing caribou trails that are visible on the map were not used to update
caribou movements on the landscape.1
Barren-ground Caribou
Appendix H (Point Lake Project: Caribou Technical Report) of the application suggests that the
Caribou Road Mitigation Plan (CRMP) is working through the mitigations outlined in the plan;
however, there is no data to back up this claim. Section 4.4 of Appendix H in the application
states, “The mitigation actions were expected to provide opportunities for caribou to move
Mackenzie Valley Environmental Impact Review Board. 2016. Report of Environmental Assessment And
Reasons for Decision Dominion Diamond Ekati Corp. Jay Project EA1314-01.
1

Page |2
across all mine roads, to limit effects of the Ekati Diamond Mine on caribou migration, and to
maintain population connectivity. The CRMP was applied to Misery Road and Sable Road
beginning in mid-2016 with the Jay Road added when it was completed in 2017.”
The Point Lake pit and waste rock pile would create a very narrow corridor for the caribou to
migrate through. With the development of the Point Lake project and the possibility of the Jay pit
being developed in the future, there is no evidence provided in Appendix H of the application
that caribou will continue to use the narrow corridor of the tataa (land bridges) once the pit(s)
and waste rock storage area are developed, or that the mitigations outlined will be effective.
Endpoint Deflection Model
During the EA for the Jay project, the endpoint assessment and the measurements from the
model that were used, were heavily questioned, and criticized technically. At the end of the EA
process, the adequacy of the assessment of the Jay project was questioned. The Deflection
Model that was used during the Jay Assessment was recycled in the application for the Point
Lake project. This leaves uncertainty with the adequacy of the assessment as the questions that
were brought up during the Jay assessment still have not been addressed.
Waste Rock Storage Areas (WRSAs)
In the application, it states that the Jay waste rock pile is to be removed from the development
schedule; however, there is no mention of the removal of the Jay pit mine from the schedule.
This adds uncertainty for the project as the potential for the Jay pit to be developed after the
Point Lake pit is a concern to the Board. Any waste associated with the Jay pit, if it were to be
developed, would force the creation of another WRSA or the transportation via roads of the
waste from the Jay pit to the Point Lake WRSA.
If you have any questions regarding these comments, please feel free to contact our office.
Sincerely,

Jody Pellissey
Executive Director
cc.

Joseph Judas, Chair
Wek’èezhìı Renewable Resources Board
Violet Camsell-Blondin, Manager
Culture and Lands Protection, Tłı̨ chǫ Government

29 July, 2021
Joseph Mackenzie, Chair
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
#1, 4905-48th Street
Yellowknife, NT X1A 3S3
Dear Mr. Mackenzie:
Thank you for your efforts and the efforts of Board staff to direct the review of the Point Lake Project (Project).
The Ekati Diamond Mine is at a critical juncture in its history and the Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board’s
(Board or WLWB) upcoming Preliminary Screening Determination will have a profound effect on the future of
the mine.
Arctic purchased the Ekati Diamond Mine because it believes there is an opportunity to create a future that
benefits everyone. The path to creating this future is to keep the mine operating now so that cashflow and
time are available for the implementation of Underwater Remote Mining in existing open pits. This is the
environmentally and economically exciting future of the Ekati Diamond Mine that Arctic is pursuing and that
Arctic plans to introduce through future Project applications.
I cannot stress strongly enough the importance of timely implementation of the Point Lake Project. We believe
that our Project evaluations demonstrate that Environmental Assessment (EA) is not necessary for this
Project. The socio-economic benefits of continued operations at the Ekati Diamond Mine are important and of
benefit to Indigenous and northern residents of Wek’èezhìi and of the Mackenzie Valley, and environmental
risks are well-mitigated. We acknowledge the clear and constructive statements provided by the Tłı̨ chǫ
Government, the North Slave Métis Alliance, and the GNWT (wildlife) in support of the Board proceeding
directly to regulatory licencing. We understand that IEMA does not agree and we will continue to work with
IEMA, and all parties, to continually improve environmental protection programs. However, the argument put
forward by IEMA is flawed in Arctic’s view and is in sharp contrast to the balanced consideration of risks and
benefits that is put forward by the Tłı̨ chǫ Government and the North Slave Métis Alliance.
Based in part on the advice of the Tłı̨ chǫ Government, we are providing additional business information in this
letter to ensure that the Board is fully informed of the substantive negative outcomes of a delay for EA. There
would certainly be another temporary shutdown with layoff of employees that could lead to permanent
closure.
We are bringing forward in this letter a proposal to remove the Jay Project in its entirety from the Water
Licence. At the time of our Project application, Arctic confirmed that the Jay Waste Rock Storage Area
(WRSA) would not be constructed as it had been approved in 2016 and we proposed removal of the Jay
WRSA from the Water Licence as a means of addressing reviewer concerns relating to potential cumulative
effects. On-going engagement told us that some reviewers were not comfortable that other aspects of the Jay
Project remained in the Water Licence. In response to those on-going concerns and consistent with Arctic’s
progressive development of future business plans, we are now proposing that the Jay Project be removed
from the Water Licence in its entirety. Arctic will not construct the Jay Project as it was approved in 2016 and
has no plans to conduct any mining activities at the Jay kimberlite. Any possible future mining at the Jay

kimberlite would be substantively different than the project assessed in 2016 and, as such, would undergo
Preliminary Screening and/or other appropriate levels of assessment. Additionally, as part of these

responses Arctic has verified and commits that the west metasediment pile and the overburden
stockpile will maintain a minimum 200 m setback from the local esker and Thinner Lake to ensure that this
movement area is maintained. This is achievable and is the same esker setback distance that was to
be applied to the Jay WRSA. These additional mitigations further demonstrate Arctic’s commitment and
transparency regarding caribou protection, response to community feedback, and the future of the Ekati
Diamond Mine.

Arctic has great respect for Indigenous Traditional Knowledge holders and we wish to work together through
forums such as the Traditional Knowledge Elders Group. We believe that we have made appropriate use of
existing Traditional Knowledge in the design of the Project and the environmental mitigation measures.
However, the current review comments include questions about the continued application of Traditional
Knowledge. These questions highlight to us that it would be helpful to consolidate the individual forwardlooking Traditional Knowledge projects that Arctic is resuming or initiating into a consolidated plan of action.
To this end, Arctic staff are preparing a Point Lake Project Traditional Knowledge Plan that we will hope to
discuss and finalize at the Board’s Technical Workshop and through other engagement meetings. Arctic’s aim
is to understand gaps and opportunities for the use of Traditional Knowledge and to present a plan that
address gaps and takes advantage of opportunities. The Traditional Knowledge field visit to the Point Lake
site that Arctic proposed in its Project applications and the Traditional Knowledge Elders Group will remain
important components of the Plan.
Based on the feedback that we have heard through our on-going engagement process and the current review
comments, we have structured the remainder of this letter under the following topics:
1.

Status of Jay Project
Key Message: The Jay Project will not be constructed as assessed in 2016 (i.e. conventional open
pit mine); Arctic will seek assessment of any far-future plans for mining at the Jay kimberlite.

2.

Implications of “No Project”
Key Message: The Point Lake Project is needed to avoid permanent shut down of the Ekati Diamond
Mine in 2024.

3.

Implications of Delay for EA
Key Message: Delay for EA results in a temporary shutdown with employee layoffs and/or furloughs
that could lead to permanent closure.

4.

Location of Waste Rock Storage Area
Key Message: The Point Lake Project economics do not allow for hauling waste rock to distant
locations; the Project would not go ahead (see item 2).

5.

Preliminary Screening
Key Message: There is no need for Environmental Assessment of the Point Lake Project.

6.

Future of the Ekati Diamond Mine
Key Message: Arctic will soon be introducing new projects for Underwater Remote Mining in existing
open pits.
1. Status of Jay Project

Arctic assumed ownership of the Ekati Diamond Mine in February of this year, which brought an end to the
year-long shut down. In the short period of time since assuming ownership, Arctic has:
•

fully resumed operations,

•

re-hired northern and northern Indigenous employees,

•

met with or is scheduling to meet at a leadership level with Indigenous Governments and
Organizations (IGO’s),

•

initiated discussions with Tłı̨ chǫ Government under S.23.4.1 of the Tłı̨ chǫ Agreement,

•

provided royalty and IBA payments,

•

established a new and progressive mine development plan that aligns with the current
environmental, social and economic climate, and

•

developed, engaged on and submitted the Point Lake Project application.

Arctic’s mine development plan does not include the Jay Project, either as it was assessed in 2016 or in any
other manner. The Jay Project as assessed is not economic and any conventional mining approaches of the
Jay kimberlite will not be economic in the foreseeable future. Arctic fully commits that it will not build the Jay
Project as it was assessed and approved. The Jay Project “optimization studies” that had been conducted
internally for the previous owners are variants of the same conventional mining paradigm that Arctic is not
pursuing. Arctic would, in fact, choose to “un-assess” the Jay Project and eliminate the 2016 assessment
approval if this was possible. However, Arctic has been informed that this is not possible under the MVRMA
and, therefore, Arctic has provided as clear a commitment as it can that Arctic:
1. will not ever construct the Jay Project as it was assessed; and
2. will seek Preliminary Screening of any far-future mining plans at the Jay kimberlite pipe.
The Tłı̨ chǫ Government’s current comments on the Point Lake Project reflect Arctic’s commitment, stating
that the Tłı̨ chǫ Government has reviewed the Point Lake Project on the basis of “No Jay Project” (comment
TG-1).
Arctic understands that some parties remain skeptical that Arctic, or a future owner of the Ekati Diamond
Mine, may not honour this commitment, and that the regulatory inability to “un-assess” a project provides a
loophole that could be used to prevent Preliminary Screening of a future proposed project at the Jay
kimberlite. Arctic cannot allow a regulatory loophole to compromise the future of the Ekati Diamond Mine and
the substantive socio-economic benefits to Indigenous communities, northern residents, and the NWT

generally. Arctic has been uniquely transparent about its progressive business planning and has provided as
strong a commitment as it can regarding its desire to eliminate the assessed Jay Project from the record.
Removal of the Jay Project in its entirety from the scope and conditions of the Water Licence can reasonably
be expected to prevent use of this regulatory loophole by a future owner of the Ekati Diamond Mine.
Ultimately, Arctic firmly believes that regulatory tools exist or would be put into place that would “block” such
an approach.
Arctic’s commitment to eliminate the assessed Jay Project is the result of a rapid and progressive decisionmaking process over the past six months. At a business level, Arctic has evaluated current and potential
economic scenarios, which identified that the Jay Project as assessed will not be constructed. Additionally,
through its Point Lake Project engagement process Arctic heard reviewer’s concerns regarding potential postoperations cumulative effects of the Jay and Point Lake WRSAs. Arctic’s proposed removal of the Jay Project
from the Water Licence in its entirety fully aligns with business planning and reviewer feedback.
Figure 1 is a slide that Arctic developed for an engagement meeting with the Tłı̨ chǫ Government on June 28
that provides additional information on the strongly negative economics of the assessed Jay Project. In
summary, Figure 1 illustrates that both the 2015 Pre-Feasibility Study and the 2016 Feasibility Study showed
positive project economics based on a Life-Of Mine sale price of USD 73 per carat. The 2021 diamond price
estimate is USD 42 per carat and results in strongly negative project economics. There are many aspects to
the assessment of project economics, however in this case the diamond sale price serves as a leading
illustrative factor.
Figure 1. Assessed Jay Project - Economic Considerations

2. Implications of “No-Project”
Arctic has consistently presented the Point Lake Project as the sole financially and environmentally viable
project that can be developed in the short timeframe available before current mining areas are exhausted. As
part of its rapid and progressive development of a new and rational mine plan (described above under item 1),
Arctic reviewed the grades and diamond quality (modeled diamond price) of the kimberlites currently being
mined (Sable open pit, Pigeon open pit and Misery underground) against current economic and cost
circumstances to refine the mining schedule with and without the Point Lake Project.
Figure 2 is a slide that Arctic developed for an engagement meeting with the Tłı̨ chǫ Government on June 29
that illustrates Arctic’s mining schedule. This slide was also shown with slightly different text at public
engagement meetings on April 26 and May 6. In summary, Figure 2 illustrates that, in the absence of the
Point Lake Project, the Ekati Diamond Mine would be scheduled for permanent closure in 2024. At that time
there would be no developed diamond resources to fill a substantive gap in ore processing and cashflow.
Figure 2 also illustrates that the Point Lake Project extends the scheduled life of mine to 2028, thereby
creating the opportunity for design, permitting and funding of additional projects (see item 6).
Figure 2. Ekati Diamond Mining Schedule

3. Implications of Delay for EA

Arctic, supported by ERM Consultants Canada Ltd., finds that EA of the Point Lake Project is not necessary
(see item 6). Because referral for EA is a determination made by the Board or others, Arctic wishes to ensure
that the Board has all of the relevant information to understand the implications of referral. This is the
approach advised by the Tłı̨ chǫ Government in its July 15 letter to the Board based on information that Arctic
shared with Tłı̨ chǫ Government through engagement meetings. The importance to the future of the Ekati
Diamond Mine of timely implementation of the Point Lake Project is described in item 2. The information
below describes some of the specific outcomes of a delay in Project implementation.
The Project delay introduced by EA would be at least 2 years. The critical path activity of dewatering and fishout of Point Lake would not be able to occur until summer 2024 at the earliest rather than 2022 as planned.
This is an achievable but not conservative estimate and there is a high likelihood that the delay would be
longer than 2 years because of inherent uncertainties in the EA process and the requirement to conduct
dewatering and fish-out in the ice-free season.
To test the implications of a delay in Project implementation, Arctic developed a process plant feed schedule
representing a one-year delay. Figure 3 is a slide that Arctic developed for an engagement meeting with the
Tłı̨ chǫ Government on June 28 that illustrates Arctic’s process plant feed schedule with a one-year Project
delay. In summary, Figure 3 illustrates that even a one-year delay would cause an interruption in process
plant feed in 2024, which would result in a loss of cashflow and a likely shutdown with layoff of employees.
Arctic has no other sources of cashflow to address fixed costs and continue development work during a shut
down and, therefore, a shutdown under these circumstances would be at high risk of leading to permanent
closure. Because of the extended timeframe and uncertain duration of continued fixed costs in the absence of
cashflow, the more realistic delay of 2 years or longer would:
1. result in temporary closure and layoff of employees; and
2. increase the likelihood of permanent closure.
To illustrate the likely outcomes of a 2-year Project delay for EA, Arctic prepared a consolidated schedule of
process plant feed and employee retention (Figure 4) for three Project scenarios:
1. development on the proposed timeline;
2. 2-year delay for EA; and
3. no project.
Figure 4 was shared with the Tłı̨ chǫ Government following an engagement meeting on June 28. Figure 4
illustrates the temporary closure and employee layoff that would result from a 2-year delay for EA.

Figure 3. Process Plant Feed Schedule With One-Year Delay for EA

Figure 4. Consolidated Outcomes of a 2-Year Project Delay for EA

4. Location of the Waste Rock Storage Area
Arctic has been consistent and clear in its finding that the Point Lake WRSA must be located at the Point
Lake site for the Project to be economically viable and proceed. This finding was the result of an alternatives
evaluation that was undertaken for the WRSA that was described in the Project Description Report. The
following information is provided to further document the methodology and outcomes of the alternatives
evaluation.
Arctic (then Dominion) held a WRSA alternatives workshop that included Arctic staff and consultants. The
workshop relied on project costing information, which had been well-developed at that time for preparation of
the Pre-Feasibility Study. The costing information was reviewed and found to conclusively demonstrate that
waste rock placement, whole or in substantive part, a distance of approximately 5 km from the open pit would
result in negative project economics. Additionally, draft integrated mine scheduling indicated that there would
likely be a gap in process plant feed in or around 2023 if those longer waste rock haul distances were
required. It was evident that location of the WRSA at the Point Lake site was required for the Project to
proceed and, therefore, locations other than the Point Lake site were deemed fatally flawed on the basis that
they resulted in a No-Project condition. Under Arctic’s ownership, a WRSA design was developed and
technical work was initiated (involving Dr. Jim Rettie from ERM) to evaluate and mitigate potential effects.
Figure 5 is a slide that Arctic developed for an engagement meeting with the Tłı̨ chǫ Government on June 28
that identifies the extra costs that would be incurred for an approximate 10 km round trip to construct the Point
Lake WRSA at the Lynx site. The direct costs alone are estimated at $26M, which the low-margin Point Lake
Project cannot support. Figure 5 also identifies other types of costs that would also be incurred. Figure 6 is a
slide that accompanied Figure 5 to illustrate the negative impact on process plant feed that would result from
the slowed mining rate resulting from the long waste haul distance. Figure 6 illustrates the shortfall in process
plant feed which would result in reduced cashflow and a tenuous ability to maintain operations. Fixed costs at
the Ekati Diamond Mine are substantive to the degree that it is difficult to maintain operations at less than full
process plant feed and cashflow.

Figure 5. Cost Impacts of a Long Waste Haul Distance

Figure 6. Processing Impacts of a Long Waste Haul Distance

5. Preliminary Screening
Arctic respects the processes and mandates under which the Board conducts Preliminary Screenings. Arctic
believes that the Board has adequate information to make a determination at this time as per the Project
workplan. Not only does the WLWB have sufficient evidence, Arctic believes that the evidence strongly
supports the WLWB proceeding directly with regulatory licencing (i.e., not referring the Project to the MVEIRB
for EA). Arctic’s view is aligned with three of the four reviewers who explicitly provided a recommendation on
the Preliminary Screening Decision. Those reviewers are the Tłı̨ chǫ Government, the North Slave Métis
Alliance, and the GNWT (wildlife).
In addition to EA not being necessary, Arctic has demonstrated through the information provided in this letter
(item 3) that the delay in Project implementation for EA would have significant adverse socio-economic
impacts.
One reviewer, IEMA, recommended that the Project should be referred for EA. Arctic has addressed all of the
concerns raised by IEMA, which Arctic finds do not reasonably trigger the regulatory might test. Arctic finds
that IEMA’s concerns do not fully acknowledge or consider the information and mitigations that Arctic has put
forward and that IEMA has received through two individual meetings and attendance at two public
engagement meetings on the Point Lake Project. Additionally, Arctic points out in its response to IEMA’s July
15, 2021 letter to the Board that IEMA appears to have misunderstood and, as a result, misrepresented the
Project assessment and regulatory licencing processes in a manner that incorrectly diminishes the role and
scope of Preliminary Screening. This misunderstanding of the role of Preliminary Screening, flawed
arguments that do not fully consider all of the available information, and the contrary recommendations clearly
stated by two IGOs and the GNWT mean that IEMA’s recommendation does not warrant referral for EA.
Importantly, IEMA does not consider in any way the socio-economic benefits and risks and, as such, is unable
to provide a balanced recommendation in the manner of the Tłı̨ chǫ Government, the North Slave Métis
Alliance, and the GNWT (wildlife).
No other reviewer recommended that the Project should be referred for EA and that, in light of the comments
provided by two IGO’s within Wek’èezhìi, this is relevant to the WLWB’s determination.
Arctic highlights the Tłı̨ chǫ Government’s statement in its July 15, 2021 letter to the WLWB that the Tłı̨ chǫ
Government retains its authority to refer the Project for EA in future if it deems referral to be necessary.
Notwithstanding that Arctic is in active discussions with the Tłı̨ chǫ Government on a number of interrelated
topics and believes that referral will not be necessary in the future, Arctic respects this authority of the Tłı̨ chǫ
Government. For this and other reasons Arctic will strive to understand and resolve outstanding items related
to the Point Lake Project through the WLWB’s regulatory licencing process and Arctic’s own engagement
meetings. Arctic is aware that the MVEIRB also has the authority refer the Project for EA if it deems that
necessary.
The evidence before the WLWB indicates, in Arctic’s view, that:
1. The Project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment;

2. Delay of the Project for EA will have a significant adverse socio-economic impact on residents and
communities in the Mackenzie Valley; and
3. There is no demonstrated public concern that requires the WLWB to refer the Project for EA.
6. Future of the Ekati Diamond Mine
The history of the Ekati Diamond Mine is the timely introduction of new Projects into the mine plan such that
mine operations and benefits continue uninterrupted. Arctic has been clear and consistent in its engagement
information that, because of the status of mining when Arctic took possession of the Ekati Diamond Mine, the
Point Lake Project is the sole Project that can serve as a necessary bridge to mining plans that continue
operations and benefits into the future. Figures 7 and 8 are slides that have appeared in all of Arctic’s
engagement meetings that illustrate these points.
Figure 7. Mining History at the Ekati Diamond Mine

Figure 8. Role of the Point Lake Project

It is important that the Board and reviewers are aware at this important milestone for the Point Lake Project
that Arctic has a rational and environmentally advantageous mining plan beyond the Point Lake Project that
does not include mining of the Jay kimberlite.
Arctic is currently developing plans for continued operations at the Ekati Diamond Mine beyond the Point
Lake Project through Underwater Remote Mining (URM) in existing open pits. URM represents an exciting
evolution for the Ekati Diamond Mine that provides numerous environmental and financial benefits compared
to conventional open pit or underground mining. While this is a new approach for diamond mines in the NWT,
the technology is proven for similar applications and can be effective for the Ekati Diamond Mine where
substantial diamond resources extend below a number of existing open pits.
Arctic’s plans for URM are not yet ready for public engagement. One important business consideration for
finalizing URM designs and initiating procurements is confidence in continued operating cashflow through the
Point Lake Project. URM cannot be implemented by the time currently developed resources are depleted at
the Sable, Pigeon and Misery kimberlites. Therefore, confidence that the Point Lake Project can proceed on
schedule is important to securing financing for the necessary capital investments.
The broad concept of URM is a remotely-operated underwater crawler with a cutting head and pump that lifts
kimberlite cuttings to surface where the cuttings are dewatered and transported to the process plant. This
approach does not require expensive and time-consuming pit pushbacks that result in waste rock piles or
expensive and time-consuming underground developments. Northern employees can be trained to operate
the crawlers and other equipment.

Arctic’s current conceptual scheduling for URM intends to provide continuous feed to the process plant by
initiating full-scale URM before completion of the Point Lake open pit. Field testing of the URM equipment
would be undertaken at the Lynx open pit to recover additional diamond resource from the Lynx kimberlite,
followed by full-scale application of the optimized URM operating plan at the Sable open pit. Arctic is
advancing its plans for URM and expects to be in a position to engage publicly on preliminary designs and
schedules in 2022.
Closing
I trust that you will find this information informative and relevant to the Board’s upcoming Preliminary
Screening Determination. Our intent is to make the Board fully aware of the reasons why we believe that
referral of the Project for EA is not necessary and, as advocated by the Tłı̨ chǫ Government, fully aware of the
significant negative socio-economic impacts that would result from a delay for EA.
Sincerely
Arctic Canadian Diamond Company Ltd.

Rory O. Moore
Interim President

29 July 2021
Joseph Mackenzie, Chair
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
#1, 4905-48th Street
Yellowknife, NT X1A 3S3
Dear Mr. Mackenzie:
This letter provides Arctic’s response to the Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency’s cover letter,
which could not be responded to within the Board’s excel comment table.

IEMA-01 – General File
Comment:
Please ﬁnd attached the Agency’s comments on the Point Lake Project application.

Arctic’s Response:
Arctic has been clear and consistent in presenting its findings that the Point Lake Project does not trigger the
regulatory “might test” and that, on that basis, the Project does not require Environmental Assessment. Arctic
has described its design mitigations and monitoring programs and has introduced new mitigations that were
the result of engagement feedback (for example, removal of the assessed Jay Project in its entirety from the
Water Licence to eliminate reviewer concerns regarding cumulative effects in the caribou movement corridor).
Additionally, Arctic has provided additional information in its July 29, 2021 letter to the WLWB that accompanies
these responses describing the substantive negative socio-economic impacts of a Project delay for EA.
Arctic met with IEMA individually on two occasions and IEMA attended the two public engagement meetings.
Additionally, Arctic reached out to IEMA prior to the submission deadline to offer discussion of final questions
or concerns.
Arctic was disappointed to read in IEMA’s July 15 letter to the WLWB that, in addition to the technical
comments following, IEMA stated “… the Agency is of the opinion that the PLP, as described in the
Application, should go to Environmental Assessment”. Arctic respects that IEMA has presented its opinion,
however Arctic strongly disagrees and finds that the evidence clearly supports Arctic’s finding that EA is not
required. Arctic has responded to each of IEMA’s stated concerns (comments IEMA-02 through -06) and
continues to find no compelling rationale supporting referral for EA.
In contrast to IEMA’s recommendation, the GNWT has presented a rigorous and informed review that
considers Arctic’s information in detail and that clearly states the GNWT’s finding, as follows:
(Comment GNWT-30)
Given a) the limited impact of the proposed Ekati Point Lake Project on disturbance metrics on
the range of the Bathurst herd, b) the GNWT’s view that the impacts can be mitigated through the
WMMP, and c) the availability of relevant data and analyses associated with the Jay Project that

are applicable to assessment of this proposal, the GNWT does not believe that a full-scale
environmental assessment will necessarily provide a better understanding of the residual impacts
to wildlife and wildlife habitat associated with this application than can be garnered from the
current regulatory records.
Arctic acknowledges that the GNWT finding is specific to wildlife and wildlife habitat, however this is the topic
dominating the Project review and, as a result, will be a dominant factor in the WLWB’s Preliminary Screening
Determination.
Arctic also highlights that both the Tlicho Government and the North Slave Metis Alliance provided clear
statements that the WLWB should proceed with regulatory review and not refer the Project for EA, as follows:
(Tlicho Government, July 15, 2021)
While Tłı̨chǫ Government has referral authority, at this stage we have not concluded that an
environmental assessment is necessary. However, we will continue to evaluate potential impacts
through the regulatory process. We respectfully request that the Board ensure it has all the
information it requires, including a potential information request to Arctic on the socio the project,
and carry out its decision making in the context of its legislated mandate.
(North Slave Métis Alliance, July 15, 2021)
As such, we recommend approval of the PLP in this preliminary screening with the request that
further discussions be had with Arctic Canadian Diamond Ltd. [sic] on the following: 1) caribou
movements in the PLP area; and 2) opportunities for the inclusion of TK for environmental
protection during this project”.
No other reviewer recommended that the Project should be referred for EA, which Arctic suggests is relevant
to the WLWB’s determination in light of the comments provided by two IGO’s within Wek’eezhii.
In summary, Arctic’s view is that the evidence before the WLWB clearly indicates that:
1. The Project will not have a significant adverse impact on the environment;
2. Delay of the Project for EA will have a significant adverse socio-economic impact on residents and
communities in the Mackenzie Valley; and
3. There is no demonstrated public concern that requires the WLWB to refer the Project for EA.

Sincerely,

________________________________________
Dustin Chaffee, Regulatory Applications Manager

29 July 2021
Joseph Mackenzie, Chair
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
#1, 4905-48th Street
Yellowknife, NT X1A 3S3
Dear Mr. Mackenzie:
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) submitted comments and recommendations on the Point Lake Project
applications. These comments were provided in a letter from DFO and were not included individually within
the Board’s excel comment table. Arctic’s responses are provided below.

DFO 1 – Destruction of Fish and Fish Habitat
Comment:
Pg. 23 Section 2.4.3: The Project will result in “serious harm to fish” as defined in the Fisheries Act and will
require a project-specific authorization from Fisheries and Oceans Canada. This authorization will be
requested in future and is not specifically supported by this report.
Under the Fisheries Act, DFO has a mandate to protect the oceans, freshwater, and aquatic ecosystems from
the negative impacts of humans and invasive species. DFO recognizes, as does the proponent, that the
establishment of the Point Lake mine would mean the complete destruction of fish and fish habitat within
Point Lake. As such, ACDC acknowledges that there is a requirement under the Fisheries Act to submit
a completed “Request for Review” to DFO, and, due to the scale and effects of the project, there will be
a requirement to apply for a Fisheries Act Authorization. The proponent has engaged in preliminary
conversations with DFO to explore possible offsetting measures to fulfill the requirements that will accompany
a Fisheries Act Authorization. The process of determining the appropriate amount of offsetting will take into
consideration the impacts of the project on fish and fish habitat in the entire Point Lake watershed, including
Point Lake, Connor Lake, Alexia Lake, and Lac du Sauvage.

Recommendation:
It is recommended that the proponent continue to work with DFO to define the impacts that the project will
have on fish and fish habitat throughout the Point Lake watershed and to find adequate amounts of offsetting
for these impacts.

Arctic’s Response:
Arctic will continue to work with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO). Arctic anticipates submitting its
application for a Fisheries Act Authorization and associated Offsetting Plan in late 2021.

DFO 2 – Downstream Effects
Comment:
Pg. 34 Section 3.7.5: Point Lake Outflow was assessed as providing fish passage potential in a downstream
direction to Connor Lake but no spawning or nursery habitat for Lake Trout was identified in the outflow
channel. Fish passage between Point Lake and Connor Lake is not possible under all flow conditions but it
was considered likely that migration would be possible under higher flow conditions. Although only Lake Trout
and Slimy Sculpin have been captured in Point Lake, species known to be present in Connor Lake (i.e., Arctic
Grayling) may also be present in Point Lake in some years.
Pg. 106 Section 6.5: The dewatering of Point Lake will result in a direct loss of fish habitat in the lake and its
outflow stream. Changes to local hydrology have the potential to result in direct loss or alteration of fish
habitat in lakes and streams downstream of the Point Lake open pit. A plan will be developed in consultation
with DFO to offset the loss of fish habitat associated with the development of the Point Lake open pit, as part
of a Fisheries Act Authorization for the Project.
Appendix A Pg. 23 Section 4.2 All: Point Lake is the headwater lake of a small watershed that includes
Connor Lake and Alexia Lake, and, at times, connects to Lac du Sauvage. Connor Lake, a small fish bearing
lake, occurs downstream of Point Lake and these two lakes are connected during times of high flow.
Removing the hydrologic contribution of Point Lake from the watershed will not only remove the connectivity
between the two lakes but may also affect the winter survival rates of fish and their ability to access suitable
spawning habitat in Connor Lake.
The project description does not include details as to how the removal of all hydrologic contributions from
Point Lake will affect the fish populations in Connor Lake and its outflows. To avoid impacts to fish
populations in Connor Lake, a robust understanding of any potential downstream hydrologic effects is
necessary. The project description notes that Arctic Grayling spawn in the Connor Lake outflow; the removal
of access to this habitat through the removal of flow from Point Lake could have long term impacts on the
overall productivity of Connor Lake. Potential implications also exist for the downstream migration of juvenile
Arctic Grayling to Lac du Savauge with the removal of access to these channels.
If the fish population is to be maintained in Connor Lake throughout the life of the project, another threat
exists to this population with the removal of inflow from Point Lake. A reduction in the volume of water moving
through the watershed may lead to lower lake levels during the ice covered season which, in turn, could
contribute to a decrease in dissolved oxygen levels in Connor Lake. These lower dissolved oxygen levels
could have implications for the health of the fish populations in Connor Lake as they could result in higher
fish mortality rates.

Recommendation:
DFO recommends that ACDC include a discussion on the contribution of Point Lake to the overall water
balance of its watershed and the effects that the removal of this contribution will have on fish and fish habitat.
Baseline information outlining the significance of the hydrologic contribution of Point Lake to the rest of the
watershed is crucial to understanding how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect other waterbodies.
This information should be used in modelling to determine if water levels in Connor Lake and Alexia Lake will
decrease by more than 10% of their total winter volumes. Point Lake outflow and Connor Lake outflow should

also be assessed for maintenance of sill levels to determine if any drop in water levels will impact the ability of
fish to access these areas. If modeled effects are at such that they impact fish and fish habitat, DFO would
require mitigation measures, such as water balance augmentation from Lac du Sauvage during critical times,
be explored. Mitigation measures such as this may need to be considered in the water withdrawal allowances
for this license.

Arctic’s Response:
Baseline information outlining the significance of the hydrologic contribution of Point Lake to the rest of the
watershed is required to understand how the removal of flow from Point Lake will affect other waterbodies.
Arctic is undertaking data collection at three hydrometric monitoring stations in the Point Lake Watershed
during the 2021 open-water season in order to better understand how the removal of flow from Point Lake will
affect downstream waterbodies. This information is intended to be used, as recommended by Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DFO), to assess the potential decrease in water volume in Connor and Alexia lakes
(including potential effects on dissolved oxygen under-ice) as well as to assess potential effects on access to
habitat in lake margins and outflows by fish. Following identification of potential effects to downstream fish
habitat resulting from the dewatering of Point Lake, mitigation measures will be considered. Effects to
downstream fish and fish habitat from the dewatering of Point Lake that cannot be mitigated will be quantified
and offset. Potential effects to fish and fish habitat, mitigation measures, quantification of fish habitat losses,
and offsetting plans will be presented to DFO through a “Request for Review” and/or through an Application
for Authorization under the Fisheries Act, which are anticipated to be submitted in late 2021.

DFO 3 – Closure and Reclamation Activities
Comment:
Appendix F Pg. 7 Section 2.1: Closure and reclamation activities for the Point Lake open pit are the same as
those planned for other open pits at the Ekati Mine per the approved ICRP. The following activities are
planned for closure and reclamation of the Point Lake open pit:
1. Remove mining equipment to the satisfaction of the Inspector.
2. Create a pit lake by filling the open pit with water pumped from Lac du Sauvage or Lac de Gras.
3. Block access and create safe egress for people and wildlife.
4. Facilitate the natural establishment of aquatic ecosystems (per the costing assumptions in the general
security estimate for other open pits at the Ekati Diamond Mine, this is costed as construction of
littoral zones).
5. Construct an outlet to the natural flowpath to Connor Lake.
6. Sample open pit water quality to demonstrate achievement of closure water quality criteria (schedule
10 years post-filling).
Filling of the Point Lake open pit will occur as soon as reasonably achievable following the completion of
mining and a determination that filling with water would not compromise future mining opportunities. This
approach will beneficially submerge metasediment exposed in pit walls as soon as reasonably achievable.
The filling volume for the open pit is approximately 25 Mm3 and initial projections are that filling the open pit till
take 23 months pumping time (at a pumping rate of 1,500 m3/hr as established for the Lynx pit). Flooding of
the Point Lake open pit would be undertaken on a summer season basis over 4 year.

Based on the above description, it is unclear to DFO if the post-closure intent is to have the Point Lake pit
rehabilitated to become fish habitat. If the intent is not for the pit to become fish bearing and reconnection of
Point and Connor Lakes occurs, re-colonization of Point Lake is a potential outcome if the fish populations in
Connor Lake are to be maintained.

Recommendation:
DFO recommends that ACDC clarify the closure objectives regarding whether or not the intent exists to
restore the Point Lake pit to a fish bearing lake.

Arctic’s Response:
Revised closure objectives for the Ekati Diamond Mine have recently (July 22, 2021) been approved by the
WLWB. The approved closure objectives for open pits will apply to the Point Lake open pit and are as follows:
•

OP-1: Pit lake water quality is safe for people, wildlife, and aquatic life.

•

OP-2: There are no adverse effects to fish, fish habitat, wildlife, or people caused by water level changes
during pit flooding.

•

OP-3: Facilitate the establishment of self-sustaining aquatic ecosystems, and fish habitat, in pit lakes.

•

OP-4: Pit Lake outflow and connector channels are physically stable to provide safe and maintenance
free flow of water through the watershed.

•

OP-5: Safe egress from pit lakes is provided for wildlife and people to meet future use.

•

OP-6: Pit Lakes are safe for fish passage.

•

OP-7: Physically stable pit walls and shorelines to limit risk of failure impacting people, aquatic life,
and wildlife.

Meeting these closure objectives would result in the Point Lake open pit having water quality, access, and
habitat features that would create the possibility of natural colonization by fish. However, the intent is for fish
habitat lost through the removal of Point Lake for mining to be offset through development of an alternative
offsetting project, carried out in accordance with a Fisheries Act Authorization. Therefore, while meeting the
closure objectives for Point Lake open pit may facilitate it to act as fish habitat, Arctic’s intent is not to ensure
that it is restored to a fish-bearing lake.

DFO 4 – Blasting
Comment:
Pg. 93 Section 6.4.2: The blasting program will comply with DFO’s Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or
Near Canadian Fisheries Waters (Wright and Hopky 1998).
DFO notes the following: “Regarding blasting, studies undertaken by DFO since the release of the “Guidelines
for the Use of Explosives In or Near Canadian Fisheries Waters” (1998), suggest that the 100 kPa guideline
presented may not be adequate to protect fish from damaging overpressures. As such, DFO recommends
using a more appropriate overpressure of 50 kPa to protect fish. If it is possible to meet the 50 kPa target by

reducing the size of the charge or by isolating fish from potentially affected waters using a barrier device or by
a combination of these measures, DFO would prefer that you take these steps. If measures to reduce the
overpressures to 50 kPa are not possible due to requirements of the project design, then the site should be
monitored for potential serious harm to fish.”

Recommendation:
DFO recommends that a target of 50 kpa be included for blasting as part of the efforts to reduce impacts to
fish and fish habitat.

Arctic’s Response:
Arctic will engage further with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) to determine the most appropriate
threshold limit, mitigation, and monitoring measures for blasting to reduce the risk of harm to fish.

DFO 5 – Fish-out Protocols
Comment:
Pg. 57 Section 4.4.3: A Point Lake Fish-out Plan is under development and will be submitted to DFO for
approval prior to implementation. The Fish-out Plan will describe methods, timing relative to lake dewatering,
success criteria, fish usage (analysis, consumption, etc.), and monitoring requirements.
DFO acknowledges ACDC’s statement of working with the DFO to design an adequate fish out plan for Point
Lake. This plan will be based on the DFO guidance document “General Fish-out Protocol for Lakes and
Impoundments in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut”.

Recommendation:
None.

Arctic’s Response:
Arctic will continue to work with Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) on the final fish out plan for Point Lake
and agrees the plan should be based on the DFO guidance document “General Fish-out Protocol for Lakes
and Impoundments in the Northwest Territories and Nunavut”.

DFO 6 – Intake Screens
Comment:
Comment: Pg. 19 Section 2.1: Interim code of practice: End-of-pipe fish protection screens for small water
intakes in freshwater (Fisheries and Oceans Canada 2020).
DFO acknowledges ACDC’s commitment to using intake screens that are protective of fish during the draining
of Point Lake in accordance with DFO protocols.

Recommendation:
Please review the most recent interim code of practice for intake screens and end of pipe found at:
https://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/codes/screen-ecran-eng.html

Arctic’s Response:
Arctic will use intake screens that are protective of fish during the dewatering of Point Lake in accordance with
the most recent guidance issued by Fisheries and Oceans Canada.

Sincerely,

________________________________________
Dustin Chaffee, Regulatory Applications Manager

29 July 2021
Joseph Mackenzie, Chair
Wek’èezhìi Land and Water Board
#1, 4905-48th Street
Yellowknife, NT X1A 3S3
Dear Mr. Mackenzie:
Arctic has submitted responses to comments and recommendations received on the Point Lake Project
applications though the Board’s excel comment table. This document presents the figures and tables that
accompany those responses.
Contents:
DKFN

DKFN-06 – Project Description. Section 6.4.3 Interactions with Secondary Linkages (p. 97)
DKFN-11 – Appendix H. Section 4.6.1 Wildlife Camera Monitoring (p. 13)
DKFN-12 – Appendix H. Section 4.6.2 Radio-collared Caribou Movement Pathways (p. 13)
DKFN-13 – Appendix H. Section 4.7.1 Important Secondary Linkages for the Point Lake Project (p. 16)
DKFN-14 – Appendix H. Section 5 Qualitative Assessment of Point Lake Project Eﬀects Relative to
Jay Project Criteria (p. 20)
DKFN-15 – Appendix H. Section 5 Qualitative Assessment of Point Lake Project Eﬀects Relative to
Jay Project Criteria (p. 20)

GNWT

GNWT-28 – Suﬃciency of Mitigation and Monitoring for Wildlife
GNWT-29 – Project Linkages to the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan

IEMA

IEMA-03 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Removal of Jay WRSA
IEMA-04 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Eﬀectiveness of Mitigation Plan
IEMA-06 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Location of WRSA

TG

TG-04 – Caribou

WRRB

WRRB-02 – Traditional Knowledge
WRRB-03 – Barrenground Caribou

WLWB

WLWB-02 – Application Form - Potential Impacts/Proposed Mitigations Table
WLWB-06 – Project Description. Section 4.4.1 Indigenous Traditional Knowledge

DKFN-06 – Project Description. Section 6.4.3 Interactions with Secondary Linkages
(p. 97)
Table 1: Habitat Suitability Summary for Female Grizzly Bears with Cubs in the Ekati
Study Area
Vegetation Class

Spring

Summer

Late Summer

Bedrock complex (>80% rock)

Fall
0.9

Birch seep/riparian shrub
Deep water (>2m)
Esker complex

1

Heath tundra (<30% rock)

1

0.9

1

1

Heath tundra (30-80% bedrock)

1

Heath tundra (30-80% boulder)

0.8

Riparian tall shrub

1

1

Sedge wetland
Shallow water (<2m)
Spruce forest
Tussock/hummock

0.9

Table 2: Direct Terrestrial Habitat Loss from Point Lake Project
WKSS Land Cover Type

Area (ha)

Birch seep/riparian shrub

6

Heath tundra (<30% rock)

32

Heath tundra (30-80% bedrock)

4

Heath tundra (30-80% boulder)

9

Riparian tall shrub

7

Sedge wetland

1

Spruce forest

2

Tussock/hummock

27
88

DKFN-11 – Appendix H. Section 4.6.1 Wildlife Camera Monitoring (p. 13)

DKFN-12 – Appendix H. Section 4.6.2 Radio-collared Caribou Movement Pathways
(p. 13)
Table 1: Wildlife Camera Results at Lac du Sauvage Narrows 2015 to 2020
Year
2015/2016

2016/2017

2017/2018

2018/2019

2019/2020

2020/2021a

Cameras deployed

3

3

3

3

3

3

Cameras with caribou photos

0

3

3

3

2

0

Photos containing caribou

0

6

24

43

20

0

Total caribou in photos

0

7

404

88

107

0

Photos containing caribou,
Summer and fall

0

6

3

33

15

0

Total caribou in photos,
Summer and fall

0

7

53

77

90

0

Photos containing caribou, Winter

0

0

19

10

4

0

Total caribou in photos, Winter

0

0

346

11

15

0

Photos containing caribou,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

2

0

1

0

Total caribou in photos,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

5

0

2

0

2018/2019

2019/2020

2020/2021a

By Season

a

July 1 to December 31, 2020

Table 2: Wildlife Camera Results at Jay Esker 2015 to 2020
Year
2015/2016

2016/2017

2017/2018

Cameras deployed

2

2

3

9

9

9

Cameras with caribou photos

0

1

1

3

8

0

Photos containing caribou

0

1

8

22

36

0

Total caribou in photos

0

1

18

176

84

0

Photos containing caribou,
Summer and fall

0

1

5

21

30

0

Total caribou in photos,
Summer and fall

0

1

9

175

73

0

Photos containing caribou, Winter

0

0

3

0

4

0

Total caribou in photos, Winter

0

0

9

0

9

0

Photos containing caribou,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

0

1

2

0

Total caribou in photos,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

0

1

2

0

By Season

a

July 1 to December 31, 2020

Table 3: Wildlife Camera Results at Jay Road 2015 to 2020
Year
2015/2016

2016/2017

2017/2018

2018/2019

2019/2020

2020/2021a

Cameras deployed

0

4

4

7

7

7

Cameras with caribou photos

0

1

2

6

6

2

Photos containing caribou

0

2

35

35

52

2

Total caribou in photos

0

2

70

360

420

2

Photos containing caribou,
Summer and fall

0

2

1

18

22

2

Total caribou in photos,
Summer and fall

0

2

4

299

336

2

Photos containing caribou, Winter

0

0

33

13

28

0

Total caribou in photos, Winter

0

0

65

24

68

0

Photos containing caribou,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

1

4

2

0

Total caribou in photos,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

1

37

16

0

2018/2019

2019/2020

2020/2021a

By Season

a

July 1 to December 31, 2020

Table 4: Wildlife Camera Results at Jay Spur Road 2015 to 2020
Year
2015/2016

2016/2017

2017/2018

Cameras deployed

0

0

0

5

5

5

Cameras with caribou photos

0

0

0

2

5

1

Photos containing caribou

0

0

0

4

28

1

Total caribou in photos

0

0

0

6

81

1

Photos containing caribou,
Summer and fall

0

0

0

1

9

0

Total caribou in photos,
Summer and fall

0

0

0

1

22

0

Photos containing caribou, Winter

0

0

0

3

18

1

Total caribou in photos, Winter

0

0

0

5

58

1

Photos containing caribou,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

0

0

1

0

Total caribou in photos,
Spring Migration and Calving

0

0

0

0

1

0

By Season

a

July 1 to December 31, 2020

DKFN-13 – Appendix H. Section 4.7.1 Important Secondary Linkages for the Point
Lake Project (p. 16)
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

DKFN-14 – Appendix H. Section 5 Qualitative Assessment of Point Lake Project
Eﬀects Relative to Jay Project Criteria (p. 20)

DKFN-15 – Appendix H. Section 5 Qualitative Assessment of Point Lake Project
Eﬀects Relative to Jay Project Criteria (p. 20)

GNWT-28 – Suﬃciency of Mitigation and Monitoring for Wildlife
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

GNWT-29 – Project Linkages to the Bathurst Caribou Range Plan
Table 1: Caribou Mitigation Plan Status
Commitment

Description of Commitment

Status

Commentary – July 2021

Operational
Scheduling

DDEC will schedule Ekati mining
activities to compensate for small
residual effects to caribou by the Jay
Project.

Complete

The Point Lake project will be developed as
other open pit mining projects at Ekati are
completing. This by default limits the spatial
distribution of potential sensory disturbances
to caribou. Wildlife including caribou always
have the right of way at Ekati. Traffic is
regularly stopped, and blasts are delayed
limiting potential impacts to caribou.

Caribou Road
Mitigation Plan

DDEC will develop a CRMP to reduce
effects to caribou by Jay Project and
other Ekati mine road traffic.

Complete

CRMP is implemented across the Ekati site.

Enhanced Dust
Mitigation

DDEC will complete a dust mitigation
trial and apply the most effective
product to Jay and Ekati mine roads.

Complete

Dust Suppression Pilot Study was
completed in 2019. Lessons learned have
been applied across the Ekati Mine.

Progressive
Reclamation

DDEC will reschedule reclamation
activities earlier to compensate for
effects to caribou by the Jay Project.

In progress

Version 3.1 of the ICRP is in production for
submission to the WLWB in October 2021.
Arctic is committed to proactive progressive
reclamation of the Ekati Mine.

Communitybased Caribou
Monitoring

DDEC will directly support communitybased monitoring annually ($100,000
per year) during Jay Project operation
(estimated $1.3 million for Jay Project).

On hold

Arctic is committed to resume direct funding
and in-kind support of community-based
monitoring programs.

ZOI Research,
Ekati Specific

DDEC will purchase 50 geo-fenced
collars ($300,000 in total) for
deployment by ENR.

Completed

Purchase of all collars for the Bathurst herd
was complete, with contributions from Rio
Tinto and DeBeers. Arctic is committed to
continued support of GNWT efforts to monitor,
assess and manage caribou populations.

ZOI – Drivers

DDEC will provide $125,000 in both
2018 and 2019 ($250,000 in total) for
review and analysis of geofenced
collar data to help increase the
accuracy and precision of the ZOI.

On hold

Arctic is committed to progress with
assessment of collar data as and when
appropriate. The timing and focus of this
assessment will be established through
engagement with IGO’s, GNWT and IEMA.
$50,000 of in-kind support was previously
provided to NRCan for dust deposition
research (Chen et al. 2017, Journal of
Environmental Protection).

Bathurst Herd
Research

DDEC will provide matching grant
funding in the amount of $200,000 in
2017 and $100,000 in each of the
following three years (2018-2020)
towards research to help determine
the magnitude and spatial and
temporal extents of the key factors
limiting the Bathurst herd (i.e., the
primary environmental factors that
caused the decline of the herd).

On hold

Dominion is committed to move forward with
Bathurst Herd research. This work was
placed on hold following the establishment
of research objective and the drafting of a
request for research proposal.

IEMA-03 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Removal of Jay WRSA
Table 1: Number of Bathurst Caribou Pathways Crossing the Point Lake Area by
Month and Year
Year

Number of collared caribou

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

43

52

37

37

68

1

1

January
February
March
April
May

1

June

1

2

July
August

1

September
October
November

1

1

December

1

5

Table 2: Number of Beverly/Ahiak Caribou Pathways Crossing the Point Lake Area by
Month and Year
Year

Number of collared caribou

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

29

51

57

55

32

January
February
March
April

1

May

1

June

1

July
August

1

September
October

2

November

1

4

3

December

2

3

2

IEMA-04 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Eﬀectiveness of Mitigation Plan
Figure 1: Density of Caribou Trails near Roads at the Ekati Diamond Mine

IEMA-06 – Barriers to Caribou Movement - Location of WRSA
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

TG-04 – Caribou
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

WRRB-02 – Traditional Knowledge
Map 1: Caribou Trails from Surveys (yellow lines)

From DDEC 2015 Map 28-1

Map 2: Caribou Trails Identified from Field Surveys (black/yellow) and from Traditional
Knowledge (green lines)

Map 3: Concentration of Visible Caribou Trails Identified from Field Surveys in 2014

Density: red – high; yellow – medium; green – low.

WRRB-03 – Barrenground Caribou
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

Figure 2: Density of Caribou Trails near Roads at the Ekati Diamond Mine

WLWB-02 – Application Form - Potential Impacts/Proposed Mitigations Table
Table 1: Direct Terrestrial Habitat Loss from Point Lake Project
WKSS Land Cover Type

Area (ha)

Birch seep/riparian shrub

6

Heath tundra (<30% rock)

32

Heath tundra (30-80% bedrock)

4

Heath tundra (30-80% boulder)

9

Riparian tall shrub

7

Sedge wetland

1

Spruce forest

2

Tussock/hummock

27
88

WLWB-06 – Project Description. Section 4.4.1 Indigenous Traditional Knowledge
Figure 1: Minimum Setback from Esker/Thinner Lake

Sincerely,

________________________________________
Dustin Chaffee, Regulatory Applications Manager

