Lynn Lake Gold
Project

=

TECHNICAL REVIEW INFORMATION REQUESTS - ROUND 2,
PACKAGE 2

October 20, 2021

. [ L3
Rl o sssment Agerce davaton Canada



Table of Contents: Information Requests by Topic

List of ACronyms and SOt FOMS.......cooiiiiiiiii it e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e e ta bt eeeeeeeeeasaranneeaeaans v
[ o (=Tt LT F = o TN 8
TAAC-R2-54 ..o eeeeee e e e e e seeseeeseeesesseeseeseaeeaeeeseeseaeeseeseeeeeeeeeeeeeaeee e e e e e e et eeaeeeeeeeeeeeaeseeeeeeeeeeeseeereeneeeeeeeenseenen 8
TAAC-R2-55 ....eoeoeveeeeiie et s et e et sasss s a s e e s e st s s s e e e e s e e s e s s e s s s s et a A a st s e aeen 10
IAAC-R2-56....coeverrerrrrians ettt 11
Y= L=l Ha (o] €1 0 F= LK) T 11
TAAC-R2-57 .o e e s e e ee s e e e e eee s eeeeseeseeeeeseaeseeeaeeaseseeseeeeeeeaeeaeeaeeae e e eee et e e e e e emee e e eeneseene et eee e e eeneeneeeeneen 11
SUIface Water @Nd GrOUNAWATEE ... ..cvvueieiiiiee et et e et e e e et e e e eeteeseataeesessaeesestaeesessneeseees 14
TAAC-R2-58 ...t e e eesea s s s se e e e eeseeeeeeee e e s e e e eeeeeeseaeeesea s e e en s e e e s s reen e s es e eneen s eseen 14
TAAC-R2-59 ..ot eee e e e e e e eeseeseseeseeeeeeeeeseseaeeaseeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e s eseee e ea e e eneereeneeeeenaen e eeseeneereeneeeen 15
TAAC-R2-60 ... e eee e ee e e e s e s eeeeeseseeseeseeeeeseaeseeseeeaseseeseeseeseaeseseaseaseeseeseseaeeaseaseaeeeeees s eneeeeneeee e e eeneeraeeeneen 16
IAAC-R2-61...
IAAC-R2-62
IAAC-R2-63
TAAC-R2-B4 ...ttt ettt e et e e e e et e ettt et r et eeen 18
IAAC-R2-65
IAAC-R2-66
IAAC-R2-67
IAAC-R2-68...
IAAC-R2-69
TAAC-R2-70...eeeeee ettt s e e e e e ee e eeese e s eseeseeeeeeeaeeeseasess e s s ee e e e e e e s s en e e st neer e eeeen 23
IAAC-R2-71....
IAAC-R2-72
IAAC-R2-73
TAAC-R2-74 ..ottt a s a e a s e s s s a s e s e s s e a et s e een 27
TAAC-R2-75 ..ottt e e e e e e e s s s e e e et e s sttt a ettt een 27
TAAC-R2-76 ..ottt e et e e ee e s s e e e ea et e ea st a ettt 29
TAAC-R2-77 oottt et e st e se e et et e et ea et e ettt eeen 30
TAAC-R2-78 ..ottt e e eesees st s e e e e e eeesseeeeeeaseseeseeee e e e e e e s s e s eneee e en e reen e er s eneen e eneen 30
TAAC-R2-79 ..o e eee e e e e e e s e eeseeeeseeseeeeeeeesseeeaeeaeese st eeeeeeaeeeeea e e s eeeenese e e ee e e e e s eeneeeeneeeeeen e e eeneeneeeeneen 32
FiSh @nd FiSh Habitat......ouuniiiiiii e e e e et e et e e e e et e e ee e e e sebeeesebanees 32
IAAC-R2-80.....ooeeieierieresesinns

Atmospheric Environment

FAAC-R2-8L...ciieitetett et h et h bR b b b e ae R s b e b e e h e e b e be b e bbb eaeerseas 34
TAAC-R2-82...oiitttet bbb e h e R e a e bbb bbb e aeeas 35
TAAC-R2-83 ... e e h e bbb b b e b et e bt e et e ae s 35
Y O L 37
Y O L 37
IAAC-R2-86... ...38
Y O L PP 39
TAAC-R2-88....ctttt bbb bbb bbb ehs R b e e a e h e bbb bbb eaeeas 39
FAAC-R2-89 ... e e e h e e bbb e b b e bbb e b et e b ae e 42
TAAC-RZ2-90 ... e e e e b e bbb e e b e e e 43
Y O L R 45
Y O L P 46

IAAC-R2-93....



N Lo TR =N TaTe AN/ o = € oY 1PN 48

TAAC-R2-94 ....ooo oo seeeees e e e s st ee st s s e s e a e s e a ettt sea 49
TAAC-R2-95 ..o vvereriessesssse e s ssesses s ss s s bs b4 4188488 A bbbttt 49
TAAC-R2-96 ... veoveaiea i1ttt 50
TAAC-R2-97 ..ot st s et s b4 A be ettt 50
IAAC-R2-98.... .52
TAAC-R2-99 .....eo e veseeeseeese e s e s s s s e es s e s s e st s s e st s e st s s s s s s s s s s s e e et enssen e en st st st sea 52
(C1<Yo] (o4 VA= T Yo I CT<To Yol o1l 0 o I f VS 53
TAAC-R2-100.......ooveeveeresesesesesssaesses e sesssses s s s s st s et s st s et s st a b e bt a bbb e b e e bbbt 53
TAAC-R2-10L ..oooveeveeeeseseeese e ses s see s s e s et s e s et s st sss s s s s s s s s s s s st s et b et s st s s s s s rea 55
TAAC-R2-102 ..eo e veeeeseseeeae e sessses e es s s ss s sses s essses s e s e st s s e s s e st ee st s s e st s s s s s s s s s s s s st sees s essees s s sees s s sees s sesssssesaan 57
TAAC-R2-103 ..ooo e veeeeeseeeeee s s sssessees s s sses s ss s s s ss s s e st ee s s e s s st ee st s s e s s s s s s e s s e e s s s s s s s sse st es st essees s s sens s s e ssnssnsaas 57
Riparian, Wetland, and Terrestrial ENVIrONMENTS. ......uiieiiiiiieiiiciie e e et e e e e e eaa e e 58
IAAC-R2-104
IAAC-R2-105
IAAC-R2-106
IAAC-R2-107
IAAC-R2-108
IAAC-R2-109
IAAC-R2-110
IAAC-R2-111
IAAC-R2-112
Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat .........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e aeeeseressbeseseseresersresseanenseaennes 67
TAAC-R2-113 oot e s et s 24 sS4 s sttt 67
TAAC-R2-114 ..oo oo s st s e s st ee st s s s s s s s s s s s s s s e s st s st es s s sees st st st raa 69
TAAC-R2-115 ..ooooeoeeeeeeeesceee e s sesesseesssessses s s s s sses s e s e st s s e st e st ee st s e s s s s s s s s s s s s s s e s s s sses s sses s s ssesssesssns s s e s s st eseans 71
TAAC-R2-1L6 ..ooveoveeeeeseeeee e seses s sases s ss s ss s s e s s s s e s e st ee st e s s e s s s s s s s e s s s e s s s s st e s st ssses s s saes e sses s s s sea 72
TAAC-R2-117 oo s s ee s s s ee s st ee st s e s s s s s s s s e e s s e s s e s et s s s saes e s s s s saa 73
TAAC-R2-118 ..o vovessesisies s sss s ss s bs e84 s 444444 s s bbbttt 74
TAAC-R2-119 oot s bbb bbbttt 74
TAAC-R2-120 ...c. e veeeeosesseaesesssaessees s sses s e s ss s s sttt s s e st s s s s s s s s s s et se ettt s st s s st st rea 76
TAAC-R2-121 oo s e s ee s s s st s s st s s s s s s s s s s s s s s s sees st st enseen s s sees s s s s st rea 77
IAAC-R2-122.......... et ettt s e s st s s s s w79
LYo T ot d o I 7= ) AU 79
TAAC-R2-123 oot s ettt s s s s s s e s e s e ettt et 80
Indigenous Health and Socioeconomic CONAItiONS .......cceeiiiiiiiiiiiie e 80
IAAC-R2-124
IAAC-R2-125
IAAC-R2-126
IAAC-R2-127
IAAC-R2-128
IAAC-R2-129
IAAC-R2-130
Current Use of Lands and Resourcesfor Traditional Purposes by Indigenous Peoples ..........ccccceeeeeeeen.. 88

IAAC-R2-131
IAAC-R2-132
IAAC-R2-133




Y O Lt R 91

IAAC-R2-135... .92
TAAC-R2-136 ....ooevoveeesciee e s e sas e s e s e s s ss et s s bt s s b s s bbb st e s e sa et b sttt s et 93

Indigenous Physical and CUltUral HErtage .....cuuuiiiiiii i e e s 94
IAAC-R2-137 oo,

Accidents and Malfunctions

TAAC-R2-138 ...ccvverisiessisiassisssss s s st s s s 4184144+ s A44SR s b s bbbttt 95
IAAC-R2-139... ..96
TAAC-R2-140.......ooveeveeesesesee e saessss e sae s bbbt et s et s st s b4 a s a bbb bbb e bbb e bbbttt 96
TAAC-R2-1A1 ..ooveoveeeee e ettt et et s s s s s s s se e ettt st s st 97
Effects of the ENvironment 0N the ProjeCt........ooviviiiiiiie e 98
TAAC-R2-142 ..o s 414244 s 44 s 4444 s bbbttt 98
TAAC-R2-143 ..o s s et s s 22 s 42 s a4ttt 99
CUMUIAEIVE EffECtS. . i e e ettt e e e e e e e e ettt e e e eaeeeeetanaeeeaaaeennes 99
TAAC-R2-TA4 ..ot st sa et et a st s st e b st bt sa et s e s a sttt a st a st 99
ANNEX | AAVICE aNd REOUESES....uuuiiiiiii ettt e e et e e e et e e et eeeeat e e e eata e eeeataneaessnnaaanes 101



List of Acronyms and Short Forms

Acronym or Abbreviation

Definition

Agency Impact Assessment Agency of Canada

ARD Acid rock drainage

CAAQS Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAC Criteriaaircontaminant

CCME Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment

CCN Chemawawin Cree Nation

CEAA 2012 Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012

co Carbon monoxide

COPCs Contaminants of potential concern

COSEWIC Committee onthe Status of Endangered Wildlifein Canada

CRs Concentration ratios

Currentuse Currentuse of lands and resources for traditional purposes by
Indigenous peoples

dBL Decibel

DFO Fisheriesand Oceans Canada

DPM Diesel particulate matter

ECCC Environmentand Climate Change Canada

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EIS Guidelines Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines

EMMP Environmental Management and Monitoring Program

FTM Freeze-Thaw Module

GHG Greenhouse gas(es)

HCN Hydrogen cyanide

HHRA Human Health Risk Assessment

HQ Hazard quotient

KMU Kamuchawie Management Unit

km/h Kilometres perhour

kt CO,e Kilotonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent

kv Kilovolt

LAA Local AssessmentArea

LFN Low frequency noise

MCCN Mathias Colomb Cree Nation

MCFN Marcel Colomb First Nation

MDMER Metal and Diamond Mining Effluent Regulations

MEND Mine Environment Neutral Drainage

ML Metal leaching

MMF Manitoba Metis Federation

MRSA Mine Rock Storage Area

NO, Nitrogen dioxide

Non-PAG Non-potentially acid generating

NP Neutralization potential

NRCan Natural Resources Canada




PAG Potentially acid generating

PAHs Polycyclicaromatichydrocarbons

PBCN PeterBallantyne Cree Nation

PDA Project Development Area

PM, 5 Particulate matterlessthan 2.5 micronsin diameter
PM;, Particulate matterlessthan 10 micronsin diameter
PR 391 Provincial Road 391

Project Lynn Lake Gold Project

Proponent Alamos Gold Inc.

RAA Regional Assessment Area

SAR Species atrisk listed underSchedule 1of the Species at Risk Act
SARA Species at Risk Act

SDFN Sayisi Dene First Nation

Section 35rights

Potential or established rights of the Indigenous peoples of Canada as
recognized and affirmed in section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982

SO, Sulphurdioxide

SOCC Species of conservation concern

SWMMP Surface Water Management and Monitoring Plan
TDI Tolerable daily intake

TLRU Traditional Land and Resource Use

TMF Tailings Management Facility

TRVs Toxicological reference values

TSP Total suspended particulates

VC Valued component

VOCs Volatile organiccompounds

WMMP Wildlife Monitoring and Management Plan

Vi



Information requests are detailed inthe following format:

Reference IR#

Expert Dept. or
Group

EIS Guidelines
Reference

EIS Reference

Context and Rationale

Information Requests

Topic or Valued Component (e.g. Project Overview; Environmental Assessment Methodology; Fish Habitat; etc.)

Information
Request (IR)
Round 2:

IAAC-R2-XX

Nation or
Department
Name

e.g. Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Reference the
section(s) of the EIS
Guidelines that
relate to the
comment, concern,
or information
request.

e.g. EISPart2,
Section 7.1.5 Fish
and Fish Habitat

Reference the
section(s) of the EIS
that speaks to the
comment, concern,
or information
request.

Identify what the EIS Guidelines requireand/or the linkto the
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (section 5 or section
19).

Briefly identify what the EIS presents and the information gap,
inconsistency, or challenge.

Explain why fillingthatinformation gapis necessaryto
understanding potential adverse effects to areas of federal
jurisdiction or impacts to rights.

Describethe information required. Focus on the essential
information, explanation, or justification required.




Information Requests Round 2, Package 2 (IAAC-R2-XX):

Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

Reference
IR#

Expert Dept. or
Group

EIS Guidelines
Reference

EIS Reference

Context and Rationale

Information Requests

Project Design

IAAC-R2-
54

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packagel
Information
Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

3.1 Designated
project

3.1 Project
components

3.2 Project
activities

3.2.1 Site
preparationand
construction

6.4 Mitigation
measures

EIS Summary

2.3.2.3 Utilities
and Infrastructure

2.4.2 Manitoba
Hydro Substation
and Transmission
Line

12.4.2.2 Project
Pathways

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel,
Responseto IAAC-
06

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel,
Responseto IAAC-
08

The Environmental ImpactStatement (EIS) Guidelines require Alamos Gold
Inc. (the Proponent) to identify activities to be carried out duringeach
phaseof the Lynn Lake Gold Project (the Project) includingtheroutes,
locations, and water crossings of any permanent and temporary linear
infrastructure (roads, railroads, pipelines, power supply),and describethe
sitepreparation and construction of the power supply for the Project.

Inits response to IAAC-06 and IAAC-08, the Proponent provides a map
showingthe preliminary route for the 138 kilovolt (kV)-34.5 kV substation
and 34.5 kV distribution linefromLynn Lake to the Maclellansiteand
indicates thatthe final design of the line, as well as its constructionand
operation, will beunder the care and control of Manitoba Hydro. Itis
unclear what ability the Proponent will haveto influencethe final design,
routing, construction, operation, and maintenance of the distributionline,
or what provincialapprovalsorlicenses, ifany, would be required to
constructand operate the distributionlineand substation.Itis alsounclear
whether all of the infrastructureassociated with the distribution lineand
substation,includinglinearand non-linear features insideand outside of
the Project Development Area (PDA), have been accounted for inthe
estimated area of disturbancefor the Project, and therefore the effects
assessments for valued components (VCs). For instance, Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation (MCCN) notes that the vegetation and wetlands effects
assessments do not consider vegetation and wetland removal that may be
associated with the distribution line. As the construction, operation,and
maintenance of the substation and distribution line may be considered by
the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (the Agency) to be incidental to
the proposed Project, these effects must be described.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential effects to areas of federal jurisdiction defined under section 5 of
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEAA 2012).

a)

Describethe extent of the Proponent’s ability toinfluence
the final design, routing, construction, operation,and
maintenance of the distribution lineand substation thatwill
be constructed for the Project and indicate whether a
contractor agreement is or will be established between
Manitoba Hydro and the Proponent.

Provideany publically availableinformation
regarding best management practices that will be
or aretypically employed by Manitoba Hydro for
distribution lines and substations.

Ifthe Proponent has the ability toinfluencethe
final design, routing, construction, operation, and
maintenance of the distribution lineand substation
and/orifa contractor agreement is or will be
established between Manitoba Hydro and the
Proponent, describe potential effects to VCs and
mitigation measures, routing and design
considerations,standards,and best practices that
will beemployed to minimize potential effects to
VCs.

Describethe party that will be responsiblefor
implementing mitigation measures, standards,and
best practices to minimize potential effects and
ensuringtheir effectiveness is monitored
appropriately.

Ifthe Proponent will be responsiblefor
implementing mitigation measures, describethe
follow-up and monitoring that will occur to verify
the effectiveness of mitigation measures,including
monitoringlocations, parameters to be measured,
study design, planned protocols, and the
anticipated schedule of monitoringactivities,and

8
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the adaptive management planthat will be
employed. Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further details
regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.

b) Describeany provincialapprovalsorlicensesthatwill be
required to constructand operate the distribution lineand
substation and who will beresponsiblefor obtainingthose
approvals,ifknown.

c) Ifthe Proponent has the ability toinfluencethe final design,
routing, construction, operation,and maintenance of the
distribution lineand substation and/orifa contractor
agreement is or will beestablished between Manitoba
Hydro and the Proponent, clarify whether all of the
infrastructureassociated with the distribution lineand
substation,includingalllinear and non-linear features
insideand outside of the PDA, have been accounted forin
the estimated area of disturbancefor the Project, and
whether this disturbanceand any other effects associated
with the substationand distribution line were accounted for
inthe effects assessments for all VCs.

i Ifthese areas were not accounted forin the
calculation of the disturbancearea for the Project,
revisethe estimated Projectdisturbancearea to
accountfor this and provide revised maps showing
the total extent of Project-related disturbance.

ii.. Revise the assessments of Project-related effects
for all relevantVCs and impacts to rights to
accountfor the revised Project disturbancearea
and any effects associated with the construction,
operation, and maintenance of the substationand
distribution line. With respect to vegetation and
habitatremoval specifically, describethe types and
extent of vegetation/habitat that will be removed
and associated potential effects to other VCs.
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IAAC-R2-
55

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packagel
Information
Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

3.2.1 Site
preparationand
construction

3.2.2 Operation

6.4 Mitigation
measures

2.3.1.2 Utilities
and Infrastructure

2.3.2.3 Utilities
and Infrastructure

Attachment 1AAC-
11 Section 2.1.1
Highway
Maintenance
Agreements

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel,
Responseto IAAC-
10

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel,
Responseto |AAC-
11

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related
components and activities, includingany adjustments required to Provincial
Road (PR) 391, anyrequired transportation corridorconstruction or
improvement, and transportation of materials.

Inits response to IAAC-10, the Proponent notes that Provincial Road 391
(PR 391) is under the authority of Manitoba Infrastructure (Ml)and that
any upgrades to PR 391 will bethe responsibility of MI, subjectto an
agreement reached between MI and the Proponent, a schedulefor
upgrade activity,andissuance of a maintenance fee charged to the
Proponent. Details have not been provided regardingthe Proponent’s
abilitytoinfluenceactivities related to upgrading of PR391. Itisalso
unclearifanyprovincialapprovalsor licenses would berequired to
undertake the upgrades to PR 391.

Inits response to IAAC-10, the Proponent also notes that, as upgrades and
maintenance associated with PR 391 arewithinthe jurisdiction,careand
control of MI, environmental effects and management requirements
associated with upgrades and future maintenance areoutside the scope of
the EIS. The Proponent also notes inits responseto IAAC-11, that upgrades
to PR 391 will berequired in order for transportation and hauling of
materials and oreto occur between the Gordon siteand the Maclellansite,
and therefore for the Project to move forward as planned. As upgrades of
PR 391 are considered by the Agency to be incidental to the proposed
Project, potential effects associated with the upgrades must be described.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to areas of federal jurisdiction defined under section 5 of
CEAA 2012.

a) Describethe extent of the Proponent’s ability toinfluence
activities related to upgrading PR 391, due to the
agreement between MI and the Proponent.

i Provideany publically availableinformation
regarding best management practices that will be
or aretypically employed by Ml for such activities.

ii.. Describe mitigation measures, design
considerations, standards,and best practices that
will beemployed to minimize potential effects to
VCs.

iii.. Describethe party that will be responsible for

implementing mitigation measures, standards,and

best practices to minimize potential effects and
ensuringtheir effectiveness is monitored
appropriately.

iv. Ifthe Proponent will be responsiblefor
implementing mitigation measures, describethe
follow-up and monitoring that will occur to verify

the effectiveness of mitigation measures,including

monitoringlocations, parameters to be measured,
study design, planned protocols, and the
anticipated schedule of monitoringactivities,and
the adaptive management planthat will be
employed. Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further details
regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.

b) Describeany provincialapprovalsor licensesthat will be
required to undertake any upgrades and associated
activities to PR 391 and who will beresponsiblefor
obtainingthose approvals,if known.

c) Describeall activities thatwill beassociated with upgrading
of PR 391 andthe total disturbancefootprint.

d) Describethe potential effects of activities associated with
upgrading of PR 391 to all VCs, mitigation measures to
address these potential effects, and assess thesignificance

10
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of any residual effects.

e) Describethe follow-up and monitoring program that will be
implemented to verify the effectiveness of the mitigation
measures proposed and the adaptive management plan
that will be employed. Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further
details regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.

IAAC-R2- Impact 3.1 Project Federal IR The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject activities to a) Describethe mitigation measures that will be implemented
56 Assessment Components Responses, Round | be carried outduring each phaseof the Projectincludingoreand and/or that have been incorporated into Project design to
Agency of 1, Packagel, concentrate transportation,and storage, handling,and transportation of limitthe volume of all Project-related trafficalong PR391 to
Canada 3.2 Project Response to reagents, petroleum products, chemical products, hazardous materialsand the extent possible.
Activities IAAC-11 residual materials. The Proponent is alsorequired to describe measures i If mitigation measures have not been proposed to
that are technically and economically feasibleand that would mitigate any limitthe volume of all Project-related vehicle
6.4. Mitigation significantadverse environmental effects of the Project. trafficalong PR391, describe possible measures
measures that could be implemented or provide arationale
Inits response to IAAC-11, the Proponent describes mitigation and follow- why these mitigation measures arenot necessary.
up and monitoring measures that will beimplemented to address potential
Project effects to VCs due to the increasein Project-related vehicletraffic
alongPR 391, including the use of signage, speed limits,and compliance
with applicablefederal, provincial,and municipalregulations.Itis unclear
what mitigation measures will be implemented or have been incorporated
into Projectdesignto limitthe volume of Project-related trafficalong PR
391, thereby limiting potential effects to VCs.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to migratory birds, Indigenous nations, and other
VCs that may be affected by changes to the biophysical environment due to
increased Project-related vehicletrafficalong PR391.
Baseline Information
IAAC-R2- Mathias Colomb | 4.2.2 16.2 Existing The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide baselineinformation a) Describebaselineconditions for each Indigenous nation for
57 Cree Nation — Community Conditions for for each Indigenous nation to informthe assessment of potential Project the current use of lands and resources for traditional
Technical knowledge Heritage effects to Indigenous peoples, including consideration of both primaryand purposes, Indigenous health and socioeconomic conditions,
Review of and Aboriginal Resources secondary sources of information. This information must be provided for Indigenous rights, includingintangibleaspects of rights such
Round 1, traditional Indigenous health and socio-economic conditions, physicaland cultural as governance rights, physicaland cultural heritage,and any
Packagel knowledge 17.2.14 Overview | heritage, the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by structure, site, or thing of archaeological, paleontological,
Information of CurrentUse Indigenous peoples (current use), and the rights of Indigenous peoples. The or architectural significanceto Indigenous peoples.
Request Proponent is also required to make reasonable efforts to integrate i If data for each individual Indigenous nationis not
Responses Indigenous traditional knowledge into the assessment of environmental availableand publicinformationis notavailable,

11
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Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation -
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation -
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information

4.3 Study
strategyand
methodology

6.1.9 Indigenous
peoples

19.2 Existing
Conditions for
Indigenous Health
Conditions,
Indigenous
Socioeconomic
Conditions,and
Indigenous
Physicaland
Cultural Heritage

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3

effects and provide evidence of all efforts, and to provide Indigenous
nations with reasonable opportunity to review and provide comments on
the information used for describingand assessing effects on Indigenous
peoples.

In several sections throughout the EIS, the Proponent states that no
Project-specific or secondary sourceinformationiscurrently availableto
informbaseline conditions for individual Indigenous nations, including for
the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes. Further,
when baselinedata for Indigenous-related VCs is presented, such as for
heritage resources, Indigenous physicaland cultural heritage, and
Indigenous health and socioeconomic conditions, thedata is froma limited
number of Nations that has then been extrapolated to all Nations.Inits
responseto several Round 1 Information Requests, including IAAC-103,
IAAC-104, IAAC-116, IAAC-117, IAAC-127, 1AAC-133, IAAC-145, IAAC-151,
IAAC-175, and IAAC-176, the Proponent states that additional information
was not provided by Indigenous nations to facilitate updating the
information provided inthe EIS and the effects assessments for VCs,
includingIndigenous-related VCs. Several Indigenous nations, including
MCCN, Chemawawin Cree Nation (CCN), Sayisi DeneFirstNation (SDFN),
the Manitoba Metis Federation (the MMF), and Peter Ballantyne Cree
Nation (PBCN), express concerns regardingthe lack of Nation-specific
baselinedata presented inthe EIS and the Proponent’s responses to
several Round 1 Information Requests regarding Indigenous-related VCs,
including Indigenous health and socio-economic conditions, physicaland
cultural heritage, the current use of lands and resources for traditional
purposes, and the rights of Indigenous peoples. For instance, MCCN
indicates thatthe Proponent’s assessmentfor several VCs, including the
assessmentof impacts to rights, does not consider the results of MCCN'’s
Indigenous Knowledge and Use Study, which was provided to the
Proponent on June 3, 2021. As this information may reveal unique
interactions between the Projectand MCCN members’ health conditions,
current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes, physicaland
cultural heritageresources, and exercise of rights, such as unique locations
andtiming of land and resourceuse, species harvested, country foods
consumption patterns, underlying health vulnerabilities, and unique ways
inwhich MCCN members practicetheir rights and/or placevalueon lands
andresources, this information must be considered. MCCN also notes
concerns thatinthe Proponent’s impacts to rights assessment, the

describewhy and identify the data gaps andrisks
associated.

ii.. Describethe level of uncertaintyand limitations
associated with the assessmentof potential Project
effects to Indigenous peoples, includingimpactsto
rights,and related VCs due to the absenceof
Nation-specificinformation. Describe assumptions
made, includingany extrapolation of data from
one Nation to another, and discusstheimpact of
those assumptions on the level of uncertainty with
respect to predictions regarding potential Project
effects.

iii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

iv. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

Revise the impacts to rights assessmentand the assessment
of potential Project effects to Indigenous health and
socioeconomic conditions, the current use of lands and
resources for traditional purposes, physicaland cultural
heritage, any structure, site, or thing of archaeol ogical,
paleontological, or architectural significanceto Indigenous
peoples, and any other related VCs, includingtheresidual
and cumulative effects assessments, to consider the
information provided by MCCN inits Indigenous Knowledge
and Use Study and any new information provided by or
collected from Indigenous nations since submission of
Round 1 Information Request responses, includingany
information collected or provided inresponseto a).

i Reflect anyrevisions,ifrequired, to the spatial and
temporal boundaries for the impacts to rights
assessmentorany assessments related to
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and

12
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Request
Responses

Chemawawin
Cree Nation -
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information

Proponent does not capture the full geographic rangeof areas where
MCCN members practicetheir rights and where those rights may be
impacted by the Project.

Several Indigenous nations, including MCCN, PBCN, SDFN, MMF, and CCN,
note concerns with the level of engagement conducted by the Proponent
to date to informthe Proponent’s assessmentof effects to their Nations,
includingimpacts torights,and other VCs. Indigenous nations also note
concerns that the Proponent did not specifically requesttheirinput on
certain topics;therefore alack of comment orinformation providedon a
certain topic should not be interpreted as a lack of concern. For instance,in
its responseto IAAC-104, the Proponent notes that no new information
was provided on the design of the Tailings Management Facility (TMF).
PBCN notes that the Proponent did not indicatethat this was anarea
where input was being sought. Provision of information on the integration
of Indigenous nations’ comments and verification of integration of
comments indescribingand assessing effects on Indigenous peoples and
other VCs is needed to understand effects andimpacts.

Inthe EISandinits responses to Round 1 Information Requests, the
Proponent does not discuss thelimitationsand uncertainty associated with
the information used to inform conclusionsregarding potential Project
effects to Indigenous peoples, includingimpactstorights,and other related
VCs, given the absence of Nation-specificinformation, or what assumptions
were made in extrapolatinginformation fromone Nation to another.
Further, itis unclear whether the information that was used to informthe
assessmentof effects to Indigenous peoples, includingimpactstorights,
andrelated VCs, including the analysisand conclusions thathave been
presented based on this data, has been verified with the applicable
Indigenous nations to ensure thatitis representative of their Nation and
that data has been interpreted and applied correctly.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to Indigenous peoples, includingthecurrent use of lands
of resources for traditional purposes, Indigenous health and socioeconomic
conditions,and Indigenous rights, and other VCs.

c)

related VCs based on this information, ensure that
the assessments, including conclusions presented
with respect to the anticipated significance of
effects.

ii.. If new or worsened effects are identifiedin
responseto b) and/ori), describe mitigation and
follow-up and monitoring measures that will be
implemented to address potential effects.

iii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusions formed with
MCCN and other applicableIndigenous nations and
the outcome of these activities.

iv. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

Describe how the Proponent will adaptively manageand
monitor potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples,
includingimpacts torights,and related VCs should new and
relevant information be identified in the future, and
describethe goals/outcomes of the adaptive management
plan.Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further details regarding
information requirements for adaptive management plans.
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Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Surface Water and Groundwate

-

IAAC-R2-
58

Natural
Resources
Canada-—
Technical
Review of the
Supplemental
Filing

6.1.5
Groundwater and
Surface Water

Supplemental
Filingregarding
the Maclellan
Site Waterl
Balance/®Vater
Quality Model
Update
following@®ine
Rock Storage
Areal
Refinement,
Tables 3-14 to
3-20

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project
effects to water quality attributed to acid rock drainage (ARD) and metal
leaching (ML) associated with mine material.

Inits Supplemental Filing document, the Proponent notes that the Upper
Casewater quality predictions are based on average precipitation and 95t
percentilevalues forthe sourcetermand backgroundwater quality.
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) notes thatitis uncertainwhether this
approach accurately accounts for the effects of dry and wet periods. The
Proponent notes thatthe updated Upper Case water quality predictions
reportanincreasein all metalsand nutrients above water quality criteria,
particularly atclosureand during post-closure in the Keewatin River
Tributary(KEE3-B1). NRCan notes that, considering thatanaverage
precipitationis used, itis unclear whattheimplications areto the Upper
Casewater quality predictions. While the updated water quality
predictionsindicate thatthe spatial extent would be limited to the

a)

c)

Providea sensitivity analysis of the effects of dryand wet
periods on water quality predictions.

Providea sensitivity analysis of complete wetting times on
water quality predictions.

Describethe proportion of metals that would be released
to the Keewatin River that will partition tosuspended
matter and settle in the sediments.
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Keewatin River and partof Minton Lake (i.e. especially cadmium), the
proportionof metalsreleased to the Keewatin River that will partition to
suspended matter and settlein thesedimentsis not understood.

The Proponentalso notes in its Supplemental Filing document that with
the addition of five metres of wasterock on the Mine Rock Storage Area
(MRSA), the complete wetting of the pileis expected to take an additional
three years, which would delay seepage. NRCan notes that, considering the
pileisbuiltgradually, itis possible that weather will allow for complete
wetting of differentlayers of thewasterock pileasitisbeingbuiltand,asa
result, seepageatthetoeofthe pilemaybreakthrough earlier than
predicted.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surfacewater.

IAAC-R2-
59

Natural
Resources
Canada-—
Technical
Review of the
Supplemental
Filing

2.2 Alternative

means of carrying

out the project

6.1.5

Groundwater and

Surface Water

Supplemental
Filing regarding
the Maclellan
Site Waterl@
Balance/®Vater
Quality Model
Update
following®ine
Rock Storage
Areall
Refinement

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify and consider the
environmental effects of alternative means of carryingout the Projectthat
are technicallyand economically feasible.

Inits Supplemental Filing document, the Proponent conducted updated
modelling and chose to modify the shape and height of the wasterock piles.
NRCan notes thatthereis open pitspaceavailable atthe Gordonand
MaclLellan sites to managethewasterockanditis unclear why backfilling the
open pits was notconsidered to reduce the long-term seepage of metals into
the Keewatin River Tributary.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surfacewater.

a) Providea rationalefor why backfillingthe open pits to
reducethe long-termseepage of metals into the Keewatin
River Tributarywas notchosen over storage of wasterockin
piles,includingananalysis of the benefits and drawbacks
of each option.

If backfillingthe open pits was not previously
considered, confirmwhether storage of waste
rockinpiles is still the preferred option, given the
analysis of benefits and drawbacks of each.

If backfillingthe open pits is being considered,
describethe implications of this changeto the
effects assessmentfor each VC, includingthe
identification of any new effects, elimination of
any previouslyidentified effects, and/or whether
current effects predictions may change (i.e.
worsen or improve).

If new effects to VCs are identified and/or if
certain effects arepredicted to be worse than
currently predicted, describe mitigation measures
that will be implemented to address these
effects.
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IAAC-R2- Natural 8.0 Follow-upand | 8.1.4.1 The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to develop and describe a follow- a) Clarify whether the stablewater conditionapplies to
60 Resources Monitoring Temporal up programto verify theaccuracyof the effects assessmentand to water qualityinthe pit lakes or the receiving environment.
Canada-— Boundaries determinethe effectiveness of the measuresimplemented to mitigate the
Technical adverseeffects of the Project. b) Providea rationaletosupportthe assumptionthata six
Review of Appendix F year monitoring period will be sufficientto confirmthe
Round 1, Project GHG Inits responseto IAAC-57,the Proponent states that groundwater results of the groundwater monitoring seepage assessment
Package?2 Emissions monitoring will continue for a period of six years following filling of the pit andto confirmthe stability of groundwater seepage quality,
Information lakes atthe Gordon and Maclellansites, and that monitoring will continue given the fact that groundwater seepage effects are
Request Appendix G until thesites arerestored to a satisfactory conditionand water chemistry forecasted to occurover much longer timelines than pit water
Responses Concentration is stableand below federal and provincialdischarge criteria. NRCan notes quality stability.
Contour Maps thatis unclearwhether the stable water quality condition applies to water i Describethe criteria thatwill be used to
inthepitlakes or thereceiving environment. Further, as groundwater demonstrate stability of groundwater seepage
Federal IR seepage effects are forecasted to occur over much longer timelines than qualityand the cessation of monitoring,and how
Responses, Round | pitwater quality stability, asthe Proponentnotes in the EIS, thereis the Proponent will or has involved Indigenous
1, Package?2, uncertainty whether thesix year groundwater monitoring period following nations inthe selection of this criteria.
Responseto IAAC- | pitlakefillingwillbeadequateto confirmtheresults of the groundwater
57 seepageassessment. c) Ifarationalecannotbe provided, as requested in c), revise
the Conceptual ClosurePlantoincludedetails of how post-
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential closuregroundwater monitoring will continue until itis
Project effects to fish andfishhabitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs that demonstrated that groundwater seepage quality isstable,
may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through groundwater-surface will consistently meet water quality objectivevalues,andto
interactions, surface water quality and quantity. verify the results of the groundwater effects assessment.
IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.2 Geology 8.2.2.1Local The EIS Guidelines require the Proponentto provide an appropriate a) Conducta sensitivity analysisto address the potential for a
61 Resources and Geology and hydrogeologic model for the Project area, which discusses the continuous bedrock low from the east of the MacLellan
Canada-— Geochemistry Hydrostratigraph | hydrostratigraphy and groundwater flow systems. The Proponentisalso siteopen pit to north of Minton Lake.
Technical y required to perform a sensitivity analysis to test model sensitivity to i Discuss the effect of this variability in bedrock
Review of 6.1.5 climatic variations (e.g. recharge) and hydrogeologic parameters (e.g. topography on groundwater seepage pathways,
Round 1, Groundwater Chapter 8, hydraulicconductivity). quantities, and travel times from the TMF.
Package?2 and Surface Appendix H ii.. If groundwater seepage pathways, quantities,and
Information Water Hydrogeology Inits responseto IAAC-61, the Proponent provides a series of maps which travel times from the TMF are different from
Request Baseline confirmthatthesurface bedrock atthe Maclellansiterises morethan 25 what was presented inthe EIS, revise the
Responses metres between boreholes GBHM-14 andGNHM-27.The Proponentalso assessment of effects for all relevantVCs to

Technical Data
Report/Validatio
n Report

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,

states that overburden thicknessin this area isnotrelevantto the
groundwater flow model given the similarity inhydraulic conductivity
between the shallow bedrock and glaciolacustrine and diamicton
overburden. NRCan notes that, based on the assumed hydraulic
conductivity profileimplemented in the numerical model, a 25 metre
changeinbedrock topography resultsin the upper bedrock topography
being relevant to groundwater flow as the upper bedrock unitis morethan

accountfor the updated values.

iii.. If additional or worsened Project effects to VCs
are anticipated, describe mitigation measures
that will be implemented to address these
effects.
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Responseto IAAC-
61

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
67

anorder of magnitude lower in hydraulic conductivity relative to the
overburden and shallow bedrock.

Inits responseto IAAC-67,the Proponentsuggests thattopography
appearstoinfluencethe development of artesiangroundwater conditions
atthe MacLellan site. This conceptualization is also not consistent with the
inferred irrelevance of the bedrock topography cited in theresponse to
IAAC-61. As variationin bedrock topography may affect the assessment of
seepagefromthe TMF, and therefore the assessment of potential effects
to VCs, the effect of this variability mustbe addressed in the assessment of
Project effects to groundwater flow.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.

IAAC-R2-
62

Natural
Resources
Canada-—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

6.1.5
Groundwater
and Surface
Water®

8.2.2.3 Hydraulic
Conductivity

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
62

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponentto provide an appropriate
hydrogeologic model for the Projectarea, which discusses the
hydrostratigraphy and groundwater flow systems. The Proponentisalso
required to perform a sensitivity analysis to test model sensitivity to
climatic variations (e.g. recharge) and hydrogeologic parameters (e.g.
hydraulicconductivity).

Inits responseto IAAC-62,the Proponent notes that, despitethefactthat
hydraulicconductivitytests have not been completed within the deep
bedrock atthe Gordon site or within the lower 100 metres of the deep
bedrock atthe MacLellan site, the gaps in information and the related
uncertainty associated with the limited testing of the deep bedrock units
have been addressed through calibration of the groundwater model.
NRCan notes thatcalibration of the model is not evidence of support for
the parameterization of the bedrock units. Further, groundwater wells
used inthecalibration of the groundwater model extend to a maximum
total depth of 80 metres for the Gordon siteand 30 metres for the
Maclellan site. Therefore, calibration of the model would notbe
sufficiently sensitive to the deep and potentially to the intermediate
bedrock.

Inits responseto IAAC-62, the Proponent alsocites the sensitivity analyses
presented in Appendices Fand G of the EIS, which address the hydraulic

a) Conducta sensitivity analysis onthe hydraulicconductivity
of the intermediate and deep bedrock units for the
Gordon and Maclellansites.

i Discuss the potential effects of hydraulic
conductivity variability on groundwater inflow to
the open pits and the associated drawdown.

ii.. Discuss thelevel of uncertainty associated with
predictions of hydraulic conductivity and effects
to groundwater flow and drawdown due to the
limited data availableregardingthe physical
properties of deep andintermediate bedrock
units.

b) Provideany information available on the dewatering of
the historical Gordon pits to support the conceptual model
presented inthe groundwater assessment.
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conductivity of theshallow and faulted bedrock, to address the data gaps
and uncertainty noted above. NRCan notes that, while these units
contribute the majority of the groundwater flow to the open pitunder the
calibrated conditions, they representa small portionof the overall pit
depth. The calibration of the model and the sensitivity analyses do not
address any uncertainty in the hydraulicconductivity of the lower 90% of
the MacLellan pitand thelower 50% of the Gordon pit. Uncertainty exists
regarding the groundwater inflow to the open pits and the associated
drawdown, resulting from the limited data for calibration over the deeper
portion of the pits. This uncertainty must be discussed and quantified to
completethe groundwater assessment.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential
Project effects to fish andfish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs that
may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through groundwater-surface
interactions, surface water quality and quantity.

IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.5 Volume 4, The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to describe groundwater flow a) Providea rationale,includinga description of the data
63 Resources Groundwaterand | Appendix H, patterns and seasonal variability for each hydrostratigraphic unit. used, to limitthe vertical extent of the faultzone to the
Canada-— Surface Water 4.2.1.4 Estimate shallowbedrock (i.e. upper 50 metres) at the Gordon Site.
Technical of Bedrock Inits responseto IAAC-65 and |AAC-69, the Proponent describes the data
Review of Aquifer thatwas used to supportthedelineation of the horizontal extentand b) Providea sensitivity analysis of the effect of the depth of
Round 1, Parameters hydraulicconductivity of the faultzone within the Gordon site model. this zone on the groundwater assessment.
Package?2 NRCan notes thatthe Proponent does not provide a rationale to support
Information Federal IR the termination of the fault zone withinthe upper 50 metres of bedrock at c) Discuss howthe depth of this faultzone may affect the
Request Responses, Round | the Gordonsite. As this faultzone provides enhanced hydraulic design, feasibility, and efficacy of the interceptor well
Responses 1, Package?2, connectivity between Gordon Lake, the open pit,and Farley Lake, the system.
Responseto IAAC- | depth of this faultzone affects the assessment of groundwater flow into
65 the open pit, drawdown associated with dewatering, and the efficacy of
the groundwater interceptor wells.
Federal IR
Responses, Round | This information is required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of potential
1, Package?2, Project effects to fish andfish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs that
Responseto IAAC- | may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through groundwater-surface
69 interactions, surface water quality and quantity.
IAAC-R2- Natural 4.3 Study strategy | Volume5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to documentall data, models, a) Providea rationalefor the discrepancy between the fluid
64 Resources and methodology | AppendixF: andstudies such thattheanalysesaretransparentand reproducible, transfer condition valuedescribed in the responseto IAAC-
Canada-— Hydrogeology including the assignment of boundaries to represent groundwater 72 andthe values provided in Table IAAC-72-1b regarding
Technical Assessment— interactions with surface water. the MacLellan model boundaries.
Review of Gordon Site
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Round 1, Technical Inits responseto IAAC-72,the Proponent states that the fluid transfer i Ifthis discrepancyis theresultof an error,
Package?2 Modelling condition, which was assumed to be two metres abovethelakeelevation, indicatethe correct valueand reviseany
Information Report was applied to thesouthern edge of the Maclellan model domain atthe applicableassessments to ensure that the correct
Request shores of lakes external to the model (i.e. Simpson andSerge Lakes for the valueis used.
Responses Appendix G: Gordon site, and Cockeram, Arbour, and Burge Lakes for the MacLellan ii.. If correction of this error affects conclusions with
Hydrogeology site). NRCan notes thatthisinformationis not consistent with the respect to potential Project effects to VCs or the
Assessment- information provided in Table IAAC-72-1b, which states thatthese significance of effects, describe how effects have
MaclLellan Site boundaries were assigned a value of 0.01 metres below the surface water changed and describe mitigation measures that
Technical elevation. Clarity isrequired regarding this discrepancy. will beimplemented to address any new or
Modelling worsened adverse effects.
Report The Proponentalso notes inits response to IAAC-72 thatthelakes atthe
southern boundary of the Gordon model (i.e. Swede and Simpson Lakes) b) Describethe datathat was used to determine the head
Federal IR were assigned a constanthead value of 314.25metres. Thisheadis values for Swede Lake, Simpson Lake, FAR3-SIM2, and
Responses, Round | significantly higher thanthe head value assigned to the tributaries of these FAR3-Al, andthe inferred surfacewater flow directions at
1, Package?2, lakes (i.e.311.0 metres at FAR3-SIM2 (Simpson Lake) and 305.40 metres at these waterbodies.
Responseto IAAC- | FAR3-Al (Swede Lake)). NRCan notes thatitis unclear whether these i Ifthe head values were for the lakes and/or
72 assigned heads are consistent with surface water elevations or flow tributaries in the Gordon model were assignedin
directions. As boundary conditions exert significant control over theresults error, indicatethe correct valueand reviseany
of groundwater models, proper assignmentand documentation is required applicableassessments to ensure that the correct
to ensure confidenceinmodel res ults. valueis used.
ii.. If correction of this error affects conclusions with
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of respect to potential Project effects to VCs or the
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and significance of effects, describe how effects have
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through changed and describe mitigation measures that
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity. will beimplemented to address any new or
worsened adverse effects.
IAAC-R2- Natural 4.3 Study strategy | Volumes5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to documentall data, models, a) Describethe conditions, beyond seasonal variability, at
65 Resources and methodology | AppendixF: andstudiessuch thattheanalyses aretransparentand reproducible, wells MWM-09A/b and GBHM-06Arelativeto those with
Canada - Gordon Lake including the calibration of the groundwater model to observed lower calibrationresiduals, which may explain why
Technical Hydrogeology groundwater levels. simulated groundwater levels are more than seven metres
Review of Assessment lower than observed.
Round 1, Inits responseto IAAC-73,the Proponentstates thatseasonal variability is i Describethe level of uncertainty with respect to
Package?2 Volume 5, a potential explanationfor select simulated heads within the MacLellan site the rationaleprovidedina), the assumptions that
Information Appendix G: pitbeing morethan seven metres lower than observed. NRCan notes that, were used to derive this rationale, and how those
Request MaclLellan as seasonal variability at wells MWM-09A/b and GBHM-06A appears to be assumptions mayinfluencethe uncertainty of
Responses Hydrogeology on the order of two metres, itis unclearhow seasonal variability at these predictions.
Assessment wells may relate to calibrated differences greater than seven metres. While

these differences may predominantly effect the drawdown atthe open pit,
as theProponentstates initstheresponseto IAAC-73, therelated
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Federal IR uncertainty extends to the forecasted hydraulicgradients,and b) Describeefforts made to improve the calibration of the
Responses, Round | groundwater inflows to the open pit. groundwater model at these wells and the resulting effect
1, Package?2, on other calibration points within the pitarea.
Responseto IAAC- | This informationisrequired to supportthe Agency’s understanding of i Describethe level of certainty with respect to the
73 potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and predictions made regarding observed versus
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through simulated heads.
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity. ii.. Should actual head values be higher than
simulated, describe how this condition will affect
predicted effects of the Project to groundwater.
IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.5 Volume 5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponentto include an appropriate a) Re-evaluate the transientcalibration of the groundwater
66 Resources Groundwaterand | AppendixF, hydrogeological model inthe assessment for groundwater, which should model for the Maclellansitegiven the simulated
Canada-— Surface Water Gordon Lake havethe ability to replicate the observed seasonal variability in consistentdeclinein groundwater elevations over the two
Technical Hydrogeology groundwater elevations. year simulation period.
Review of Assessment
Round 1, Inits responseto IAAC-74,the Proponentstates that the poor fit of the b) Describethe impactof these simulations onthe results of
Package?2 Federal IR model results to the observed seasonal variation of groundwater levels is the groundwater assessment, and provide updated
Information Responses, Round | due tothe constantelevation assigned to the model boundaries atthe modellingresults as required.
Request 1, Package 2, lakes andstreams. NRCannotes thatseasonal variation of theboundary i If the results of the groundwater assessmentare
Responses Responseto IAAC- | conditionsatthelakes and streams wouldnotbe expected to improvethe impacted by the simulationsand/or if updated

74

performance of the model based on the following factors:

e the magnitude of theseasonal variation appears to have limited
dependence on proximity to surface water features. For example,
groundwater elevations at well GBHM-10, located approximately
one kilometre fromthe Keewatin River, areshown to rise by
three metres during the spring freshet. This magnitude of
fluctuationis unlikelyto be caused by river level variability alone;
and

e noneof the simulated water levels show any seasonal variation;
rather model results show a consistent decline throughout the
two year transient simulation period. The magnitude of this
decline (e.g. 10 metres at well GBHM-06A) suggests thatthe
initial condition used in the transient simulation was nota steady-
state condition.

Based ontheseresults, therationale provided inresponse to IAAC-74 does
notaddress the poor fit of the model results to the observed seasonal
variation of groundwaterlevels. Therefore, the transient calibration of the
groundwater model mustbere-evaluated.

modellingis required, update the effects
assessments for other related VCs, such as
Indigenous peoples and fish and fish habitat.
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This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.

IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.5 Volume 5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to documentall data, models, a) Providecross-sectionsshowingthe seasonal variationin
67 Resources Groundwaterand | AppendixF: andstudiessuch thattheanalyses aretransparentand reproducible. ground temperature and hydraulic conductivity for both
Canada-— Surface Water Gordon Lake the MacLellanand Gordon site pits at the intermediate
Technical Hydrogeology Inits responseto IAAC-78, the Proponent provides details of the and ultimate depths, including model mesh overlay.
Review of Assessment parameterization of the Freeze-Thaw Module (FTM) plugin used with the i Ifthis informationis not available, providea
Round 1, groundwater flow model, andstates thatthe FTM plugin wasrun rationalefor how assigninga valueofzero to
Package?2 Volume 5, separately fromthe groundwater flow model. Results from the FTM plugin frozen ground sufficiently accounts for seasonal
Information Appendix G: were used to assign hydraulicconductivities of zero where frozen ground is variationin ground temperature and hydraulic
Request MaclLellan present. NRCan notes that the extent to which thesubsurfaceandpitface conductivity atthe intermediate and ultimate
Responses Hydrogeology arefrozenis unclear. Itisalsounclear whether running the FTM plugin depths.
Assessment separately fromthe flow model sufficiently accounts for the advective flux ii.. Describethe level of uncertainty with respect to
of heat related to groundwater inflow to the open pit. As these two factors the rationaleprovidedini), the assumptions that
Federal IR affectthetimingand overall quantity of groundwater inflow to the open were used to derive this rationale,and how those
Responses, Round | pit,impactingtheassessmentof groundwater and groundwater-surface assumptions mayinfluencethe uncertainty of
1, Package?2, water interactions, further informationis required regarding seasonal predictions,including predictions with respectto
Responseto IAAC- | variationin ground temperatureandhydraulic conductivity, how advective Project effects to groundwater and effects to
78 heatwas accounted for in the model, and anylimitations to this modelling other VCs as aresultof Projectchanges to
approach. groundwater.
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of b) Describehow groundwater flow and the associated
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and advective heat flow were represented inthe FTM plugin
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through simulations.
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.

c) Describeany limitations of the modellingapproach
described, any associated uncertainty with predictions
based on the model outputs due to these limitations, and
the potential effect of these limitationsand uncertainty on
assessmentresults, including the assessment of effects for
VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater,
including Indigenous peoples and fish and fish habitat.

IAAC-R2- Natural 6.2.2 Changes to | Volume35, The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to describe any changes to a) Providea rationaleforthe changeinfluxatSusanand

68 Resources Groundwater AppendixF, groundwater flow patterns, fluxes, and divides based on the results of Marnielakes duringconstruction and operation as it
Canada-— and Surface Gordon Lake groundwater flow modelling thatincorporates changes related to mining. relates to simulated changes (or the absence of changes)
Technical Water Hydrogeology ingroundwater elevation as a resultof dewatering at the
Review of Assessment
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Round 1, Inits responseto IAAC-79, the Proponent provides a rationale for why open pits.
Package?2 Federal IR Project-related changes to groundwater elevations and fluxat Susan and
Information Responses, Round | Marnielakes arenotanticipated. NRCan notes thatin theElS, the b) Describehow changesingroundwater flux from Susanand
Request 1, Package?2, Proponentstates thatgroundwater modelling shows thatSusanand Marnielakes and any changes in groundwater elevation
Responses Responseto IAAC- | MarnieLakes loseless water to the groundwater flow system during the may affect groundwater-surface water interactions and
79 construction andoperation phases in comparison to baseline conditions, other VCs that may be affected by changes in groundwater

onthe order of 37% and 30%, respectively. The Proponent’s rationale does andsurfacewater quality and quantity.

notaddress this unexpected changeinfluxresulting from the Project. i Describe mitigation measures and follow-up and

NRCan alsonotes thatitisunclear howthesimulated changein monitoringthat will beimplemented to address

groundwater fluxfrom Susan and Marnie Lakes, and anychangesin any effects identifiedinb).

groundwater elevation may affect groundwater-surface water interactions

and other VCs.

This information is required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of

potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and

other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through

groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.2.2 Changes to | Volume35, The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to describe any changes to a) Providethe simulated pressureheads at the base of the
69 Assessment Groundwater AppendixF, groundwater flow patterns, fluxes, and divides based on theresults of interceptor well screens expected at the end of the
Agency of and Surface Gordon Lake groundwater flow modelling thatincorporates changes related to mining. operations period.
Canada Water Hydrogeology
Assessment Inits responseto IAAC-81, the Proponent notes thatgroundwater b) Describethe implications,including for the effects

Natural interceptor wells screened through the faulted shallow bedrockatthe assessments for groundwater, surfacewater, and other
Resources Federal IR Gordonssitewill be used to capturea portion of the flux of groundwater VCs, of the saturated simulation onthe evaluation of the
Canada-— Responses, Round | from Gordon and Farley Lakes priorto reachingthe open pit,and that pumping volumes from the interceptor wells usedinthe
Technical 1, Package?2, simulated groundwater interceptor wells will continue to pump atthe water balance model.
Review of Responseto IAAC- | sameratethroughouttheoperations period, despite water table
Round 1, 81 drawdowns greater than 100 metres and complete dewatering of the well c) Providedetails of the design features of the interceptor
Package?2 screen. NRCan notes thatthesesimulationresultsindicate thatthe well system that will ensurethat the pumping volumes
Information groundwater model was rununder saturated conditions, allowing the wells required to mitigate effects to Gordon and Farley Lakes
Request to continue pumping despite being at negative pressure. Under saturated canbe produced. Describe contingency options and the
Responses modelling mode the groundwater flow model can simulate larger pumping potential effects to the lakes under sub-optimal pumping

volumes than wouldbefeasible given the well depth and simulated
drawdown. As the surface water assessmentis based on a constant
volume of water pumped from the interceptor wells throughoutthe
operations period, the feasibility of providing that quantity of water must
be assessed given the expected drawdown throughthe operations period.

performance.

i If effects to water levels in Gordon and Farley
Lakes cannotbe mitigated, describe potential
effects to relevant VCs, includingfishandfish
habitatand Indigenous peoples.

ii.. Describe mitigation measures that will be
implemented to address any effects identifiedin
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The Proponentalso statesinitsresponse to IAAC-81 that groundwater
extracted fromtheinterceptor wells will be pumped to a water

i).

management pond prior to being recirculated backto Gordon and Farley d) Describethe water quality parameters that may exceed
Lakes. Ifrequired, the water will be treated to meet applicablefederaland applicablefederal and provincial water quality
provincial regulatory requirements prior to discharge to the environment. requirements in groundwater extracted from interceptor
Clarity is required regarding which water quality parameters are expected wells, which water quality requirements arebeing
to exceed requirements, whichrequirements are beingreferred to, what referenced, what treatment methods will beemployed if
treatment methods will be employed, and, in theevent that water water quality requirements are exceeded, and the
treatment is unsuccessful, how the Proponent will manage water from anticipated efficacy of the treatment methods proposed.
interceptor wells. i. Iftreatment is not possibleor unsuccessful,
describealternative methods that will be
Inits responseto IAAC-81, the Proponent notes thatthe detailed design of employed to manage water extracted from
the interceptor wells will be completed as the Project moves into the interceptor wells.
detailed design phase. The MMF expresses concerns thatthe Proponent
has notdiscussed how Indigenous nations willbeinvolved in the designof e) Providedetails of how the Proponent will involve
the interceptor well system, including the placement of wells on the Indigenous nations in the detailed design of the
landscape. interceptor well system, includingtheselection of well
locations, and howthe Proponent will ensurethat
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of Indigenous knowledge is considered and reflected in the
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and design.
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.
IAAC-R2- Manitoba Metis | 2.2 Alternative Volume 5, The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to describe any changes to a) Providefurther details of the alternatives analysis for the
70 Federation — means of carrying | AppendixF, groundwater flow patterns, fluxes, and divides based on the results of seepage cut off wall and grout curtain, includingthe
Technical out the project Gordon Lake groundwater flow modelling thatincorporates changes related to mining. modelling methodology and results.
Review of Hydrogeology The Proponentis alsorequired to describe alternative means of carrying
Round 1, 6.1.5 Assessment outthe Project, including water managementinfrastructure. b) Describethe potential benefits of the seepage cut off wall
Packages 1and Groundwater and and grout curtainand compare these to the benefits of the
2 Information Surface Water Federal IR Inits responseto IAAC-81, the Proponent notes thatan alternatives interceptor well system for mitigating effects to Gordon
Request Responses, analysis for mitigating inflow to the open pitwas completed atthe start of and Farley Lakes. Discuss why the benefits of the inceptor
Responses 6.2.2 Changes to Round 1, the Project whichincluded an evaluation of the feasibilityand benefits of a well system outweighed the benefits of the seepage cut
Groundwater and | Package2, seepage cutoff wall and grout curtain as alternatives to theinterceptor off wall and grout curtain.
Surface Water Responseto well system. MMF expresses concerns that details of the alternatives
IAAC-81 analysis, including the modelling methodol ogy andresults, have not been

provided. MMF also notes thatthe Proponent has not outlined the
potential benefits of a seepage cut off wall or grout curtain, only the
negative attributes of these alternatives.
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This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and, through
groundwater-surfaceinteractions, surface water quality and quantity.

IAAC-R2-
71

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package2
Information
Request
Responses

4.3 Study strategy
and methodology

6.1.5
Groundwater and
surfacewater

9.4.1.1 Analytical
Assessment
Methods for
Surface Water
Quantity

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package2,
Responseto
IAAC-82

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to documenttheassumptions
thatunderlieanymodels used, the quality of thedata, andthe degree of
certainty of the predictions obtained. The Proponentisalsorequired to
describe the baseline conditions for surface water, including hydrological
regimes.

Inits responseto IAAC-82, the Proponent notes thatlong-termaverage
annual precipitation conditions and 1:25 year wet and dry scenarios (i.e.
extreme scenarios) based on currentannual precipitation conditions for
the Projectareawere used toinformwater balance modelling. Whilethe
impacts of climate change on average annual precipitation values were not
addressed specifically, average annual climate change predictions for the
Municipality of Lynn Lake, based on informationfromthe Climate Atlas,
arewithin therange of extreme precipitation event conditions (i.e. 1:25
year wet and dry scenarios) used in the assessment. MCCN notes concerns
thatwhiletheannual average precipitation conditions predicted under
future climate changefor the Projectareaare within therange of values
used intheassessment, the Proponent did not consider precipitation
extremes (i.e. wet and dry scenarios) under future climate change
scenarios in the water balance modelling. Further, while theimpacts of
climatechange on average annual precipitation values are within therange
considered in the assessment, these extreme conditions (i.e. 1:25 year
extremes based on currentaverage conditions) were considered to occur
less frequency than average/normal precipitation conditions. Therefore,
potential Project effects to VCs may have been underestimated, should the
conditions assessed currently as “extreme” become the normunder
climate change. Without thisinformation, itis unclear how the Project will
interactwith future precipitation extremes under climate change
scenarios, which may yieldmore extreme precipitation values than
considered and changing “normal” precipitation conditions, andhow this
may affect potential Project effects.

This information is required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surface water.

Provide estimates of extreme (i.e. wet and dry scenarios)
annual precipitation values given the anticipated effects of
climatechange inthe region on average annual (i.e.
normal) precipitation conditions.

Use this data to informwater balancemodelling
for the Projectarea under climatechange
scenarios and providethe results of this
modellingas itrelates to future baselinewater
balanceconditions.

Based on the modellingresults discussedini),
describe how extreme precipitation conditions
under climate change scenarios may affect the
assessment of potential Project effects to VCs.
Ifany new or worsened effects to VCs are
identified, describe mitigation measures that will
be implemented to address these effects and
follow-up and monitoring that will be conducted.

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to
relevant VCs to consider the factthat annual precipitation
conditions currently considered to be “extreme” may
become the norm under climatechange scenarios.

Ifany new or worsened effects to VCs are
identified, describe mitigation measures that will
be implemented to address these effects and
follow-up and monitoring that will be conducted.
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6.2.2 Changes to
groundwater and
surfacewater

Volume 5,
Appendix F:
Gordon Lake
Hydrogeology
Assessment

Volume 5,
Appendix G:
Maclellan
Hydrogeology
Assessment

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package2,
Responseto
IAAC-83

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related
changes to groundwater flow patterns, fluxes, and divides based on the
results of groundwater flow modelling thatincorporates changes related to
mining.

Inits responseto IAAC-83,the Proponentstates thattheapplied recharge
rates for the MRSA represent the infiltrated water thatdoes not flow
laterallyto the MRSA seepage collection system. In the EIS, the Proponent
states that particle tracking simulation results for the Gordon and
Maclellan sites represent fluxes with no operating contact water collection
system. Revisions to any relevantassessments and/oranalyses are
required to reflectthe factthat particletracking results areinherently
representative of particletracks under an operating seepage collection
system.

The Proponentalso indicates in its response to IAAC-83 that the porosity
appliedtothebedrock atthe Gordon ssiteisa factorof 2000 higher than
the MacLellan site. NRCan notes that this differencein porosity is not
anticipated and arationalefor this difference has not been provided. If this
difference was reported in error, the value(s) provided mustbe corrected.

Inits responseto IAAC-83, the Proponent states that theassumption that
50% of the infiltration to the MRSA will reach the base of the pile during
the wetting up periodisanassumption applied within the water balance
model. Further informationis required to support this assumption and the
conclusions presented with respect to groundwater seepage.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surface water.

a)

c)

Revise anyrelevant assessments and/or analyses,
including any effects assessments for relevant VCs,
presented inthe EIS to reflect the fact that particle
trackingresults areinherently representative of particle
tracks under an operating seepage collection system.

i If new or worsened effects to VCs areidentified,
describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
these effects.

Update the bedrock porosity values for the Gordon site to
reflect those modeled. Ifa valueof 0.2 was applied within
the Gordon site groundwater flow model, providea
rationalefor the useof this value.

i Ifthe updated porosity values affectconclusions
with respect to potential effects of the Project to
groundwater, update the effects assessments for
other VCs that may be affected by changes to
groundwater.

ii.. If new or worsened effects to VCs are identified,
describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
these effects.

Providea rationaleand supportinginformation, including
anyrelevant literature, for the assumption that50% of the
infiltration to the MRSA will bestored within the
microporesystem duringthe wetting up period.

i If this assumption cannotbe supported, revise
the valueused to represent the amount of the
infiltration to the MRSA that will bestored within
the micropore system during the wetting up
period and present modelling results.

ii.. Describethe implications of the revised results of
the model referenced ini)to the assessmentof
effects for all relevantVCs.

iii.. If new or worsened effects to VCs are predicted
as aresultof the revised modellingresults,
describemitigation measures that will be
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implemented to address these effects and any
follow-up and monitoring that will be conducted.

IAAC-R2-
73

Natural
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Review of
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Information
Request
Responses

6.2.2 Changes to
groundwater and
surfacewater

Volume 5,
Appendix G:
Hydrogeology
Assessment —
Maclellansite
Technical
Modelling Report

5.3.2.1 Open Pit
Dewatering

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package?2,
Responseto
IAAC-91

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related
changes to groundwater, includingany changes to groundwater fluxes.

Inits response to IAAC-91, the Proponent states that whilethe East Pond
will likely drain during Project operations, the outlet of this pond (i.e. KEE3-
B2-Al) will likely continueto flowand contribute recharge to the
groundwater flowsystem. Withinthe groundwater assessment, boundary
conditions for these features were not changed in operations, such that
both features were ableto contribute to the groundwater flow system. For
the assessmentof fish and fish habitat, as the Proponent also describes in
its responseto IAAC-91, itappears that the assessmentwas based on both
the East Pond and KEE3-B2-Al being dry and not contributingto the
groundwater flow system. The rationalefor the representation of these
waterbodies withinthe groundwater flow model should be provided as it
differs from the expected conditions,andthe assessmentof fishandfish
habitat.

Inthe EIS, the Proponent indicates thatthe flux from surface water to
groundwater at KEE3-B2-Al increases by a factor of four at the end of
operations, with drawdown at this feature ranging from more than 10
metres to less than one metre. NRCan notes that, if KEE3-B2-Al were to
drain duringoperations, groundwater drawdown associated with the open
pit would propagate further than simulated, and other surfacewater
bodies may experience changes in groundwater-surface water interactions
that are not captured by the model.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to Indigenous peoples, fishand fish habitat,and other
VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater and surface
water, through groundwater-surface water interactions.

a) Providethe total flow andanylow flow data for KEE3-B2-Al
duringthe operation phase, including theanticipated
boundaries of this waterbody. Discuss thesevaluesin
comparisontothe fluxto groundwater from this waterbody
during Project operation.

Complete a sensitivity analysis showingthe effect
of the representation of this boundaryon
groundwater flow patterns and groundwater-
surfacewater interactions.

Ifthe representation of KEE2-B2-A1, as discussed
ini), affect the effects assessmentand/orany
conclusionsreached with respect to the severity
andsignificance of potential effects for
groundwater or any other related VCs, revisethe
effects assessments for all relevantVCs.

If new or worsened effects to VCs are identified,
describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
these effects.

b) Ifthe boundaries for the EastPond are unchanged from
baselineto operation conditions, reportthe fluxes between
groundwater and surfacewater for the East Pond under
baseline, end of operations,and post-closure conditions.

Ifthe results of this exercise may affect the
conclusionsreachedinthe groundwater
assessmentor other related assessments for other
VCs, revisethe effects assessments for all relevant
VCs.

If new or worsened effects to VCs are identified,
describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
these effects.
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IAAC-R2- Mathias Colomb | 4.2.2 Community 8.1.6 Significance | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to make reasonable efforts to a) Demonstrate that information provided by MCCN, including
74 Cree Nation — knowledge and Definition integrate Aboriginal traditional knowledgeinto the assessmentof traditional and community knowledge, regardinguse and
Technical Aboriginal environmental effects and provideevidence of all efforts. The Proponent is rights related to groundwater quantity and quality was
Review of traditional Federal IR alsorequired to describeProject-related changes to groundwater, including considered inthe assessment of potential Project effects to
Round 1, knowledge Responses, Round | anassessmentof the anticipated significance of residual environmental Indigenous peoples and the significance determination for
Package?2 1, Package?2, effects. potential effects to groundwater quality.
Information 6.2.2 Changes to Response to i. Ifinformationfrom MCCN has not been
Request groundwater and | IAAC-103 Inits response to IAAC-103, the Proponent describes its approach for considered, revisethe assessmentof potential
Responses surfacewater assessingtheanticipated significance of residual environmental effects. effects to Indigenous peoples and the significance
With respect to the anticipated significance of Project effects to determination for potential effects to groundwater
Peter Ballantyne | 6.5 Significance of groundwater, MCCN notes concerns with the Proponent’s characterization quality to consider this information.
Cree Nation - residual effects of predicted increases inthe concentration of indicator parameters above
Technical drinking water guidelines as “not significant” on the basis thatno b) Describehow the Proponent will ensurethat Indigenous
Review of groundwater users arecurrently known to withdraw water through a nations areengaged regarding potential Project effects to
Round 1, drilled or dug well within the area of influence of Project components. groundwater quantity, potential Projectimpacts to
Package?2 MCCN further notes that data provided by the Nation, includingtraditional Indigenous rights related to effects to groundwater
Information and community knowledge, regardinguseand rights related to qguantity, and regarding the development of thresholds for
Requests groundwater quantity and quality havenot been consideredin the the significance determination,includinga description of
assessment, therefore the conclusionthatno groundwater users are future engagement activities.
currently known to withdraw water through a drilled or dug well within the
area of influence of Project components may not be valid.
PBCN notes concerns that no opportunities for engagement have been
offered by the Proponent to dateinrelation to potential Project effects to
groundwater quantity, potential Projectimpacts to their rights related to
effects to groundwater quantity, or regardingthe development of
thresholds for the significance determination.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, includingthe current use of
lands of resources for traditional purposes, Indigenous health and
socioeconomic conditions,and Indigenous rights.
See Annex | for related advice.
IAAC-R2- Manitoba Metis | 2.2 Alternative 9.9 Follow-up and | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to conduct an alternative means a) Providea comparison ofthe anticipated effects to VCs,
75 Federation — means of carrying [ Monitoring assessmentfor Project components, including minewaste disposal. The includingshortterm and long term effects, for the following
Technical out the project Proponent is alsorequired to consider the magnitude of anaccidentand/or scenarios:
Review of 22.5.1 Tailings malfunction, including the quantity, mechanism, rate, form, and
Round 1, Management characteristics of the contaminants and other materials likely to be

27



Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

Packages 1and
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Request
Responses

2.4 Application of
the precautionary
approach

6.1.5
Groundwater and
Surface Water

6.6.1 Effects of
potential
accidents or
malfunctions

Facility
Malfunction

Volume 4,
Appendix F:
Geochemistry
Baseline
Technical Data
Report, Appendix
B

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Response to
IAAC-104

released into the environment duringthe accidentand malfunction events
anddescribethe preventative measures and design safeguards thathave
been established to protect againstsuch occurrences.The analyses
includedinthe EIS must also demonstrate that all aspects of the Project
have been examined and plannedina careful and precautionary mannerin
order to avoidsignificantadverse environmental effects.

Inits response to IAAC-104, the Proponent notes that the entire footprint
of the TMF will not be lined as grouting of the bedrock andinstallation ofa
seepage collectionsystemwill allowtailings to consolidateand gain
strength over time to facilitateclosureand improve long-term stability, and
is alsomoreeconomicallyfeasible. The Proponent also notes how blending
of potentiallyacid generating (PAG) and non-potentially acid generating
(non-PAG) material and/or dry and/or wet covers will beused to control
ARD/ML from mine rock andis the preferred method of control compared
with lining of the MRSA. The MMF notes concerns that a comparison of
potential effects to VCs from each option for preventing effects of seepage
from the TMF and MRSA (i.e. usage of a full liner beneath the TMF versus
grouting of bedrock and a seepage collection system;and usage of a full
liner beneath the MRSA versus blending of PAG and non-PAG material
and/or dry and/or wet covers) has not been provided to supportthe
Proponent’s rationalefor the selection of the preferred options. Further
informationis required to supportthe Proponent’s rationalefor the
selection of grouting of the bedrock andinstallation of a seepage collection
system over liningtheentire footprint of the TMF, and blending of PAG and
non-PAG material and/or dry and/or wet covers over usage of a full liner
beneath the MRSA.

Inits response to IAAC-104, the Proponent also notes that filtered tailings
andco-disposal were considered as alternativetailings disposal methods.
However, an assessmentof the environmental and socioeconomic effects
of these options was not conducted as itwas determined to be not legally,
technically,and-or economically feasible.Itis unclear howthe Proponent
determined that an assessment of the environmental and socioeconomic
effects of these options is not legally, technically,and-or economically
feasible.

The Proponent alsonotes inits responseto IAAC-104 that an independent
TMF review boardto review the detailed design of the TMF may be
established. The goal of the review would be to confirmthat plans and

b)

c)

i the combined use of grouting of the bedrock and
installation of a seepage collection systemversus
lining the entire footprint of the TMF; and

ii.. blending of PAG and non-PAG material and/or dry
and/or wet covers versus usageof a full liner
beneath the MRSA.

Providefurther information to supportthe rationalethatan
assessment of the environmental and socioeconomic
effects of filtered tailings and co-disposalis notlegally,
technically,and-or economically feasible.

i Ifno rationalecanbeprovided, providea
comparison of potential effects to VCs of filtered
tailings and co-disposal as options for tailings
disposal.

Should an independent TMF review board be established,
describe how the Proponent will providean opportunity for
Indigenous nations to participateon the boardand be
involvedinthe detailed design of the TMF.
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design criteria for the tailings facility reduces risks for all phases of the life
cycle,includingclosureand post-closure. The MMF notes concerns thatitis
unclear whether Indigenous nations will beinvited to participate on the
independent TMF review board, if one were to be established.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,

and other VCs that may be affected by changes to water quality.

See Annex | for related advice.
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Response to
IAAC-106

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to consider potential
environmental effects of alternative means of carryingout the Project. The
Proponent is alsorequired to describe Project-related changes to
groundwater, includingan assessmentof the anticipated significance of
residual environmental effects.

Inits response to IAAC-105 and IAAC-106, the Proponent notes that the
preferred option for mine rock disposalatthe Gordon and Maclellansites
is the use of a soil cover placed over the proposed MRSA and MRSA and
TMF, respectively. This cover will bethe primary use for overburden
stockpiled atboth the Maclellanand Gordon sites during construction and
operation. The Proponent also notes that the disposal of mine rockin the
open pitwas not considered economicallyfeasible dueto the high costs of
recovering the mine waste and increased atmospheric emissionsdueto
double handlingandtransporting materialsfromthe far end of the MRSA
to the open pit. NRCan notes concerns that the Proponent did not provide
anassessmentof the potential for release of contaminants of potential
concern (COPCs) from the MRSA to the receivingaquatic environment,
including anticipated concentrations of contaminants, as a resultof cover
deterioration over the long-term. Further, the Proponent does not consider
that, with changingclimate, engineered covers may erode atfaster rate
due to changes in precipitation patterns, extreme weather events, etc.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to fish andfish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs
that may be affected by changes to water quality.

a)

Describethe likelihood of the release of COPCs from the
MRSA atthe Gordon siteand MRSA and TMF at the
Maclellansiteto the receiving environment due to cover
deterioration, including consideration of long-term
deterioration, the concentration and types of contaminants
that may be released, and associated potential effects to
VCs. Ensure that considerationisgiven to the effects of
climatechange on the rate of cover deterioration.
i. Describemitigationand follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address any
effects identifiedin a).
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IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.5 8.4.3 Assessment | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project a) Describehow the Proponent will ensurethat groundwater
77 Resources Groundwater and | of Changein effects to water quality attributed to ARD/ML associated with mine monitoring will be initiated in the construction phase of the
Canada-— Surface Water Groundwater material,and describeenvironmental management and monitoring Project to monitor the development of vertical and
Technical Quality programs to verify the accuracy of the effects assessmentand, where horizontal hydraulic gradients.
Review of 8.0 Follow-up and necessary, identify adaptive management measures that will be
Round 1, Monitoring 9.9 Follow-up and | implemented. b) Describethe triggers and/or thresholds thatwill be used to
Package2 Programs Monitoring determine when groundwater model updates are required
Information Inits response to IAAC-108, the Proponent notes that the groundwater and provide a rationalefor the triggers/thresholds
Request 2354 flow model results will be used to delineate the groundwater monitoring identified.
Responses Groundwater network to confirmgroundwater quality and contaminantattenuation.
MonitoringPlan NRCan notes that, given the simulated travel time for the particletracking
relativeto the operations period, changes in groundwater elevation may be
23.5.5 Surface the primary observation used to validatethe groundwater model results.
Water Monitoring | To supportadaptive management, groundwater monitoring must be
and Management | initiated duringthe construction phase of the Project to monitor the
Plan development of vertical and horizontal hydraulic gradients for comparison
to model results.
Federal IR
Responses, Round | The Proponent alsonotesinits responseto IAAC-57 and IAAC-108 that the
1, Packagel, groundwater monitoring program will continue until the results of the
Response to groundwater seepage assessmentand the attenuation of the associated
IAAC-57 chemical load can beconfirmed, and that the groundwater model will be
updated throughout the operations period should observations show
Federal IR statistically significant differences from model results. NRCan notes that
Responses, Round | information has not been provided regardingthe triggers or thresholds that
1, Package?2, will beused to determine when groundwater model updates arerequired.
Response to
IAAC-108 This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to groundwater quality.
See Annex | for related advice.
IAAC-R2- Natural 6.2.2 Changes to 5.2.6 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project a) Providethe results of sediment quality modelling for the
78 Resources groundwater and | Geochemistry effects to groundwater and surfacewater, including changes to Project and revisethe assessment of potential Project
Canada-— surfacewater groundwater and surfacewater quality. The Proponent is alsorequired to effects to surfacewater quality,including for the Expected
Technical 8.4 Assessment of | identifyand describemeasures that are technicallyand economically and Upper Case scenarios,to consider this information. If
Review of 6.4 Mitigation Residual feasibleandthat would mitigate any significantadverse environmental applicable, updatethe conclusions presented with respect
Round 1, measures Environmental effects of the Project. to the anticipated significance of potential Project effects.
Package?2
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Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

Effects on
Groundwater

20.1 Summary of
Changes to the
Environment,
Potential Effects,
Mitigationand
Residual Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Response to
IAAC-110

Inits response to IAAC-110, the Proponent notes that for both the

Expected and Upper Casescenarios, contactwater quality,including
collection pond water quality,is predicted to remain below the limits and
short-term water quality guidelines of the Metal and Diamond Mining
Effluent Regulations (MDMER), with the exception of ammonia.The
Proponent alsonotes inits responseto IAAC-110 that sediment quality has
not been modelled for the Projectas there is no widely used or established
approachto predictchanges to sediment quality. NRCan notes concerns
with the lack of sediment quality modelling as water quality predictions are
linked to adsorption of contaminants to suspended particles and their
settlinginto sediments. This transfer of contaminants to sediments can
resultinlower water quality predictions, resultinginan underestimation of
potential effects to water quality. Therefore, without a sediment modelling
component, itis not possibleto verifyif the water quality predictions for
the Expected and Upper Case scenariosarereasonable. Further, NRCan
notes that sediment quality modelling has been conducted to support the
environmental assessments for other projects; therefore, even though
there may not be an established approach to sediment quality modelling, it
canbe completed to support the assessment. PBCN also notes concerns
with respect to the anticipated exceedance of the MDMER limits and short-
term water quality guidelines forammonia, as exceedances may affect
Indigenous health and/or fish, wildlife,and plantspecies of importance to
Indigenous nations for traditional, cultural, and spiritual practices.

Inits response to IAAC-110, the Proponent states thatinthe Keewatin
River, the mixingzone is expected to be short and that the effluent
dischargewill belocated immediately upstream of a large, swift-flowing
cascadewhich will quickly mix and dilutethe effluent dischargewith river
water. Inits response to IAAC-111, the Proponent also notes that
phosphorus is a nutrientthat, together with nitrogen and dissolved carbon,
control production of phytoplankton. PBCN raises concerns regarding
effluent discharges and potential effects to fish and fish habitatand water
qualityinthe mixingzone in the Keewatin River. For instance, effluent
dischargeabove spawninglocationscould cause adverse effects due to
nutrient loadingand subsequent fouling of spawning substrates by algal
growth. Itis unclear whether this factor was considered inthe Proponent’s
assessmentand/or the mitigation measures that will be implemented to
address this potential effect.

i Based on the updated assessment of effects to
surfacewater quality, update the effects
assessments for all related VCs to consider the
updated conclusions presented inthe surface
water quality effects assessment.

ii.. If new or worsened potential effects are identified
ina) ori), describemitigation and follow-up and
monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
address effects.

b) Describemitigation measures that will be implemented to
reduce ammonia concentrations in contactwater to the
extent possibleandto ensure that ammonia concentrations
remain below MDMER limits.

i If mitigation measures are not available or not
effective at reducingammonia concentrations to
below MDMER limits, describealternative methods
for disposal of contact water.

c) Clarify whether fishand fish habitat,including spawning
locations, areor may be present at or directly downstream
of the location where effluents will bereleased to the
Keewatin River and/or inthe anticipated mixingzone.

i Iffishand/or fish habitatmay be present at these
locations, describe potential effects to fishand fish
habitat, including spawning, and Indigenous
peoples and revisethe assessment of potential
Project effects to fishand fish habitatand
Indigenous peoples, including the residual and
cumulative effects assessments,to consider these
effects.

ii.. Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address any
effects identifiedini).
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surfacewater quality.
IAAC-R2- Sayisi DeneFirst | 6.2.2 Changes to 5.2.6 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related a) Describehow Indigenous nations were involved and/or how
79 Nation - groundwater and | Geochemistry changes to groundwater and surfacewater, including changes to Indigenous knowledge was used to inform the selection of
Technical surfacewater groundwater and surfacewater quality. The Proponent is alsorequired to criteria for phosphorus, fluoride, and seleniumthat would
Review of 8.4 Assessment of | describe measures that aretechnicallyand economically feasibleand that trigger the implementation of treatment of water from
Round 1, 6.4 Mitigation Residual would mitigate anysignificantadverse environmental effects of the Project. collection ponds.
Package?2 measures Environmental i. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
Information Effects on Inits response to IAAC-111, the Proponent describes the best available verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
Request Groundwater treatment technologies and techniques that will beimplemented to treat the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
Responses water from collection ponds, andidentifies the criteria thatwould trigger of these activities.
20.1 Summary of | the implementation of these treatment measures for phosphorus, fluoride, ii. Identify anddiscussareas of disparity between the
Peter Ballantyne Changes to the andselenium. SDFN notes concerns thatitis unclear how Indigenous views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
Cree Nation — Environment, nations were involved and/or how Indigenous knowledge was used to efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
Technical Potential Effects, informthe development of this criteria. PBCN expresses concerns regarding rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
Review of Mitigationand the proposed trigger concentration for fluoride of 1.0 mg/L, as itis quite disparityinviews remains.
Round 1, Residual Effects closeto the chronic effects benchmark, and recommends a more
Packages 1and conservativetrigger be used. PBCN alsoraises concernsregarding b) Providea rationalefor the criteria concentration chosen
2 Information Federal IR selenium, noting that site specific selenium bioaccumulation modeling, that would trigger the implementation of treatment
Request Responses, Round | whichis necessaryto determine what concentrations would resultin measures for fluorideand seleniumand why a more
Responses 1, Package?2, bioaccumulationin fish, has notbeen completed to inform the trigger conservativetrigger valuefor fluoridewas not chosen.
Response to concentration.
IAAC-111 c) Clarify whether site specific seleniumbioaccumulation
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of modeling has been completed to inform the criteria
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and concentration chosen that would trigger the
other VCs that may be affected by changes to surfacewater quality. implementation of treatment measures. If this modelling
has not been completed, providea rationale.
Fish and Fish Habitat
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.1.6 Fishandfish | 11.4.2.3 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to characterizethe spatial extent | a) Describethe area of shrubby swamps and treed swamps
80 Assessment habitat Residual Effects of potential or confirmed fish habitatfor spawning, rearing, nursery, that may be indirectly affected and/or lostas a result of the
Agency of feeding, overwintering, and migrationroutes. The Proponent is also Project.
Canada 6.2.3 Changes to Federal IR required to describeprimary and secondary productivity ofaquatic i For those shrubby and treed swamps that may be
riparian, wetland | Responses, Round | resources (e.g. benthic communities, feeder species,andaquatic plants)in indirectly affected by the Project, describe which of
Fisheries and andterrestrial 1, Package3, terms of abundanceanddistribution in affected water bodies with a these swamps are or may be fish-bearingand
Oceans Canada | environments Response to characterization of season variability. The EIS Guidelines also statethat includethe area of these wetlands inthe
— Technical IAAC-147 certainintermittent streams or wetlands may constitute fish habitator calculation of the total area of fish habitatlostas a
Review of 6.3.1 Fishandfish contribute indirectly tofish habitat,and that an absence of fishatthe time resultof the Project.
Round 1, habitat of the survey does notirrefutablyindicatean absenceof fish habitat.
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Responses

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-148

Inits response to IAAC-148, the Proponent states that swamps (i.e. treed
and shrubby) within the PDA arenon-fish bearingas they arenot
connected to anyfish-bearing watercourses, as determined by field
surveys,and as they are sufficiently shallow to freeze to the bottom in
winter (i.e. less than 50 centimetres deep). Of the swamps present inthe
PDA, only shrubby swamps located around the EastPond and adjacentto
the East Pond outlet channel will be affected by the Project, as a result of
water draw-down caused by development of the open pit. As these
shrubby swamps are used by brook stickleback for spawning, rearing,and
potential overwintering, their spatial area will beincluded inthe calculation
of harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction (HADD) of fish habitat.
Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) expresses concerns with the
Proponent’s approach to identifying the fish-bearing status of wetlands,
specificallyas itpertains to wetlands that will bedirectly impacted (i.e.
permanently destroyed) as a resultof construction of the MSRA and TMF.
Currently, impacts related to fish-bearing wetlands areonly accounted for
around East Pond. However, as the Proponent notes inits responseto
I1AAC-147, waterbodies KEE3-B2, COC2-LOB2-MIN5-C1, COC2-LOB2-MINS5,
FAR7-A1, and FAR5-CA have all been assessed as fish-bearingaccordingto
Proponent field studies. Therefore additional fisheries data, includingfish
inventories, for wetlands upstream of these waterbodies that overlap with
the PDA is required. Alternatively, the Proponent must take the
precautionary approach andassumethatall treed and shrubby wetlands
which directly overlap with the MRSA and TMF supportfishandinclude
these as partof the total impacts to fish and fish habitat.

Inits response to IAAC-147, the Proponent also notes that the Gordon site
has 1.8 ha of shrubby swamps and 2.3 ha of treed swamps that will be
permanently destroyed during construction through to mine closurewithin
the PDA. The Maclellansitehas 9.2 ha of shrubby swamps and 59.8 ha of
treed swamp that will be permanently destroyed duringconstruction
through to mine closurewithin the PDA. As noted inthe Proponent’s
responseto IAAC-147, wetlands may be indirectly affected by Project due
to, for instance, groundwater drawdown. The area of shrubby swamps and
treed swamps that may be indirectly affected and/orlostas a resultof the
Project has not been characterized.

b)

c)

e)

Ifthe Proponent elects not to take the precautionary
approach of assumingthatall treed and shrubby wetlands
which directly overlap with the MRSA and TMF supportfish,
providefurther fisheries data for wetlands upland of the
following waterbodies that overlap with the PDA:

i KEE3-B2, COC2-LOB2-MIN5-C1, and COC2-LOB2-
MIN5 (located within the Maclellansitefootprint);
and

ii. FAR7-Al1l and FAR5-CA (located within the Gordon
sitefootprint).

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to fish
andfish habitatand anyrelated VCs, includingthe residual
and cumulative effects assessments, to consider:

i the total area of shrubby swamps and treed
swamps that may be indirectly affected and/or lost
as aresultof the Project and which areor may be
fish-bearing, as discussedina);and

ii.. the additional fisheries data collected for wetlands
upland of fish-bearing waterbodies thatoverlap
with the PDA, as discussedinb)or, ifthe
precautionary approachistaken, the assumption
that all treed and shrubby wetlands which directly
overlap with the MRSA and TMF supportfish.

Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring measures
that will be implemented to address any effects identified in

c).

Describe how the Proponent will integrate monitoring of
water quality within wetlands located insideand outside of
the PDA for the Gordon and Maclellansites into the
SWMMP for the Project,and describe how Indigenous
nations will be provided the opportunity to be involvedin
wetland monitoring, including Indigenous monitoring. See
IAAC-R2-02 for a listof the details of the monitoring planto
be includedinthe response.
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Inits response to IAAC-147 and IAAC-159, the Proponent indicates that f) Describewhether baselinewater quality data within
wetlands outside of the PDA have not been assessed to determine whether wetlands insideand outside of the PDA has been collected.
or not they are fish-bearingandthat potential Project effects to vegetation If not, describethe data that will beused to informthe
and wetlands will be monitored indirectly by monitoring Project-related baselinewater quality of these wetlands to supportthe
changes to surfacewater quality and quantity downstream of the TMF at follow-up and monitoring planreferred to ine).
the MaclLellansiteand downstream of the MRSAs at the Maclellanand
Gordon sites. Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) notes that it
is unclear whether water quality monitoring within wetlands will be
included inthe Surface Water Management and MonitoringPlan
(SWMMP). As baselineinformation has notbeen collected with respect to
whether wetlands outside of the PDA are fish-bearing, wetland monitoring
must be included inthe SWMMP to ensure that potential effects to fish-
bearing wetlands due to Project-related changes to water quality are
monitored.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential Project effects to fishand fish habitatas a resultof wetland
removal.
See Annex | for related advice.
Atmospheric Environment
IAAC-R2- Environment 6.1.1 Atmospheric | 6.4.1.2 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponentto describe changes to the a) Describehow the generators atthe Gordon sitewill be
81 andClimate environment Pathways atmospheric environmentas a result of the Project, including an estimate of operated (i.e. whether only onegenerator will operateata
Change Canada the direct greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions associated with allphases of the time or if the potential exists for both generators to operateat
— Technical 6.2.1 Changes to 6.4.2 GHG Project. The Proponentisalso required to justify all estimates and factors used once).
Review of the atmospheric Emissions intheanalysis of effects and to provide the methods and calculations used. i If the potential exists for the secondary “standby”
Round 1, environment generator to operate at the same time as the
Package?2 Federal IR Inits responseto IAAC-122, the Proponent states that power for the Gordon continuous generator (e.g. in emergency
Information Responses, Round | sitewill besupplied on siteviatwo stationary 300 kilowatt diesel generators, situations, to provide overload capacity, etc.),
Request 1, Package?2, one continuous and one standby, and presents the fuel consumption for the describe whether and by how much, useof the
Responses Responseto IAAC- | generators toinformtheassessment of Project contributions to GHG standby and continuous generators will exceed the

122

emissions. Itisunclear howthe Proponent proposes to operate the generators
(i.e. whether only one generator will operateata timeor if the potential exists
for both generators to operateatonce) and how this will affect the Project’s
GHG emissions estimates.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential
Project effects to Indigenous nations, federal lands, and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmosphericenvironment.

quoted 82 litres per hour and how this will affect
projected GHG emissions for all Projectphases.
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IAAC-R2- Environment 4.3 Study strategy | 5.2.2 Air Quality The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a baselinesurvey of a) Describethe criteriathatwere usedto determine that
82 andClimate and methodology | and Greenhouse ambient air qualityinthe Projectarea and inthe airshed likely to be baselineair quality data fromthe Fort Smith continuous
Change Canada Gases affected by the Project. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethatbaselinedata monitoring stationis representative of the Project area.
— Technical 6.1.1 that has been extrapolated or otherwise manipulated to depict
Review of Atmospheric 6.2.1.2 Air Quality | environmental conditions inthestudy areas, including modelling methods b) Inadditionto the differences noted by ECCC between Fort
Round 1, Environment andequations, will bedescribed and will include calculations of margins of Smith and Lynn Lake interms of climate, topography, and
Package?2 Volume 5, error and other relevant statisticalinformation, such as confidence latitude, describe any other relevantdifferences between
Information Appendix A: Lynn | intervals and possiblesources of error. Fort Smith and Lynn Lake and/or the Projectarea that may
Request Lake Gold Project influencethe applicability of air quality monitoring data
Responses Air Quality Impact | Inits response to IAAC-112 and in the EIS, the Proponent indicates that from Fort Smith to the Projectarea.
Assessment baseline concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2), carbon monoxide (CO),
Peter Ballantyne Technical and sulphur dioxide (SO2) for the Project area are based on ananalysis of c) Describethe limitations of usingdata fromthe Fort Smith
Cree Nation - ModellingReport | ambient air quality monitoring data fromthe Fort Smith continuous air quality monitoringstation as a proxy for the Project
Technical monitoring stationin the Northwest Territories. The Proponent also area, given the noted differences in climate, topography,
Review of the Federal IR provides a rationale, including supporting statistical information, for the and latitude between Fort Smith and Lynn Lake and based
EIS and Round 1 Responses, selection of this monitoring station as representative of the Project area on the Proponent’s response to b). Describe whether actual
Information Round 1, over other monitoringstations located closer to the Project, includingthe NOy, CO, and SOz levels inthe Project area arelikely to be
Requests Package?2, monitoring station at the Town of Lynn Lake. ECCC notes that the higher or lower than the values from the Fort Smith
Responseto Proponent does not discuss thelimitationsand uncertainties associated monitoring station,including supporting data and/or
IAAC-112 with usingair quality data from the Fort Smith monitoring stationas a rationale.
proxy for the Project area, given the distanceofthe station from the i Describethe assumptions thatwere made in
Project. Further, ECCC notes that Fort Smith, when compared with Lynn concludingthatair quality monitoring data from
Lake, is slightly warmer, drier, more northerly, located on the banks of a the Fort Smith stationis representative of the
majorriver,and is surrounded by fewer lakes, all of which may influence Project area and how the Proponent accounted for
the applicability of air quality data to the Projectarea. The Proponent also this uncertainty and the precautionaryapproachin
does not comment on anydifferences in climatic, topographic, or assessing potential effects to air qualityand
landscapeconsiderationsthatwould contribute to limitations of the related VCs, including Indigenous health.
applicability of the Fort Smith air quality data to the Project area.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.1 Projectsetting | 6.4.1.4 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe changes to the a) Providea rationalefor how the Proponent concluded that
83 Assessment andbaseline Residual Effects atmospheric environment, including changes toair quality. construction phaseemissions willbeless than emissions
Agency of conditions during Project operation.
Canada 6.5.1 Project Inits response to IAAC-115, the proponent states that baseline air quality
6.1.1 Residual Effects emissions were not modelled due to the remote location of the Projectand | b) Clarifythe emissions data used toinform the assessment of

Atmospheric
Environment

Likely to Interact
Cumulatively

that Project construction emissions were not modelled as construction
emissions areanticipated to be less than emissions during operation.

potential Project effects to VCs as a resultof atmospheric
emissions during construction.
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the atmospheric
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Volume 5,
Appendix A: Lynn
Lake Gold Project
Air Quality Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
115

Contour maps for the baselineand construction phases of the Project have
alsonotbeen provided.Itis unclear how the Proponent concluded that
construction emissionsareanticipated to be less than emissions during
operation. Further, as modelling of expected Project emissions of COPCs
andcriteria air contaminants (CACs) during construction was not conducted
and maximum concentrations of COPCs and CACs were not provided, itis
unclear what information was used to informthe assessment of potential
Project effects to VCs as a resultof atmospheric emissions during
construction, or how the Proponent accounted for potential differences in
the distribution, location, source, duration, magnitude, and type of
emissions thatmay occur. For instance, construction mayresultina
disproportionately high amount of emissions of dust, PM, and other
contaminants associated with vegetation clearingand open burning. If
operation phase emissions were used as a proxy for construction phase
emissions, thesenuances may not have been accounted for. Itis also
unclear whether emissions associated with upgrades to and trafficalong PR
391 duringconstruction, including both Project-related and non-Project
related traffic, were considered inassessing potential effects of the Project
during constructiononair qualityandrelated VCs and, if so, what data was
used to represent emissions associated with this activity as upgrades to PR
391 will not occur during the operation phase.

Inits response to IAAC-115, the Proponent did not provide contour maps to
represent cumulativeor future development andstates that there are no
future reasonably foreseeableemission sources thatcouldinteractwith
Project emissions, therefore a cumulativeair quality assessmentis not
warranted. In the EIS, the Proponent also notes that future mineral
development activities arelocated further than 10 kilometres from the
Project and therefore, are not expected to have an overlappingeffect with
the Project with respect to air quality. However, as shown in contour maps
providedin responseto IAAC-115, Project effects to the atmospheric
environment may extend beyond 10 kilometres from the PDA (e.g. Map
IAAC-115-16, Map IAAC-115-19, etc.). Further informationis required to
supportthe rationalethateffects of future physical activities will not
extend beyond 10 kilometres, and therefore will notinteract cumulatively
with the Project.

d)

i If operations phaseatmospheric emissions were
used to inform the assessmentof potential Project
effects to VCs duringthe construction phase,
describethe assumptions thatwere made with
respect to construction phaseair emissions,
includingtheir distribution, location, source, type,
duration, and magnitude, and how the Proponent
accounted for anyrelated uncertainty and the
precautionary approachinassessing potential
effects to air quality andrelated VCs, including
Indigenous health.

Confirm whether emissions associated with upgrades to and
trafficalong PR391 during construction, including both
Project-related and non-Project related traffic, were
consideredinassessing potential effects of the Project
during constructiononair qualityand related VCs.

i. |Ifso,clarifytheemissions data used as a proxy for
these emissions toinformthe assessment of
effects to VCs and providea rationalefor how this
datais representative of anticipated actual
emissions fromthese activities.

ii. Ifnot, revise the assessment of potential Project
effects to VCs as a resultof atmospheric emissions
duringthe construction phaseto includeemissions
associated with upgrades to andtrafficalong PR
391 duringconstruction, including both Project-
related and non-Project related trafficandindicate
the data that were used as a proxy for these
emissions given that upgrades to PR 391 will not
occur duringthe operation phase.

Providea rationaletosupportthe statement that effects of
future physicalactivities will not extend beyond 10
kilometres, and therefore will notinteract cumulatively with
the Project, including supporting data and/or literature.
i. Ifairemissions associated with future physical
activities mayinteractwith the Project, revisethe
cumulative effects assessmentfor air quality to
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

accountfor this interaction and provide contour
maps representing CAC and COPC concentrations
for the Project plus future developments/activities.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.1.1 Federal IR The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related a) Discusstheimplicationsoflong-term changes to air quality
84 Assessment Atmospheric Responses, Round | changes to the atmospheric environment and to consider effects to human for the life of the Project, particularlyasitrelates to
Agency of environment 1, Package?2, health and health outcomes from potential changes inair quality. The potential short and longterm effects to human health,
Canada Responseto IAAC- | Proponent is alsorequiredtodescribethe rural and urban settings likely to including Indigenous health. Ensurethat the Proponent’s
6.2.1 Changes to 115 be affected by the Project. responseto |AAC-R2-83 is considered.
Environment the atmospheric
andClimate environment Inits response to IAAC-115, the Proponent provided updated contour maps | b) Describehow longthe worst-caseoperation emissions
Change Canada andan updated map of potential human receptors inthe air quality Local scenario presented inresponseto IAAC-115 is expected to
— Technical 6.1.11. Human Assessment Area (LAA), includingreceptors inthe Town of Lynn Lake. The persistand how this may influencethe severity of long-term
Review of environment predicted maximum ground level concentrations of NO2, SO, hydrogen effects discussedina).
Round 1, cyanide (HCN), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2s),
Package2 anddiesel particulate matter (DPM) at these receptor locations for the c) Discuss theinteraction of Project emissions within the Town
Information worst caseprojectoperation phaseare also provided. Whilethis of Lynn Lake and describe potential effects to receptors and
Request informationis useful for understanding potential worst-case Project effects air quality within the Town.
Responses to air quality, the Proponent does not discuss theimplications of long-term
changes to air quality for the life of the Project (i.e. construction phaseto d) Ifnew orworsened potential short andlongterm effects to
post-closurephase), particularly as itrelates to potential shortand long human health, including Indigenous health,areidentifiedin
term effects to human health, including Indigenous health. ECCC also notes responseto a), b), and/or c), describe mitigation and follow-
that the Proponent does not discusstheinteraction of Projectemissions up and monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
within the Town of Lynn Lake to understand potential effects to receptors address potential effects.
andair quality within the Town.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.
IAAC-R2- Impact 3.2.3 Spatialand 6.4.1.4 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related a) |Iftraffic estimates areupdated based on the Proponent’s
85 Assessment temporal Residual Effects changes to the atmospheric environment, including changes to air quality. responses to IAAC-R2-09 and IAAC-R2-96, provide updated
Agency of boundaries contour maps for Projectoperational air emissionsto
Canada Volume 5, Inits response to IAAC-115, the proponent provides updated contour maps reflect the revised traffic estimates along PR 391.
6.1.1 Appendix A: Lynn | representing operations phaseair emissionsand states the predicted

Atmospheric
Environment

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

Lake Gold Project
Air Quality Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

emissions concentrations presented in the contour maps includeall
emissionsources during Project operation, including peak truck traffic
along PR 391 for hauling orefrom the Gordon to the Maclellansite. As
noted in IAAC-R2-09 and IAAC-R2-96, itis unclear whether traffic estimates
includeall Project-related traffic, including heavy and light vehicles, and
non-Project related traffic,and whether Project-related traffic estimates
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
115

reflect round trips, particularly for haul trucks. If traffic estimates are
updated based on the Proponent’s responses to IAAC-R2-09 and IAAC-R2-
96, update contour maps for Project operational air emissionsto reflect the
revised traffic estimates along PR 391.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

IAAC-R2-
86

Health Canada—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

6.1.1
Atmospheric
environment

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.3.4 Indigenous
Peoples

6.4.1.4 Project
Residual Effects

Volume 5,
Appendix A: Lynn
Lake Gold Project
Air Quality Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report,

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
115

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related
changes to the atmospheric environment, including changes to air quality,
and quantify emissions sources for COPCs, including total suspended
particulates (TSP) and fine particulates.

Inits response to IAAC-115, the Proponent provides contour maps which
present predicted air quality concentrations during operations acrossthe
LAA. For the maps depicting predicted 30 day and annual average dustfall
deposition during operations, a background dustfall deposition rateof 0.99
g/m?/30-days is used, which was derived from the mean dustfall baseline
data collectedin 2016 atmultiplelocations across theassessmentarea. The
2015 sampling data was excluded due to the influence of forest fires.
Health Canada notes that, given that baselinedatais limited to one year
and cannot represent annual variability, itwould be more conservativeto
use data from the location with the maximum mean dustfall deposition
value(i.e. Black Sturgeon Reserve Road, 0.55 mg/dm?2/day, equivalentto
1.65 g/m?/30-day), rather than averagingvalues across all locations
sampled. The Black Sturgeon Reserve Road is also morerepresentative of
the primarylocation where people, including Indigenous peoples,are
expected to be present duringProjectactivities.

Health Canada also notes that, for each map providedinresponseto IAAC-
115, the maximum concentration of COPCs for each mine site often occur
on the Project boundary for both the Gordon and Maclellansites.
However, the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) uses concentration
values for human receptors that arelocated further from the mine sites.
This approachis notconservativefor traditional land usereceptors that
may be present closer to the Project boundary. For example, Map IAAC-
115-2 reports a maximum 98% daily 1-hour NO; value of 224 pug/m3 on the
Gordon site Projectboundary, whileTable 4-1 of the HHRA technical report
indicates thata Future Case 1-hour maximum concentration of NO; of 95.5

a)

c)

Providea rationaleforthe use of a baselinedustfall
deposition rate of 0.99 g/m?/30-days (i.e. singleyear mean)
as aconservativeinputinto the HHRA.

Providea rationalefor excluding maximum concentrations
of COPCs located atthe Projectboundary for both the
Gordon and Maclellansites fromthe inhalation assessment
inthe HHRA.

If revised deposition and/or maximum COPC concentrations
arerequiredinresponse to a) andb), revisethe HHRA and
the effects assessments for the atmospheric environment
and Indigenous health and socioeconomic conditions to
reflect these updated values
i. If new or worsened effects to VCs are identifiedin
c), describemitigation and follow-up and
monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
address these effects.
ii. Ifa revised baselinedustfall depositionrateis
identified, provide updated contour maps that
reflect this change.
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pg/m3 was used in the assessment. Likewise, the 1-hour maximum
concentration of SO, was 342 ug/m3 at the Gordon site Project boundary,
whilea concentration of 44.7 pg/m3 was used in the assessment. Despite
the non-conservativeassumption, exceedances of 1-hour NO, Canadian
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) values were predicted at the
location of several potential Indigenous receptors and exceedances of 1-
hour NO3, 24-hour PM2 5, and 2-hour DPM standards were predicted at the
permanent work camp at the Maclellansite. Further informationis
required to understand how maximum concentrations of COPCs were
considered as partof the HHRA.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

IAAC-R2- Health Canada— | 6.2.1 Changes to Federal IR The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponentto describe potential Project a) Clarify whether the temporary and future permanent
87 Technical the atmospheric Responses, Round | effects to the atmosphericenvironment, including changes to air quality, worker camps were included in the air quality assessment
Review of environment 1, Package?2, and potential effects to human health. andthe assessmentof Project effects to human health,
Round 1, Responseto IAAC- including the HHRA.
Package?2 6.3.4 Indigenous 115 Inits response to IAAC-132, the Proponent identifies two worker camps, i Ifthe worker camps were notincludedinthe air
Information peoples includinga temporary worker camp and a future permanent worker camp, qualityand human health effects assessments,
Request Federal IR which will be constructed as part of the Project. Health Canada notes that revisethese assessments to includereceptors at
Responses Responses, Round | the air quality maps presented in the Proponent’s response to IAAC-115 the temporary and future permanent worker
1, Package?2, onlyidentify one worker camp. Itis unclear whether both potential worker camps.
Responseto IAAC- | camps were consideredinthe air quality assessmentand the assessment of ii.. Should new or worsened effects be identifiedini),
132 Project effects to human health, including the HHRA. describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address any
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential effects identified.
Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be affected by
changes toairquality.
IAAC-R2- Impact 3.2.1 Changes to 6.0 Assessment of | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related a) Providea rationaledescribing howthe chosenreceptor
88 Assessment the environment Potential Effects changes to the atmospheric environment and human health, including points for the assessment of potential effects to human
Agency of on The effects related to changes inair qualityandto providebaselineinformation health and Indigenous peoples due to potential Project
Canada 3.2.3 Spatialand Atmospheric regardingsites used by Indigenous nations as effects to air quality arerepresentative of key receptor

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,

temporal
boundaries

4.2.2 Community
knowledge and
Aboriginal

Environment

6.4.1.4 Project
Residual Effects

permanent/seasonal/temporary residences, drinkingand recreational use
water sources, sites of traditional foods and related activities, and
commercial andrecreational activities. The Proponent is also required to
describeany changes that could detract from use of the area orleadto
avoidanceofthe area as aresultof real and perceived disturbance of the

points for each Indigenous nation, including locations of
importance for the exercise of Indigenous rights.

i Describehow information provided by each
Indigenous nationsincesubmission of the EIS and
the March 2021 Supplemental Filing,includingany
information related to areas used for the exercise
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Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Chemawawin
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

traditional
knowledge

4.2.3. Existing
information

6.1.9 Indigenous
peoples

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.3.4. Indigenous
peoples

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
116

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package 2,
Responseto |AAC-
117

environment (e.g. observation of and fear of contamination of water or
country foods).

Inits response to IAAC-116, the Proponent states that information from
Traditional Land and Resource Use (TLRU) studies submitted by some
Indigenous nations and engagement with Indigenous nations were used to
informthe selection of receptor locations related to the current use of
lands and resources for traditional purposes.SDFN, PBCN, and CCN express
concerns that the Proponent does not discussany limitations associated
with the information used to identify receptor locations for all Indigenous
nations, including the absence of Nation-specificinformation for those
Nations that have not conducted TLRU studies. Itis alsounclearwhat
assumptions were made in extrapolatinginformation fromone Nation to
another, inthe event that Nation-specificinformation was notavailablefor
one or more Nations.

Inits response to IAAC-117, the Proponent indicates thatinputfrom
engagement activities with Indigenous nations since May 2020 has been
incorporated intothe March 2021 Supplemental Filing of Indigenous
Engagement Activities and that no new sensitivereceptors were identified,
therefore no changes to the conclusions of the EIS are required. Indigenous
nations, including PBCN, CCN, and SDFN, express concerns regarding the
selection of receptors for the assessmentof effects to human health and
Indigenous peoples as a result of changes to air quality, as thereceptors
selected do not appear to includelocations ofimportancefor the exercise
of Indigenous rights for each Nation. Indigenous nations also note that they
have provided new information to the Proponent, includingtraditional use
information, sincesubmission of the EIS and the March 2021 Supplemental
Filing of Indigenous Engagement Activities. Nations express concerns that
Proponent engagement activities to date are not adequate andthatit may
be inaccurateto assumethat the existingreceptors identified are
representative of areas ofimportance for Indigenous peoples. Clarityis
required regarding how information provided by each Indigenous nation
sincesubmission of the EIS and the Supplemental Filing,including
information on areas used for the exerciseof rights, have been considered
inthe selection of receptor locations,and a rationalefor why receptor
locations have not changed given the information provided. Informationis
alsorequired regarding how the Proponent will adaptively manageand
monitor potential effects of the Project to air quality and associated effects

b)

c)

Describe how the Proponent considered Indigenous
nations’ established rights to use unoccupied Crown lands
for the exercise of their rights and traditional and cultural
practices, regardless of frequency of use, inthe assessment
of potential Project effects to air quality and Indigenous

health.
i.

Describethe level of uncertainty, limitations,and
assumptions (including extrapolation of data from one
Nation to another) associated with the assessment of
potential Project effects to human health and Indigenous
peoples, includingthelocation of receptors, as a resultof
Project effects to air quality due to the absence of Nation-
specificinformation for Nations thathave not conducted
TLRU studies and/or have not otherwise had the capacity to
collectthis data.

of rights, was considered in the selection of
receptor locations for the assessment of potential
effects to human health and Indigenous peoples
due to Project effects to air quality.

Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,anda
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

If this was not considered, revisethe assessmentof
potential Project effects to the atmospheric
environment and Indigenous health to consider
that Indigenous use and the practiceof rights may
not be limited to discretereceptor locations.
Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address any
new or worsened potential effects identifiedin
responseto i).
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to human health and Indigenous peoples,includingIndigenous rights,
should new receptor locations beidentified. Itis alsounclear how
Indigenous peoples will be notified of air quality guideline exceedances at
receptor locations.

PBCN also expresses concerns thatthe assessmentof potential effects to
Indigenous peoples, including the current use of lands and resources for
traditional purposesand impacts torights, due to Project-related changes
to air quality and odour does not account for potential effects beyond
directeffects to Indigenous peoples at selected receptor locations. PBCN
notes that Indigenous peoples may avoid certainareas thatare or may be
used for the exercise of rights, traditional and cultural practices,and/or the
collection/harvestof country foods due to perceived effects, whether or
not actual effects of the Projectmay occur. Further, as noted in IAAC-R2-
98, whilecurrent use sites or areas used for the exercise of Indigenous
rights in the vicinity of the Project may not have not been identified to
date, andtherefore included as receptor locations intheassessment,
Indigenous nations haveestablished rights to use unoccupied Crown lands
for the exercise of their rights,and traditionaland cultural practices. While
those areas may not be regularly used currently for the exercise of rights,
they may be used infrequently, particularly for huntingif game were to
move into the area, or may be used in the future. This potential pathway of
effect has not been considered inthe assessmentof potential effects to
Indigenous peoples due to changes to the atmospheric environment.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be

affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

See Annex | for related advice.

e)

f)

i Ifadditional information was received from
Indigenous nations sincethe submission of Round
1 Information Request responses, revisethe
assessmentof potential Projecteffects to human
health and Indigenous peoples to consider this
new information, includingany newlyidentified
receptor locations.

ii.. If new or worsened effects are identifiedin
responseto i), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address potential effects.

Describe how the Proponent will adaptively manageand
monitor potential Project effects to human health and
Indigenous peoples due to Project effects to air quality
should new receptor locations beidentified in the future,
and describethe goals/outcomes of the adaptive
management plan. Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further details
regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.

Describethe communication and/or notification planthat
will beimplemented by the Proponent to notify Indigenous
nations of Project-related air quality guideline exceedances
at receptor locations where community members may be
present. Includea description of the mechanism through
which Indigenous communities may submit complaints
regarding Project effects to air quality and the complaint
resolution process.

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to
Indigenous peoples, including the current use of lands and
resources for traditional purposes and impacts torights,
due to Project-related changes to air quality and odour to
consider potential effects associated with the avoidance of
certainareas that areor may be used for the exercise of
rights and/or traditional and cultural practices dueto
perceived effects of the Project, includingareas identified
as potential receptor sites and areas of unoccupied Crown
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lands for which Indigenous nations have established rights
to use.

i If new orworsened effects are identifiedin
responseto i), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address potential effects.

IAAC-R2-
89

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.4.2 GHG
Emissions

Volume 5,
Appendix A: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Air Quality Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report,
Tables F-7 and F-8

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
120

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide estimates of the direct
GHG emissions associated with each phase of the Project, presenting the
information by individual pollutantand summarized in CO; equivalent per
year. The Proponent is alsorequired to describeany mitigation measures
proposed to minimize Project GHG emissions.

Inits response to IAAC-120, the Proponent states that sufficientdetailed
engineering information for decommissioningisnotavailableatthis time to
generate a detailed breakdown of the GHG emissions associated with this
phaseof the Project. In lieu of this information, the Proponent states that
the level of activity for decommissioningis expected to be approximately
30% of the level of construction activity, therefore GHG emissions
associated with the decommissioning phaseatthe Gordon site are
estimated to be 0.46 kilotonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent (kt CO2e) and
3.78 kt CO2e for Maclellansite, based on construction emissions estimates
for the equipment used to buildthe on-site infrastructure (e.g. off-road
diesel equipment emissions, on-highway truck exhaustemissions, drilling,
and blasting) butnot includingthe equipment used during construction for
pre-production. ECCC notes that the construction emissions for the Gordon
and Maclellansites that were used to estimate GHG emissions associated
with the decommissioning phase of the Project (i.e. 1.53 kt COze for
Gordon site, and 12.59 kt CO;e for Maclellansite) do not clearly correlate
with the estimated construction emissions for off-road equipment, on-road
equipment, and explosives detonationincludedinthe EIS and ECCC is
unableto reproduce the calculations when comparingthe
decommissioning emissions to the construction emissions. Clarity regarding
the Proponent’s approach to calculatingthe GHG estimates for the
decommissioning phaseofthe Projectis required to confirmthe GHG
estimates provided. Itis also unclear theanticipated timeframe over which
emissions associated with the decommissioning phasewill occur and how
this may affect the assessment of potential effects to the environment,
includingtransboundary effects. Further, itis also unclear howthe
Proponent accounted for uncertainty with respect to anticipated

Clarify the extent of construction activities that were taken
into accountto calculatethe GHG emissions estimates for
the decommissioning phaseof the Project. Includethe
calculationsthatwere completed to aidinthe verification
of the GHG estimates for the decommissioningphase,
includinga clearindication of each values’ origin.

Describethe anticipated timeframe over which emissions
associated with the decommissioning phasefor each site
will occur and whether this was factored into the
assessment of potential effects to the environment,
includingtransboundary effects.

i Ifthe total anticipated duration of
decommissioning phase GHG emissions fromeach
Project site were not factored into the assessment
of potential effects to the environment, including
transboundary effects, or were incorrectly
estimated, revisethe effects assessments for all
relevant VCs to consider the total anticipated
duration of emissions.

ii.. If new or worsened effects areidentifiedin
responseto i), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address potential effects.

Describe how the Proponent accounted for uncertainty with
respect to the use of construction emissionsto estimate
GHG emissions during decommissioning, given that
atmospheric emissions associated with construction were
not modelled. Describeany assumptions thatwere made
with respect to construction and decommissioning phase
GHG emissions, including their distribution, and how the
Proponent accounted for any related uncertainty and the
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construction emissions, given that construction emissions were not
modelled (refer to IAAC-R2-83).

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential transboundary Project effects to the atmospheric environment,
including potential effects outside of Canada and/orin a province other
than the one inwhich the Projectis beingcarried out.

See Annex | for related advice.

precautionary approachinassessing potential effects
associated with GHGs.

IAAC-R2-
90

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Request
Responses

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,

6.2 Predicted
changes to the
physical
environment

6.3.4 Indigenous
peoples

6.4 Mitigation
measures

6.2.1. Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.4.1.3 Mitigation

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package?2,
Responseto
IAAC-124

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related
changes to the atmospheric environment, including concentrations of TSP
andfine particulates. The Proponent is also required to describeany
Project- related changes to the environment that could detract from use of
the area by Indigenous peoples orlead to avoidanceofthe area as aresult
of real and perceived disturbance of the environment (e.g. observation of
and fear of contamination of water or country foods).

Inits response to IAAC-124, the Proponent states that chemical dust
suppressants willonly beused as an adaptivemanagement approachand
application will belimited to periods of high wind, if measured ambient
particulate matter concentrations arein exceedance of the Manitoba
Ambient Air Quality Criteria, or ifanincreaseof water applicationto
suppress dustis determined ineffective or unfeasible. PBCN expresses
concerns regarding the use of chemical dust suppressants as the
substances may directly affect subsistence vegetation, including
abundance and quality of vegetation, and may affect wildlife health
through ingestion of contaminated vegetation and water, which may in
turn result in adverse effects to Indigenous health. The application of
chemical dust suppressants may alsoresult in avoidance of certain
areas and/or the traditional and cultural use of wildlife and vegetation
species by Indigenous peoples due to perceived contamination of these
resources. It is unclear whether these potential effects were considered
in determining the suitability of use of chemical dust suppressants as a
mitigation measure and/or the potential effects associated with their
use. Itisalsounclear how the Proponent will ensure that Indigenous
peoples are notified when chemical dust suppressants are used to avoid
any adverse effects to Indigenous health through ingestion of these
substances and how effects associated with chemical dust suppressants
will be monitored.

c)

d)

Based on existing climatedata for the Project area, describe
how often wind speeds are predicted to exceed 15 to 20
km/h and how the frequency of these high wind speeds
may affect potential effects to VCs, given that chemical dust
suppressants will notbe applied when wind speeds reach or
exceed this threshold.

Clarify why a range of wind speeds (i.e. 15 to 20 km/h)
was chosen as a threshold to indicate when chemical
dust suppressants will be applied.

Describe potential effects to VCs associated with the use of
chemical dustsuppressants,including potential effects to
the traditional and cultural practices of Indigenous peoples
andthe exerciseof rights due to avoidanceofcertainareas
as aresultof real or perceived effects to the environment
andresources of importance to Nations.

i Revise the effects assessments for all relevantVCs
to consider potential effects associated with the
use of chemical dustsuppressants.

ii.. If new or worsened effects are identifiedin
responseto a)and/or i),describe mitigation
measures that will beimplemented to address
potential effects.

Describe how potential effects to VCs associated with
chemical dustsuppressants will be monitored throughout
the Project life, including:

i the parameters to be measured/monitored;
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Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Inits response to 1AAC-124, the Proponent notes that chemical dust
suppressants will be applied to haul roads more frequently during dry
and/or windy conditions; however, suppressants will not be applied
when wind speeds exceed 15 to 20 kilometres per hour (km/h) to avoid
ponding, runoff, drifting, and tracking of material beyond the area of
application. ECCC expresses concerns with this method of application as
fugitive dust suppression on haul roads is very important, particularly
during periods of high wind. Proactive action will be required by the
Proponent during periods when wind speeds exceed 15 to 20 km/h to
ensure that additional chemical dust suppressants and/or other dust
suppression techniques are employed before winds are expected to
increase. It is alsounclear why a range of wind speeds (i.e. 15 to 20
km/h) was chosen as a threshold to indicate when dust suppressants
cannot be applied.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may
be affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

e)

f)

ii.. study design and/or the desired outcomes of the

study;
iii.. planned protocols;
iv. monitoringlocations;
V. the schedule of monitoring activities;

vi. contingency measures to be implemented;

vii. the thresholds or triggers that will beused to
determine when to implement contingency
measures;

viii. plans for reporting the results of the follow-up and

monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe
timing and frequency of reports; and

ix. how Indigenous nations will be provided
opportunities to participateinthe designand
implementation of the follow-up and monitoring
plan.

Describe proactive measures that will beimplemented by
the Proponent inadvance of periods of high winds (i.e. wind
speeds inexcess of 15 to 20 km/h) to ensure that fugitive
dust alonghaul roads is mitigated effectively. Describe
alternative measures to the use of chemical dust
suppressants thatmay be used during periods of high winds
to mitigate Project-related fugitive dustemissions.

Describethe communication and/or notification plan that
will beimplemented by the Proponent to notify Indigenous
nations of the planned use of chemical dustsuppressants,
where these substances will beapplied,andthe risks
associated with consumption or interaction with these
substances. Includea description of the mechanism through
which Indigenous communities may submit complaints
regarding Project effects associated with the use of
chemical dustsuppressants and thecomplaintresolution
process.
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IAAC-R2-
91

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Health Canada—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.4 Mitigation
measures

8.0 Follow-up and
monitoring
programs

6.7.1.1 Changes in
air quality

6.9 Follow-up and
Monitoring

Volume 5,
Appendix A: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Air Quality Impact
Assessment

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
126

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related
changes to the atmospheric environment, includingairquality. The
Proponent is alsorequired to describetechnicallyand economically
feasible mitigation measures to address potential adverse effects of the
Project and follow-up programs designed to verify the environmental
assessmentand the effectiveness of mitigation measures.

Inits response to IAAC-126, the Proponent notes that NO; monitoring has
not been includedinthe Air Quality Management Plan.Health Canadaand
ECCC note concerns with this approach as NO, monitoringis required to
verify environmental assessmentpredictions and adjust mitigation
strategies, if required. Further, while the mitigation measures proposed by
the Proponent inits responseto IAAC-126 are commonly used to reduce
NO; emissions, inthe absence of modellingscenarios specifically for these
mitigation measures,itis not possibleto anticipate how effective they are
anticipated to be inimprovingair qualityinthe assessmentarea. Given that
exceedances of the 1-hour NO, CAAQS arepredicted at various receptor
locations by the modelling conducted, air quality monitoring for NO, must
be conducted to determine the accuracy of predictions and to assistwith
implementing or modifying mitigation measures, as required.

ECCC also expresses concerns thatmodelling of expected NO2 emissions for
the Project may have been underestimated. For instance,inthe EIS, the
Proponent’s baselinedata shows a warm bias of up to five degrees Celsius
for predicted monthly average air temperature atthe Lynn Lake Airport
station.The Proponent alsostates inthe EIS that predicted air quality
guideline exceedances for NO; that were sustained over three or more
consecutive hours occurred duringthe overnight hours of the winter
months. ECCC notes that maximum NO; concentrations would be expected
to occur during stagnantwinter weather patterns when surfacebased
temperature inversions arestrongestand Project-related emissions would
be trapped vertically with minimal horizontal winds for dispersion.
Therefore, the peak of the warm bias inthe winter months indicates that
the numerical modelling underestimates the strength of surface-based
temperature inversions, thereby overestimating vertical dispersion of
contaminants and underestimating the concentration of contaminants; this
results ina reduction of the stated model conservatisms.The Proponent’s
reliance on NO; data from another location (i.e. Fort Smith) located

a) Describethe follow-up and monitoring planthat will be
implemented for NO2, including:

iii..
iv.

vi.
vii.

viii.

the parameters to be measured/monitored;
study designand/or the desired outcomes of the
study;

planned protocols;

monitoringlocations, includinga rationalefor the
locations chosen and how they arerepresentative
of areas of the highestpredicted NO;
concentrations and sensitivereceptor sites;

the schedule of monitoring activities;
contingency measures to be implemented;

the thresholds or triggers that will beused to
determine when to implement contingency
measures;

plans for reporting the results of the follow-up and
monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe
timing and frequency of reports; and

how Indigenous nations will be provided
opportunities to participateinthe designand
implementation of the follow-up and monitoring
plan.

b) Describeadditional mitigation measures thatwill be
implemented and/or are being considered to limitNO;
emissions to the greatest extent possible.

45




Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

hundreds of kilometres away to estimate background concentrations adds
additional uncertainty.

Health Canada also notes that, as there is nothreshold for NO; and
adverse health effects can occur even at low concentrations, the
applicableairquality standards, such as CAAQS thresholds, should not be
considered as “pollute up-to” levels.Given thatany increasein NO;
exposure may resultinan incremental population healthrisk, the
Proponent must alsodescribeanyadditional mitigation measures that
will beimplemented to reduce NO; levels to greatest extent possible.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be

affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

See Annex | for related advice.

IAAC-R2-
92

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Health Canada—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package2
Information
Request
Responses

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
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Request
Responses

6.2.1 Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

6.4 Mitigation
measures

8.0 Follow-up and
Monitoring
Programs

6.7.1.1 Changes in
Air Quality

18.7.1
Significance of
Project Residual
Effects

Volume 5,
Appendix A: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Air Quality Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Packagel,
Responseto |AAC-
12

Federal IR
Responses, Round

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related
effects to the atmospheric environment, includingchanges to air quality,
technicallyand economically feasible mitigation measures thatwill be
appliedto address potential adverse environmental effects, and follow-
up programs designed to verify the accuracy of the environmental
assessmentand the effectiveness of mitigation measures.

Inits response to IAAC-125, the Proponent states that despite the fact
that modelled concentrations of ambient TSP, particulate matter less
than 10 microns in diameter (PM10), PM;5,and dust fall depositionare
sometimes found to be greater than the applicableambientair quality
criteria, this does not imply that the effect on ambient air qualityis
significant, as dispersion models are often highly conservativeand over-
predictcontaminant concentrations.As such, although maximum
predicted 24-hour PM1o and TSP concentrations alongand outside the
Project boundary aregreater than their respective ambient air quality
criteria, the effects to air quality and receptors were determined to be
not significant. The Proponent alsostates inits responseto IAAC-125 that
anambient air monitoring programwill beimplemented to monitor
PM3 5, PM1o,and TSP ambient concentrations and to evaluate the need
for additional mitigation measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions
during construction and operation. MCCN expresses concerns with the
Proponent’s approach to assessingthesignificance of Project effects to

Describeadditional mitigation measures thatwill be
implemented duringall Projectphases toreduce ambient
concentrations of TSP, PM1o, and PM2 s to the greatest
extent possibleatreceptor locations,andinareas of
unoccupied Crown lands to which Indigenous nations have
rights of use and for which receptor locations have notbeen
identified.

i

If additional mitigation measures arenot available,
not feasible, or arenot anticipated to be effective
at reducingambient concentrations of TSP, PM1o,
and PMz s below ambient air quality guidelines,
revisethe assessment of Project-related effects to
air quality and associated effects to human health
and Indigenous health, includingtheresidual and
cumulative effects assessments, to account for the
exceedances of ambient air quality criteriafor TSP,
PMio,and PM2 5 and to accountfor the fact that
PMa s is a non-threshold contaminant. Ensure that
areas of unoccupied Crown lands to which
Indigenous nations haverights of use and for
which receptor locations havenot been identified
are reflected in this revised assessment.
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1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
125

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
181

air quality fromPMzs, PMio, and TSP as itdoes not align with the
precautionary approach. As modelling of PM; 5, PM1g,and TSP
concentrations shows exceedances atcertain Project locations, potential
effects to receptors may be underestimated by assumingthatmodelled
concentrations will beless thanactual concentrations.

Inits response to IAAC-12, the Proponent notes that that shiftrotations for
workers will likely bethree weeks on, one week off for constructionand
either two weeks on, two weeks off or four weeks on, four weeks off for
operation. Inits responseto IAAC-181, the Proponent indicates thata
scheduleof two weeks on, two weeks off was assumed when the HHRA
was completed and provides an updated assessmentto consider the
inhalation risks associated with a three week on, one week off schedule.
This schedulechange increases the annual average hazard quotient (HQ)
for PM25 from 0.82 to 1.2, which was deemed overly conservative by the
Proponent given that these results arebased on air quality modellingthat
does not account for frozen ground on the stockpiles, TMF, or inthe open
pit that would prevent particulatereleasefromthese sources duringthe
winter months. Health Canada notes that PM;sis a non-threshold
pollutant, meaning that human health effects may occur even at low levels
below the CAAQS. Given that construction will notbe limited to winter
months and that CAAQS values for PM; s should not be construed as
“pollute up to” limits, additional mitigation options mustbe considered for
the construction phaseto limitPM2s emissions to the greatest extent
possible.

IAAC-R2-88 and IAAC-R2-97 note that, whilecurrent use sites or areas
used for the exercise of Indigenous rights in the vicinity of the Project
may not have not been identified to date, and therefore included as
receptor locations intheassessment, Indigenous nations have
established rights to use unoccupied Crown lands for the exercise of their
rights,and traditional and cultural practices. Whilethoseareas may not
be regularly used currently for the exercise of rights, they may be used
infrequently or may be used inthe future. This must be considered when
determining the anticipated effectiveness of mitigation measures and/or
inre-evaluatingthe assessment of significance for potential effects to
receptors due to changes inambient air quality.

Describeany new factors that were consideredin
determining the level of significancefor Project-
related changes to air quality and effects to
receptors referred toini).
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

See Annex | for related advice.

IAAC-R2-
93

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

6.2.1. Changes to
the atmospheric
environment

8.0 Follow-up and
Monitoring
Programs

8.1. Follow-up
program

23.5.7 Air Quality
Management
Plan

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
125

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto |AAC-
127

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe the follow-up and
monitoring programs that will beimplemented, includingthe parameters
to be measured, the planned implementation timetable for follow-up
studies, monitoring methods, reporting mechanisms,and how Indigenous
nations will beinvolvedinthe design,implementation, and evaluation of
the follow-up results.

Inits response to IAAC-125 and IAAC-127, the Proponent states that the
four proposed locations for ambientair quality monitoring stations,
including for TSP, PM1oand PM2 5, were selected based on areas where PM
concentrations areexpected to be elevated, the predominant wind
directions upwind and downwind of Project activities, and the location of
sensitivereceptors. The Proponent does not discuss howthe chosen
monitoring station locations meet the criteria noted above. Further, itis
unclear why monitoring stations were not chosen along PR 391 or in
proximity to the Black Sturgeon reserve.

Inits response to IAAC-127, the Proponent notes that, as partof the Air
Quality Management and Monitoring Plan, anambient air monitoring
program will beimplemented to monitor ambient PM; 5, PM1o, and TSP
concentrations during Projectconstruction and operation.Itis unclear
whether the Air Quality Management and Monitoring Plan will including
monitoring for other air quality contaminants of concern, such as arsenic,
HCN, SO, or CO. As these contaminants may resultin adverse effects to
human health, including Indigenous health, monitoring for these
substances mustbe included in the Air Quality Management and
MonitoringPlan.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs that may be
affected by changes to the atmospheric environment.

a)

Describethe rationalefor the four monitoringstation
locations chosen based on the criteria defined by the
Proponent and why monitoringstation locations werenot
chosen near PR 391 andin proximity to the Black Sturgeon
reserve.

Clarify whether the Air Quality Management and
Monitoring Plan will including monitoringfor air quality
contaminants of concern other than TSP, PM2s,and PMiy,
suchas arsenic, HCN, SO3, and CO.

i If not, revise the proposed Air Quality
Management and Monitoring Planto ensure that
these contaminants areadequately monitored
during Project construction and operation to verify
the environmental assessmentand to ensure that
proposed mitigation measures are effective.

Noise and Vibration
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IAAC-R2- Peter Ballantyne | 6.2.1 Changes to 7.4.1.4 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related a) Describewhether LFN may be generated by Project-related
94 Cree Nation — the atmospheric residual effects changes inambient day-time and night-time noiseandvibration levels at activities, including blasting.
Technical environment key receptor locations. The Proponent is also required to describe potential i Ifso, describe potential long-term and acute
Review of the Volume 5, Project effects to human health, includingrisks associated with noise effects to VCs (e.g. annoyance, startleresponse,
EISandRound 1 | 6.3.4 Indigenous Appendix C:, exposure and effects of vibration fromblasting. avoidancebehaviours, etc.), includinghuman
Information peoples Noise and health, wildlife,and Indigenous peoples, including
Requests VibrationImpact | Initsresponse to IAAC-134, the Proponent states that blastingassociated Indigenous health and impacts to Indigenous
Assessment with the Project is not expected to generate audiblesound. Health Canada rights. Health Canada recommends that their
Health Canada - Technical notes that, whilethe noiseassessmentconsidered high frequency noise, it Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts in
Technical ModellingReport | is unclear whether the potential for Project-related blasting to generate Environmental Assessment: Noise (2017)be
Review of low frequency noise (LFN) was considered and how this may affect VCs. utilized to inform this assessment.
Round 1, Federal IR Overpressurefrom blastingcanresultin LFN, which can travel longer ii.. Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
Package?2 Responses, Round | distances with less attenuation than higher frequencies. When LFN is measures that will beimplemented to address any
Information 1, Package?2, present with audibletonal and/or broadband noise, this mayresultin effects identifiedini).
Request Responseto IAAC- | increased annoyance.PBCN also expresses concerns thatnoiseand
Responses 134 overpressuregenerated from blasting may havethe potential to affect the
exercise of Indigenous rights and species of cultural importance, including
through annoyance, avoidance, startleresponse, and displacement of
wildlifefromknown areas.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be
affected by changes innoiseand vibration levels.
IAAC-R2- Impact 3.2.3 Spatial and 7.2.1.1 Methods The EIS guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify the current ambient a) Providea rationalefor why noiselevels atmonitoring
95 Assessment temporal day-time and night-time noiseand vibration levels atkey receptor points station NM2 are considered to be representative of the
Agency of boundaries Volume 4, (e.g. Indigenous communities) or priority areas asdescribed by Indigenous baseline conditions for receptors along PR391.
Canada Appendix D: nations and the results of a baselineambientnoisesurvey, including i Describethe assumptions that were made to reach
6.1.1 Acoustic Baseline | informationon typical sound sources, geographic extent, and temporal this conclusion and comment on how those
Atmospheric Technical Data variations. assumptions mayinfluencethe uncertainty of
Environment Report Inits response IAAC-131, the Proponent indicates thattraffic from public predictions.
Volume 5, use of Provincial Road (PR) 391 was considered in describing baselinenoise b) Providea rationalefor how the Proponent concluded that

Appendix C: Noise
and Vibration
Impact
Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

levels. Monitoring results from baseline monitoring station NM2, whichis
considered representative of a remote area with limited human activity,
were used inthe assessmentto represent the baselinenoiselevels atthe
closestreceptors to PR 391 (i.e. receptors 81 and 104). The Proponentalso
notes that the actual baselinenoiselevels could be marginally higher at
NM2 than the monitoringdata suggests due to the influence of the low
traffic volume at this station and that usingthe quieter baselinenoiselevel
is considered a more conservativeapproach.Itis unclear howthe

usinga lower baselinenoiselevel based on data from
monitoring station NM2 would be a more conservative
approach, given that actual baselinenoiselevels may be
higher than predicted.
i If this conclusionwas madeinerror, revisethe
assessmentof potential Project effects to noise
levels,and any related effects assessments for
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
131

Proponent determined that noiselevels atmonitoring station NM2 are
representative of the baseline conditionsfor PR391. Itis alsounclearhow
the Proponent concluded that usinga lower baselinenoiselevel based on
data from monitoring station NM2 would be a more conservative
approach, given that actual baselinenoiselevels may be higher than
predicted.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be
affected by changesinnoiselevels.

other VCs, to includea baselinenoiselevel thatis
more representative of actual conditions.

ii.. Ifany new or worsened Project effects are
identified, describe mitigation measures and
follow-up and monitoring that will be conducted to
address these effects.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.1.1 7.1.4.1 Spatial The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related a) Clarify whether all Project-related traffic,including both
96 Assessment Atmospheric boundaries changes inambient day-time and night-time noiselevels at key receptor heavy and lightvehicles, and non-Project-related vehicle
égencdy of environment 7 3 Proiect locations. traffic were included in the assessment of total traffic-
anada 6.2 Predicted ir;terz:(zjtiecfns with Inits response to IAAC-132, the Proponent states that the construction related noisealong PR 391 during Project construction and
Health Canada — cHanges to the noiseand traffic volume, including mixer trucks, delivery trucks, and fuel trucks, of operation.
Technical ohysical vibration tcwo truck.s per hogr and operation traffic volume of 12 trucks per hour.are i If only Project-related heavy vehicle traffic was
Review of environment |ncIudgd inthe nmsgmodel. Health Canada notes concerrTs that the noise includedin the assessment, revisethe estimates
Round 1 741 Noise modelling only considers Project-related heavy truck trafficalong PR391 provided for traffic levels and anticipated noise
Packa e12 T and seems to exclude other vehicletraffic, such as smaller Project-related levels during Project construction and operation
Informgation Volume 5 personnel vehicles and non-Project-related vehicletraffic. This approach along PR 391 and update the noiseassessment,
Request Appendix'C: Noise may underestimate the tota I. traffic-relajced noisealong PR391 between and any related effects assessments for other VCs,
Responses and Vibration the Gordon and MaclLellansites by 3 decibels (dBL) or more. to includeall Project-related and non-Project-
Impact o o ) ] related vehicles that would be expected to utilize
Assessment This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of PR 391 during Project construction and operation.
Technical potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be Consider the Proponent’s response to IAAC-R2-09
Modelling Report affected by changesinnoiselevels. in determining the volume of trafficto includein
the revised assessment(s).
Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
132
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.2.1 Changes to 7121 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related a) Providea rationalefor how the chosen receptor points for
97 Assessment the atmospheric Indigenous changes in ambient day-time and night-time noiselevels and vibration the noiseand vibration VCare representative of key
Agency of environment Engagement levels at key receptor locations, including sites used by Indigenous nations receptor points for each Indigenous nation,including
Canada as permanent residences or on a seasonal/temporary basis, drinkingand locations ofimportancefor the exercise of Indigenous

7.2.1.2 Overview

rights. Clarify whether receptor points are representative of
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Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation -
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Requests

7.4.2.4 Project
Residual Effects
Construction

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package 2,
Responseto IAAC-
133

recreational water sources, sites of traditional foods and related activities,
andsites used for commercial and recreational activities.

Inits response to IAAC-133, the Proponent indicates thatreceptors
selected for the noiseand vibration VCincludeIndigenous communities
andresidences inthe Project area, and sites utilized by Indigenous peoples
for current use, as identified through engagement activities, submissions
from Nations, and publically availabledata. The Proponent states that
Indigenous receptors were selected earlyinthe assessmentprocess and
that no new sensitivereceptors sincesubmission of the EIS and the March
2021 Supplemental Filing of Indigenous Engagement Activities have been
identified. Indigenous nations, including PBCN, CCN, and SDFN, express
concerns regardingthe selection of receptors for the noiseand vibration
VC, as the receptors selected do not appear to includelocations of
importance for the exercise of Indigenous rights for each Nation.
Indigenous nations also notethat they have provided new information to
the Proponent, includingtraditional useinformation, since submission of
the EIS and the March 2021 Supplemental Filing of Indigenous Engagement
Activities and express concerns that engagement activities conducted by
the Proponent to date have not been adequate, therefore assumingthat
the existingreceptors identified arerepresentative of areas ofimportance
for Indigenous peoples may not be accurate. Clarityis required regarding
how information provided by each Indigenous nation sincesubmission of
the EIS and the Supplemental Filing, includinginformation onareas used
for the exerciseof rights, have been consideredin the selection of receptor
locations, and a rationale for why receptor locations havenotchanged
given the new information provided. Informationis also required regarding
how the Proponent will adaptively manageand monitor potential Project
contributions to noiseand vibration effects should new receptor locations
be identified in the future.

PBCN alsoexpresses concerns thatreceptor locations selected for the noise
andvibration VC appear to focus on potential Project effects on land. As
rights-based activities, such as fishingand navigation, occur within the
boundaries of waterbodies and watercourse, potential receptors inthese
locations, including Indigenous and fish receptors, must also be considered.

areas where the exercise of rights and/or traditional and
cultural practices occur onorinwater, suchas fishingand
navigation, were includedinthe assessment.

i If receptor points for the exerciseof rights and/or
traditional and cultural practices thatoccur on or
in water were not includedinthe assessment,
identify areas where these activities occur,
including consideration of Indigenous traditional
knowledge, andrevisethe assessmentof potential
Project effects to noiseand vibration conditionsto
consider these new receptor points.

ii.. If new or worsened potential Project effects are
identifiedini), describe mitigation and follow-up

and monitoring measures that will be implemented

to address these effects.

iii.. Describehow information provided by each
Indigenous nation sincesubmission of the EIS and
the March 2021 Supplemental Filing, includingany
information related to areas used for the exercise
of rights, has been considered in the selection of
receptor locations for the noiseandvibration VC.

iv. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with

the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome

of these activities.

V. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparity in views remains.

Describehow the Proponent will adaptively manageand
monitor potential Project contributions to noiseand
vibration effects to VCs, includingIndigenous peoples,
should new receptor locations beidentified in the future,
and describethe goals/outcomes of the adaptive
management plan.Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further details
regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.

51



Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be
affected by changes innoiseand vibration levels.

IAAC-R2- Peter Ballantyne | 6.2.1 Changes to 7.4.2.4 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe Project-related a) ShouldIndigenouslandusers be present within one
98 Cree Nation — the atmospheric Residual Effects changes in ambient day-time and night-time noiselevels and vibration kilometre of the PDA during Project activities thatmay
Technical environment Construction levels at key receptor locations, including sites used by Indigenous nations resultin elevated noiseandvibration levels, describe
Review of as permanent residences or on a seasonal/temporary basis, drinkingand potential effects, includingsensory disturbance, avoidance
Round 1, Federal IR recreational water sources, sites of traditional foods and related activities, behaviours, effects to current use and the ability to exercise
Package?2 Responses, Round | andsites used for commercial and recreational activities. rights, and potential health effects.
Information 1, Package?2, i Describe mitigation measures that will be
Requests Responseto IAAC- | Inits response to IAAC-133, the Proponent states that, based on implemented to address any effects identifiedin
133 engagement with Indigenous nations and publicly availableinformation on a).
current use of the area by Indigenous peoples, no known areas of extended
occupancy with one kilometre of the Gordon or Maclellan sites were b) Describeadaptive management and follow-up and
identified, therefore no receptor points within one kilometre of the PDA monitoring measures that will beimplemented to monitor
were identified for the noiseand vibration VC. As Project-related noiseand for potential Project-related effects of noiseand vibration
vibration effects are not expected to extend beyond one kilometre from to Indigenous receptors that may be present within one
the PDA, annoyanceeffects to receptors from Project equipment, kilometre of the PDA, given that Indigenous nations have
infrastructure,andactivities,such as blasting, is not expected. PBCN notes established rights touse lands inthatarea.Refer to IAAC-
concerns that the potential for Project noiseand vibration to contribute to R2-04 for further details regardinginformation
sensory disturbanceand avoidance behaviours for wildlifeand Indigenous requirements for adaptive management plans.
land users is notwell understood. Further, whilecurrent use sites or areas
used for the exercise of Indigenous rights within one kilometre of the PDA
have not been identified to date, Indigenous nations haveestablished
rights to use areas within one kilometre of the PDA for the exercise of their
rights and traditional and cultural practices. Whilethoseareas may not be
regularly used currently for the exercise of rights, they may be used
infrequently, particularly for huntingif game were to move intothe area, or
may be used in the future.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be
affected by changes innoiseand vibration levels.
IAAC-R2- Chemawawin 6.3.4 Indigenous 7.4.2.3 Mitigation | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describetechnicallyand a) Describepotential effects, includingsensory disturbance,
99 Cree Nation - peoples economicallyfeasible mitigation measures thatwill beimplemented, as avoidancebehaviours, effects to current use and the ability
Technical 7.4.2.4 Project well as describe monitoringand follow-up programs designed to verify the to exerciserights,and potential Indigenous health effects
Review of 6.4 Mitigation Residual Effects effectiveness of mitigation measures. should Indigenous peoples be present on unoccupied
Round 1 measures Crown landinthe vicinity of the Projectduringblasting

activities.
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Information
Requests

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1

8.0 Follow-up and
Monitoring
Programs

7.9 Follow-up and
Monitoring

23.5.8 Noise
Monitoring Plan

Federal IR
Responses, Round

Inthe EIS, the Proponent states that, to meet the Health Canada
overpressurelevel target of 125 dBL, the blastchargereductionto 85 kg
per hole per delay is required. Inits responseto 1AAC-135, the Proponent
states that a reduction in blastchargeis notnecessaryto achieve an
overpressureof 125 dBL inareas of unoccupied Crown land inthe vicinity
of the Project, as these areas arenot occupied seasonally or permanently,
andtherefore are notincluded as receptor locations. PBCN expresses
concerns with the Proponent’s conclusion thatareas of unoccupied Crown

i Describe mitigation measures that will be
implemented to address any effects identifiedin
a), includingtheblastcharges will beused to
maintain noiseand vibration levels within
regulatory guidelines on unoccupied Crown landin
the vicinity of the Project where Indigenous
peoples may be present.

Information 1, Package 2, landinthe vicinity of the Project are not occupied seasonally or b) Describeadaptive management and follow-up and
Requests Responseto IAAC- | permanently. Whilecurrent use sites or areas used for the exercise of monitoring measures that will beimplemented to monitor
135 Indigenous rights in the vicinity of the Project may not have not been for potential effects of blastingto Indigenous receptors that
Peter Ballantyne identified to date, Indigenous nations haveestablished rights to use may be present on unoccupied Crown lands inthe vicinity
Cree Nation — unoccupied Crown lands for the exercise of their rights,and traditionaland of the Project, given that Indigenous nations have
Technical cultural practices. Whilethoseareas may not be regularly used currently establishedrights touse lands inthatarea. Refer to IAAC-
Review of for the exerciseof rights, they may be used infrequently, particularly for R2-04 for further details regardinginformation
Round 1, hunting if game were to move into the area, or may be used in the future. requirements for adaptive management plans.
Package?2
Information The Proponent alsonotesinits responseto IAAC-135 that a communication | ¢) Providefurther details regardingthe Proponent’s
Requests mechanismwill be established to distribute information and accept communication plan with respect to blasting,including a
inquiries fromIndigenous nations and land users. Indigenous communities description of the Indigenous nations thatwill be informed
Health Canada— andland users will beinformed on an ongoingbasis regardingblast of blastingactivities and monitoringresults, the
Technical monitoring results and anticipated blasting schedules. Further details mechanisms for disseminatinginformation and blasting
Review of regardingthe Proponent’'s communication planarerequired, includinga schedules, how the Proponent will ensurethat Indigenous
Round 1, description of the Indigenous nations that will be informed of blasting nations aregiven sufficientnoticein advanceof blasting
Package?2 activities, the mechanisms for disseminatinginformation and blasting activities,and howthe Proponent will respond to and
Information schedules, how the Proponent will ensurethat Indigenous nations are accommodate concerns regardingthe blastingscheduleand
Request given sufficientnoticein advanceof blastingactivities,and howthe effects of blasting.
Responses Proponent will respond to and accommodate concerns regardingthe
blasting scheduleand effects of blasting.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous nations and other VCs that may be
affected by changes innoiseand vibration levels.
Geology and Geochemistry
IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.2 Geology and | Volume 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a geochemical a) Describethe chemical composition for lithologies atthe
100 Resources geochemistry Appendix F: characterization of expected mine material, including changes to water MaclLellanand Gordon sites accordingto the worst case
Canada-— Geochemistry quality attributed to ARD and ML. scenariothatmay reasonably occur, including the presence
Technical Baseline of materials with high sulphur content and low NP.
Review of Technical Data
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Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

6.2.2 Changes to
groundwater and
surfacewater

Report, 3.4.2
Characterization
of Composite
Samples;3.4.3
Kinetic Tests
Prediction
Manual for
Drainage
Chemistry from
Sulphidic
Geologic
Materials.

Mine
Environment
Neutral Drainage
(MEND). 2009.
Prediction
Manual for
Drainage
Chemistry from
Sulphidic
Geologic
Materials. MEND
Report 1.20.1.
Mining
Environment
Neutral Drainage
Program, Natural
Resources
Canada.
December 2009.

Sexsmith, K., D.
MacGregor, and
A. Barnes. 2015.
Comparison of
Actual and
Calculated Lag

Inits response to IAAC-95 and IAAC-99, the Proponent provides tables
summarizingthe average chemical composition of each lithology for the
MacLellan and Gordon sites and the results of acid-baseaccountingfor
samples subjected to kinetic testing. NRCan notes that the Proponent does
not analyzeworst-caseconditions, as recommended in NRCan’s Manual for
Drainage Chemistry from Sulphidic Geologic Materials (2009); specifically,
material with high sulphur content and low neutralization potential (NP)
that can produce problematic drainagechemistryinterms of ARD and ML
and which can negativelyimpact sitewater drainage. This also has
implications for the estimated time to onset of ARD and assumptions made
inthe water quality model (i.e. that the mine rock with not produce ARD),
which could occurif PAG waste rock is not sufficiently blended with non-
PAG waste rock and/or stored on the edges or top of the waste rock pile.
Further informationregardingworstcaseconditions for sulphur content
and NP is required with respect to waste segregation, management of
waste rock, low grade ore, exposed pitwalls,and water management and
treatment. The Proponent must also updatethe water and sediment
quality predictions model, specifically the determination of acidic loading
rates, to includethis information and assess potential effects to VCs should
PAG waste be insufficiently blended or placed on the edge or top of the
storage facility.

With respect to the results of acid-baseaccounting for samples subjected
to kinetictesting provided inthe Proponent’s responseto IAAC-99, NRCan
notes that metal leaching potential under acidicconditions has notbeen
captured inthe humidity cell tests completed to date. It is therefore not
possibleto confirmthat PAG samples from the Gordon and MacLellansites
would maintain leachate concentrations below the limits defined in the
MDMER in the long-term. This factor must be considered in water and
sediment quality modellingto ensure an accuratereflection of potential
effects to VCs.

Inits response to IAAC-99, the Proponent notes that a conservative
estimate of depletion of buffering capacity for the argilliteunitis three
years based on a NP depletion rate of 25 CaCO3 mg/kg/week and a
minimum NP of 4.2 CaCOs3 kg/t as measured in PAG samples. NRCan notes
thatitis unclear howthese depletion rates were calculated.Standard
practiceis tocalculatethe lagtime from laboratory kinetic testresults on
PAG samples by applyingvarious assumptions; however, this approachis

b)

c)

Based on this information, revisethe estimated
time to onset of ARD andrevise the assessment of
metal leaching potential under acidic conditions.
Based on the revised estimate and assessment
referred to in i), update the water and sediment
quality model. Providea sensitivity analysis that
considers ARD through imperfect segregation or
blending of PAG rock.

Revise the assessments of potential effects to VCs
to reflect the updated informationandanalyses
discussedini)andii).

Should new or worsened potential effects be
identifiedini)through iii),describe mitigationand
follow-up and monitoring measures that will be
implemented to address any effects identified and
to limit ARD/ML to the extent possibleifthe worst
casescenariodescribedina)were to occur.

Describeoptions for mine waste management that will or
may be implemented to minimize ARD/ML, including
considerationsfor geology, planned mine sequencing, and
operational practicality.

Providea rationalefor the preferred options for
both the Gordon and Maclellan sites.
Describehow mine rock blending will be
undertaken to limitthe size of hot spots and
reduce the potential for ARD/ML.

Providea detailed planto test PAG samples from the
MaclLellansiteand argillite fromthe Gordon site, including
static, mineralogy, and kinetic tests as recommended in
NRCan’s Manual for Drainage Chemistry from Sulphidic
Geologic Materials (2009), prior to construction to verify
the results of the ARD/ML assessment.

Describe how the Acid Rock Drainage and Metal
Leaching Management and MonitoringPlan (see
IAAC-R2-101) will be updated to accountfor
changes in predicted ARD onset time based on
observed acidicleachatein the kinetic test
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Times in Humidity
Cell Tests.

theoretical and does not consider the increasingrateof acid production
once ARD has commenced. If the above depletion rate calculations were

samples.

10thinternational | based on this standard approach, calculations mustbe updated when acidic | d) Describehow buffering capacity depletion rates for the
Conference on leachateis observed from PAG samples. Consideration should be given to argilliteunitwere calculated. If the noted standard
Acid Rock the results reported by Sexsmith et al.(2015), who found that actual lag approachto these calculations wereused, revise the
Drainage & IMWA | time for PAG kinetic samples are often shorter than calculated times for the calculations of buffering capacity depletion rates to
Annual same sample. consider the increasingrateof acid production once ARD
Conference. has commenced and provideupdated values.
NRCan also notes that, for the Gordon site argillite unit, eight of the 11
Federal IR tested samples areinterpreted to be PAG with the average total sulphur e) Describethe level of uncertainty with respect to the
Responses, Round | and NP values skewed by the remainingthree samples.The argillite predictions of chemical composition of lithol ogies for the
1, Package?2, composite sample (FL S2C) represents average total sulphurand NP and Gordon and Maclellansites, including ARD and ML
Responseto IAAC- | hasanuncertain ARD potential (NPR 1.1), and thus does not capture the potential.
95 potential risk associated with ARD/ML. For the Maclellan Site, the two
composite waste rocksamples “ML WR $>1%” and “ML WR Avg” both f) Describethe assumptions thatwere used to derive
Federal IR report similar sulphide mineralogy, includingan average NP and uncertain predictions regarding the chemical composition of
Responses, Round | ARD potential based on NPR values between one and two. With 19% of the lithologies for the Gordon and Maclellansites and
1, Package?2, 160 mine rock samples classified as PAG, consideration mustbe given to comment on how those assumptions mayinfluencethe
Responseto IAAC- | testing more material with higher sulphidecontent and lower NP to ensure uncertainty of predictions.
99 that samples arereflective of actual conditions and/or takinga
precautionary approach to developing mitigation measures to address the
uncertaintyinsamplingaccuracy.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,and
other VCs that may be affected by changes to water quality.
IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.2 Geology and | Volume 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a geochemical a) Providedetails ofthe Acid Rock Drainageand Metal
101 Resources geochemistry Appendix F: characterization of expected mine material such as wasterock, ore, low Leaching Management and MonitoringPlan for the Project,
Canada-— Geochemistry grade ore, tailings, overburden and potential construction material in order including:
Technical 8.0 Follow-upand | Baseline to predict ML and ARD potential. The Proponent is alsorequired to i the parameters to be measured/monitored;
Review of monitoring Technical Data describefollow-up and monitoring programs designed to verify the ii.. methods that will be used to sampleand test mine
Round 1, programs Report, accuracy of the effects assessmentand to determine the effectiveness of rock;
Package?2 3.0 Methods; 4.6 | the measures implemented to mitigate the adverse effects of the Project. iii.. study design and/or the desired outcomes of the
Information ARD study;
Request Inits response to IAAC-97, the Proponent states that an Acid Rock Drainage iv. planned protocols;
Responses Volume 4, and Metal Leaching Management and Monitoring Plan will be developed V. monitoringlocations;
Appendix F: Block | priorto Projectconstruction. Insufficientinformationisprovided to vi. the schedule of monitoring activities;
modellingresults | determine whether the proposed plan will besufficientto verify the vii. contingency measures to be implemented;

accuracy of the effects assessmentand to determine the effectiveness of
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Geochemical
Baseline
Technical Data
Validation Report,
2.0 Existing Data

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto |AAC-
97

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
98

mitigation measures. Further details arerequired regardingthe parameters
to be measured/monitored, study design, planned protocols, monitoring
locations, schedule of monitoringactivities, contingency measures to be
implemented, the thresholds or triggers that will beused to determine
when to implement contingency measures, and plans for reporting the
results of the follow-up and monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe timingand frequency of
reports.

Inits response to IAAC-97 and the EIS, the Proponent discusses the ARD
block model and states that the breakdown of PAG mine rock from the
Maclellansiteis predicted to be lower based on the block model results.
Specifically the block model predicts 14% PAG rockand 15% uncertain rock
at the Maclellansite, whilethe geochemistry baselinetesting program
predicts that 28% of samples atthe Maclellansiteare PAG and 13% are
uncertain. NRCan notes that the difference between the two predictions is
12% of the total tonnage of waste rock, which could resultin PAG material
being managed as non-PAG at the MacLellansite. The more robust
sampling programfor the block model (i.e. 20,782 samples) assesses ARD
potential using NP derived from statistical analysis, as the Proponent notes
inthe EIS. Adetailed evaluation comparingthe measured NP from the
geochemical baselineprogramand the statistically derived NP must be
completed to verifythat the predicted lower quantity of PAG rock for the
Maclellansiteis valid.Itis unclear howthis evaluation will beincludedin
the Acid Rock Drainageand Metal Leaching Management and Monitoring
Plan.

The Proponent alsonotes inits responseto IAAC-97 and inthe EIS that, if
the average sulfur contentin the blockis below0.11%, a block would be
classified as non-PAG and that PAG and non-PAG materials willbe
physically segregated. NRCan notes concerns regardingthe feasibility of
physical segregation of mine rock should PAG and non-PAG materials be
highlyinterlayered.

NRCan also notes that the multi-element scanincludes parameters of
concern identified in the EIS and observed during monitoring of the
historical minefeatures, which the Proponent reports have been impacted
based on elevated sulphate,arsenic,and other metal concentrations for
the MacLellansite,and ammonia and seleniumfor the Gordon site.In its

b)

c)

viii. the thresholds or triggers that will beused to

determine when to implement contingency

measures; and

ix. plans for reporting the results of the follow-up and
monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe

timing and frequency of reports.

Describestrategies that will be includedinthe Acid Rock
Drainageand Metal Leaching Management and Monitoring
Planto manage, monitor, and mitigate neutral mine
drainageand metal leaching from waste rock stockpiles.
Describe how metal(loids) of concern will be monitored and
included in the block model for the identification of mine
rock with higher metal leaching potential.

Describehow the Proponent will integrateinformation
from the Acid Rock Drainageand Metal Leaching
Management and Monitoring Planinto the ARD/ML block
model and validate predictions for PAG mine rock.

i Includea comparison of the statistically derived NP
from explorationassaydata and NP results from
the geochemistry baseline programfor each
lithology, consideringthespatial distribution of
results from both data sets.

Evaluate the feasibility of physical segregation of PAG and
non-PAG mine rock should these materials be highly
interlayered.
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responseto IAAC-98, the Proponent notes that future mine rock from the
Gordon site contains varioustrace metals athigher concentrations than
observed in the historic minerock. NRCan notes concerns that metal(loid)s
of concern have not been includedinthe block model, and notes that,
should metal(loid) leaching be correlated with total metal(loid) content,
metal(loid)s of concern must be considered to ensure that rock with
elevated neutral mine drainagepotential is managed appropriately during
operations to minimizeimpacts to the receiving environment in the post-
closurephase.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs
that may be affected by changes to water quality.

IAAC-R2- Natural 6.1.2 Geology and | Volume 4, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a geochemical a) Describehow samplingand testing of overburden within
102 Resources geochemistry Appendix F characterization of expected mine material, including changes to water the pit footprint prior to or during construction to confirm
Canada-— Geochemistry quality attributed to ARD and ML. the ARD/ML potential of this material andits appropriate
Technical Baseline use and/or management will be included inthe Acid Rock
Review of Technical Data Inits response to IAAC-101, the Proponent provides maps andtables Drainageand Metal Leaching Management and Monitoring
Round 1, Report describingthe locations of drill holes where overburden samples were Plan.Includea description of the parameters to be
Package?2 3.3.1 Solid collected. NRCan notes that all overburden samples were collected from measured, samplinglocations, contingency measures to be
Information Samples the perimeter of the pitoutline at both the Gordon and Maclellan sites. implemented should materials contain elevated sulphide
Request Appendix C Overburden above the mineralized zone can contain elevated concentrations, and the thresholds or triggers that will be
Responses Geochemical concentrations of sulphide minerals and metals ifitwas developed through used to determine when to implement contingency
Baseline weathering of the underlying bedrock, which could limituse of this material measures.
Technical Data for construction purposes or requirespecial management. Further
Validation Report | informationis requiredto understand how the Proponent will consider this | b) Describethe level of uncertainty with respect to predictions
4.0 Closure informationin developingthe Acid Rock Drainageand Metal Leaching of potential effects to VCs based on data from overburden
Management and Monitoring Plan. samples.
Federal IR i Describethe assumptions thatwere used to derive
Responses, Round | Thisinformationis requiredto supportthe Agency’s understanding of predictions regarding potential effects to VCs
1, Package?2, potential effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs based on this data and comment on how those
Response to that may be affected by changes to water quality. assumptions mayinfluencethe uncertainty of
IAAC-101 predictions.
IAAC-R2- Manitoba Metis | 6.1.2 Geology and | 22.5.1 Tailings The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a geochemical a) Describehow ARD formationintailings throughoutthe
103 Federation — geochemistry Management characterization of expected mine material, including changes to water Project lifewill beincludedinthe Acid Rock Drainageand
Technical Facility quality attributed to ARD and ML. The Proponent is alsorequired to Metal Leaching Management and MonitoringPlan.See
Review of 6.2.2 Changes to Malfunction describe potential Project effects to surfacewater and groundwater, IAAC-R2-101 for a listofinformation that must be provided
Round 1, groundwater and | Volume 4, includingchanges to water quality attributed to ARD and ML associated regardingthis plan.
Packages 1and | surfacewater Appendix F
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2 Information Geochemistry with the storage of waste rock, ore, lowgrade ore, tailings, overburdenand | b) Should discharge of tailings fromthe TMF be required,
Request 6.6.1 Effects of Baseline potential construction material. describethe method(s) that have been selected or are
Responses potential Technical Data being considered to treat effluents.
accidents or Report Inits response to IAAC-102, the Proponent describes how ARD onset time i Describethe anticipated effectiveness of each
malfunctions Geochemical for tailings were calculated and notes that, whilethe composition of tailings proposed treatment option that were considered
Baseline will change depending on ore feed, the most relevant samples arethe or arebeing considered.
Technical Data master composite sample (CND 2P) and composite Maclellan tailings ii.. If a treatment option has been selected, provide a
Validation Report | samples (CND 5 and CND2P), representing the surfaceof the tailingsat rationalefor why it was selected, including how
closure.The MMF notes that, whilecomposite samples arethe best the chosen treatment method will reduce
Federal IR information availableatthis time to estimate ARD onset time, the data contaminantconcentrations to the greatest extent
Responses, Round | availableis limited. Itis unclear howthe Proponent will monitor ARD possible.
1, Package?2, formationintailings throughoutthe Project lifeor how the Proponent iii.. Describethe anticipated timingand duration of
Response to plans toinvolveIndigenous nations in the development of geochemical discharges fromthe TMF followingtreatment,
IAAC-102 follow-up and monitoring programs to verify predictions with respect to including thetime of year/season,and describe
ARD onset timeintailings. how release of this treated effluent may affect VCs,
including surface water quantity and quality, fish
Inits response to IAAC-102, the Proponent describes options that were andfish habitat, and Indigenous peoples.
considered to manage seepage from tailings duringall phases of the iv. If new or worsened potential effects to VCs are
Project. The Proponent also notes that, whiledischarge fromthe TMF identifiediniii),describe mitigation and follow-up
duringnormal operations is notanticipated, should discharge be required, and monitoring measures that will be implemented
it will bemonitored andtreated to meet relevant federal and provincial to address effects.
regulatory requirements, including, the MDMER. The MMF notes concerns
that the MDMER does not providesufficiently conservative effluentcriteria
for the protection of Manitoba Métis community members. Further, while
discharges fromthe TMF may meet federal and provincialdischarge
criteria,the MMF is concerned that insufficientinformation has been
provided to confirmthat the treatment methods selected will reduce
contaminantlevelsindischargetothe lowest levels possible.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples, and other VCs
that may be affected by changes to water quality.
Riparian, Wetland, and Terrestrial Environments
IAAC-R2- Impact 3.2.3 Spatialand 8.4.2.3 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describethe spatial and a) Describehow Indigenous knowledge and/or other
104 Assessment temporal Residual Effects temporal boundaries selected for each VC and providea rationalefor each information from each Indigenous nationregarding
Agency of boundaries boundary. Spatial boundaries areto be defined taking into account the potential effects to vegetation and wetlands, including
Canada 11.1.4.1 Spatial appropriatescaleand spatial extent of potential environmental effects; areas of importance for current use and the exercise of

6.2.3. Changes to
riparian, wetland

Boundaries

community knowledge and Indigenous traditional knowledge; current use

rights, was consideredin establishing spatialand temporal
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Mathias Colomb

andterrestrial

11.4.6 Project

by Indigenous nations;and ecological, technical, social,and cultural

boundaries for the vegetation and wetlands VC.

Cree Nation — environments Residual Effects considerations.
Technical b) Describethe disparity between the Proponent’s view and
Review of Federal IR Inits response to IAAC-146, the Proponent states that the wetlands and the Indigenous nations’ view(s) of the selected spatial and
Round 1, Responses, Round vegetation LAA includes a 100 metre buffer around the furthest temporal boundaries for the wetlands and vegetation VC
Package3 1, Package3, groundwater drawdown contours, which represents the maximum area effects assessment,and provide a rationalefor the
Information Response to within which Project environmental effects can be predicted or measured Proponent’s view.
Request IAAC-146 with a reasonable degree of accuracy and confidence. The Proponentalso
Responses notes that Project-specific TLRU studies completed by Indigenous nations c) Describehow anynew informationfrom Indigenous nations
includeboundaries thatdiffer from those chosen by the Proponent for the provided before the end of the Agency’s assessmentwill be
Peter Ballantyne environmental assessment, but that traditional usesites, activities,and integrated intothe assessmentand provided to the Agency.
Cree Nation — resources beyond the spatial boundaries defined the EIS are consideredin i Describe how the Proponent considered
Technical the assessment. information provided by or collected from each
Review of Indigenous nation, includinginformation gathered
Round 1, MCCN notes concerns thatitis not apparent how information,including through engagement activities and TLRU studies, in
Package3 the location of and values associated with important vegetation and the assessment of potential Project effects to
Information wetland resources, identifiedinits Traditional Knowledgeand Use Study vegetation and wetlands, includingtraditionaland
Request (submitted to the Proponent on June 3,2021), was taken into accountin cultural usesites, sites ofimportancefor the
Responses assessing potential effects to vegetation and wetlands. PBCN and MCCN exerciseof rights,and resources/species of
alsoexpress concerns thatthe Proponent did not engage with Indigenous importance, includinginformation provided by
nations regardingthe selection of spatial and temporal boundaries for the MCCN inits Traditional Knowledge and Use Study.
assessmentof Project effects to vegetation and wetlands. ii.. Ifthis information was not considered, revisethe
assessmentof potential Project effects to
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of vegetation and wetlands and any related VCs,
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, migratory birds, species at includingtheresidual and cumulative effects
risk listed under Schedule 1 of the Species at Risk Act (SAR), and other VCs assessments, to consider information provided by
that may be affected by changes to vegetation and wetlands. or collected from Indigenous nations.

d) Ifnew orworsened potential effects are identified, describe
mitigation and follow-up and monitoring measures that will
be implemented to address effects.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.2.3.Changes to | 8.4.2.3 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related a) Describeall potential indirect effects of the Project to

105 Assessment riparian, wetland | Residual Effects landscapedisturbance; changes to the habitatof migratoryand non- vegetation (including vegetation classes) and wetlands, and
Agency of andterrestrial migratory birds; and structural changes and fragmentation of riparian associated plantspecies ofimportancethat may be
Canada environments 11.4.6 Project habitatof terrestrial environments and wetlands frequented by birds (i.e. indirectly affected by edge effects associated with clearing,

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical

Residual Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round

types of cover, ecological unitofthe area interms of quality, quantity,
diversity, distribution and functions).

dust deposition,and/or the introduction and spread of
invasivespecies and weeds. Describethe spatial extent and
distribution of indirect effects.
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Review of 1, Package3, Inits response to IAAC-146 and IAAC-147, the Proponent indicates that i Describethe total area for each vegetation class
Round 1, Response to directand indirecteffects to vegetation and wetlands may resultfrom that may be indirectly affected by the Projectasa
Package3 IAAC-146 vegetation clearing, changes in surfacewater and groundwater flow resultof the pathways identified in a).
Information patterns, and groundwater drawdown. MCCN notes concerns that the ii.. Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects
Request Federal IR Proponent has not fully characterized potential indirect effects of the to vegetation and wetlands and any associated
Responses Responses, Round | Project to vegetation and wetlands, such as the extent to which each VCs, includingthe residual and cumulative effects
1, Package3, vegetation class,and associated plantspecies ofimportance, may be assessments, to consider the potential effects
Response to indirectly affected by edge effects associated with clearing, dustdeposition, referred toin a).
IAAC-147 and/or the introduction and spread of invasivespecies and/or weeds. iii.. Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address any
The Proponent alsostatesinits responseto IAAC-147 that the Gordon site effects identifiedina)and/or i).
is expected to directly affect 269.5 hectares (ha) of land (i.e. 119.4 ha of
native upland and 64.8 ha of wetland habitat) and indirectly resultin the b) Clarify whether direct or indirect effects are anticipated to
loss of 660.0 ha of wetlands. The MacLellansiteis expected to directly extend intothe Regional Assessment Area (RAA). Ifso,
affect 987.5 ha (i.e. 476.8 ha of nativeuplandand 336.2 ha of wetland revisethe assessment of potential Project effects to
habitat)andindirectly resultinthe loss of 603.3 ha of wetlands. vegetation and wetlands and any related VCs to consider
these potential effects.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of i If new or worsened effects to VCs are identifiedin
potential Project effects to SAR, migratory birds, Indigenous peoples b), describe mitigation and follow-up and
and other VCs that may be affected by Project effects to vegetation and monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
wetlands. address effects.

c) Describeandprovide maps showingthe spatial extent and
distribution of potential directand indirectvegetation and
wetland losses withinthe PDA, LAA, and RAA. Ensure that
any additional indirect effects describedin response to a)
are depicted.

IAAC-R2- Impact 3.1 Project 2.7.2 Site The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify environmentally a) Providedetails regarding how pre-construction surveys,

106 Assessment components Preparation sensitiveareas and to describeany siteclearing/gradingand excavation clearing, timber removal, grubbing and mulching, removal
Agency of activities thatwill becarried outduringsite preparation and construction of topsoil and some overburden, soil stockpiling, wetland
Canada 3.2.1 Site Federal IR andto describeareas to be used for topsoil storageand stockpiles (i.e. drainingandinfilling, open burning,and other activities

preparationand
construction

6.1.4 Riparian,
Wetland and
Terrestrial
Environments

Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-149

footprint, locations, volumes, development plans,anddesign criteria),and
characterizesoilsintheexcavationarea.The Proponent is alsorequired to
describethe location and extent of wetlands likely to be affected by Project
activities accordingto their sizetype (i.e. class andform)anddescribethe
ecological function of wetlands in the area.

Inits response to IAAC-149, the Proponent states that site clearingand
wetland removal activities will involvethe use of heavy machinery,

associated with site preparation will beundertaken, and the
distribution, scope, and magnitude of potential effects of
the these activities within the PDA to vegetation and
wetlands and associated VCs, including thetotal area of
vegetation and wetlands to be cleared/removed andthe
proximity of these activities to sensitiveareas.

i With respect to wetland draining specifically,

describe how wetlands will bedrained, where
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includingbulldozers and excavators,and describes the general weed
management activities thatwill beemployed. The Proponent does not
providedetails regarding how pre-construction surveys, clearing, timber
removal, grubbingand mulching, removal of topsoil and some overburden,
wetland drainingandinfilling, open burning, and other activities associated
with site preparation will beundertaken, or the distribution, scope,and
magnitude of potential effects of the these activities within the PDA to
vegetation and wetlands. Information has also notbeen provided regarding
the sizeand spatial distribution of soil stockpilesand storageareas.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to migratory birds, SAR, and other VCs that may be
affected by vegetation and wetland removal.

water will bedirected, and where organic
materials will be stockpiled. Describe potential
effects to VCs inareas where water will be
directed, such as effects to surfacewater quality
and quantity and associated VCs.

ii.. With respect to soil stockpiling specifically,
describethe size, spatial distribution,and location
of soil stockpiles and storageareas.

iii.. Provide maps showingthe spatial distributionand
extent of each of the activities referredto ina).
Includethe location of sensitiveareas inrelationto
areas to be disturbed.

b) Describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring measures
that will be implemented to address any effects identified in
a).

i If construction activities will or may overlap with
sensitiveareas, describeadditional mitigation
measures that will beimplemented to limitor
avoid effects to these areas.

IAAC-R2- IAAC-147 6.2.3 Changes to 11.4.3.3 Project The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to describe potential Project a) Describethe expected magnitude, duration,and

107 riparian, wetland, | Residual Effects effects to riparian, wetland, and terrestrial environments in the context of reversibility of changes to wetland functions and
Peter Ballantyne | andterrestrial overalllandscape disturbance and wildlife habitat. The Proponentis also vegetation as aresultof direct and indirect effects of the
Cree Nation — environments 11.4.4.2 required to describe specific measures that will beimplemented to TMF.
Technical Mitigation eliminate, reduce, or control the adverse environmental effects of the i Providea map showingthe spatial extent of
Review of the 6.4 Mitigation Project, and to determine the effectiveness of proposed mitigation directand indirect effects to wetlands as a result
EISandRound 1 | measures Federal IR measures. of the TMF.
Information Responses, Round
Requests 1, Package3, Inits responseto IAAC-150, the Proponentdescribes directand indirect b) Providea rationalefor how the mitigation measures

Responseto |AAC-
150

effects of the Project to wetlands from the TMF. However, the anticipated
magnitude, duration, and reversibility of potential effects to wetlands,
including for plantspecies cover,composition, structure,and
decompositionrates, are notcharacterized. Further information regarding
the magnitude, frequency, and reversibility of potential effects to wetlands
is required inorder to assess theaccuracy of theassessment, including the
anticipated significance of effects, and whether proposed mitigation
measures will be effective.

describedinthe EIS with respect to vegetation and
wetlands will adequately address the unique potential
effects of the TMF at the Maclellanand Gordon sites.

i If the mitigation measures described will not
address the unique potential effects associated
with the TMF, describe mitigation measures that
will address these effects to vegetation and
wetlands, including a description of the
anticipated effectiveness of proposed mitigation
measures.
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Inits response to IAAC-150, the Proponent refers to the EIS for a
description of mitigation measures aimed at reducing potential Project
effects to vegetation and wetlands,includingas a resultof the TMF.
However, the mitigation measures described inthe EIS to address
Project-related changes in wetland functions are not specific to
potential effects associated with the TMF. Further rationaleis required
to understand how these general mitigation measures will adequately
address the unique potential effects of the TMF to vegetation and
wetlands and/or mitigation measures specific to the anticipated effects
of the TMF to vegetation and wetlands must be described.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to migratory birds, SAR, Indigenous peoples, and
other VCs that may be affected by Project-related effects to vegetation and
wetlands.

ii.. Revise the assessment of potential Project effects
to vegetation and wetlands and anyrelated VCs
to consider anyadditional mitigation measures
identifiedini).

IAAC-R2-
108

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne

Cree Nation — nation.These Nations also note thatitis unclear whether, andif so how, Indigenous rights.

Technical information provided by Indigenous nations, including through engagement i Describe how information provided by each
Review of activities and TLRU studies, was considered in selecting plantspecies of Indigenous nation, includinganyinformation
Round 1, importance to be included inthe assessmentand/or the assessment of related to species used for the exerciseof rights,
Package3 potential Project effects to these species. The Proponent also does not was considered inthe selection of plantspecies of
Information discussanylimitations associated with the information used to identify importance for the assessment of potential effects
Request plantspecies of importancefor all Indigenous nations, including the to vegetation and wetlands and Indigenous
Responses absence of Nation-specific information for those Nations that have not peoples, and how information from each Nation

6.1.4 Riparian,
wetland, and
terrestrial
environments

6.2.3 Changes to
riparian, wetland
andterrestrial
environments

6.3.4 Indigenous
peoples

11.2 Existing
Conditions for
Vegetation and
Wetlands

11.4.6 Project
Residual Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-151

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide baselineinformation
for plantand animal species (i.e.abundance, distribution and diversity) and
their habitats, with a focus on SAR or with special statusthatare of social,
economic, cultural, or scientificsignificance, as well as invasivealien
species and species used for traditional purposes by Indigenous nations.
The Proponent is alsorequired to describe Project-related changes to key
habitatfor species importantfor the current use of lands and resources for
traditional purposes.

Inits response to IAAC-151, the Proponent describes the land cover types
where plantspecies of importance to Indigenous nations are expected to
occur andthe observed abundance of the plantspecies from Projectsurvey
data. Itis unclear whether the data provided represents land cover types in
the PDA, LAA, and RAA, inclusive, or a smaller extent. SDFN and PBCN
express concerns regarding the lack of Nation-specific baselinedata
presented with respect to plantspecies of importanceto eachIndigenous

Describewhether the data presented regardingland cover
types where plantspecies of importance to Indigenous
nations areexpected to occurrepresents land cover inthe
PDA, LAA, and RAA, or asmaller area.

i Ifthe data does notincludethe entirety of the
PDA, LAA, and RAA, providerevised values that
represent land cover types where plantspecies of
importance to Indigenous nations are expected to
occurinthe PDA, LAA, and RAA.

Providea rationalefor how the plantspecies ofimportance
selected for the assessment of potential effects to
vegetation and wetlands and Indigenous peoples are
representative of key species of cultural, spiritual,and
traditional significancefor each Indigenous nation,
including species ofimportancefor the exercise of
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conducted TLRU studies and/or have not otherwise had the capacity to
collectthis data.ltis alsounclearwhatassumptions weremade in
extrapolatinginformation from one Nation to another, in the event that
Nation-specific information was notavailable for one or more Nations.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including the current
use of lands and resources for traditional purposes.

c)

regardingthe location of plantspecies of
importance was incorporated into the assessment
of potential Project effects.

ii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

iii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

Describethe level of uncertainty, limitations,and
assumptions (including extrapolation of data from one
Nation to another) associated with the assessment of
potential Project effects to plantspecies ofimportance to
Indigenous nations, including the selection of plantspecies,
due to the absence of Nation-specific information for
Nations that have not conducted TLRU studies and/or have
not otherwise had the capacity to collectthis data.Discuss
how those assumptions may affect the level of uncertainty
with respect to predictions regarding potential Project
effects to VCs.

i Ifadditional information was received from
Indigenous nations sincethe submission of Round
1 Information Request responses, revisethe
assessment of potential Project effects to
vegetation and wetlands and Indigenous peoples
to consider this new information, including plant
species or locations where these plantspecies are
present be identified that were not previously
considered.

ii.. If new or worsened effects are identifiedin
responseto i), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address potential effects.
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d) Describehow the Proponent will adaptively manageand
monitor potential Project effects to vegetation and
wetlands and Indigenous peoples,including plantspecies
of importance to Indigenous peoples, should plantspecies
or locations wherethese plantspecies arepresent be
identified in the future that were not previously
considered, and describethe goals/outcomes of the
adaptive management plan.Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for
further details regardinginformation requirements for
adaptivemanagement plans.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.4 Mitigation 11.3 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify technicallyand a) Describemitigation measures proposed forimplementation
109 Assessment Measures Interactions with | economicallyfeasible mitigation measures toaddress potential Project to address all potential directand indirect effects to
Agency of Vegetation and effects to VCs. The Proponentis alsorequired to identify adaptive wetlands, inaddition to those described to mitigate
Canada Wetlands management measures that would be informed by follow-up programs. potential effects associated with erosionand
sedimentation, and discuss their anticipated effectiveness.
Peter Ballantyne 11.4 Assessment Inits response to IAAC-153, the Proponent states that the standard i Ifany director indirect effects to wetlands,
Cree Nation - of Residual practices thatwill beemployed to mitigate potential effects to landscape including wetland function, cannotbe mitigated,
Technical Environmental diversity and wetland functions include reducing removal of upland and describethe spatial extent and location of wetland
Review of the Effects on wetland vegetation to the extent practicableto limiteffects to wetland areas/functions thatwill belost,includinga map of
EIS and Round 1 Vegetation and water quality, use of sediment fencing to prevent erosionand siltationinto these locations and thetotal area of unmitigated
Information Wetlands wetlands, and establishing 30 metre buffers around wetlands where wetland loss.
Requests possible. Limited details were provided regarding how and where these ii.. Ifthe Proponentis planningto utilize wetland
Federal IR mitigation measures will beimplemented and their anticipated offsets to compensate for Project-related wetland
Responses, Round | effectiveness. For instance,itis unclear for which wetlands 30 metre losses, describethe location(s) of wetland offsets
1, Package3, buffers will beestablished (e.g. only wetlands within the PDA or wetlands selected or are being considered, the potential
Response to withinthe LAA and RAA as well). Further, the mitigation measures directand indirectimpacts of the offsets, and how
IAAC-153 described are specific to mitigating potential effects to wetlands associated the offsets will effectively compensate for the loss
with sedimentation and erosion. Also noted by the Proponentinthe EIS, of wetland functions inthe PDA and study areas.
the Project may resultin other directand indirecteffects to wetlands, such
as through effects to groundwater and surfacewater that may affect the b) Describeifall mitigation measures identifiedina)will be

hydrology and water quality of wetlands.

The Proponent alsonotes inits responseto IAAC-153 that the TMF will be
capped anda nativeseed mix will be applied toreduce potential sediment
inputs to wetlands near the PDA and limitchanges to wetland water
quality. Details (e.g. timelines, process steps, equipment to be used, how
coverage will occurifliquidtailings arestill present, etc.) have not been
provided regarding how this mitigation measure will beundertaken and at

appliedto all wetlands.If not, provide a rationaleas to why.
For instance,ifa 30 metre buffer will notbe established
around all wetlands, explain why.

i Withrespect to cappingandreseeding the TMF,
describethe anticipated timelines and how
coverage will occurifliquid tailings arestill
present.
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what point inthe decommissioning process (i.e. before or after all liquid c) Describethe adaptive management planthat will be
tailings aredirected to the TMF). implemented to address any unanticipated effects to
wetlands and/or to address potential Project effects if
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of mitigation measures prove to be ineffective or less
potential Project effects to migratory birds, SAR, Indigenous peoples, and effective than anticipated. Refer to IAAC-R2-04 for further
other VCs that may be affected by changes to vegetation and wetlands. details regardinginformation requirements for adaptive
management plans.
See Annex | for related advice.
IAAC-R2- Impact 4.2.2 Community 11.4.6 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to assess thesignificance of a) Providea rationalefor how the Proponent concluded that
110 Assessment knowledge and Residual Effects potential adverse residual environmental effects, following the the viability of wetland functions and plantspecies of
Agency of Aboriginal implementation of mitigation measures, and identify the significance importance to Indigenous nations will be maintained during
Canada traditional 11.7.1 ratings criteria and terms used to describethe level of significance, Project construction, operation,and closure, given that
knowledge Significance of including magnitude, geographic extent, timing, duration, frequency, effects to wetlands and vegetation, includingindirectlosses,
Mathias Colomb Project Residual reversibility,and ecological and social context. The Proponentis also are expected to extend intothe LAA and persistfor many
Cree Nation — 6.5 Significanceof | Effects required to integrate Indigenous traditional knowledgeinto the definition years.
Technical residual effects of significancecriteria and analysis.
Review of 11.54 Change in b) Providea rationaleas towhy the Proponent concluded that
Round 1, Species Diversity Inits response to IAAC-157, the Proponent notes that the ability of potential Project effects to vegetation and wetlands arenot
Package3 and Indigenous nations to continue traditional practices outside of the PDA will contraryto or inconsistentwith the goals, objectives or
Information be maintained and that indirect effects to wetlands are expected to persist activities of recovery plans, action plans,and management
Request until the open pits fill and groundwater levels return to baseline/existing plans andincludea rationalefor each.
Responses 11.5.5 Changein | (onditions. PBCN and MCCN note that it is unclear howthe Proponent i.  Ifthe Project’s effects to achieving the goals,

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
ElIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Wetland
Function

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-157

concluded that the viability of wetland functions and plantspecies of
importance to Indigenous nations will bemaintained during Project
construction, operation,and closure, given that effects to wetlands and
vegetation, includingindirectlosses of wetlands and vegetation, are
expected to extend intothe LAA and persistfor many years (i.e.
approximately 10 years for the Gordon siteand 50 years for the Maclellan
site).

Inits response to IAAC-157, the Proponent also notes that effects
threatening the long-term persistenceor viability of a plantspecies or
community, or contraryto or inconsistent with the goals, objectives or
activities of recovery plans, action plans,and management plans, or the
viability of wetland functions and plants of interest to Indigenous nations
were considered significant. The Proponent does not discuss whether
Project effects to vegetation and wetlands may be contraryto or
inconsistentwith the goals, objectives or activities of recovery plans, action
plans and management plans. Forinstance,itis unclear whether vegetation

objectives or activities of recovery plans, action
plans,and management plans were not
considered, revisethe assessmentofresidual
effects to vegetation and wetlands and the
assessment of the anticipated significance of
effects to consider this factor.
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and wetland losses may interfere with the goals and objectives of the
federal Recovery Strategy for the Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus
caribou).

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples and other VCs as a resultof
changes to vegetation and wetlands.

IAAC-R2- Impact 8.0 Follow-upand | 23.5 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponentto presenta preliminaryfollow- a) Withrespect to the Soil Managementand Rehabilitation
111 Assessment Monitoring Environmental up program, including the parameters to be measured, planned Planand Vegetationand Weed Management Planfor the
Agency of Programs Monitoring implementationtimetable, contingency measures, andreporting Project, describethe contingency measures that will be
Canada and mechanisms, including mechanisms to disseminate fol low-up results implemented and thethresholds or triggers that will be used
Management among the concerned populations and ensure accessibility to the general to determine when toimplement contingency measures,
Plans public. should unexpected deterioration of the environment occur.
Federal IR Inits responseto IAAC-159, the Proponent provides details of the Soil b) Describethe methods that will beused to sharethe
Responses, Round | Managementand RehabilitationPlan and Vegetation and Weed results of the follow-up and monitoring programs for the
;Iespsglr(\iiijllAAC- Management Plan for the Project, including the parameters to be Soil Managementand Rehabilitation Plan and Vegetation
159 measured, monitoring schedules, and monitoring locations. Information and Weed Management Plan with regulatory authorities,
was notprovided regarding contingency measures that will be Indigenous nations, interested stakeholders,and the
implemented or the thresholds or triggers that willbe used to determine general public.
when to implement contingency measures should unexpected
deterioration of the environment occur. Further, while the Proponent
refers to distributing annual reports regarding theresults of the soiland
vegetation monitoring programs to regulatory authorities, Indigenous
nations, andinterested stakeholders, the mechanism of how this
information will be disseminated is notidentified. Itis also unclear whether
the annualreports willbeaccessible to the general publicor through which
mechanismthis will be possible.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to migratory birds, Indigenous peoples, SAR, and
other VCs that may be affected by Project-related changes to vegetation,
wetlands, and the terrestrial environment.
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.2.3 Changes to 12.3 Project The EIS Guidelines require the Proponentto describe overall changes a) Describehowthefrequencyand severity of naturallandscape
112 Assessment riparian,wetland | Interactions With | related to landscapedisturbancein terms of the magnitude, geographic disturbance, including wildfires, may change throughoutthe
Agency of andterrestrial Wildlife And extent, duration, and frequency of effects, and whether the environmental life of the Project, including the closure and post-closure
Canada environments Wildlife Habitat changes arereversible or irreversible. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethat phases,andhow this may affect VCs, including boreal

the assessment of effects for each of the Project components and
physical activities,inall phases,is based ona comparison of the

woodland caribou and other SAR. Consider potential
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6.3.3 Species at
risk

12.4.2
Assessment of
Changein Habitat

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
161

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
162

biophysical and human environments between the predicted future
conditions with and without the Project, includingthe overall
description of changes related to landscapedisturbance.

Inits responseto IAAC-161, the Proponentstates that recovery of SAR habitat
is possible provided thatburned areas fromwildfires do not burn again.In
its responseto IAAC-162, the Proponent also states that wildfire disturbance
will continueto alter parts of the LAA and RAA throughoutthelife of the
Project.Itisunclear how natural landscape disturbance may change
throughoutthelife of the Project, including the closure and post-closure
phases.For instance, climate change may resultina changein the frequency
and severity of wildfiresin the area of the Project, which may affect the
recovery of SAR habitatand theseverity of potential Project effects to SAR
through habitatloss.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR and their habitat.

changes to the frequency and severity of natural landscape
disturbances associated with climate change.

i Ifthe anticipated changes to the frequencyand
severity of natural landscape disturbances, including
those associated with climate change, described in
responseto a) werenotconsidered in the effects
assessments for VCs, revise the effects assessments
for allapplicable VCs, including theresidual and
cumulative effects assessments and the assessment
of the anticipated significance of effects, to consider
this factor.

ii.. Describe mitigationand follow-up and monitoring
measures thatwill beimplemented to address any
effects discussedina).

Wildlife and

Wildlife Habitat

IAAC-R2-
113

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1

6.1.4 Riparian,
Wetlandand
Terrestrial
Environments

6.1.9 Indigenous
peoples

6.2.3 Changes to
riparian, wetland
andterrestrial
environments

12.2.2.1 Wildlife
Species

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-160

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify wildlifespecies that
are of social, economic, cultural, or scientific significance. The Proponent is
alsorequired to make reasonableefforts to integrate Indigenous traditional
knowledge into the assessment of environmental effects and provide
evidence of all efforts,and to provideIndigenous nations with reasonable
opportunity to review and provide comments on the information used for
describingand assessing effects on Indigenous peoples.

Inits response to IAAC-160, the Proponent lists wildlife species identified as
being important to Indigenous nations, which were selected based on
Project-specific TLRU studies from Marcel Colomb First Nation (MCFN) and
the MMF, and engagement with Nations conducted to date; other TLRU
studies areexpected from PBCN, MCCN, and SDFN but have not been
provided. Itis unclear whether the information provided to the Proponent
by MCCN inits Traditional Knowledge and Use Study was consideredin the
selection of wildlife species ofimportanceto Indigenous nations. As this
information may reveal unique interactions between the Project and
species of importanceto MCCN members for the exercise of rights and
traditional, cultural,and spiritual practices, and/or additional species of
importance that have not been identified, this information must be

a)

Clarify whether the listof wildlife species ofimportance
selected by the Proponentincludes species ofimportance
for the exercise of Indigenous rights.
i If not, provide a listofspecies identified by each
Indigenous nation as beingimportant for the
exerciseof rights.

Revise the listof wildlife species ofimportanceto
Indigenous nations and the assessment of potential Project
effects to current use and impacts to Indigenous rights,
includingtheresidual and cumulative effects assessment, to
considerinformation provided by MCCN inits Indigenous
Knowledge and Use Study, the information from the MMF,
anynew information provided by other Indigenous nations
sincesubmission of Round 1 Information Request
responses,andany species ofimportance identifiedin a)
that were not consideredin the original assessment. Refer
to IAAC-R2-57 for more information on the requirements
for baselinedata regardingIndigenous currentuse and
impacts to rights.
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Information
Requests

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

considered. Further, the MMF notes that, while the TLRU study conducted
for their Nationincludes information on the current useof lands and
resources by MMF members and wildlife/wildlife habitat,itdoes not listor
specifically mention species ofimportance and no distinction was madeas
to whether or not the species listed are of importance. As such, the focal
species specific tothe MMF may not have been accurately accounted for.
PBCN also notes concerns regarding the lack of Nation-specific baseline
data presented with respect to species of importance to Nations other than
the MMF and MCFN, it is notclear whether wildlifespecies ofimportance
for the exerciseof rights are includedin the listpresented by the
Proponent, and the limited engagement conducted by the Proponent with
respect to the selection of wildlifespecies of importance.

Inits response to IAAC-160, the Proponent notes that species that do not
occurinthe RAA (e.g. deer, barren-ground caribou, etc.) were not selected
as focal species, even though they may have been noted as species of
importance by Indigenous nations. The MMF notes that their TLRU report
indicates thatseveral members of the Manitoba Métis Community have
harvested deer and caribou within the study areas defined for the Project.
As such, the Proponent must reassess potential effects to wildlifespecies of
importance to Indigenous nations toinclude deer and potentially barren-
ground caribou.

The Proponent also does not discussthe limitationsand uncertainty
associated with the information used to inform the listof wildlifespecies of
importance to Indigenous peoples and the assessment of effects to current
use and Indigenous rights, given the absence of Nation-specificinformation
for some Indigenous nations, or what assumptions weremade in
extrapolatinginformation fromone Nationto another. Further, itis unclear
whether the information that was used to inform the assessment of effects
to Indigenous peoples,includingcurrentuse, species ofimportance to
Indigenous nations, and impacts to rights, including the analysisand
conclusionsthathavebeen presented based on this data, has been verified
with the applicableIndigenous nationsto ensure thatitis representative of
their Nation and that data has been interpreted and applied correctly.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse and

c)

i If new or worsened effects areidentifiedinb),
describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
effects.

ii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

iii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

Describe Proponent plans to address Indigenous nations’
concerns regardingthe level of engagement conducted with
respect to the listof wildlifespecies ofimportanceto
Indigenous nations.

Describethe level of uncertainty and limitations associated
with the listof wildlifespecies ofimportanceselected, and
the corresponding effects assessments for current use and
impacts to rights, due to the absence of Nation-specific
information for some Nations. Describeassumptions that
were made, includingany extrapolation of data from one
Nation to another, and discussthe impactof those
assumptions on the level of uncertainty with respect to
predictions regarding potential Project effects.
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impacts to rights, as a result of Project effects to wildlifespecies of
traditional, cultural,and spiritualimportance.

IAAC-R2-
114

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

3.2.3 Spatial and
temporal
boundaries

6.1.7 Migratory
birds and their
habitat

6.2.3 Changes
to riparian,
wetland and
terrestrial
environments

6.3.2

Migratory
birds

6.3.3 Species at
risk

12.4
Assessment of
Residual
Environmental
Effects on
Wildlifeand
Wildlife
Habitat

12.7.1
Significance of
Project Residual
Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-147

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
161

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
169

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential effects to
migratory birds and their habitat, and any Project-related changes to the
habitat of migratory and non-migratory birds, critical habitatfor federally
listed SAR, and important habitatfor species designated by the Committee
on the Status of Endangered Wildlifein Canada (COSEWIC).The Proponent
is alsorequiredto provide a rationalefor the spatial boundaries selected
for the environmental assessment, including consideration of the
appropriatescaleand spatial extent of potential environmental effects, and
to ensure that spatial boundaries reflect community and Indigenous
traditional knowledge, and current use by Indigenous nations, including
ecological, technical,social,and cultural considerations.

Inits response to IAAC-161 and IAAC-169, the Proponent states that
migratory birds, SAR, species of conservation concern (SOCC), and species
of importance to Indigenous nations areincorporated into the existing
wildlifeand wildlife habitat VCassessmentand the determination of the
anticipated significance of effects to the wildlifeand wildlife habitatVC
includes these wildlife species. As migratory birds, SAR, SOCC, and species
of importance to Indigenous nations represent groups of species with
unique life histories, habitatrequirements,and abundanceand distribution
patterns, presenting aggregated conclusions with respect to potential
Project effects, including the anticipated significance of effects, does not
capture the unique nature in which the Project may interact with each of
these groups of species. A revised, disaggregated assessment of potential
effects of the Project, includingresidual and cumulative effects, and the
anticipated significance of potential Project effects to these groups of
species is required to ensure that the unique potential Project effects to
each is adequately considered.

Inits response to IAAC-161, the Proponent indicates thatthe RAA for the
wildlifeand wildlife habitatVCis sufficient for capturing effects to
migratory birds, SAR, SOCC, and species ofimportance to Indigenous
nations asitis based onthe home range size of moose, a representative,
wide-ranging species. Given that all wildlife species havedifferent home
ranges and habitatneeds, additional rationaleis required to supportthe
Proponent’s conclusionsthatthe home range of moose is representative of
all wildlifespecies. Itis also unclear whether Indigenous traditional

a) Providea rationaletosupportthe conclusionthatthe home
range of moose is representative of all wildlifespecies
captured under the wildlifeand wildlife habitat VC.

i Ifthe home range for moose may not be
representative of potential effects and/or habitat
use areas for all wildlifespecies, including
migratory birds, define separatespatial
boundaries for migratory birds, SAR, SOCC, and
species of importanceto Indigenous nations to
reflect the unique life histories and habitat needs
of these species.

b) Clarify whether direct andindirectlosses of vegetation and
wetlands (i.e. habitat) were consideredin establishing
spatial boundaries for the wildlifeand wildlife habitat VC.

i If not, revise the spatial boundary for the wildlife
andwildlifehabitatVCto includethe areas where
directand indirectlosses of vegetation and
wetlands (i.e. habitat) are expected.

c) Providea disaggregated assessmentof potential Project
effects, includingresidual and cumulative effects, and the
anticipated significance of potential Project effects for
each of the following VCs, including consideration of any
revised spatial boundaries discussedina)and b):

i migratory birds;
ii.. SAR, as listed under Schedule 1 of the Species at
Risk Act (SARA);

iii.. species designated by COSEWIC as extirpated,
endangered, threatened or of special concern;
and

iv. species of importanceto Indigenous nations.

d) Consideringtheinformationprovidedinresponse to a), b),
andc), revise the assessment of potential Project effects,
includingtheresidual and cumulative effects assessments,
for Indigenous-related VCs (e.g. current use, impacts to
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knowledge was consideredinthe selection of the RAA for the wildlifeand
wildlifehabitatVCand, if so, whether the useof the information and the
selected spatial boundary was verified with Indigenous nations. Further,
PBCN notes concerns that the spatial extent of the RAA was informed by a
1981 moose range sizes studyanditis unclear whether this data relates to
moose populations in northern Manitoba and/or Saskatchewan.PBCN also
notes concerns with respect to the RAA selected for the assessmentof
potential Project effects to current use, which is also based onthe home
range of moose due to, as described by the Proponent inits responseto
IAAC-161, Indigenous useand reliance on moose in the area as described
by MCFN. PBCN is concerned with this approach to selectingthe RAA size
considers inputfromone Indigenous nation, which may not be
representative of the views and land and resource use of all Indigenous
nations.

Inits response to IAAC-147, the Proponent discusses the anticipated extent
of direct and indirect effects on vegetation and wetlands withinthe PDA
and LAA for the Gordon and Maclellansites.Inits responseto IAAC-161,
the Proponent describes the criteria thatwere usedto informthe selection
of spatial and temporal boundaries for the wildlifeand wildlife habitat VC.
MCCN expresses concerns that, whilethe Proponent notes that potential
habitatloss dueto sensorydisturbancewas consideredin establishing
spatial boundaries for the wildlifeand wildlife habitatVC, itis unclear
whether directand indirectlosses of vegetation and wetlands (i.e. habitat)
were consideredin establishingspatial boundaries.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential Project effects to migratory birds, SAR, SOCC, and Indigenous
peoples, including species ofimportanceto Indigenous nations.

f)

g)

rights, etc.).

If new or worsened potential effects areidentifiedin c)
and/ord), describespecies-specificmitigation and follow-
up and monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
address potential effects.

Describe how Indigenous knowledge was used to inform the
selection of the spatial boundaries for the current use VC,
wildlifeand wildlife habitatVC, and the assessment of
significancefor any of the VCs listedinc).

i Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

ii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparity in views remains.

Describethe level of uncertainty and limitations associated
with the RAA selected for the current use VC, wildlifeand
wildlife habitatVC,and the corresponding effects
assessments, due to the absenceof input from more than
one Nation. Describeany assumptions made, includingany
extrapolation of data from one Nation to another, and
discuss howthose assumptions may affect the level of
uncertainty with respect to predictions regarding potential
Project effects.

Clarify whether more recent informationis available
regardingthe range sizes of moose and whether the data
from the 1981 studyis applicableto moose populationsin
northern Manitoba and/or Saskatchewan.

i If more recent datais available, comparethis data
to the data from the 1981 study and describe
whether the RAA for wildlifeand wildlife habitatis
still accurate.

70




Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

IAAC-R2-
115

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

3.2.2 Valued
components to be
examined

6.2 Predicted
changes to the
physical
environment

6.2.3 Changes to
riparian, wetland
andterrestrial
environments

6.3.2 Migratory
birds

12.0 Assessment
of Potential
Effects on Wildlife
and Wildlife
Habitat

12.2.2.1 Wildlife
Species

12.2.2.3 Habitat

12.4.2
Assessment of
Changein Habitat

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to
IAAC-163

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe changes to the
habitat of migratory and non-migratory birds and species of traditional and
cultural importanceto Indigenous peoples, includingany losses, structural
changes, and fragmentation of riparian habitatand wetlands frequented by
birds.The Proponent is alsorequired to describe potential direct and
indirectadverse Project effects to migratory birds, includingsensoryand
observablechange indicatorsand population level effects.

Inits response to IAAC-163, the Proponent summarizes the existing
conditions of the PDA, LAA, and RAA for wildlife habitatand the residual
change inwildlifehabitatinthe LAA and RAA relativeto each land cover
class asaresultofthe Project. MCCN notes concerns that the data
provided has not been sufficiently disaggregated to indicatethe amount of
habitat present before and after Project construction and operation for
migratory birds and bird species ofimportance to Indigenous peoples.
Therefore, itis not possibleto determine the severity of Project effects to
these species from Project-related habitatloss.Itis also unclearwhether
the Proponent has considered the effects of potential indirecthabitat
losses to migratory bird species and bird species ofimportance to
Indigenous nations. Forinstance,inits responseto IAAC-163, the
Proponent reports a total loss of 401 hectares of wetland habitat.In its
responseto IAAC-147, however, the Proponent states that the Project
couldresultinindirecteffects to 1,263.60 ha of wetland habitat. A
rationalefor this disparity has notbeen provided.

Inits response to IAAC-163, the Proponent summarizes residual effects to
migratory birds and states that the criteria for residual effects
characterization and thesignificance definition established for the
assessmentof wildlifeand wildlife habitatwas applied to all focal species
and groups, including for migratory birds, and thatresidual effects of the
Project on migratory birds arenot significant. The Proponent does not
providesufficientdetail to understand potential direct and indirect effects
of the Project to migratory birds. Further, the Proponent concludes that
effects to migratory birds will notbe significant; however, there is
insufficientinformation and rationale provided to supportthis conclusion,
includingtheanticipated magnitude, duration, reversibility,and direction
of effects.

a)

c)

f)

Providea listofall migratorybird species and bird species
of importance to Indigenous nations present or potentially
present inthe RAA. Identify which migratory birds are
considered to be of importance to Indigenous nations.

Describethe amount of habitatcurrentlyavailablein the
PDA, LAA, and RAA for migratory bird species and species of
importance to Indigenous nations, including a description of
habitatassociations (i.e.land cover classes) for each
species.

Quantify the area of habitat for each species thatmay be
directlyandindirectly affected or lostas a resultof the
Project. Ensure that directandindirecthabitat
losses/effects aredifferentiated.

Describe potential direct and indirect effects of the Project
to migratory bird species and bird species ofimportanceto
Indigenous nations, including potential effects related to
sensory disturbance, atmospheric emissions, mortality,and
impacts to bird health.

Describe mitigation measures that will be implemented to
address any effects identifiedin c) and d), the follow-up and
monitoring program that will be implemented to verify the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures proposed, and the
adaptivemanagement planthat will beemployed. Refer to
IAAC-R2-04 for further details regardinginformation
requirements for adaptive management plans.

Provideadditional rationaleto supportthe conclusion that

Project effects to migratory birds will notbe significant,

includinginformation regarding the anticipated magnitude,

duration, reversibility, and direction of effects specificto

migratory birds.

i If, based on the Proponent’s responseto c), d), and

e), effects to migratory birds may be more severe
than originally anticipated, providea revised
assessmentof the anticipated significance of
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to migratory birds and Indigenous peoples,
includingbird species of traditional and culturalimportanceto Indigenous
peoples.

potential Project effects, includinga rationalefor
the ratings selected for each criteria.

IAAC-R2-
116

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

2.4 Application of
the precautionary
approach

4.2.3. Existing
information

6.1.8. Species at
Risk

6.3.3 Species at
risk

12.2.2.2 Species
at Riskand
Species of
Conservation
Concern

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto |AAC-
164

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide baselinedata and
assess potential adverse Project effects on SARA listed species and species
assessed by COSEWIC as extirpated, endangered, threatened, or of special
concern, includingresidences, seasonal movements, movement corridors,
habitatrequirements, key habitatareas, identified critical habitatand/or
recovery habitat(where applicable),and general life history of SAR that
may occurinthe Project area or be affected by the Project. The EIS
Guidelines alsorequirethatthe Proponent utilize existingdata and
literatureas well as surveys to providecurrent field data and that the
precautionary approach beapplied.

Inits response to IAAC-164, the Proponent provides a listof SAR and SOCC
that are not known to regularly occupy the RAA and are therefore unlikely
to be affected by the Project due to a lack of suitablebreeding habitator
lack of geographic range overlap with the Project. Although some SAR and
SOCC may not regularly utilizethe RAA currently or their established range
may not overlap with the Projectarea, these species maystill bepresentin
the RAA and this does not preclude potential increased use of the LAA and
RAA by these species inthe future. Further, although these species may not
have been observed duringfield surveys, the Proponent should takethe
precautionary approach and assess potential directand indirect effects of
the Project to these species assumingthatthey may be presentinthe RAA.

Inthe EIS, the Proponent states that yellow-banded bumble bee (Bombus
terricola) and transverselady beetle (Coccinella transversoguttata) are
relatively common in the northern boreal forest; however there have been
no incidental observations of these species during baselinefield surveys,
therefore information has notbeen provided regarding potential Project
effects to these SAR. Given that specificfield studies were not conducted to
determine whether these SAR are presentinthe PDA, LAA, and/or RAA,
further rationaleis required to supportthe exclusion of these species from
the assessment, given the publically available data thatsuggests that these
species arerelatively comment in the boreal forest.

a)

b)

Takingthe precautionaryapproach, assess potential effects
of the Project to SAR and SOCC that may be present inthe
PDA, LAA, and/or RAA, even infrequently.

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects,
includingtheresidual and cumulative effects
assessment, for SAR and SOCC to consider any
potential effects identifiedin a).

If new or worsened potential effects are identified
ina) ori), describemitigation and follow-up and
monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
address effects.

Provideadditional rationaleto supportthe exclusion of
yellow-banded bumble bee and transverselady beetle from
the list of SAR that may be affected by the Project, including
adiscussion of the limitations and uncertainty associated
with basingtheir exclusion onthe lack ofincidental field
observations only.

Ifadditional rationale cannotbe provided, describe
potential Project effects to yellow-banded bumble
bee and transverselady beetle, revisethe
assessmentof potential Project effects to SAR,
includingtheresidual and cumulative effects
assessments, and describe mitigation and follow-
up and monitoring measures that will be
implemented to address any effects identified.
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR.

IAAC-R2-
117

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

6.2.3 Changes to
riparian, wetland
andterrestrial
environments

12.0
Assessment of
Potential
Effects on
Wildlifeand
Wildlife
Habitat
Table12-12
Volume 4,
Appendix M
Mammal
Baseline
Technical Data
Report

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
165

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describeProject-related
changes to key habitatfor species of importanceto Indigenous nations
for the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes.

Inits response to IAAC-165, the Proponent states that species of
importance to Indigenous nations, such as moose, gray wolf, black
bear, and beaver, are typically habitatgeneralists and/or usea variety
of upland and wetland habitats throughout the year. Therefore, all land
cover types are considered habitatfor these species as a conservative
approachinthe assessment. MCCN notes that, while moose, gray wolf,
black bear,and beaver may typically be considered habitat generalists,
the Proponent’s approach of assuming thatallhabitatis used by these
species may resultin an underestimation of potential Project effects. For
instance, with respect to moose, availability of food and climate factorsare
generallyconsidered the mostcritical limiting factors during the winter.
Therefore, mixed stands that provide both food and shelter are particularly
importantto mooseduring this seasonand the conservation of wetlands
andriparianareas, including forested buffers, is considered important for
maintaining winter habitat values for moose. Directand indirect Project
effects to these habitats may have a disproportionately high effecton
moosedistribution and abundance within the PDA, LAA, and RAAs than for
other species. Furtherinformation regarding the distribution and quantity
of important habitatareasfor each wildlife species of cultural, spiritual,
andtraditional importanceto Indigenous nations is required.

MCCN also notes concerns that habitat modelingand assessments of
potential Project effects on habitatavailability have not been provided for
moose, gray wolf, black bear, American marten, and beaver (i.e. species of
importance to Indigenous peoples). Baselinestudies conducted for the
Project reveal high moose density, numerous furbearer observations,and
activebeaver lodge locations overlapping with both of the wildlife PDAs
and LAAs indicating frequent use of the Project area by these species.
Therefore, itisimportantto consider potential effects of the Projectto the
habitatavailability of these species.

a)

Describethe distribution and quantity of habitatin the
PDA, LAA, and RAA for each wildlifespecies of cultural,
spiritual,and traditional importanceto Indigenous nations,
including moose, gray wolf, black bear, American marten,
beaver, and any other species identified by Indigenous
nations through engagement activities and/orin TLRU
studies, takinginto accountinformation from habitat
suitabilityindex models.
i Provide maps indicating the habitatsuitability
scorefor areas withinthe PDA, LAA, and RAA for
each species.

Based on the information providedina),describe
potential direct andindirect effects of the Projectto
important habitatareas for each species of importanceto
Indigenous nations identified, including habitatavailability.
Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects,
includingtheresidual and cumulative effects assessments,
for the wildlife VCand for Indigenous nations to consider
effects to each species.
i Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
effects identifiedinb).

Describe whether, and ifso, how, Indigenous traditional
knowledge was used to informthe selection of wildlife
species of importanceto Indigenous nations, the
identification ofimportanthabitatareas for each species
inthe PDA, LAA, and RAA, and the assessmentof effects to
the habitat of these species.|f not, provide a rationaleas
to why traditional knowledge was not considered.

i Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusions formed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

ii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
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This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including species of
cultural, spiritual,and traditionalimportanceto Nations.

efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusionson matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.4 Mitigation 12.4.2.3 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe mitigation measures a) Describehowthe Proponent will accommodate
118 Assessment measures Mitigation for to lessen or avoid potential Project effects to species and/or critical habitat restricted activity periods within the Projectschedule
Agency of Changein Habitat | listed under SARA, species assessed by COSEWIC as extirpated, for construction, operation,and decommissioning,
Canada endangered, threatened, or of special concern,and species harvested by and how setbackdistances will beapplied within the
12.4.3.3 Indigenous nations. PDA, particularlyif wildlifespecies or features occur
Mitigation or arediscoveredinareas required for construction
Inits response to IAAC-163, IAAC-164, and IAAC-168, the Proponent activities orinareas where Projectinfrastructureis
12.4.43 describes proposed mitigation measures to address potential Project sited.
Mitigation effects to wildlifespecies,includingsetback distances and restricted activity
periods for SAR/SOCC and other wildlifespecies and key wildlifefeatures b) Describemeasures thatwill beimplemented if previously
Federal IR that will be applied to known locations of environmentally sensitive unidentified SAR, SOCC, and/or species of importanceto
Responses, Round features (e.g. nests, burrows, etc.). Itis unclear howthe Proponent will Indigenous nations or associated features are discovered
1, Package3, accommodate restricted activity periods within the Project scheduleand and/orifthesespecies or features are encountered outside
Responseto IAAC- apply setback distances within the PDA, particularly if wildlife species or of the specified restricted activity period, including where
163 features occur or arediscoveredin areas required for construction and for how long these measures will beapplied.
activities orinareas where Projectinfrastructureis sited. Itis alsounclear
what measures will beimplemented if previously unidentified
Federal IR SAR, SOCC, and/or species of importanceto Indigenous nations or
Responses, Round associated features are discovered and/or if these species or features are
1, Package3, encountered outside of the specified restricted activity period.
Responseto IAAC-
164 This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential Project effects to SAR and Indigenous peoples, including species
Federal IR of traditional and culturalimportanceto Indigenous peoples.
Responses,
Round 1,
Package3,
Responseto
IAAC-168
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.4 Mitigation 12.2.2.2 Species at | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describefollow-upand a) Providedetails regardingthe WMMP for the Project,
119 Assessment Measures Riskand Species monitoring programs designed to verify the accuracy of the effects including:
Agency of of Conservation assessmentandto determine the effectiveness of the measures i the parameters to be measured/monitored;
Canada 6.5 Significanceof | Concern implemented to mitigate the adverseeffects of the Project. The Proponent ii.. study design and/or the desired outcomes of the

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical

residual effects

8.0 Follow-Up and

12.4.2.4 Project
Residual Effectfor
Change in Habitat

isalsorequiredtodescribe mitigation measures to lessen or avoid potential
Project effects to species and/or critical habitatlisted under SARA, species
assessed by COSEWIC as extirpated, endangered, threatened, or of special
concern, and species harvested by Indigenous nations.

study;
iii.. planned protocols and/or the objectives;
iv. monitoringlocations;
V. the schedule of monitoring activities;
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Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

Monitoring
Programs

8.1. Follow-up
program

8.2 Monitoring

12.7.1 Significance
of ProjectResidual
Effects

23.5.14 Wildlife
Monitoringand
Management Plan

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
166

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto |AAC-
170

Inits response to IAAC-166, the Proponent notes that the Wildlife
Monitoringand Management Plan (WMMP) will focus on continuing to
monitor the distribution of woodland caribouin the RAA and will
incorporatean adaptive management framework and mitigation measures
that account for the uncertainty of woodland caribou distributionin the
RAA. Insufficientinformationis provided to determine whether the
proposed WMMP will be sufficientto verify the accuracy of the effects
assessmentand to determine the effectiveness of mitigation measures.
Further details arerequired regardingthe parameters to be
measured/monitored, study design, planned protocols, monitoring
locations, schedule of monitoringactivities, contingency measures to be
implemented, the thresholds or triggers that will beused to determine
when to implement contingency measures, and plans for reporting the
results of the follow-up and monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe timingand frequency of
reports.

Inits response to IAAC-170, The Proponent states that various plans under
the Environmental Management and Monitoring Program (EMMP) will
monitor emissions, discharges,and wastes generated by the Project,
including COPCs where applicable,inaccordancewith relevant regulatory
guidelines; however, there are no follow-up or monitoring activities
proposed to specifically validatethe Ecological Risk Assessmentas itrelates
to the assessmentof change in wildlife health because, following
mitigation, there is relatively little uncertainty associated with the
assessment. MCCN expresses concerns regarding the lack of follow-up and
monitoring proposed with respect to potential Project effects to wildlife
health, as monitoringfor Project-related changes to the physical
environment may not detect Projecteffects to wildlife health and the
Indigenous nations thatrely upon wildlifespecies for subsistenceand
cultural purposes. Forinstance, although programs will bein placeto
monitor Project effects to water quality, air quality, etc., this does not
accountfor potential bioaccumulation of contaminants in wildlifetissues.
Therefore, although COPC concentrations in/on water, air,and plants may
be below regulatory thresholds, bioaccumulation of COPCs in wildlife
tissues mayresultinadverse effects to wildlife health, and therefore
Indigenous health and current use, and impacts to rights.

c)

vi. contingency measures to be implemented;

vii. the thresholds or triggers that will beused to
determine when to implement contingency
measures;

viii. plans for reporting the results of the follow-up and

monitoring program to federal and provincial
regulators and Indigenous peoples,includingthe
timing and frequency of reports; and

ix. the process through which Indigenous nations will
be provided opportunities to participateinthe
design and implementation of the follow-up and
monitoring plan,includingthe development of
contingency measures.

Identify follow-up and monitoring measures that will be
implemented as partof the WMMP to monitor potential
Project effects to wildlife health and to verify the accuracy
of the effects assessment for wildlife health.

Describethe adaptive management planthat will be
implemented as partof the WMMP. Refer to |IAAC-R2-04 for
further details regardinginformation requirements for
adaptivemanagement plans.

Provideadditional rationaleto demonstrate that the
mitigation measures proposed by the Proponent inits
responseto IAAC-166 will be/areanticipated to be effective
atreducingor avoiding potential effects to caribou.
i Describe how Indigenous knowledge was
consideredinthe development of these mitigation
measures.

If additional mitigation measures with respect to caribou,
beyond those listed inthe Proponent’s response to IAAC-
166, will beimplemented or arebeing considered for
inclusioninthe WMMP for the Project, describethese
measures. Ensure that sufficient detail is provided regarding
when, how, and where these measures will beimplemented
to allowan assessment of whether the measures proposed
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Inits response to IAAC-166, the Proponent also describes two caribou-
specific mitigation measures thatwill beincluded inthe WMMP, should
cariboubedetected inthe area of the Project, and several general
mitigation measures related to mitigating effects to wildlife habitat. Itis
unclear whether the WMMP will includeadditional caribou-specific
mitigation measures beyond those that are listed in the Proponent’s
responseto IAAC-166. Describing additional planned mitigation measures is
needed to determine whether the measures proposed may be adequate to
address potential Project effects to caribou. MCCN also notes concerns that
the mitigation measures proposed may not be effective at mitigating
potential effects to caribou. Additional rationaleisrequired to demonstrate
that the mitigation measures proposed will be/areanticipated to be
effective at reducingor avoiding potential effects to caribou. MCCN and
PBCN alsonote thatitis unclear how Indigenous nations to be provided the
opportunity to be involved in the development of mitigation measures for
caribouand how Indigenous knowledge has been and will be considered
moving forward.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR, migratory birds,and Indigenous peoples,
including wildlife species of cultural and traditional importanceto
Indigenous peoples.

may be adequate to address potential Project effects to
caribou.

i Describe how Indigenous knowledge was
considered inthe development of these
mitigation measures and/or the process
through which Indigenous nations will be
provided opportunities to participatein the
development/selection of mitigation
measures.

IAAC-R2-
120

Impact
Assessment

Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —

4.2.3 Existing
information

4.3 Study strategy
and methodology

6.3.3 Species at
Risk

12.2.2.2 Species
atRiskand
Species of
Conservation
Concern

12.4.2.4 Project
Residual Effect for
Changein Habitat

12.2.2.2 Species
atRiskand
Species of
Conservation
Concern

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project
effects to SARA-listed species usingexistingdata and literatureas well as
surveys to provide current field data. The EIS Guidelines alsorequirethat,
when relyingon existinginformation, a description be provided regarding
how the data were applied, separatefactual lines of evidence from
inference, and state any limitations on the inferences or conclusions that
canbe drawn from the existinginformation.

Inits response to IAAC-166, the Proponent describes the limitations of the
information gathered through the camera trap study in the effects
assessmentand on the conclusions drawn aboutthe presence of caribouin
the Project area. The Proponent also notes that other data gathering
techniques were used to draw conclusionsaboutthe presence of boreal
woodland caribouinthe Project area, includingaerial surveys, Indigenous
andlocal knowledge, TLRU study results,andinformation shared during
engagement with provincialand federal regulators. MCCN expresses
concerns that information has not been provided regarding survey effort

a)

Provideadditional details regarding the survey effort for the
camera trap study and any other surveys/studies conducted
by the Proponent to collectinformation regarding boreal
woodland caribouinthe PDA, LAA, and/or RAA andany
gaps identified.

i Describethe limitations and uncertainty associated
with the information gathered and study/survey
techniques (i.e. aerial surveys, Indigenous and local
knowledge collected, TLRU study results, etc.).
Describeany assumptions madeinintegratingthis
information into the assessmentof potential
Project effects to boreal woodland caribou.

Clarify whether MCCN’s Indigenous Knowledge and Use
Study and any Indigenous knowledge provided by other
Indigenous nations with respect to caribou since submission
of the EIS, including through engagement activities, was
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Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,

for the studies described, on which conclusionsregardingthe presence of
caribouinthe area of the Project were based. Further, information was not
provided regardingthe limitationsand uncertainty associated with the

consideredinthe assessmentof potential Project effects to
caribou.
i If not, revise the assessment of potential project

Information Responseto IAAC- | survey/data gathering techniques described. PBCN also notes concerns effects to caribou, includingthe residual and
Requests 166 regardingthe lack of data provided regardingthe populationsizeand cumulative effects assessments, to consider any
distribution of caribou within the Boreal Caribou Kamuchawie Management information provided by Indigenous nations
Unit (KMU). related to the distribution of caribouinthe area of
the Project, current use of caribou,and/or
The Proponent notes inits response to IAAC-166 that the assessment of potential Project interactions with caribou.
effects to boreal woodland caribourelied oninformation provided by local ii.. Ifany new or worsened potential effects to caribou
resourceusers and in Project-specific TLRU reports. This includes Project- areidentifiedinresponseto i), describe mitigation
specific TLRU studies from MCFN and the MMF. Itis unclear whether the and follow-up and monitoring measures that will
Proponent considered the results of MCCN’s Indigenous Knowledge and be implemented to address effects.
Use Study; this study may reveal new information regardingthe
distribution of caribouin theregion, new current useinformation with c) Describethe activities thatwere conducted to verify the
respect to caribou,and/or potential Projectinteractions with caribou. Itis data used and conclusions formed with the applicable
alsounclear whether information, including Indigenous knowledge, from Indigenous nations and the outcome of these activities.
other Indigenous nations was considered and whether the use of i Identify and discussareas of disparity between the
information provided by MCFN, the MMF, and other Indigenous nations, views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
includingany conclusions drawn fromthis information, was verified with efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
the applicable Nation. rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR.
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.4 Mitigation 12.2.2.2 Species The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to identify and describe a) Develop anddescribea planto address Projecteffects on
121 Assessment measures atRiskand mitigation measures to lessen or avoid effects to species and/or critical boreal woodland caribou habitat which is consistentwith
Agency of Species of habitatlisted under SARA. The Proponent is alsorequired to determine the the Province of Manitoba and the Government of Canada’s
Canada 6.3.3 Species at Conservation anticipated significance of residual effects after applyingtechnicallyand objectives with respect to the conservation of boreal
Risk Concern economically feasible mitigation measures. woodland caribou habitat.

Environment
andClimate
Change Canada
— Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

12.4.2.4 Project
Residual Effect for
Changein Habitat

12.5.2.2
Mitigation for
Cumulative
Effects

Inits response to IAAC-167, the Proponent states that the proposed
mitigation measures for boreal woodland caribou do notincludehabitat
compensation because there is no evidence to suggest that the Project will
affect critical habitatfor the species. In the EIS, the Proponent indicates
that the Projectis located in the Province of Manitoba’s woodland caribou
KMU (i.e. 56% undisturbed habitatfor boreal woodland caribou)andalso
overlaps with the Manitoba North Range (MB9), defined in the federal
Recovery Strategy for Woodland Caribou (Rangifer tarandus caribou),
Boreal Population (Amended 2020).

i Providea rationalefor how the plan will
adequately address potential Project effects to
boreal woodland caribou habitat,including
consideration of the anticipated effectiveness of
mitigation and/or compensation measures
proposed.

ii.. Describeany assumptions madeand the level of
uncertainty with respect to the predicted
effectiveness of mitigation and/or compensation
measures proposed.
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Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
167

ECCC notes that Manitoba’s Boreal Woodland Caribou Recovery Strategy
(2015) has a recovery goal to manage and protect caribou habitatto
sustain boreal woodland caribou populations. The recovery objectives of
this planincludethe conservation of largeintactboreal woodland caribou
habitatata coarsescaleand anincreaseinboreal caribou habitattoensure
that sufficienthabitatquality and quantity (in appropriatespatial and
temporal distributions) exists across all management units to supportself-
sustaininglocal populationsand habitatconnectivity within and between
local ranges and management units;and where required, the reduction or
mitigation of directthreats that have an impacton the survival and
recovery of boreal caribou populations. Further, the Federal Recovery
Strategy for Woodland Caribou, Boreal Population (Amended 2020) lists the
MB9 range as 67% undisturbed. Critical habitat for the MB9 rangeis
identified in the recovery strategy as all existing habitatin therange that
would contribute to at least 65% undisturbed habitat, including the
biophysical attributes required by boreal woodland caribou to carry out life
processes.

ECCC notes concerns that, based on the habitatcondition of the MB9
range, critical habitat mustincrease over time to reach a minimum of 65%
undisturbed habitat. The recovery strategy identifies a minimum 65%
undisturbed habitatina range as the disturbance management threshold,
which provides a measurable probability (60%) for a local population to be
self-sustaining. This thresholdis considered a minimum threshold because
at 65% undisturbed habitatthere remains a significantrisk (40%) thatlocal
populations will notbe self-sustaining. Given that caribou habitat
disturbanceinthe MB9 range is approachingthe minimum 65%
undisturbed habitatthreshold, the Province of Manitoba has identified the
overlapping (KMU) caribou rangeas 56% undisturbed (i.e. below their 65%
target), the Province of Manitoba has committed to conserve andincrease
boreal caribou habitatand reduce or mitigate direct threats, the Project
will resultinthe destruction of 205 hectares of caribou habitatfor 60 or
more years,and the Proponent is not proposingcaribou habitat
compensation measures, the Proponent must develop a planto address
Project effects on boreal woodland caribou habitat. MCCN and PBCN echo
ECCC’s concerns, notingthat continued impacts to boreal woodland
caribou habitat, however incremental, do not align with the goals for the
recovery of this species. MCCN and PBCN also notethat itis unclear how

Describe how Indigenous knowledge was
consideredinthe development of this planandthe
process through which Indigenous nations will be
provided opportunities to participateinthe
implementation of the plan.
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Indigenous nations to be provided the opportunity to be involvedinthe
development of mitigation measures for caribou, given the importance of
the species to Indigenous nations,and how Indigenous knowledge has
been and will be considered moving forward.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR.

See Annex | for related advice.

IAAC-R2-
122

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

6.5 Significance of
residual effects

12.1.5 Residual
Effects
Characterization

124.2.3
Mitigation for
Changein Habitat

12.7.1
Significance of
Project Residual
Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
168

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide a detailed analysis of
the significance of the residual environmental effects that are considered
adverse following the implementation of mitigation measures, including
the magnitude, geographic extent, timing, duration, frequency,
reversibility,and ecological and social context of residual effects.

Inits response to IAAC-168 and inthe EIS, the Proponentindicates thata
‘low’ magnitude residual changein habitatfor wildlifeis definedas onein
which the Project changes less than 10% of general wildlife habitatin the
LAA, or less than 5% of habitatfor wildlife SAR and SOCC inthe LAA; a
‘moderate’ magnitude residual effects as one in which the Project changes
10-20% of general wildlife habitatin the LAA, or 5-10% of habitatfor
wildlife SAR and SOCC in the LAA; and a ‘high’ magnitude residual effects as
one inwhich the Project changes more than 20% of wildlife habitatin LAA,
or more than 10% of habitat for wildlife SAR and SOCC in the LAA. No
rationalewas provided regarding how the Proponent established the
percentage thresholds applied for low, moderate, and high magnitude
effects to wildlife habitat.Itis alsounclearwhy SAR and SOCC were
assigned their own ratingcriteria while migratory birds, species of
importance to Indigenous nations, and other wildlife species were assigned
one aggregated criteria.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to SAR and Indigenous peoples, including species
of traditional and culturalimportanceto Indigenous peoples.

Providea rationalefor the selection of the magnitude rating
criteria chosen for low, moderate, and high residual effects
to wildlife habitat,includinga discussion of how this rating
criteria ensures an accuratereflection of the potential
significance of effects to all wildlifespecies.

Providea rationalefor why SAR and SOCC were assigned
their own ratingcriteria while migratory birds, species of
importance to Indigenous nations, and other wildlife
species were assigned oneaggregated criteria. Refer to
IAAC-R2-114 for further details onthe requirements for
providinga disaggregated assessmentfor migratory birds,
SAR, SOCC, and wildlifespecies ofimportanceto Indigenous
nations.

i Discuss thelevel of uncertainty associated with
usingone ratingcriteria for migratory birds,
species of importanceto Indigenous nations,and
other wildlifespecies, includingany assumptions
made and how these assumptions may affectthe
level of certainty with respect to the anticipated
significance of potential effects.

Impacts to Rights
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IAAC-R2-
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Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation -
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

4.2.2 Community
knowledge and
Aboriginal
traditional
knowledge

5.0 Engagement
with Indigenous
groups and

concerns raised

19.9.3
Assessment of
Impacts on
Indigenous or
Treaty Rights

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to document, for each Indigenous
nation, the potential or established rights of the Indigenous peoples of
Canada as recognized and affirmed in section 35 of the Constitution Act,
1982 (section 35 rights), includingtitleand related interests, and potential
adverse impacts of each of the Project components and physical activities,
inall phases, on potential or established section 35 rights, includingtitle
andrelated interests. The Proponent is alsorequired to incorporateinto
the EIS the community knowledge and Aboriginal traditional knowledge to
whichit has access or thatis acquired through public participationand
engagement with Indigenous nations and should verify Aboriginal
traditional knowledgein the EIS with the affected Indigenous nation.

Inthe EIS, the Proponent states that potential effects of the Projecton
section 35 rights were derived directly orindirectly fromthe physical
effects of the Project on the environment. Therefore the pathways are
similar for potential effects on the exerciseand practice of section 35
rights, as well as for the conditions thatsupport the exercise of rights
(includingIndigenous health, Indigenous socio-economic conditions,and
Indigenous physicaland cultural heritage). PBCN expressed concerns with
the approach of using potential effects on the environment as a proxy for
impacts to rights as some potential effects of the Project on section 35
rights may not be derived from physical effects of the Project. For instance,
the conversion of unoccupied Crown land to occupied Crown landis an
administrativechangerather than a physical change. However, this can
impair the exercise of Indigenous rights (e.g. governance) through the
changeinlegal instrument under which the landis held. Consideration
must be given inthe assessmentof potential impacts to the rights of
Indigenous peoples to section 35 rights beyond those tied directly to the
physical environment (e.g. governance rights, rightof access, rightto
cultural practice, etc.) and potential effects to rights beyond those directly
tied to physical effects of the Project to the environment must be
considered.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to Indigenous peoples, includingimpacts to the rights of
Indigenous peoples.

a)

Update the assessmentof potential Project impacts on the
rights of Indigenous peoples, for all Indigenous nations, to
consider rights and potential impacts to rights beyond those
tied directly to the physical environment.

i Describe how Indigenous nations were involved
and/or how Indigenous knowledge was used to
informthe Indigenous rights to considerin the
assessment.

ii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusions formed with
the applicableIndigenous nationsand the outcome
of these activities.

iii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

Indigenous Health and Socioeconomic Conditions
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IAAC-R2-
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6.1.4 Riparian,
Wetland, and
Terrestrial
Environments

6.1.11 Human
environment

6.3.4
Indigenous
peoples

18.4.1 Analytical
Assessment
Techniques

Volume 5,
Appendix H: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Human Health
and Ecological
Risk Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report
4.1 Air

5.4.1 Non-
carcinogenic
Chemicals

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto |AAC-
174

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to present baselineinformation
insufficientdetail to enablethe identification of how the Project could
affect VCs, includingfor riparian, wetland, and terrestrial environments.
The Proponent is alsorequired to describe potential Project effects to the
atmospheric environment and how changes to the environment caused by
the Project will affect Indigenous peoples. When risks to human health due
to changes in one or more components are predicted, the Proponent is also
required to provide a complete HHRA examiningall exposure pathways for
pollutants of concern to adequately characterize potential risks to human
health.

Inits response to IAAC-174, the Proponent notes that deposition of fugitive
dusts from pastmining activities could haveresulted in metal accumulation
insoil, terrestrial country foods, and backyard garden produce. Health
Canada notes concerns that despite this, the HHRA does not consider the
potential resuspension of dusts and associated COPCs, includingthose
associated with historic miningactivities, which may be present under
current (i.e. baseline) conditions. As noted by the Proponent inthe EIS,
wind erosionrisk for both topsoil and subsoil is high for both the Gordon
and Maclellan sites, therefore dust resuspension could bereasonably
expected. Further, the HHRA does not consider non-metal COPCs inany
environmental media other than ambient air. Failureto consider
resuspension of dust may underestimate the human health risk from
potential exposure through inhalation and via ingestion of country foods
onto which dust has deposited.

The Proponent alsonotes inits responseto IAAC-174 that, for non-metal
COPCs, volatileorganiccompounds (VOCs), polycyclicaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and metals, the maximum calculated concentration
ratios (CRs) were below 0.01 andthus, applyinga CR (HQ) of 0.2, as
recommended by Health Canada, ratherthan 1.0 would not alter the
conclusions of the HHRA. Health Canada notes that inthe HHRA there are
instances of CR values that are greater than 0.01. For example, acroleinin
Table 5-48 (value of 0.28), trimethylbenzene inTable5-49 (0.63), and total
chromiuminTable5-60 (0.34). Inthese cases, the use of a threshold of 0.2
would change the conclusions of the HHRA, contraryto the information
providedin the Proponent’s response.

a)

b)

Clarify whether resuspension of dust was considered in the
HHRA for the Project,includingthe evaluation ofairborne
metals and other COPCs and, if so, whether contaminants
from historical miningand the constructionand
decommissioning phases of these pastprojects were
incorporated into this assessment.

i If not, revise the HHRA to includean evaluation of
the effects of airbornemetals and other COPCs,
including consideration of contaminants deposited
due to pastminingactivities. Based on this revised
assessment, update the effects assessments for
human health and Indigenous peoples, including
any conclusionsregardingthe anticipated
significance of adverse effects.

ii.. Ifany new or worsened potential effects are
identifiedini), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address effects.

Update the characterization of risks from COPCs usinga HQ
target of 0.2 for inhalation exposure.

i Ifthis updated characterization of risks changes
the conclusions of the HHRA with respect to health
risks, revisethe effects assessments for human
health and Indigenous peoples to accountfor the
updated HHRA conclusions.

ii.. If any new or worsened potential effects are
identifiedini), describe mitigation and follow-up
and monitoring measures that will be implemented
to address effects.
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This informationis required to support the Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including Indigenous
health.

IAAC-R2- Peter Ballantyne | 4.2.2 19.1.2.3 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponentto provide baselineinformation for a) Providea rationalefor how the criteria selected to assess
125 Cree Nation - Community Pathways the health and socioeconomic conditions of Indigenous communities and to potential Project effects to Indigenous healthis reflective
Technical knowledge Carried engage with Indigenous nations that may be affected by the Project to obtain of the unique conditions and use of the landscape by
Review of the and Aboriginal Forward for andincorporatetheir views regarding potential Project effects. Indigenous nations. This rationale mustdescribe how
EISandRound 1 | traditional Indigenous input from Indigenous nations was considered in the
Information knowledge Health Inits response to IAAC-175 and inthe EIS, the Proponent describes the selection of criteria.
Requests Conditions criteria thatwas used to assess potential Project effects to Indigenous i Ifinput from Indigenous nations was not
5.0 health. Peter Ballantyne Cree Nation (PBCN) notes that, based on the consideredinthe selection of criteria toassess
Engagement 19.5.2 Changes criteria listed, the assessmentof potential Project effects to Indigenous potential Project effects to Indigenous health,
with to Indigenous health appears torely solely on effects to other VCs, such as current use engage with Indigenous nations on the criteria
Indigenous Health and human health, which do not encompass aspects of Indigenous health selected and, if necessary, revisethe assessment of
groups and Conditions important for the assessment. For instance, Indigenous use of the landis potential Project effects to Indigenous health to
concerns unique from that of members of the publicinthe area (e.g. Indigenous consider any new or revised criteria suggested by
raised Federal IR peoples may use natural waterbodies for drinking water to a greater extent Indigenous nations.
Responses, Round | than members of the public), sothe assessment of effects to human health
6.1.9 Indigenous 1, Package3, in general may not be reflective of potential effects to Indigenous peoples.
peoples Responseto IAAC- | Further, current use, while informative of effects to Indigenous health,
175 does not encompass other unique factors importantfor the assessmentof
effects to Indigenous health, such as the governance and management of
health through traditional means. The selection of criteria to be used to
assess potential Project effects to Indigenous health must also consider
input from Indigenous nations.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous health and socioeconomic
conditions.
IAAC-R2- Impact 4.2.2 Community 19.5.2 Changes to | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide baselineinformation a) Confirm whether Indigenous perspectives on methods for
126 Assessment knowledge and Indigenous Health | for each Indigenous nation,includinginformation regardingthehealth and health carewere considered inthe assessmentof potential
Agency of Aboriginal Conditions socioeconomic conditions of each Nation, and should verify any traditional Project effects to Indigenous health conditions.
Canada traditional knowledge used inthe EIS with the affected Indigenous nation.The i If Indigenous perspectives on methods for health
knowledge 19.54.1 Proponent is alsorequired to describe how changes to the environment carewere not considered, providea rationalewhy
Peter Ballantyne Cumulative Effect | caused by the Project will affectIndigenous peoples. this factor was excluded.
Cree Nation — 5.0 Engagement Pathways ii.. If factors other than those connected with the
Technical with Indigenous Inits response to IAAC-175, the Proponent describes the criteria that were exercise of harvestingrights or other VCs, such as

Review of the
EIS and Round 1

groups and
concerns raised

Table 19-2: VCs
and Potential

used to assess Indigenous health conditions. PBCN notes that Indigenous
perspectives on methods for health carewere notincluded and that the

the governance and management of health
through traditional means, were not considered,
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Information Effect Pathways measurable parameters used to assess Indigenous health conditions relied revisethe assessment of potential Project effects
Request 6.1.9 Related to fully on other VCs, including currentuseand human health. Other factors to Indigenous health to consider these factors.
Responses Indigenous Indigenous Health | thatare not connected with the exerciseof harvestingrights, such as the
peoples Conditions governance and management of health through traditional means, mustbe
Mathias Colomb considered.
Cree Nation — Federal IR
Technical Responses, Round | This informationis requiredto supportthe Agency’s understanding of
Review of 1, Package3, potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples’ health.
Round 1, Responseto IAAC-
Package3 175
Information
Request
Responses
IAAC-R2- Health Canada— | 6.1.11 Human Volume 5, The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to, when risks to human health a) Providea multi-media assessmentinthe HHRA for those
127 Technical environment Appendix H: Lynn | due to changes in one or more components arepredicted, provide a COPCs that arepresent inseveral media, acton the same
Review of Lake Gold Project, | complete HHRA examiningall exposure pathways for pollutants of concern target organ(s),and/or sharecommon mechanisms of
Round 1, 6.3.4 Human Health to adequately characterize potential risks to human health. action.For those COPCs where the inhalation pathwayis
Package3 Indigenous and Ecological assessed separately fromother exposure pathways, provide
Information peoples Risk Assessment Inits response to IAAC-179, the Proponent states that the risks associated a COPC-specificjustification.
Request Technical with inhalation exposures were calculated usingtoxicological reference i Include sediment pathways for manganese and any
Responses Modelling Report | values (TRVs) specific toinhalation exposures, and the mechanism of other relevant COPCs as partof the multimedia
action, biological endpoints, and target organs differ from those associated HHRA.
H.S. Brown et al. with oral/dermal exposures. Therefore, summinginhalationand
(1984). The role of | oral/dermal HQs has no meaningful toxicological basis. Health Canada b) Providefurther justification for excluding non-metal COPCs
skin absorption as | expresses concerns with this approachasinhalation TRVs areprimarily from all pathways exceptinhalation (e.g.via ingestion of
a route of intended to address exposure scenarios where onlyinhalation exposureis airborne COPCs other than metals that have deposited onto
exposure for operative and/or where toxic effects are specific toinhalation exposure. soil, water, and vegetation). Ifadditional COPCs should be
volatile organic Even when addressing purely volatilecompounds, both inhalationand considered for exposure pathways beyond inhalation,
compounds dermal absorption arepossible,and for some chemicals, dermal uptake can update the HHRA accordingly.
(VOCs) indrinking | be quite extensive (e.g. see Brown et al.1984). For example, PAHs do not
water, Am. J. exclusively produce portal-of-entry or other inhalation-specific effects, c) Ifany new or worsened potential effects to VCs are
Public Health. contrary to the Proponent’s statement. In addition, the example COPCs identifiedinresponse to a) or b), update the effects
74(5), 479-484. cited inthe Proponent’s response to IAAC-179 (i.e. thalliumand chromium) assessments for relevant VCs, includingtheresidual and
have dominant exposure pathways (i.e. ingestionandinhalation, cumulative effects assessments, and describe mitigation
Federal IR respectively),and are not necessarily representative of COPCs with and follow-up and monitoring measures that will be
Responses, Round | predicted exposure across several, moreequal pathways. Further implemented to address effects.
1, Package3, justification, including contaminant-specificinformation, is required to
Responseto IAAC- | supportseparatinginhalation exposurefromall other pathways. d) Providethe literature source(s) for the uptake values that

179

were used in Equation 4.1 in Section 4.0 of the HHRA.
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Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package3,
Responseto
IAAC-183

Health Canada also notes that, with the exception of inhalation, all
pathways deemed operableinthe HHRA’s Conceptual Site Model only
considered potential risks fromexposure to metals. Itis unclear why the
Proponent assumed that Project related semi-volatiles or non-volatile
contaminants (e.g. PAHs) would be presentinair (i.e. as components of
dust and/or DPM or in other forms) without depositingand migratingto
other environmental media (e.g. soil, sediment, plants, surfacewater, and
groundwater) where they canbe taken up by plants andanimalsusedas
human food sources. A multimedia assessment combiningall of these
exposures must be completed for these COPCs to understand potential
Project effects to human health, including Indigenous health.

Inits response to IAAC-179, the Proponent notes that the sediment
ingestion pathway was deemed operable but screened out of the HHRA
because itwas considered unlikely thathuman receptors would come into
directcontact with sediment. However, in the EIS andinthe Proponent’s
responseto IAAC-183, the Proponent states that concentrations of
manganese in sediments are expected to exceed soil quality guidelines for
directcontactinthe predicted Future Case scenarioandthatbaselineHQ
for total ingestion of manganese is alreadyin exceedance of the health
target of 0.2 for human receptors at both the Gordon and Maclellansites.
Therefore, Health Canada notes that the sediment pathway must be
includedinthe multimedia HHRA as a precautionary approach.

Inthe HHRA provided inthe EIS, the Proponent indicates that
concentrations of COPCs in plantand animal tissues were determined using
uptake factors (i.e. Equation 4.1). Health Canada notes that these factors
have not been provided; further information regarding the approach for
determining baselineand Future Caseconcentrations of COPCs insoils and
tissues is required to understand the results of the HHRA.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including Indigenous
health.

IAAC-R2-
128

Health Canada—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3

6.3.4
Indigenous
peoples

Volume 5,
Appendix H: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Human Health
and Ecological

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to, when risks to human health
due to changes in one or more components arepredicted, providea
complete HHRA examiningall exposure pathways for pollutants of concern
to adequately characterize potential risks to human health.

a)

Confirm whether non-developmental toxicity chronic TRVs
were used for ethylbenzene and xylene. Ifthe
developmental toxicity-based annual TRVs were used for
the chronicinhalation assessment, update the calculation
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Information
Request
Responses

Risk Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

5.2.2.1 Inhalation
Exposures

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Package3,
Responseto
IAAC-180

Inits response to IAAC-180, the Proponent indicates thatnone of the
chronicinhalation TRVs were based on developmental effects, so use of
dose averaging (i.e. mathematically spreading outa short duration dose
over a longer period) was appropriatefor DPM, HCN, VOCs, non-
carcinogenic PAHs, and metals evaluated in the HHRA. However, Table 5-9
of the HHRA indicates thatthe annual non-carcinogenic TRV for
ethylbenzene (i.e. a VOC) was based upon a health endpoint of
developmental toxicity and the annual TRV for xylenes (i.e. a VOC) was
based on effects includingfetal retardation,increased proportion of fetal
mortality,and resorbed fetuses. Health Canada notes that the durationand
use of dose averagingshould be carefully considered, particularlyin cases
where chemicals have potential developmental (i.e. fetal) effects. As the
annual TRVs for some COPCs used inthe HRRA arebased on development
effects, dose averaging may not be appropriatefor all VOCs without further
justification to supportthe generalized approach.

Health Canada also notes that the use of dose averagingfor assessing
inhalation risks of COPCs is not protective of off-duty workers, including
potential Indigenous workers, who remaininthe LAA. As the assessment
was based on two weeks of exposure followed by two weeks off, during
which time the worker is presumed to leave the LAA, the exposure
assessment for off-duty workers has not fully considered workers from the
local community who liveinand use the LAA on their time off, as other
human receptors from the local community would. Given the expressed
local interestin potential employment opportunities, a worker from or
engaging intraditional land useactivities in the LAA is highly conceivable.
As such, neither the dose-averagingapproach nor the proposed measure to
cover the work camp area with aggregate material to eliminatedust and
soil exposure may be sufficientfor protecting off-duty and off-rotation
workers who remain inthe LAA. The Proponentalso notesin its response
to IAAC-180 that off-duty workers were onlyassessed for risks via
inhalation exposure. Health Canada notes that this approach may further
underestimate the health risks,and the CR or HQ, for these receptors.
Additional exposure pathways must be considered with respect to off-duty
workers to ensure that potential effects to human health, including
Indigenous health, are not underestimated.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential effects to Indigenous peoples, including Indigenous health.

c)

resultandinterpretation inthe HHRA without applyingdose
averagingfor these COPCs.

Clarify whether a local off-duty worker receptor was
consideredinthe HHRA (i.e. someone who would both be
living on-sitefor 26 weeks of the year and living or engaging
intraditional activities in the LAA for the remaining 26
weeks). If not, describe how the current HHRA and
assumptions for human receptors would be protective of
this particular situation or revisethe HHRA and any
associated effects assessments for VCs to consider this
factor.

Update the HHRA to includerelevant exposure pathways
and COPCs for off-duty workers as partof the multimedia
HHRA (refer to IAAC-R2-124 and IAAC-R2-127 for further
details).

Revise the effects assessments for all relevantVCs to
consider anyrequired updates to the HHRA as discussedin
a)to c).

i Ifany new or worsened potential effects to VCs
areidentifiedinresponseto d), describe
mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
effects.
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IAAC-R2-
129

Health Canada—
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

5.0 Engagement
with Indigenous
groups and

concerns raised

6.1 Projectsetting
andbaseline
conditions

6.1.11 Human
environment

Volume 5,
Appendix H: Lynn
Lake Gold Project,
Human Health
and Ecological
Risk Assessment
Technical
Modelling Report

Table 5-1
Receptor
Parameters used
inthe HHRA

Chan etal., 2012.
First Nations
Food, Nutrition,
and Environment
Study: Results
from Manitoba
(2010)

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
183

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project
effects to Indigenous peoples, including Indigenous health, the current use
of lands and resources for traditional purposes, and physical and cultural
heritage.

Inits response to IAAC-183, the Proponent provides details of the analysis
that was conducted regardingthe contribution of eachingestion exposure
pathway to total ingestion exposure. Health Canada notes that the
Proponent does not specify how the consumption rates for human
receptors used in this analysis were determined. Further, the Proponent
notes inthe explanation column of Table 5-1inthe EIS that intakerate data
derived from Chan et al.(2012) were used for different country foods for
different age classes and notes that 10% of fish were from local
waterbodies, butitis unclear howthis valuewas incorporatedinto the
calculations and whether this valueaccounts for different trophic levels or
sizes of fish that might be caught locally compared to commercially bought
fish.This is particularlyimportantin light of the potential exceedances of
health risk targets (i.e. HQ of >0.2) for the baselinecasefor
methylmercury, thallium,and manganese, where consumption of country
foods has been identified as the primary source.

Health Canada also notes that the Proponent’s response to IAAC-183 does
not specify why all mercuryinfish was assumed to be inthe form of
methylmercury, whereas inorganic mercury was assumed to be the
predominant form in other country foods. Inthe absence of any mercury
speciation data to support this assumption, Health Canada recommends
usingthe assumption of 100% methylmercury in all country foods and that
the tolerabledailyintake (TDI) values for methylmercury be employed for
all country foods, including wild game, vegetation, and fish. This approach
ensures that the potential health risks arenotunderestimated.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples’ health and socio-economic
conditions.

a)

Clarify howthe data from the Chanet al.(2012)food study
was used to determine consumption rates for non-
Indigenous and Indigenous receptors inthe local area (i.e.
refer to Table 5-1 of the HHRA) and how assumptions for
fish consumption accounted for varyingsizes and species in
local catch compared to supermarket fish. Provide
adjustment ratios and/or samplecalculationsas
appropriate.

Providea rationalefor usinginorganic mercuryinstead of
methylmercury when assessing healthrisksfrom
consumption of country foods other than fish, including
supportingspeciation data. Alternatively, update the HQ
values used for this assessmentto assumethat all mercury
is present inthe form of methylmercury for all country
foods.

i Ifa rationaleis provided, describeany assumptions
made and how this may affect the accuracy of the
effects assessmentand the determination of the
anticipated significance of effects to Indigenous
health and socioeconomic conditions.

ii.. If updated HQ values areused to assumethat all
mercury is present in the form of methylmercury in
country founds, revisethe assessmentof potential
Project effects to Indigenous health,includingthe
residual and cumulative effects assessments, to
accountfor this update.

iii.. If new or worsened potential effects to Indigenous
peoples areidentifiedini), describe mitigationand
follow-up and monitoring measures that will be
implemented to address effects.
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IAAC-R2-
130

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

6.1.9 Indigenous
peoples

6.3.4 Indigenous
peoples

19.2.2.2
Indigenous Socio-
Economic
Conditions

Lynn Lake Gold
Project
Environmental
Impact
Statement:
Second
Supplemental
Filing of
Indigenous
Engagement
Activities,
Appendix B

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto |AAC-
190

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to provide baselineinformation
for the current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes by
Indigenous nations and Indigenous socioeconomic conditions, includinga
characterization of the attributes of the activity thatmay be affected by
Project-related changes to the environment. The Proponent is also required
to describe potential effects of the Projectto Indigenous nations, including
current use and Indigenous socioeconomic conditions.

Inits response to IAAC-190, the Proponent notes that Project clearingand
construction activities will affect Pukatawagan Registered Traplines 30,32,
and 36, and the Youth TrainingCamp,and will leadtoa loss ofarea
availablefor trapping. However, the Project will notresultin wide
degradation, restriction, or disruption of present current useactivities.
Information was not provided regarding how local Project effects to the
Pukatawagan Registered Traplines and the Youth Training Camp may affect
current use and/or Indigenous socioeconomic conditions for each
Indigenous nation that may rely on these local areas. Further, MCCN notes
concerns that trappers may avoid mine sites due to noiseand safety
concerns.Itis unclear whether potential avoidancebehaviours were
consideredin assessing potential Project effects to trapping.

The Proponent alsostatesinits responseto IAAC-190 that the Indigenous
socioeconomic conditions LAA overlaps with 19 traplines within the
Registered Trapline Districts of Pukatawagan and Southern

Indian Lake, all of which have associated commercial trapper permits. Itis
unclear whether engagement activities were conducted with trapline
permit holders to understand the extent of their use of traplines thatmay
be affected by the Projectto informthe assessmentof potential Project
effects to Indigenous socioeconomic conditions.

MCCN notes concerns that information from their TLRU report regarding
trappingactivities was notconsidered in the Proponent’s assessment of
potential Project effects to current use and Indigenous socioeconomic
conditions, including four locations used for trappingin the PDA, nine
locations inthe LAA, and over 35 locations inthe RAA. As this information
may reveal uniqueinteractions between the Project and MCCN members’
socioeconomic conditionsand currentuse and/or new or worsened
potential Project effects, this information mustbe considered.

a)

c)

Describe how local Projecteffects to the Pukatawagan
Registered Traplines and the Youth Training Camp, including
consideration of avoidance behaviours, may affectcurrent
use and/or Indigenous socioeconomic conditions, and
revisethe assessmentof potential Project effects to
Indigenous peoples, including the residual and cumulative
effects assessments, to consider these effects.
i Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
effects identifiedina).

Clarify whether engagement activities were conducted with
each the of the 19 commercial trapline permitholders
within the Indigenous socio-economic conditions LAA that
may be affected by the Project.

i If not, provide a rationalewhy these engagement
activities have not been conducted and/or describe
when these engagement activities will be
conducted and how this information will be used
to update the assessmentof potential Project
effects to Indigenous socioeconomic conditions.

ii.. Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the trapline permit holders and the outcome of
these activities.

iii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of traplinepermitholders and the
Proponent, efforts made to reconciledisparities,
and a rationalefor conclusions on matters for
which disparityin views remains.

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to

Indigenous socioeconomic conditionsand currentuseto

consider potential impacts to trappingactivities onany

applicabletraplines thatoverlap with the Indigenous

socioeconomic conditions LAA.

i Describe mitigation and follow-up and monitoring

measures that will beimplemented to address
effects.
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Further, several Indigenous nations, including MCCN and the MMF, express

concerns regardingthe lack of Nation-specific baselinedata presented in d) Revisethe assessmentof potential Projecteffects to current
the EIS and the Proponent’s responses to several Round 1 Information use and Indigenous socioeconomic conditions, including the
Requests, and the limited engagement conducted by the Proponent with residual and cumulative effects assessment, to consider
respect to Indigenous socioeconomic conditions, includingasitrelates to information provided by MCCN inits TLRU study, including
trapping. the location of areas used for trapping withinthe PDA, LAA,
and RAA, and any new information provided by other
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of Indigenous nations since submission of Round 1 Information
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse and Request responses. Refer to IAAC-R2-57 for more
Indigenous socioeconomic conditions. information on the requirements for baselinedata
regardingIndigenous socioeconomic conditionsand current
See Annex | for related advice. use.

i If new or worsened effects are identifiedind),
describemitigation and follow-up and monitoring
measures that will beimplemented to address
effects.

Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes by Indigenous Peoples

IAAC-R2- Mathias Colomb | 4.2.2 Community 11442 The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project a) Discuss howinputfrom Indigenous nations was used to

131 Cree Nation — knowledge and Mitigation effects to Indigenous peoples, including species ofimportanceto Nations, informthe selection of mitigation measures to address
Technical Aboriginal and describemitigation measures to avoid or lessen potential adverse potential Project effects to plantspecies ofimportance to
Review of traditional 11.4.4.3 Project effects to species of importanceto Indigenous peoples. The Proponentis Indigenous nations, including the selection of seed mixes.
Round 1, knowledge Residual Effects alsorequiredto consider Indigenous traditional knowledge in the i Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
Package3 development of mitigation measures, and develop a follow-up program verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
Information 6.4 Mitigation Federal IR that evaluates the effectiveness of mitigation measures with inputfrom the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
Request measures Responses, Round | Indigenous nations. of these activities.
Responses 1, Package3, ii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the

Responseto IAAC- | Inits response to IAAC-155 and IAAC-158, the Proponent describes views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,

Chemawawin 155 mitigation and follow-up and monitoring measures that will be efforts made to reconciledisparities,anda
Cree Nation — implemented to address potential Project effects to plant SOCC, plant rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
Technical species of importanceto Indigenous nations,and wetlands. The Proponent disparityinviews remains.
Review of has not described the anticipated effectiveness of the mitigation measures
Round 1, proposed or the contingency/adaptive management measures that will be b) Discuss howinputfrom Indigenous nations was used to
Package3 implemented if mitigation measures, including reclamation, areineffective informthe Proponent’s proposed follow-up and monitoring
Information or less effective than anticipated. MCCN, CCN, PBCN, and SDFN note planwith respect to plantspecies of importanceto
Request concerns that mitigation measures, including the selection of nativeseed Indigenous nations.
Responses mixes to be used for reclamation andinvasivespecies and erosion control, i DescribeProponent plans to address Indigenous

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —

have been developed without input from Indigenous nations.Itis also
unclear how the Proponent will ensurethat native plantspecies of
importance to Indigenous nations areincluded in seed mixes when seeds

nations’ concerns regardingthe level of
engagement conducted with respect to the follow-
up and monitoring plans for plantspecies of
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Technical from these species may not be availablein commercial seed mixes. Further, importance to Indigenous nations.
Review of whilean opportunity was provided to comment on the Proponent’s
Round 1, proposed follow-up and monitoring plan with respect to plantspecies of c) Describethe anticipated effectiveness of mitigation
Package3 importance to Indigenous nations, Nations were not provided with measures proposed to address potential Project effects to
Information adequate time and resources to provide feedback. Therefore, alackof plantSOCC, plantspecies of importance to Indigenous
Request comment on these plans should notbe interpreted as alackofinterest nations,and wetlands, including wetland function.
Responses and/or a lack of concern. i Describethe contingency/adaptive management
measures that will beimplemented if mitigation
Peter Ballantyne SDFN also expresses concerns thatitis unclear whether the Proponent will measures, includingreclamation, areineffective or
Cree Nation - providean opportunity forinterested Indigenous nations to participatein less effective than anticipated.
Technical Indigenous monitoringactivities during Project construction, operation,
Review of the and decommissioning, particularly with respectto monitoring vegetation d) Describehow reclamation measures for plantspecies of
EIS and Round 1 re-establishmentand ensuringthat native plantspecies of importance to importance to Indigenous nations will be undertaken to
Information Indigenous nations aresuccessfully re-establishing within the PDAs. recover native plantspecies of interest for which
Requests commercial seed mixes are not available.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of i If reclamation measures to restore the presence,
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including species of abundance, and distribution of native plantspecies
importance to the exercise of rights and current use. of importance to Indigenous nations is
unsuccessful, describe how this mayinfluence the
assessment of potential Project effects to
Indigenous peoples and the assessment of impacts
to rights, including the determination of the
significance of potential effects.

ii.. Describefollow-up and monitoring measures,
including Indigenous monitoring, thatwill be
conducted to confirmwhether reclamation
measures, includingrestoration of native plant
species, is successful. Describe contingency
measures that will beimplemented ifrestoration
of native plantspecies is unsuccessful.

IAAC-R2- Impact 6.2.3 Changes to 11.5 Assessment | The EIS Guidelines requirean assessment of the cumulative effects on a) Describethe level of uncertainty and limitations associated

132 Assessment riparian, wetland | of Cumulative current use of lands and resources for traditional purposes, focusing on with the assessment (includingtheresidual and cumulative
Agency of andterrestrial Environmental relevant activities, and to consider overall impacts on Indigenous rights - effects assessments) of potential Project effects to plant
Canada environments Effects on based activities, traditional landsand resources, and health and socio- species of importanceto Indigenous peoples,includingthe

Vegetation and economic conditions. assessmentof the anticipated significance of effects, given

Mathias Colomb | 6.3.4 Indigenous Wetlands the lack of quantitative data regardingthe abundance of
Cree Nation - peoples Inits response to IAAC-158, the Proponent states that the wetland and these plantspecies inthe RAA. Describeanyassumptions
Technical Federal IR vegetation cumulative effects assessmentincluded consideration of that were made, includingany extrapolation of data from
Review of Responses, Round | potential cumulative effects to vegetation and wetlands used for traditional the PDA, and discusshowthose assumptions may affect the
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Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1

6.6.3 Cumulative
effects
assessment

1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
158

purposes by Indigenous peoples. However, effects could not be quantified
as data on the extent of future projects and abundance of plantspecies of
importance to Indigenous nations inthe RAA are not available. PBCN and
MCCN express concerns that the contribution of potential future projectsin
the area of the Project have not been assessed quantitatively, which limits
their ability to accurately assesstheanticipated significance of cumulative
effects to current use. Itis alsounclear whatassumptions (i.e.interms of
qualitatively defining potential cumulative effects of future projects) were
made with respect to the assessment of effects of the Project,includingthe
residual effects assessment,and the cumulative effects assessmentfor
current use, given the lack of data regardingthe abundance of plants of

level of uncertainty with respect to predictions regarding
potential Project and cumulative effects.

i Describefollow-up and monitoring and adaptive
management plans thatwill be implemented to
address any unanticipated effects of the Project
and cumulative effects to plantspecies of
importance to Indigenous peoples. Refer to |AAC-
R2-04 for further details regardinginformation
requirements for adaptive management plans.

ii.. Describehow Indigenous nations will beinvolved
inthe designand implementation of follow-up and

Information importance to Indigenous peoples inthe RAA, and how these assumptions monitoringand adaptive management plans.
Requests may affect the certainty of the Proponent’s assessments.
This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse.
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.1.9 Indigenous 17.1.4 Potential The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe changes to the a) Providebaselinedataregardingintangibleaspects/values
133 Assessment peoples Effects, Pathways | environment that may affect current use, including howthese changes may associated with current use that may be affected by the
Agency of and Measurable affect conditions thatsupport traditional useand practices. The Proponent Project for each Indigenous nation, including consideration
Canada 6.3.4 Indigenous Parameters isalsorequiredto provide baselineinformation for each Indigenous nation of the information provided by MCCN in its TLRU study.
peoples to informthe assessment of potential effects of the Project to Indigenous i Where baselinedatais notpublically available,
Peter Ballantyne Federal IR peoples, including consideration of both primary and secondary sources of describepastand current engagement activities
Cree Nation — Responses, Round | informationregardingbaselineconditionsand changes to the environment. with Indigenous nations to collect this information.
Technical 1, Package3,
Review of the Responseto IAAC- | Inits response to IAAC-188, the Proponent states that intangible effects b) Describepotential Project effects, includingthe
EIS and Round 1 188 canonly be meaningfully evaluated by individuals and communities anticipated significance of potential effects, to intangible
Information experiencingthese values intheir cultural context and such effects are aspects/values associated with current use, including
Request difficultto mitigate or quantitatively assessby an external party. Where an consideration of potential avoidancebehaviours.
Responses Indigenous nationidentified a related concern, the subjectiveand i Identify mitigation and follow-up and monitoring
experiential components of current use that could not be measured or measures that will beimplemented to address
Mathias Colomb meaningfully assessed froma Western science perspective were any potential effects identified in b).
Cree Nation — considered narratively.
Technical c) Describethe activities thatwere conducted to verify the
Review of Several Indigenous nations, including SDFN, MCCN, PBCN, and CCN, note data used and conclusions formed with the applicable
Round 1, that, whileintangible effects may be difficultto quantitatively assess and Indigenous nations and the outcome of these activities.
Package3 mitigate, focused engagement with Indigenous nations can help to identify i Identify and discuss areas of disparity between
Information these potential effects and discuss potential mitigation and the views of Indigenous nations and the
Request accommodation measures. Indigenous nations also note concerns that, to Proponent, efforts made to reconciledisparities,
Responses date, meaningful engagement with their Nations by the Proponent,
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Chemawawin
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

particularly with respect to potential Project effects to intangibleaspects of
current use, has been limited. Further, MCCN also notes that, their TLRU
study identifies intangible elements of MCCN’s current use, including
knowledge transmission and sense of place, that have the potential to be
adversely affected by the Project. This information was reflected in the
Proponent’s assessment of potential effects to current use.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse.

and a rationalefor conclusions on matters for
which disparityinviews remains.

IAAC-R2-
134

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Request
Responses

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,

6.3.4 Indigenous
peoples

19.4.3.1 Effect
Pathways

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
189

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe potential Project
effects to current use. This assessmentis to includeany changes to access
and perceived access toareas used for traditional purposesand changes
that could detract from use of the area or lead to avoidanceas a resultof
the Project and associated (e.g. actual and/or perceived) disturbance of the
environment.

Inits response to IAAC-189, the Proponent states that signagemay be
posted indicatingthathunting and the dischargeor possession ofa firearm
or bow on or within 300 metres from the Gordon and Maclellansitesis
prohibited for safety purposes under The General Hunting Regulation of
Manitoba’s The Wildlife Act. As the need for this signage has not yet been
determined, and is outsidethe control of Alamos, the area that may be
affected by this restriction has notbeen includedinthe calculation of the
area of unoccupied Crown land where the use of firearms will be
prohibited. Although ithas not yet been determined whether a firearms
restriction within 300 metres of the Projectwill be required, the Proponent
must take a precautionaryapproach andconsider this area withinthearea

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to
current use by Indigenous peoples and the impacts to
rights assessment, includingtheresidual and cumulative
effects assessments, to consider thata firearms restriction
within 300 metres of the Project may be required,
includingany potential effects associated with avoidance
behaviours.

Calculatethe total area of land where Indigenous
access may be restricted as a result of the Project.
Ifany new or worsened effects to Indigenous
peoples areidentifiedina), describemitigation
and follow-up and monitoring measures that will
be implemented to address potential effects.
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Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Chemawawin

of land that may be affected by the Projectand inturn affect current use
andthe huntingrights of Indigenous peoples.

Although the restriction applies to firearms and bow use, it may resultin
avoidanceofthe area withinthe 300 metre buffer by Indigenous nations
who otherwise may have used the area for purposes other than hunting,

Cree Nation — such as gatheringand ceremonial use, as firearms and bows may be carried
Technical for protection. Therefore, although the restriction may affect other current
Review of use and/or rights-based activities thatmust be consideredin the
Round 1, assessment.
Package3
Information This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
Request potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse.
Responses
IAAC-R2- Impact 6.3.4 17.3 Project The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe changes to the a) Clarify whether potential effects to Indigenous health,
135 Assessment Indigenous Interactions with | environment caused by the Project that may affect the health of current use, and Indigenous rights due to avoidance of
Agency of peoples Current Use of Indigenous peoples and the current use of lands and resources for certainlocations currently used for traditional and cultural
Canada Land and traditional purposes, including changes to water quality and the availability practices, including the harvest of country foods, and the
Resources for of country foods. The Proponent is alsorequired to provideinformation exerciseof rights due to real or perceived contamination
Mathias Colomb Traditional regarding potential adverse impacts of the Project on Indigenous rights. of fish, wildlife, plants, and surface water were considered
Cree Nation — Purposes inthe assessmentof potential Project effects to
Technical Inits response to IAAC-193, the Proponent states that adverse effects on Indigenous health, current use, and Indigenous rights.
Review of Lynn Lake Gold fish health, growth, or survival fromchanges in water quality downstream i If potential effects associated with avoidance
Round 1, Project of the MacLellanandthe Gordon sites are not expected. Given that the were not considered, revisethe assessment of
Package3 Environmental dissolved chemical concentrations inthewater arenot expected to alter potential Project effects to Indigenous health,
Information Impact the abundanceor distribution of fish thatcould be harvested for current use, and Indigenous rights, including the
Request Statement: subsistence purposes, effects to the exercise of Indigenous or Treaty rights residual and cumulative effects assessments, to
Responses Second are not anticipated. The Proponent alsostates inits responseto IAAC-195 consider this potential effect.
Supplemental that, given that measurablechanges inthe abundanceand distribution of ii.. If new or worsened potential effects are
Filing of wildlifein the LAA is not anticipated, population levels effects on wildlife identifiedinresponse to i), describe mitigation
Indigenous arealsonotanticipated, resultingin low magnitude effects on the and follow-up and monitoring measures that will
Engagement availability of and access to traditionally harvested species. Itis unclear be implemented to address effects.
Activities whether the Proponent considered potential effects to Indigenous peoples,
including Indigenous health, currentuse, and the exercise of rights, due to b) Revise the assessmentof potential Projecteffects to
Federal IR avoidanceof certainlocations used for fishing, hunting, trapping, the Indigenous health, current use, and Indigenous rights to

Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
192

harvestof country foods, and other purposes near the Project area due to
real or perceived contamination of fish or surfacewater as a resultof the
Project.

incorporatethe new information provided by MCCN inits
Indigenous Knowledge and Use Study and any new
information provided by other Indigenous nations since
submission of Round 1 Information Request responses.
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
193

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto |AAC-
194

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
195

The Proponent alsostates inits responseto IAAC-192 to IAAC-195 that the
information provided by MCCN inits TLRU report serves to confirm the
assumptions madeinthe EIS regardingthe nature and extent of Indigenous
traditional useinrelation tothe Projectand the information shared by
MCCN is consistentwith the EIS. Inthe EIS, the Proponent also notes that
there are no known traditional, cultural, or spiritual sites or areas within
the PDA. MCCN notes that its Indigenous Knowledge and Use Study
identifies importantvalues associated with resources in the Project area
anda number of fishing, hunting, trapping, and plantharvesting sites of
importance to MCCN members withinthe PDA, LAA, and RAA that have not
been consideredin either the EIS or inthe Proponent’s response to |AAC-
192 to IAAC-195. Therefore, the assessmentof potential Project effects to
Indigenous health, current use, and Indigenous rights must be revised to
consider the new information provided by MCCN inits Indigenous
Knowledge and Use Study and any new information provided by other
Indigenous nations since submission of Round 1 Information Request
responses.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous health, current use, and Indigenous
rights.

i Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusionsformed with
the applicableIndigenous nations and the outcome
of these activities.

ii.. Identify and discuss areas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparity inviews remains.

IAAC-R2-
136

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

Chemawawin
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information

6.1.9 Indigenous
peoples

6.3.4
Indigenous
peoples

7.121
Indigenous
Engagement

7.4.2.4 Project
Residual
Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
196

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe changes to the
environment caused by the Project that may affect the health of
Indigenous peoples, including changes to noiseexposure, effects of
vibration fromblasting, and currentand future availability of country foods.
The Proponent is alsorequired to provide information related to potential
adverse impacts of the Project on Indigenous rights, includingtitleand
related interests.

Inits response to IAAC-196, the Proponent states that changes to the
availabilityand accessto wildlifewere assessed relativeto the predicted
residual effects on wildlife habitat. Inthe EIS, the Proponent also states
that, with mitigation, the change inresourceavailabilityis anticipated to be
low, as the Projectis not expected to cause population level effects,
despite some mortalities and displacement. MCCN, PBCN, and CCN note
concerns that, while population level effects are not anticipated, localized
wildlifemortality and displacement could resultin adverse effects to
current use and impacts to rights due to changes in the availability of
resources at preferred harvestinglocations, changes to the timing of

a)

Revise the assessment of potential Project effects to current
use and impacts to rights, including the residual and
cumulative effects assessments, to consider that localized
wildlifemortality and displacement could resultin adverse
effects to current use and impacts to rights due to changes
inthe availability of resources at preferred harvesting
locations, changes to the timing of current use activities,
andthe need to travel farther to access resources that,
prior to the Project, were availableand/or more abundant
locally.

i If new or worsened potential effects are identified
ina), describemitigation and follow-up and
monitoring measures that will beimplemented to
address effects.
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Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

current use activities,and the need to travel farther to access resources
that, prior to the Project, were availableand/or more abundant locally.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including currentuse, and
impacts to rights.

Indigenous Physical and Cultural Heritage

IAAC-R2-
137

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

6.3.4 Indigenous
peoples

16.4 Assessment
of Residual
Environmental
Effects on
Heritage
Resources

1945

Changein
Indigenous
Physicaland
Cultural Heritage

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
184

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
185

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package 3,

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to describe, for each Indigenous
nation, how changes to the environment resulting from the Project may
affect physical and cultural heritage, and any structure, site, or thing of
historical, archaeological, paleontological, or architectural significance to
Indigenous peoples, includingintangible cultural heritagevalues such as
sacred areas, culturallandscapes, and languageuseand transmission.

Inits response to IAAC-184, IAAC-185, and IAAC-186, the Proponent states
that no new information regardingIndigenous physicaland cultural
heritage values or sites were identified by Indigenous nations and that the
information provided by MCCN inits TLRU report (i.e. MCCN’s Indigenous
Knowledge and Use Study) serves to confirmthe assumptions madein the
EIS regarding the nature and extent of Indigenous traditional useinrelation
to the Project. Therefore, no updates to the effects assessmentfor
Indigenous physicaland cultural heritage arerequired at this time. In the
EIS, the Proponent also notes that at the time of filingthe EIS, Indigenous
nations engaged on the Projecthad notidentified cultural sites, buildings,
or landscapes within the Maclellan siteor Gordon site PDA. MCCN notes
thatits TLRU report identifies importantfeatures required for MCCN'’s
cultural continuity within the Project footprint and LAA, including
harvestingsites for various species of berries and medicines, burial sites,
campingandcabinsites, gathering places, teachingareas, terrestrial and
water routes, and cultural, spiritual,and ceremonial sites. Therefore, the
assessmentof potential Projecteffects to physicaland cultural heritage and
anystructure, site, or thing of historical, archaeological, paleontological, or
architectural significanceto Indigenous nations mustbe revised to consider
the new information provided by MCCN inits Indigenous Knowledge and

a)

Revise the assessmentof potential Project effects to
physicaland cultural heritageand anystructure, site, or
thing of historical, archaeological, paleontol ogical, or
architectural significanceto Indigenous nations to consider
the new information provided by MCCN inits Indigenous
Knowledge and Use Study and any new information
provided by other Indigenous nations.

i Describethe activities thatwere conducted to
verify the data used and conclusions formed with
the applicableIndigenous nationsand the outcome
of these activities.

ii.. Identify and discussareas of disparity between the
views of Indigenous nations and the Proponent,
efforts made to reconciledisparities,and a
rationalefor conclusions on matters for which
disparityinviews remains.

If any new or worsened effects to Indigenous peoples are
identified, describe mitigation and follow-up and
monitoring measures that will beimplemented to address
effects.
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Responseto IAAC-
186

Use Study and any new information provided by other Indigenous nations
sincesubmission of Round 1 Information Request responses.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understandingof
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, including physical and
cultural heritageand anystructure, site, or thing of historical,
archaeological, paleontological, or architectural significance to Indigenous
peoples.

Accidents and Malfunctions

IAAC-R2-
138

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

6.6.1 Effects of
potential
accidents and
malfunctions

6.6.2 Effects of
the
environment on
the

project

22.5 Effects
Assessment of
Potential
Accidents or
Malfunctions

22.4.3 Ore Milling
and Processing
PlantAccident or
Malfunction

22.4.4 Sewage
Treatment Plant
Malfunction or
Discharge
PipelineFailure

22.4.6 Open Pit
Slope Failure

22.4.8 Over-
Blasting

22.4.9
Fire/Explosions

23.5.1 Emergency
Response and
Spill Prevention

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to conduct an analysis of the risks
of accidents and malfunctions acrossall Project phases, takingintoaccount
the plausibleworstcasescenariosand effects of these scenarios. The
Proponent is alsorequired to demonstrate that the precautionaryapproach
has been appliedto its assessmentand analysisto avoidsignificantadverse
environmental effects.

Inits response to IAAC-137, the Proponent describes the potential effects
of five potential accidental events or malfunctions thatmay resultin
adverse effects to VCs. In the EIS, the Proponent alsolists fiveadditional
accidentand/or malfunction scenarios thatmay occur but that areunlikely
to resultin effects to VCs, given the mitigation measures that will be
implemented. These scenarios includean OreMillingand Processing Plant
accidentor malfunction; Sewage Treatment Plantmalfunctionor discharge
pipelinefailure;open pitslopefailure;over-blasting; and fires/explosions.
Inthe event that these events occur and mitigation measures applied to
prevent the accidentand/or malfunction scenarioslisted, including worst
casescenarios,arenoteffective or are not as effective as anticipated,
informationis required to understand potential effects to VCs and
contingency measures that will beapplied to address these effects.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, fish andfish habitat,and
other VCs that may affected by accidents and malfunctions.

For each of the followingaccidentand/or malfunction
scenarios,assumingthat mitigation measures arenot
effective or are not as effective as anticipated, describethe
worst casescenario and the effects of these scenarios to
VCs, includingthe magnitude of the event and the quantity,
mechanism, rate, form, and characteristics of the
contaminants and other materials likely to be released:

iii..
iv.

Ore Millingand Processing Plantaccidentor
malfunction;

Sewage Treatment Plantmalfunction or discharge
pipelinefailure;

open pitslopefailure;

over-blasting;and

fires/explosions.

For each of the scenarios listedina), describe the
emergency response measures, capacities, contingency
measures, and emergency response procedures that will be
implemented.
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and Contingency
Plan

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
137

IAAC-R2- Manitoba Metis | 6.6.1 Effects of 22.4.1Tailings The EIS Guidelines require the Proponentto conductan analysis of therisksof | a) Providea rationaleand/or data to supportthe statement
139 Federation — potential Management accidents and malfunctions across all phases of the Project, determinetheir that a defect inthe liner of the TMF would resultin a
Technical accidents or Facility effects, and present preliminary emergency response measures and capacities. localized increasein seepage by one order of magnitude
Review of malfunctions Malfunction This assessmentwill include an identification of the magnitude of an accident versus theratethatwould be associated with a properly
Round 1, and/or malfunction, including the quantity, mechanism, rate, form, and functioningliner and thatsurrounding collection ditches and
Packages 1and Federal IR characteristics of the contaminants and other materials likely to bereleased seepage collection systems willhave sufficient capacity to
2 Information Responses, Round | intotheenvironmentduringtheevent. capturetheadditional seepageintheeventofa liner
Request 1, Package?2, malfunction.
Responses Responseto IAAC- | Inits responseto IAAC-140, the Proponentstates thatthe worst casescenario i Describethe assumptions that were used to derive
140 of uncontrolled seepage fromthe TMF would likely be due to a pre-existing the conclusionsabove and comment on how those
defect in theliner, which would resultina localized increase in seepage by one assumptions may influencethe uncertainty of
order of magnitudeversustheratethatwould be associated with a properly predictions.
functioningliner (i.e. an increase from 10°metres per second to approximately
107> metres per second). However, an increaseindamseepage by an order of
magnitude should still be able to be contained by the surrounding collection
ditches and seepage collection systems. MMF expresses concerns thatthe
Proponenthas notprovided a rationale or evidence to support the statement
thata defectintheliner would causean increasein seepage of only one order
of magnitude or thatsurrounding collection ditches and seepage collection
systems will have sufficient capacity to capture the seepage.
This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential
Project effects to Indigenous peoples, fishand fish habitat, and other VCs that
may be affected by accidents and malfunctions.
IAAC-R2- Chemawawin 2.4 Applicationof | 23.5.1 Emergency | The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to conductan analysisoftherisks | a) Providefurther details regarding emergency response
140 Cree Nation - the precautionary | Response and of accidents and malfunctions acrossall Projectphases, including the capacities intheevent of anaccidentand/or malfunction,
Technical approach Spill Prevention quantity, mechanism, rate, form, and characteristics of the contaminants which parties will beresponsiblefor respondingand
Review of and Contingency and other materials likely to be released into the environment duringthe providing capacity tosuch an event, where personnel who
Round 1 6.6.1 Effects of Plan event. The Proponent is alsorequired toidentify preliminary emergency will beresponsiblefor responding to emergency scenarios
Information potential response measures, capacities for contingency and emergency response, will belocated (i.e. to informresponse times), and who will
Requests be responsiblefor implementing contingency measures to
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accidents or
malfunctions

8.0 Follow-up and
Monitoring
Programs

22.5 Effects
Assessment of
Potential
Accidents or
Malfunctions

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package 2,
Responseto |AAC-
142

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
143

and procedures that would be putinplaceifaccidents and malfunctions
occur.

Inits response to IAAC-142 and IAAC-143, the Proponent describes
emergency response measures that will be implemented inthe event of an
accidentand/or malfunctionscenario. Further details arerequired
regarding emergency response measures,including emergency response
capacities, which parties willberesponsiblefor respondingand providing
capacityinthe event of anaccidentor malfunction, where personnel who
will beresponsiblefor respondingto emergency scenarios willbelocated
(i.e. to inform responsetimes), and who will be responsiblefor
implementing contingency measures to address effects to VCs of accidents
and malfunctions.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, fish and fish habitat,and
other VCs that may be affected by accidents and malfunctions.

address effects to VCs of accidents and malfunctions.
Includea discussion of whether resources available(e.g.
personnel, equipment, etc.) will besufficientto address the
worst casescenarios for each accidentand/or malfunction
event.

IAAC-R2-
141

Mathias Colomb
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

Peter Ballantyne
Cree Nation —
Technical
Review of the
EIS and Round 1
Information
Requests

6.6.1 Effects of
potential
accidents or
malfunctions

6.6.2 Effects of
the
environment on
the

project

9.4.1.2 Project
Pathways

21.4.1.2 Potential
Effects of Climate
and Climate
Change on the
Project

22.4.1 Tailings
Management
Facility
Malfunction
22.5.1 Tailings
Management
Facility

Malfunction

2.3 Project
Activities and
Components

The EIS Guidelines requirethe Proponent to conduct an analysis of the risks
of accidents and malfunctions acrossall Project phases, takinginto account
the plausibleworstcasescenariosand effects of these scenarios. The
Proponent is alsorequired to take into accounthow local conditions and
natural hazards could adversely affectthe Projectand how thisinturn
couldresultin effects to the environment.

Inits response to IAAC-141, the Proponent states that up to 1:100 year
precipitation conditions intheoperating range anda 1:100 year
environmental design flood, based on historical records, were used to
conduct the assessmentof potential effects of the environment on the
Project, particularly effects related to effects of the environment on the
TMF and emergency spillway, and consequent effects to VCs. Duringthe
next phaseof Project detailed design, effects of climatechangewill be
considered, including extreme precipitation events, anda dam breach
assessmentwill be performed to confirmthe consequences of failure, the
likelihood and consequence of a dam breach, and the potential modes of
failure.As a TMF failureor dambreach couldresultin adverseeffects to
VCs (i.e. Indigenous peoples, the exercise of Indigenous rights, fishandfish
habitat, etc.), MCCN expresses concerns that an analysis of the effects of
climatechange and extreme weather events on the TMF and emergency
spillway,and a dam breach assessmenthave not been completed to inform

a) Describethe potential effects of climatechange, including
extreme precipitation events, flooding, and other related
natural hazards under climate changescenarios, onthe TMF
and emergency spillway, includingthe likelihood and
frequency of a dam breach and overtopping of berms,
resultinginthe uncontrolled release of contaminants and
effluent. Includea rationalefor the climatechange
scenario(s) used, describeany assumptions made,and how
those assumptions may affect the uncertainty of
predictions.

i Describe potential effects to VCs, includingimpacts
to Indigenous rights, should a dambreach or
overtopping of berms occur.

ii.. Describethe emergency response procedures and
mitigation and/or contingency measures that will
be implemented to address any adverseeffects to
VCs identifiedini).

b) Describehow Indigenous knowledge was considered and
incorporated into the assessment of effects of climate
change on the Project referred to ina), and resultant effects
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
141

the environmental assessmentfor the Project. Without this information,
the potential effects of the Project, including theanticipated significance of
effects, may be underestimated and/or not adequately mitigated.

PBCN notes that itis importantto consider Indigenous knowledge when
determining applicableclimatechangescenarios and determiningthe
effects of climatechange, as these effects are already beingexperienced by
Indigenous nations.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential Project effects to Indigenous peoples, fish andfish habitat,and
other VCs that may be affected by effects of the environment on the
Project and/or accidents and malfunctions.

See Annex | for related advice.

to VCs, includingtheselection of climate change scenario(s)
and the assessmentof effects to VCs.

i If Indigenous knowledge was not considered in the
assessment, describethe engagement activities
that the Proponent will conductwith Indigenous
nations to collectthis information and how the
Proponent will ensurethat this informationis
provided to the Agency to informthe
environmental assessmentand the Environmental
Assessment Report.

Effects of the Environment on t

he Project

IAAC-R2-
142

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

6.6.2 Effects of
the environment
on the Project

5.2.1Climateand
Meteorology

5.2.5.1Glacialand
PostGlacial
History

5.2.5.3 Terrain,
Surficial Geology,
and Permafrost

21.4.1 Climate
and Climate
Change

21.4.2 Geological
Hazards

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
138

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to takeinto account howlocal
conditions and natural hazards, such as severe and/or extreme weather
conditions and external events could adversely affect the Projectand how this
inturn could resultin effects to the environment.

Inits responseto IAAC-138,the Proponent notes thatlocalized degradation of
permafrostisalready occurring with the Project LAAand RAA and that
permafrostdegradation is known to haveimplications on terrain stability.
Whileitis anticipated that constructionactivities will require removal of any
soil/overburden susceptible to potential thaw settlement, in the event that
permafrostsoils would notberemoved as partof Project construction
activities, mitigation techniques to reduce the effects of permafrost
degradation would beimplemented. Details of these mitigation measures have
notbeen provided.

The Proponentalso notes that monitoring of terrain stability, including
permafrost monitoring, will not be conducted. The MMF expresses concerns
with this lack of monitoring, as landslides caused by permafrost degradation
may alter thelandscape and contribute to or exacerbate Project effects to
traditional land use and impacts to rights. Itis also unclearhow, in theabsence
of monitoring, the Proponentwill verify its predictions with res pect to potential
effects of permafroston the Projectand ensurethat mitigation measures to
reducethe effects of permafrost degradation, if required, are effective.

a)

Describe mitigation measures that will be implemented in
the event that permafrost soils arenotremoved as partof
Project construction activities.

i Inthe event that mitigation measures to reducethe
effects of permafrost degradation arerequired,
providedetails of the monitoring planthat will be
implemented to verify the effectiveness of
mitigation measures, including the parameters to
be measured/monitored, proposed monitoring
locations, contingency measures, and the
thresholds that will trigger the implementation of
contingency measures.
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This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential
effects of the environmenton the Project, which in turn may affect VCs, such as
Indigenous peoples.

See Annex | for related advice.

IAAC-R2-
143

Manitoba Metis
Federation —
Technical
Review of
Round 1,
Packages 1and
2 Information
Request
Responses

6.6.2 Effects of
the environment
on the Project

214
Assessment of
the Effects of
the
Environment
on the Project

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
145

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponentto takeinto accounthow local
conditions and natural hazards, such as severe and/or extreme weather
conditions and external events could adversely affect the Projectand how this
inturn couldresultin effects to the environment.

Inits responseto IAAC-145, the Proponent notes thata draftflood modelling
assessmentwas conducted for the Project, which was used to inform hydraulic
modelling to determine the water surface elevation associated with thedesign
flood events (i.e. 1:25 and 1:100 year floods). The MMF expresses concerns
thatthe modelling and analysis of flood risks only considers the elevation of the
flood waters anddoes notaddress the potential risks to mineinfrastructure,
including potential overtopping of the TMF, which may in turn affect VCs,
including Indigenous peoples.

This information is required to support the Agency’s understanding of potential
effects of the environmenton the Project, which in turn may affect VCs, such as
Indigenous peoples.

a) Describepotential risks to mine infrastructureassociated
with the modelled flood events (i.e. 1:25 and 1:100 year
floods), including potential overtopping of the TMF.

i Based on the potential risks toinfrastructure
identifiedina), describe potential effects to VCs
should flood events damage or otherwise interact
with Project infrastructure and contaminants be
released to the surrounding environment.

ii.. Describe mitigation measures and follow-up and
monitoringthat will beimplemented to address
any adverse effects identifiedini).

Cumulative Effects

IAAC-R2-
144

Impact
Assessment
Agency of
Canada

3.2.3. Spatial and
temporal
boundaries

4.2.2 Community
knowledge and
Aboriginal
traditional
knowledge

6.6.3 Cumulative
effects
assessment

4.3.2.1 Spatial
Boundaries

8.1.4.1 Spatial
Boundaries

8.4.2.1 Project
Pathways for
Changein
Groundwater
Quantity and/or
Flow

8.5.1 Project
Residual Effects

The EIS Guidelines require the Proponent to define and justify the spatial
and temporal boundaries for the cumulative effects assessment for each
VC. The EIS Guidelines also specify thattemporal boundaries be defined
takinginto accounteffects predicted after Project decommissioningand
reclamation.

Inits response to IAAC-18, the Proponent states that the temporal
boundaries for the cumulative effects assessmentarethe same for all VCs
and consistofthe construction, operation, and decommissioning/closure
phases of the Project. Inthe EIS, the Proponent indicates thatduring
decommissioning/closure, surfacewater runoff from the Project directed
to the open pits and removal of water management facilities are expected
to resultin changes to groundwater flow direction and discharge thatwill
persistinto post-closure phaseuntil the open pits arefilled. The Proponent
alsonotes inthe EIS that potential Project effects to surfacewater,

a) Clarify whether the post-closurephaseisincludedinthe
temporal boundary for the cumulative effects assessment,
particularly for VCs for which residual Project effects are
expected to persistintothe post-closurephase.

i Ifthe post-closurephasewas notincludedinthe
temporal boundary for the cumulative effects
assessment, revisethe temporal boundary used for
the assessmentto includethe post-closurephase
andrevise the cumulative effects assessments for
all VCs to consider the updated temporal
boundary.

ii.. Clearly describewhich residual Project effects for
each VC are expected to persistinto the post-
closurephase.
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Likely to Interact
Cumulatively

9.4.3.2 Surface
Water Quality

9.5.1 Project
Residual Effects
Likely to Interact
Cumulatively

Federal IR
Responses,
Round 1,
Packagel,
Responseto
IAAC-18

including changes to mean annual flows and water quality, areexpected to
continue intothe post-closurephase.Itis unclear whether the post-closure
phasewas included within the temporal boundary for the cumulative
effects assessment. As residual effects of the Projectto surfacewater and
groundwater, and potentially other VCs, areexpected to persistintothe
post-closure phase, this phase must be included within the temporal
boundary for the cumulative effects assessment.

Inthe EIS, the Proponent notes that without the Project, surface water
quantity and quality within the RAA may be influenced by reasonably
foreseeable projects such as mineral exploration or mining project
developments. However, these projects would be expected to implement
mitigation measures to protect water quantity, therefore significant
cumulative effects to background water quantity as a result of future
potential projects withinthe RAA are not anticipated.Itis unclear what
assumptions were made in reachingthis determination or how the
precautionary principlewas applied.

This informationis required to supportthe Agency’s understanding of
potential cumulative effects to fish and fish habitat, Indigenous peoples,
and other VCs that may be affected by changes to surfacewater and
groundwater, and other VCs for whichresidual Projecteffects are expected
to persistintothe post-closurephase.

b)

Describethe assumptions thatwere made inconcluding
that significantcumulative effects to background water
quantityand quality as a resultof future potential projects
withinthe RAA are not anticipated and how the Proponent
accounted for uncertainty and the precautionaryapproach
inassessing cumulative effects.

i Describethe level of uncertainty with respect
to predictions and conclusions and how any
assumptions made may influencethe
uncertainty of predictions.
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Annexl. Advice and Requests

The following table includes advice and requests from federal authorities and Indigenous nations for Proponent consideration and/or that provide supporting information to the IRs above. The
Proponentis not required to respond to the following advice or requests as part of its responses to Round 2 IRs.

Advice and Requests
Relevant IR Expert Dept. or EIS Guideline EIS Reference Context and Rationale Advice or Requests
Group Reference
IAAC-R2-74 Mathias Colomb 4.2.2 8.1.6 Significance Inits response to IAAC-103, the Proponent describes its approach | a) MCCN requests that the Proponent commit to engaging
request Cree Nation — Community Definition for assessingtheanticipated significance of residual environmental with MCCN, includingtheprovision oftime and
Technical Review | knowledge and effects. With respect to the anticipated significance of Project resources, to jointly revisethe significance
of Round 1, Aboriginal Federal IR effects to groundwater, MCCN notes concerns with the determination thresholds and analysis methods for
Package2 traditional Responses, Round Proponent’s characterization of predicted increases in the Project impacts to groundwater quantity and quality.
Information knowledge 1, Package?2, concentration of indicator parameters above drinking water
Request Response to IAAC- guidelines as “not significant” on the basis thatno groundwater
Responses 6.2.2 Changes 103 users arecurrently known to withdraw water through a drilled or
to groundwater dug well within the area of influence of Project components.
andsurface MCCN further notes that data provided by the Nation, including
water traditional and community knowledge, regardinguse and rights
related to groundwater quantity and quality havenot been
6.5 Significance consideredinthe assessment, therefore the conclusionthatno
of residual groundwater users arecurrently known to withdraw water
effects through a drilled or dug well within the area of influence of Project
components may not be valid. MCCN requests that the Proponent
commit to engaging with MCCN, includingthe provision oftime
andresources, to jointly revisethe significance determination
thresholds and analysis methods for Project impacts to
groundwater quantity and quality.
IAAC-R2-75 Manitoba Metis 2.2 Alternative Federal IR Inits response to IAAC-104, the Proponent notes thata description | a) The MMF requests that the Proponent provide
request Federation — means of Responses, Round of how Indigenous traditional knowledge was incorporated into information regarding how information from their TLRU
Technical Review | carryingoutthe | 1, Package2, the design of the TMF was included in the EIS. MMF notes study was used to inform the design of the TMF.
of Round 1, project Response to |AAC- concerns that information has not been provided regarding how
Packages 1and 2 104 information from their TLRU study specifically was used to inform
Information the design of the TMF.
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Request
Responses
IAAC-R2-77 Peter Ballantyne 6.1.5 8.4.3 Assessment of | Inits response to IAAC-108, the Proponent notes that surface a) PBCN recommends collecting surfacewater quality
advice Cree Nation — Groundwater Changein water quality samples will be collected atan appropriateregular samples monthly, inaddition to collecting five samples
Technical Review | andSurface Groundwater frequency, includingthespringfreshet each year, from each site over a period of 30 days duringthe springfreshet and
of Round 1, Water Quality over the life of the Project. PBCN recommends collectingsurface winter low flow periods to effectively characterizethe
Packages 1and 2 water quality samples monthly,inaddition to collectingfive natural viability in water quality during periods when
Information 8.0 Follow-up 9.9 Follow-up and samples over a period of 30 days duringthe springfreshet and there is likely to be the most variationin water quality.
Request and Monitoring | Monitoring winter low flow periods to effectively characterizethe natural
Responses Programs viability in water quality during periods when there is likely to be
2354 the most variationin water quality.
Groundwater
Monitoring Plan
23.5.5 Surface
Water Monitoring
and Management
Plan
Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Response to IAAC-
57
Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Response to I1AAC-
108
IAAC-R2-80 Fisheries and 6.1.6 Fishand 11.4.2.3 Project Inits response to IAAC-148, the Proponent states that swamps (i.e. | a) Ifthe Proponent elects not to take the precautionary
request Oceans Canada— | fishhabitat Residual Effects treed and shrubby) withinthe PDA are non-fish bearingas they are approachofassumingthatall treed and shrubby

Technical Review
of Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

6.2.3 Changes
to riparian,
wetland and
terrestrial
environments

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to I1AAC-
147

not connected to any fish-bearing watercourses, as determined by
field surveys,and as they are sufficiently shallow to freeze to the
bottom inwinter (i.e. less than 50 centimetres deep). Of the
swamps present inthe PDA, only shrubby swamps located around
the East Pond and adjacentto the EastPond outlet channel will be
affected by the Project, as a resultof water draw-down caused by
development of the open pit. As these shrubby swamps are used

wetlands which directly overlap with the MRSA and
TMF supportfish, DFO requests that the Proponent
provide photo evidence of the sites referred to in IAAC-
R2-80, includingsites where fish sampling could notbe
conducted due to limited habitatavailability.
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6.3.1 Fishand
fish habitat

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Response to I1AAC-
148

by brook stickleback for spawning, rearing, and potential
overwintering, their spatial area will beincludedinthe calculation
of harmful alteration, disruption, or destruction (HADD) of fish
habitat.

DFO expresses concerns with the Proponent’s approachto
identifyingthe fish-bearing status of wetlands, specificallyasit
pertains to wetlands that will bedirectlyimpacted (i.e.
permanently destroyed) as a resultof construction of the MSRA
and TMF. Currently, impacts related to fish-bearing wetlands are
onlyaccounted for around East Pond. However, as the Proponent
notes inits response to IAAC-147, waterbodies KEE3-B2, COC2-
LOB2-MIN5-C1, COC2-LOB2-MIN5, FAR7-Al, and FAR5-CA have all
been assessed as fish-bearingaccording to Proponent field studies.
Therefore additionalfisheries data, including fish inventories, for
wetlands upstream of these waterbodies that overlap with the
PDA is required. Alternatively, the Proponent must take the
precautionaryapproachandassumethat all treed and shrubby
wetlands which directly overlap with the MRSA and TMF support
fishandincludethese as partof the total impacts to fishandfish
habitat.

IAAC-R2-88
request

Sayisi DeneFirst
Nation —
Technical Review
of Round 1,
Package2
Information
Request
Responses

422
Community
knowledge and
Aboriginal
traditional
knowledge

6.1.9
Indigenous
peoples

6.2.1 Changes
to the
atmospheric
environment

6.0 Assessment of
Potential Effects on
the Atmospheric
Environment

6.4.1.4 Project
Residual Effects

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
116

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,

Inits response to IAAC-116, the Proponent states thatinformation
from TLRU studies submitted by some Indigenous nations and
engagement with Indigenous nations were used to informthe
selection of receptor locations related to the current use of lands
andresources for traditional purposes. SDFN expresses concerns
that Nation-specificinformation fromall Indigenous nations was
not used to identify receptor locations, therefore some areas of
importance to Nations may not be represented. SDFN requests
that the Proponent commit to ongoing monitoring at additional
receptor locations toaccountfor the limited Nation-specific
information used to select receptor locations for the assessment
of effects to human health and Indigenous peoples due to Project
effects to air quality.

a)

SDFN requests that the Proponent commit to ongoing
monitoringat additional receptor locations to account
for the limited Nation-specific information used to
select receptor locations for the assessment of effects
to human health and Indigenous peoples due to Project
effects to air quality.
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6.3.4.
Indigenous
peoples

Responseto IAAC-
117

IAAC-R2-89
advice

Environment and
Climate Change
Canada-—
Technical Review
of Round 1,
Package?2
Information
Request
Responses

6.2.1 Changes
to the
atmospheric
environment

23.5.7 Air Quality
Management Plan

23.5.9 Greenhouse
Gas Management
Plan

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
127

Inits response to IAAC-127, the Proponent states thata GHG
Management and Monitoring Plan will be developed that will
detail technically and economically feasible mitigation measures to
manage and reduce GHG emissions throughoutthe life of the
Project. ECCC notes that the Strategic Assessment of Climate
Change provides guidanceregarding measures to mitigate GHG
emissions,including Best Available Technologies/Best
Environmental Practices and emerging technologies and practices.
ECCC recommends that the Proponent consider the Strategic
Assessment of Climate Change in developing its GHG Management
and Monitoring Plan, particularly asitrelates to the selection of
technically and economically feasible mitigation measures to
address GHG emissions.ECCC also recommends that the
Proponent’s GHG Management and Monitoring Planincludethe
following, based on the Strategic Assessment of Climate Change:

e identifyall main GHG emission sources associated with
the Project;

e for eachemissionsourceidentified, providea listof
technologies/practices to reduce GHG emissions,
including emergingtechnologies with high technology
readiness level that may become technically and
economicallyfeasibleinthe comingyears;

e basedon the listoftechnologies/practices thatare
technically and economically feasible, develop and planto
implement the technologies/practices over the lifetime of
the Project. The implementation planshould consider
when equipment will need to be replaced and foresee the
replacement with less GHG intensive
equipment/practices;

e basedon the implementation plan,establish GHG
emissions reduction targets at specified intervals;and

e discussanybarriers, challenges and risks associated to the
implementation planand how the Proponent will
overcome them.

a)

ECCC recommends that the Proponent consider the
Strategic Assessment of Climate Changein developingits
GHG Management and Monitoring Plan, particularlyasit
relates to the selection of technically and economically
feasible mitigation measures to address GHG emissions.

ECCC recommends that the Proponent’s GHG
Management and Monitoring Planincludethe following,
based on the Strategic Assessment of Climate Change:

i identify all main GHG emission sources
associated with the Project;

ii.. for each emissionsourceidentified, providea
listof technologies/practices to reduce GHG
emissions, including emerging technologies with
high technology readiness level thatmay
become technicallyand economicallyfeasiblein
the coming years;

iii.. based on the listof technologies/practices that
are technicallyand economically feasible,
develop and planto implement the
technologies/practices over the lifetime of the
Project. The implementation planshould
consider when equipment will need to be
replaced and foresee the replacement with less
GHG intensive equipment/practices;

iv. based on the implementation plan, establish
GHG emissions reduction targets at specified
intervals;and

V. discussanybarriers, challenges and risks
associated to the implementation planand how
the Proponent will overcome them.
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IAAC-R2-89 Environment and | 6.2.1 Changes Federal IR Inits response to IAAC-128, the Proponent states that GHG a) ECCC recommends thatthe Proponent compare the
advice Climate Change to the Responses, Round emissions will be managed throughout the life of the Project based anticipated Project-related GHG emissions against other
Canada-— atmospheric 1, Package?2, on the GHG Management and MonitoringPlan, which will describe similar open pitmine operations, ideallyin terms of
Technical Review | environment Responseto IAAC- the technically and economically feasible mitigation measures for emissions intensity (e.g. tonnes of CO2e per tonne of
of Round 1, 128 the all Projectphases and the GHG emission sources. The GHG ore), and compare and discussthevariationin the
Package2 mitigation measures that may be included in the GHG Project’s projected GHG emissions intensity againstthe
Information Management and Monitoring Planincludeelectrification of emissions intensity of similarhigh-performing, energy-
Request operations and activities thatrely on diesel generated power, efficient projecttypes in Canada and internationally.
Responses process optimization, and the possibleuseof technicallyand
economically feasiblerenewableenergy sources.To informthe b) ECCC recommends thatthe Proponent refer to Equation
assessment of effects of the Projectassociated with GHG 2 and Section 3.1.2 of the Strategic Assessment of
emissions, ECCCrequests that a comparison between the Project’s Climate Change for guidanceon performing an emissions
GHG emissions profileagainstother similar open pitmine intensity comparisoninaccordancewith ECCC
operations be provided, subjectto the availability of adequate expectations.
data.

c) ECCC recommends thatthe Proponent consider setting
emissions intensity targets atspecific timeintervals for
the lifetime of the Project inthe GHG Management and
Monitoring Plan.

IAAC-R2-89 Environment and 1.4 Regulatory 6.4.2 GHG Inits response to IAAC-128, the Proponent states that Canada’s a) ECCC recommends thatthe Proponent consider the
advice Climate Change framework and | Emissions international commitment is to reduce GHG emissions by 30% Government of Canada’s updated GHG emissions targets
Canada-— the role of below 2005 levels by 2030. ECCC notes thatin April 2021, the inthe assessmentof effects of the Project related to
Technical Review | government Volume 5, Government of Canada announced a new GHG emissions target of GHGs, includingtheassessment of the significance of
of Round 1, Appendix A: Lynn 40 to 45% below 2005 levels by 2030 under the Paris Agreement. effects.
Package2 6.1.1 Lake Gold Project, ECCC recommends that the Proponent consider the Government
Information Atmospheric Air Quality Impact of Canada’s updated GHG emissions targets in the assessment of
Request Environment Assessment effects of the Project related to GHGs, includingthe assessment of
Responses Technical the significance of effects.

6.2.1 Changes
to the
atmospheric
environment

Modelling Report

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
128
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IAAC-R2-91 Environment and | 6.2.1 Changes 6.7.1.1 Changes in Inits response to IAAC-126, the Proponent notes that NO» a) ECCC recommends that Station B (Community) be
advice Climate Change to the airquality monitoring has not been includedin the Air Quality Management included as a monitoringlocation inthe NO2 monitoring
Canada-— atmospheric Plan.Health Canada and ECCC note concerns with this approachas plan,asitis near several sensitivereceptors.
Technical Review | environment 6.9 Follow-upand | No, monitoringis required to verify environmental assessment
of Round 1, Monitoring predictions and adjust mitigation strategies, if required. Further,
Package2 6.4 Mitigation whilethe mitigation measures proposed by the Proponent inits
Information measures Volume 5, responseto IAAC-126 are commonly used to reduce NO;
Request Appendix A: Lynn emissions,inthe absence of modellin nari ifically for
Lake Gold Project, ’ gscenarios speciticallyto
Responses 8.0 Follow-up Air Quality Impact | these mitigation measures, itis not possibleto anticipate how
and monitoring | Assessment effective they are anticipated to be in improvingair quality in the
programs assessmentarea.Given that exceedances of the 1-hour NO>
Federal IR CAAQS arepredicted atvarious receptor locations by the
Responses, Round modelling conducted, air quality monitoring for NO2 must be
1, Package?2, conducted to determine the accuracy of predictions and to assist
Responseto |AAC- with implementing or modifying mitigation measures, as required.
126
IAAC-R2-91 Environment and | 6.2.1 Changes 6.4.1.3 Mitigation- | Inthe EIS, the Proponent states that monitoring systems will a) ECCC recommends thatthe Proponent provide the
request Climate Change to the Proposed Air includethe installation and operation of a meteorological tower to public with real-time access to the measured
Canada-— atmospheric Quality Monitoring | monitor wind speed and wind direction and particulate matter (i.e. contaminantvalues, specifically when concentrations
Technical Review | environment and Adaptive TSP, PM10, PM3.5) monitoring equipment. The Proponent also exceed 1-hour or 24-hour CAAQS atthe red air quality
of Round 1, Management states in the EIS that reports from the ambient air quality management level.
Package?2 8.0 Follow-up monitoring program will be submitted annually to Manitoba
Information and monitoring | 6.9 Follow-upand Conservationand Climateand shared with interested Indigenous
Request programs Monitoring nations and stakeholders. ECCC recommends that the Proponent
Responses providethe public withreal-timeaccess tothe measured
Federal IR contaminantvalues, specifically when concentrations exceed 1-
Responses, Round hour or 24-hour CAAQS at the red air quality management level.
1, Package 2,
Responseto IAAC-
126
IAAC-R2-92 Health Canada — 2.4 Application | 14.4.2.1 Project Inits response to IAAC-12 the Proponent notes that that shift a) Health Canada recommends that the Proponent refer
request Technical Review | of the Pathways rotations for workers will likely bethree weeks on, one week off to the following guidancefromthe Canadian Council of

of Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

precautionary
approach

6.3.4
Indigenous
peoples

18.4.1 Analytical
Assessment
Techniques

Federal IR
Responses, Round

for construction and either two weeks on, two weeks off or four
weeks on, four weeks off for operations.In its responseto |AAC-
181, the Proponent indicates thata schedule of two weeks on, two
weeks off was assumed when the HHRA was completed and
provides an updated assessmentto consider the inhalationrisks
associated with a three week on, one week off schedule. This
schedulechange increases the annual average HQ for PM3 s from

Ministers of the Environment (CCME) with respect to
limiting particulate matter emissions:

CCME 2007. Guidance Document on Continuous
Improvement and Keeping-Clean-Areas-Clean (KCAC) -
Canada-wide Standards for Particulate Matter and
Ozone. PN 1389, ISBN 978-1-896997-72-8 PDF.
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1, Packagel,
Responseto IAAC-
12

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
181

0.82 to 1.2, which was deemed overly conservative by the
Proponent given that these results arebased on air quality
modellingthat does not accountfor frozen ground on the
stockpiles, TMF, or in the open pitthat would prevent particulate
releasefrom these sources duringthe winter months. Health
Canada notes that PM; 5 is a non-threshold pollutant, meaning that
human health effects may occur even at lowlevels below the
CAAQS. Given that construction will notbe limited to winter
months and that CAAQS values for PM; s should not be construed
as “pollute up to” limits, additional mitigation options mustbe
considered for the construction phaseto limitPM2 5 emissions to
the greatest extent possible.

IAAC-R2-109 Mathias Colomb 6.4 Mitigation 11.4 Assessment of | Inits response to IAAC-154, the Proponent states that the Federal a) MCCN requests thatthe Proponent clarify howthe
request Cree Nation — Measures Residual Policy on Wetland Conservation (1991) was used to supportthe Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation (1991) and the
Technical Review Environmental assessmentof potential effects to wetlands and other biophysical Manitoba Boreal Wetlands Conservation Codes of
of Round 1, Effects on resources, such as wildlife, that use wetlands. The Proponent also Practice (2020) were used to inform mitigation measures
Package3 Vegetation and notes that the Manitoba Boreal Wetlands Conservation Codes of with respect to wetlands.
Information Wetlands Practice (2020), which includes requirements for avoidance,
Request minimization, and offsets with respect to wetlands, will beutilized | b) MCCN requests that the Proponent describe how they
Responses Federal IR to informmitigation measures.Itis unclear howthese policies will or planto meet the goal of “no net loss” of
Responses, Round have or will informspecificactionsand mitigations proposed to wetlands noted inthe Federal Policy on Wetland
1, Package3, address potential Project effects to wetlands. MCCN also notes Conservation (1991).
Response to |AAC- concerns regardingthe lack ofinformation regarding how the
153 Proponent will meet the goal of “no net loss” of wetlands noted in
the Federal Policy on Wetland Conservation (1991).
IAAC-R2-121 Environment and | 6.4 Mitigation 12.2.2.2 Species at | Initsresponse to IAAC-167, the Proponent states that the a) ECCC recommends that the planto address Project
advice Climate Change measures Riskand Species of | proposed mitigation measures for boreal woodland caribou do not effects on boreal woodland caribou habitatinclude

Canada-—
Technical Review
of Round 1,
Package3
Information
Request
Responses

6.3.3 Species at
Risk

Conservation
Concern

12.4.2.4 Project
Residual Effect for
Changein Habitat

12.5.2.2 Mitigation
for Cumulative
Effects

includehabitatcompensation becausethere is no evidence to
suggest that the Projectwill affectcritical habitatfor the species.
Inthe EIS, the Proponent indicates thatthe Projectislocatedin
the Province of Manitoba’s woodland caribou KMU and also
overlaps with the Manitoba North Range (MB9), defined in the
federal Recovery Strategy for Woodland Caribou (Rangifer
tarandus caribou), Boreal Population (Amended 2020).The EIS also
states that the KMU is currently 56% undisturbed habitatfor
boreal woodland caribou, whichis belowthe Province of
Manitoba’s target minimum of 65%; most disturbanceis a resultof
forest fires.

measures such as fundingresearch and monitoring
directed to the conservation of the MB9/KMU caribou
andtheir range (e.g. Province of Manitoba telemetry
studies, aerial surveys, etc.) and/or other related
priorities consistent with the Province of Manitoba’s
direction on caribou management needs.
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
167

ECCC notes concerns that, based on habitatcondition of the MB9
range, the critical habitatmustincreaseovertime to reacha
minimum of 65% undisturbed habitat. The recovery strategy
identifies a minimum 65% undisturbed habitatinarange as the
disturbance management threshold, which provides a measurable
probability (60%) for a local population to be self-sustaining. This
thresholdis considered a minimum threshold because at65%
undisturbed habitatthere remains a significantrisk (40%) that
local populations will not be self-sustaining. Given that caribou
habitatdisturbanceinthe MB9 range is approaching the minimum
65% undisturbed habitatthreshold, the Province of Manitoba has
identified the overlapping (KMU) caribourangeas 56%
undisturbed, which is belowtheir 65% target, the Province of
Manitoba has committed to conserveand increaseboreal caribou
habitatand reduce or mitigate directthreats, the Project will result
inthe destruction of 205 hectares of caribou habitat for 60 or
more years, and the Proponent is not proposingcaribou habitat
compensation measures, the Proponent must develop a planto
address Projecteffects on boreal woodland caribou habitat. ECCC
recommends that this planinclude measures suchas funding
research and monitoring directed to the conservation of the
MB9/KMU caribou and their range (e.g. Province of Manitoba
telemetry studies, aerial surveys, etc.) and/or other related
priorities consistentwith the Province of Manitoba’s direction on
caribou management needs.

IAAC-R2-130
advice

Impact
Assessment
Agency of Canada

6.1.9
Indigenous
peoples

6.3.4
Indigenous
peoples

19.2.2.2 Indigenous
Socio-Economic
Conditions

Lynn Lake Gold
Project
Environmental
Impact Statement:
Second
Supplemental Filing
of

Indigenous
Engagement
Activities,

Inits response to IAAC-190, the Proponent states that it engages in
quarterly meetings with potentially affected harvesters on a
Knowledge Holders and Harvesters Committee to provide updates
on Project activities and to provide an opportunity for the
committee to providefeedback and recommended mitigations to
the Proponent. Committee members includetraplineholders.Itis
unclear whether engagement activities were conducted with
traplinepermit holders to understand the extent of their use of
traplines thatmay be affected by the Projectto informthe
assessmentof potential Project effects to Indigenous
socioeconomic conditions or whether these individualsand/or
members of Indigenous nations areincluded as members on the
Knowledge Holders and Harvesters Committee.

a)

The Agency recommends that the Proponent open
membership on the Knowledge Holders and Harvesters
Committee to Indigenous nations beingengaged as part
of the environmental assessmentfor the Project.
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Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package3,
Responseto IAAC-
190

IAAC-R2-141 Environment and 2.4 Application 21.4.1.2 Potential Inits response to IAAC-141, the Proponent states that climate a) ECCC requests that the Proponent providedetails
request ClimateChange of the Effects of Climate change, including extreme precipitation scenarios, will be duringthe next design phase on how projected climate
Canada-— precautionary and Climate Change | consideredinthe next phaseof Project design for the TMF, change andscenarios (e.g. extreme precipitation
Technical Review | approach on the Project emergency spillway, and contactwater collection ditches. ECCC events, probable maximum flood, and drought) will be
of Round 1, requests that the Proponent provide details during the next design considered or accommodated for in Project design.
Package?2 4.3 Study 22.4.1 Tailings phaseon how projected climatechange and scenarios (e.g.
Information strategy and Management extreme precipitation events, probable maximum flood, and
Request methodology Facility Malfunction | drought) will beconsidered or accommodated for in Project
Responses design.
6.6.1 Effects of Federal IR
potential Responses, Round
accidents or 1, Package?2,
malfunctions Responseto IAAC-
141
6.6.2 Effects of
the
environment on
the
project
IAAC-R2-142 Manitoba Metis 6.6.2 Effects of 5.2.1Climateand Inits responseto IAAC-138, the Proponentdescribes how climate a) The MMF requests that the Proponent model long-term
request Federation — the Meteorology changewas takeninto accountasitrelates to potential effects of the surface water and groundwater quality using conservative
Technical Review | environment on environmenton the Project, such as flooding, precipitationevents, climatechange projections.
of Round 1, the Project 5.2.5.1Glacialand etc. MMF notes thatthey remain concerned regarding potential
Packages 1and 2 PostGlacial History | effects of the Project to water quality as a result of effects of the b) The MMF requestthatthe Proponentconducta climate
Information environmenton the Projectand requestthatthe Proponent model changerisk assessmentfor the Projectsimilarto that
Request 5.2.5.3 Terrain, long-term surface water and groundwater quality using conservative conducted for the Kam Kotia Mine Siteand follow the
Responses Surficial Geology, climatechange projections. The MMF alsorequestthatthe Proponent recommendations madein the Kam Kotia Mine Site

and Permafrost

21.4.1Climateand
Climate Change

conducta climatechangeriskassessmentsimilarto that conducted
for the Kam Kotia Mine Site and follow therecommendations madein
the Kam Kotia Mine Site Climate Change Risk Assessment Report
(2020).

Climate Change Risk Assessment Report (2020).

109



Impact Assessment Agency of Canadato Alamos Gold Inc. — Round 2, Package 2 Information Requests —October 20, 2021

21.4.2 Geological
Hazards

Federal IR
Responses, Round
1, Package?2,
Responseto IAAC-
138
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