


Nunavut Impact Review Board 
POBox 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU 
XOC OCO 

l DEtlCt %-

Please be advised that our Company, Savik Inc, owned and operated by familes with long 
historical family and cultural ties to Rankin Inlet and the Kivalliq Region, fully support 
Agnico Eagles request for the early construction of the all weather road to the Meliadine 
Gold Project. 

We at Savik Inc fully support this project and our families feel that this road, and its early 
construction, will not only benefit the project but also the people of Rankin Inlet as a 
means of access to hunting, fishing and family camping grounds. The road has the 
support of this community and we are writing this letter as a means of showing this 
support. 

It is our hope that NIRB will allow the road construction to proceed ahead of the full 
feasibility study for the entire project. 
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,Thank you, :/ I 
( {~J/,(-y 

Chantal Maley 
President 
Savik Inc. 

c.c. Larry Connell, AEM 
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FEB 0 1 2011 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 

Box 1360 

Cambridge Bay, NU 

XOBOCO 

Re: Proposed Meliadine Access Road 

Dear Chair, 

[ am writing in reference to an application amendment sent to you by Agnico-Eagle Mines Limited in 

reference to the possibility of constructing the aforementioned access road. 

As the MLA for Rankin Inlet South I Whale Cove I wanted to write supporting the possibility of this 

access road going ahead. As you are no doubt aware, when properly considered access roads can open 

up areas providing easier access to hunting and fishing for the residents. In this particular case the 

proposed route would formalize current rrails and provide an extended route. 

Of course, I recognize that any concerns that might be expressed need to be addressed and I fully 

support the precess. I vvould just ask tl1at the Board g1'.'e consideration to the proposed timelines the 

company is suggestion, especially assuming this receives the support of the community. 

l~llY, . 
L~KU~~ 
MLA 

Cc: Larry Connell, Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd 

Mayor &: Council - Hamlet of Rankin Inlet 
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Tagak Curley 
MLA 
Rankin Inlet North 
Box 874 
Rankin Inlet, NU 
XOC OGO 

February 18,2011 

NWl8VUt Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU 
XOB OCO 

Attn: S. Autut 

Re: Proposed Meliadine Access All Weather Road 

Nunavut Maligaliurvia 
Assemblee legislative du Nunavut 

I wish to take this opportunity as one of the MLA's for Rankin Inlet, to send you a letter 
of support for the; Proposed Meliadine Access Road, early construction of all weather 
road, The proponent for this project; Agnjco Eagle Mines Limited proJX>ses to construct 
the Access Road and the spur road to the Meliadine Lake between Rankin Inlet and the 
Meliadine Gold project. 

Please be assured that, in my view, the early construction of the access road for the 
current exploration program will not compromise the NIRB environmental assessment 
for the full development review process and plan to be submitted in near future. 

Also, be assured that 1 fully support the local organizations including the municipality to 
be fully consulted for the early request for Access Road Construction by AEM. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Hon. Tagak Curley 
MLA - Rankin Inlet. North 

Cc: Hon. Lome Kusugak - MLA for Rankin Inlet South - Whale Cove 
Mayor, Rankin Inlet, NU 
Mr. Larry Connell, P. Eng - Corporate Director of Sustainable Development 
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vq6Oi6,   kNK5   X0C 0G0 
 
Phone sc]l5 867-645-2350 / Fax hvJ4f5867-645-3257 / EmailcEbs/4f5 rankinhto@qiniq.com 

 
March 17, 2011 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360  
Cambridge Bay, NU 
X0B 0C0 
 
Dear Stephanie, 

RE: Proposed Meliadine Access Road 
 
The Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization held their regular meeting on March 16, 2011 and had the 
Opportunity to review and discuss the all-weather access road to the Meliadine gold project proposed by 
Agnico-Eagle Mines; the Board obviously has some general questions and comments but a consensus was 
reached and motion #KHTO-16-03-2011-370       was passed supporting the project. 
 
During consultations with Agnico staff, the Board raised concerns with the Meliadine River crossing and the 
proposed bridge design but to our knowledge these concerns have been addressed with engineering changes.   
The Board has been assured that it will continue to be consulted as the project progresses therefore it feels 
comfortable in providing its support for this phase of the project. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Titaaq Komaksiutiksak 
Secretary Treasurer, Kangiqliniq HTO 
cc: 
Alex Ishalook, Chairman Arviat HTO 
Mike Panika, Chairman Whale Cove 
Richard Aksawnee, Chairman Baker Lake 
Jayko Kimmarilardjuk, Chairman Chesterfield Inlet 
Michel Akkuardjuk, Chairman Repulse Bay 
Noah Kudluk, Chairman Coral Harbor 
Larry Connell, Agnico-Eagle Mines 
Pujjuut Kusugak, Mayor of Rankin Inlet 
Joe Kaludjak, Vice-President KIA 
Ross Tatty, KWB Chairman 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Kangiqliniq H.T.O.  
vq6Oi6 xaNh4t5 vtmpq5  
P.O.    Box     194 
tt6coE3F4  194 
Rankin Inlet, Nunavut X0C 0G0 
vq6Oi6,   kNK5  X0C 0G0 
 
Phone sc]l5 867-645-2350 / Fax hvJ4f5867-645-3257 / EmailcEbs/4f5 rankinhto@qiniq.com 
 
 
kNK5 x?toQp5 vtmpT 
tt4coE3F4 !#^) 
wvl4gtx4 byUi kNK5 
X0B 0C0 
 
ybF8iUw: 
 

WJb: byEJx2 u4n8k5 xft4n4 
 

cT6Ois smJoQpxM4dT vtm4csmb b4rb7mys7u5 N5yx5 !^, @)!! xml cpnbwMsh8i 
xmo ctmJbs?MsLi x3CAl4b4 xdt4nsix3g4 AEM f8k by3Jxx u4ni c8k/ysix3bU. 
vtmp5 xW4ft4ncMsymRmb rs/sMLt4 ckw4nD8iMsym3mb k5yoMs3S5 b2fx –AEMf5 
 
xgAmJUb u4n8k5. kbsMsg6 KHTO 16-03-2011-370u5 wc/gwlt4 g4yZ4ym/U8i5. 
bwmo cspnwtlQ5 s/ZbQx n8NpTi4 xW4h4bsMwymRmb wc3Fnu xeQx3bsix3iUil 
cspn4bstxymMsmb xeQxy8ixo4Lt3l. xml vtmp5 n8NctQtx3ixo3mbl N7m4noMs3mb. 
ckwnA8iLt3l wcJgwoMs3mb cJyd2lQ moZosym/U. 
 
xW4dt4nc8iD2y cspQxbsJ8N4SA5 b4W4v Nnst=K5. 
 
 
ho5tx3SU 
 
 
t5b4 fmyst4n6 
r8Ns/oQp tt3Ct KHTO 
 
 
yy:  
xo4y wnl, x3Fx5 smJoQpxM4fTb wy=?sb 
mw4 X8iv, trZJx2 smJoQpxM4fTb wy=?sbU 
E5h5 x4n3i, cmi5gx2, smJoQpxM4fTb w4y=?sbU 
pf rmox3J, w3loZJ2 smJoQpxM4fTb w4y=?sbU 
un x4fCJ, Ns/5 smJoQpxM4fTb w4y=?sbU 
kx3 v5M4, n9os2 smJoQpxm4fTb w4y=?sbU 
osE v8k99 –AEMf5 
S5J5 fhZ4 xUJ4c cT6Oiu 
J cl5/4 r?os2 cgpctQTb w4y?bs2 g3oU 
C{{ b5t, r?os2 smJoQp3JxfTb w4y=?s}b 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 



 





















 
 

Nunavut Regional Office 
P.O. Box 100        
Iqaluit, NU, X0A 0H0      Your file - Votre référence 
        11RN017 
        Our file - Notre référence 
        5510-5-28-2  
 
May 6th, 2011 
  
 
Kelli Gillard 
Technical Advisor 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU, X0B 0C0  
Via electronic mail to: info@nirb.ca 
    
Re: Notice of Part 4 Screening for Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd.’s “All-Weather 
Road” project proposal. 
 
 
Ms. Gillard, 
 
On April 7th, 2011, the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) requested parties to 
comment on Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd.’s “All-Weather Road” project proposal. 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) has reviewed the proposal and offers 
the following comments for the NIRB’s consideration. 
 
Based on INAC’s analysis, the Proposal is missing a significant amount of 
important information.  The purpose of this letter is therefore to identify 
deficiencies in the Proposal that require additional information, analysis or 
clarification.  INAC requests that the Board solicit additional information from the 
proponent to support and clarify its Proposal. This will ensure that participants in 
this screening process have sufficient information to assess and comment on the 
Proposal. It will also ensure that the NIRB has a complete and proper evidentiary 
basis on which to make its screening decision. 
 
INAC is aware that the NIRB will provide an additional comment period after the 
proponent has had an opportunity to consider and respond to intervener 
comments on the current Proposal. INAC welcomes this, and would have 
independently requested that the Board adopt this approach.  INAC is not in a 
position to fully analyze the Proposal or to provide meaningful comment to NIRB 
with respect to its screening decision in the absence of the information requested 
below.   
 
 

mailto:info@nirb.ca


Need for the Project/Alternatives Assessment 
The Proposal has very little information or analysis to support the proponent’s 
statement that winter roads could not adequately support the 2012 and 2013 
underground exploration and bulk-sampling planned by the proponent.   
 
INAC suggests that this conclusion would need to be supported by information 
and analysis of the proponent’s needs, the current preferred approach (i.e., an 
all-weather road) and the available alternatives, including a comparison of the 
impacts of each option. It is only after such analysis is complete that the need for 
this project can be understood. This is particularly important in view of this 
project’s obvious links to the proponent’s longer-term plans for potential mine 
development.  
 
Section 2.3 Scope 
 
(b) Single-Span Bridges 
The proponent has not identified the load capacity of the bridges.  INAC requests 
that the proponent identify the proposed load capacity, anticipated loads, vehicle 
types and other relevant information. 
 
(d) Road Width 
While the alternatives assessment discusses the possibility of the road being 
20m wide to accommodate power transmission to the potential future mine site, 
the proponent does not clearly identify the proposed width of the road.    The 
unnumbered table on p. 13 only identifies the minimum width of the road.  The 
proponent should identify a proposed width, and clarify whether transmission 
lines from Rankin Inlet to the Meliadine site are part of the current proposal, and 
identify whether the proposed width is designed to account for the 2012-2013 
time horizon, or for future needs, including an electrical transmission system. 
 
(f) Emergency Airstrip 
The purpose and planned use of the airstrip should be clearly identified by the 
proponent. The Proposal does not provide information on frequency of flights or 
details of the planned usage of the “emergency airstrip”.  Additionally, the 
document includes discussion of activities that are clearly not “emergency” in 
nature. If the proponent plans non-emergency uses, the term “emergency 
airstrip” should be avoided. 
 
Section 3.2 Physical Environment 
 
(a) Permafrost 
The discussion of impacts to permafrost from rock quarries is limited to a 
statement that impacts will be different from in granular-material quarries.  The 
proponent should include a proper analysis of the potential impacts. 
 
 



(d) Terrain 
The proponent concludes that "there will be no impact on the terrain from...the 
road", but there is no discussion or rationale to support or explain this.  The 
proponent should include a proper analysis of the potential impacts. 
 
(f) Potential for Acid Generation/Metal Leaching 
INAC identified the following deficiencies in relation to acid generation and metal 
leaching, and requests that NIRB solicit the missing information or required 
clarifications from the proponent: 
 

 
i) It is not clear that the assessment of metal leaching is adequate.  It 

appears that the proponent dismisses leach test results obtained 
through static testing that indicate exceedances of “Canadian Water 
Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Freshwater Aquatic Life” as 
not necessarily reflecting what will actually happen in operation.  No 
field tests are available at this time and it the Proponent appears to 
suggest that water quality monitoring at the Primary Containment 
Area can be used to estimate future results.  The Proponent does not 
explain or substantiate of the adequacy of this or explain and how the 
use of this proxy may affect the certainty of the results.  
 
The Proposal states that the proponent will have a better 
understanding of the potential for metal leaching after future data 
collection.  As a result, INAC is not certain whether the proponent 
believes that its current understanding of the potential for metal 
leaching is sufficient for the purposes of impact assessment.  If the 
proponent believes that its current understanding is sufficient at this 
stage, the proponent should explain and substantiate this conclusion. 

  
ii) The Primary Containment Area (PCA) is not described.  INAC 

presumes that the proponent is referring to the containment area 
associated with the proponent’s proposed underground exploration 
program, however as this is a separate NIRB process, it would be 
helpful if the proponent clarified what the PCA refers to, especially as 
it appears to be a crucial element of this section of the Proposal. 

 
iii) The proponent states that "Monitoring of the PCA and various water 

bodies in the immediate vicinity of the PCA will continue in 2011." 
However the proponent does not identify these water bodies, or state 
the methodology by which they were or will be selected. The 
proponent has also not provided a monitoring plan.   

 
 
 
 



Section 3.3 Aquatic Environment 
 
(a) Water Quality 
The proponent states that they will undertake post-project water monitoring. This 
statement should be elaborated upon with a description of the nature, duration, 
and plans for water monitoring, and an explanation of the appropriateness of the 
planned approach.  
 
Section 4 Use of the Road 
The proponent anticipates public use of the road. As the Government of Nunavut 
has legislative authority over public highways, the proponent should indicate 
what steps it has taken or plans to take in cooperation with the Government of 
Nunavut’s transportation officials to ensure that it undertakes appropriate 
planning for the development, operation and maintenance of a public highway. 
For example, design, construction and maintenance standards, traffic 
management, emergency response, snow clearing and the management of 
hazards, policing, and by-law and other regulatory enforcement must all be taken 
into account. 
 
The Proposal discusses many potential mitigation measures such as a southern 
gate and potential closing of the road for safety reasons.  While it is useful to 
have an understanding of possible mitigation measures, it is essential that the 
proponent make clear which of the potential mitigation measures it intends to put 
into place.  
 
The document does not describe or analyze the potential for accidents or 
malfunctions of — or in relation to use of — the road.  While the safety of all 
users of the road is important, this issue is particularly important in view of the 
proponent’s expectation that the general public will not be restricted from using 
the road.  Unrestricted use–mixing mining/industrial users and the general 
public–may have implications for the likelihood and consequences of an accident 
or malfunction, and should be accounted for in both planning and assessment. 
Therefore, the proponent should provide a thorough analysis of the potential for 
accidents and malfunctions, including identifying potential consequences and 
conceptual plans for avoidance of accidents and malfunctions, and for response 
should they occur. 
 
Section 5 Public Consultation 
The proponent’s descriptions of consultation sessions do not include any 
sessions that were open to the general public.  The proponent should indicate 
whether  it held any open sessions, describe any such sessions highlighting any 
concerns raised, and the results, conclusions or follow-up to these sessions.  
 
Section 7 Residual and Cumulative Effects 
The proponent discusses cumulative effects of its project in combination with 
other mine development activity, but not in combination with any other types of 



activity.  The proponent should broaden its analysis of cumulative effects to take 
into account other activities, including exploration activities and activities 
unrelated to the minerals sector. 
 
Section 8 Reclamation 
INAC presumes the proponent’s desired participation in the operation and 
maintenance in the road is limited to the period in which it requires use of the 
road for its commercial purposes, others, including the Government of Nunavut, 
the Hamlet of Rankin Inlet, and the Kivalliq Inuit Association may have interests 
that will survive the proponent’s needs. The Proposal should identify likely 
scenarios for operation and maintenance of the road both during and after its 
period of usefulness to the Proponent, and assess those scenarios, including the 
possibility of a need to decommission and reclaim the road should there be no 
subsequent operator.   
 
More specifically, this section describes that ‘the road as designed will eventually 
be part of the Manitoba-Nunavut road to Chesterfield Inlet.  As such, the larger 
part of the road – approximately 17 kilometres would not be reclaimed, and 
responsibility for it would be assumed by the Government of Nunavut upon 
closing of the Meliadine site.’ 
 
Given that the ‘Manitoba-Nunavut’ road is not currently in the Nunavut 
Environmental Assessment processes, and given that the all-weather road is 
being constructed to support activities related to the bulk sample program which 
will end in 2013, the proponent should address reclamation of the 17 km of the 
proposed all-weather road by way of their reclamation plan, or provide evidence 
that the Government of Nunavut or the responsible Inuit Organization will 
assume responsibility for the 17 km of the all-weather road upon closing of the 
Meliadine site, whether or not the ‘Manitoba-Nunavut’ road is a reality.   
 
INAC looks forward to working further with the NIRB on this project. Should you 
have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 867-975-4549 or by 
email at margaux.brisco@inac-ainc.gc.ca. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
[original signed by] 
 
Margaux Brisco 
A/Manager, Environment 
 

mailto:margaux.brisco@inac-ainc.gc.ca.
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     Ministère de l’Exécutif et des Affaires Intergouvernementales 
     Department of Executive & Intergovernmental Affairs  
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May 6, 2011 
 
Kelli Gillard B.Sc., P.Ag. 
Technical Advisor 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU 
X0B 0C0 
 
via Email to: info@nirb.ca 
 
RE: NIRB FILE # NIRB File No.: 11RN017 – Notice of Part 4 Screening for Agnico-
Eagle Mines Ltd.’s “All-Weather Road” project proposal 
 
Dear Ms. Gillard: 
 
As requested by NIRB on April 7, 2011, the Government of Nunavut (GN) has considered 
the project proposal for an “All-Weather Road, submitted for NIRB screening by Agnico-
Eagle Mines Ltd., and has attached the following comments. 
 
A number of concerns have been raised with respect to the project proposal. Specific 
comments and concerns are outlined within the departmental submissions. Concerns are 
centered around project details, the duration and the need for more information on a variety 
of topics. Given the amount of information reviewed and made available to date we feel that 
in addition to the responses provide by the Government of Nunavut we are also asking for 
clarification under Part 4, article 12.4.4 (c). 
 
We thank NIRB for giving us the opportunity to review and provide comments on this 
screening and we look forward to receiving further information on this project from NIRB. 
You can contact me, Pauloosie Suvega at (867) 975-6022 or psuvega@gov.nu.ca if you 
have any questions or comments. 
 
Qujannamiik, 
 
Sent via email 
 
Pauloosie Suvega 
Assistant Deputy Minister 
& Sustainable Development Advisory Group Chairman 
Executive and Intergovernmental Affairs 
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Comments from the Department of Environment 
 
Kelli Gillard 
Technical Advisor 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
 
    via Email to: info@nirb.ca 
 
RE: NIRB File No. 11RN017 – Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd – All Weather Road – 
Underground exploration and Bulk Sample Program, Meliadine Gold Project 
 
Dear Kelli Gillard: 
 
The Department of Environment (DOE) has reviewed the project proposal from Agnico-Eagle 
Mines Ltd in accordance with its mandate under the Environmental Protection Act the Nunavut 
Wildlife Act, the Territorial Parks Act and pursuant to section 12.4.4(b) of the Nunavut Land 
Claims Agreement (NLCA). 
 
The following information and recommendations have been provided for the Board’s, as well as 
the Proponent’s, information and consideration. 
 
GENERAL 
 
The proposal is for the construction of a 27.4km permanent road and a right-of-way from Rankin 
Inlet to Meliadine Lake for exploration projects. The road will require the construction of two 
new bridges, the replacement of an existing bridge as well as a number of new water crossings 
using culverts.  
 
In 2007-2008 the former proponent for this site, Comaplex, utilized a winter road to conduct the 
same exploration activities. It is therefore unclear to DoE why the current proponent finds it 
necessary to construct an all-weather, permanent road. 
 
A term of authorization of 18 years has been requested for the proposed exploration. That time 
frame appears rather lengthy for an exploration project at this stage, especially given the 
prominence of investor confidence as a reason for advancing this project. The application also 
makes reference to a future mine site, power lines, power plants, tank farms and other 
infrastructure. There are suggestions in the application, of a mine and associated infrastructure. 
This appears to contradict the proposal’s assertion that the purpose of this project is to contribute 
to exploration activities. This leads DoE to believe that this proposal is not for a standalone 
project, but will contribute to a larger one.  
 
Furthermore, it is implied that this road will be a key feature in future community infrastructure. 
The inconsistency of the current application with the activities of the former owner/operator, 
Comaplex, the proposal’s suggestion of the development of a mine, the questions surrounding 
the term of authorization for this proposal, and the potentially far-reaching ecosystemic and 
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socioeconomic impacts all imply that the scale of this project may be far beyond that expressed 
in the proposal.  
 
Based on the above, DoE believes the scale of this proposed project requires further and in-depth 
review of the anticipated effects on the ecosystemic and socioeconomic impacts. Consequently, 
we recommend the proposal be subject to 12.4.4(c) of the NLCA. In consideration for the long 
term implications of this project, the proposal provides insufficient information for DoE to 
contribute extensive comments.  Please see Appendix A for general comments. 
 
Below are the DoE comments that identify the concerns for which minimal information has been 
provided by the proposal. 
 
1. Will the project have significant adverse effects on the ecosystem, wildlife habitat or 

Inuit harvesting activities?    
 
A permanent road may have long term implications for wildlife habitat in the region. The 
proponent is proposing to remove an estimated two million cubic meters of rock and two million 
cubic meters of granular material from various sources to build the road and right-of-way.  The 
source point of the material and the associated topographic features (eskers, moraines) can never 
be restored and would otherwise be used by wildlife as habitat for dens, nests, burrows, insect, 
and predator avoidance. These aggregate sources are not all within the immediate vicinity of the 
proposed road and right-of-way, which may necessitate tertiary access roads, the impacts of 
which have not been explored. The construction of the road will damage the vegetation and at 
least alter the local hydrology, which can affect habitat quality.  
 
Sampling of aggregate sources suggests a large percentage (47%) of the tested potential quarries 
may have significant concentrations of metals like aluminum, copper, and zinc. Therefore, road 
materials have the potential for metal-leaching, which may have long term systemic effects on 
the quality of wildlife habitat in the area. It is unlikely that the permanent road would ever be 
restored to pristine conditions. In fact, doing so may further contribute to habitat destruction. The 
cumulative impacts associated with long term development may also further contribute to the 
degradation of wildlife habitat quality. 
 
2. Will the project have significant adverse socio-economic effects on northerners?   
 
The project proposal does not provide a clear indication on the intensity of the road usage by 
community members. There are significant implications on how the road and right-of-way will 
contribute to future developments (e.g., power plant, tank farm, power lines) that have long term 
systemic impacts.  
 
3. Will the project cause significant public concern? 
 
We are aware that there is a great deal of public support for this project. The concerns being 
expressed are in reference to scale of this project and its potential contribution to multiple large 
scale developments. Another concern is with respect to the Iqalugaarjuup Nunanga Territorial 
Park Master Plan.  The Plan is an agreement among Inuit, the community and Government about 
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the management of the Park.  The Plan explicitly states the concerns of local people regarding 
vehicle noise in the vicinity of the Park and its impacts on both wildlife and on the enjoyment of 
the Park. These are enforceable under 11.(1)(c)(ii) and (iii) of the Territorial Parks Act.    
 
4. Will the project involve technological innovations for which the effects are unknown?    
 
The proposal does not indicate the use of new technologies, but the projects implied in the 
proposal do indicate the use of new technologies in relation to the potential leaching of metals. 
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APPENDIX A 

 
 
The Department of Environment has developed a number of environmental guidelines/codes of 
practice that are intended to assist the public and industry in remaining or coming into 
compliance with Nunavut’s Environmental Protection Act.  
 

• Contaminated Site Remediation; 

• Contaminated Site Remediation: A Property Owner’s Guide 

• Industrial Projects on Commissioner’s Lands; 

• Management of Hazardous Waste; 

• Industrial Waste Discharges into Municipal Waste & Sewage Treatment Facilities; 

• Waste Batteries; 

• Waste Paint; 

• Waste Asbestos; 

• Waste Antifreeze; 

• Waste Solvent; 

• Ozone Depleting Substances; 

• Dust Suppression; 

• SO2 and Suspended Particulates; 

• Illustrated Homeowner’s Guide to Heating Oil Tanks  

• Burning and Incineration of Solid Waste in Nunavut 

• Operation of Wood-Burning Appliances 

• A Guide to Spill Contingency Planning and Reporting 

These guides can be downloaded in PDF format from the following website: 
 
http://env.gov.nu.ca/programareas/environmentprotection/legislation 
 
Specific comments are as follows: 
 
SPILL CONTINGENCY  

Based on the DOE Spill Contingency Planning and Reporting Regulations, and A Guide to the 
Spill Contingency Planning and Reporting Regulations, we recommend the following measures 
are implemented for overland transportation of bulk fuel:  
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• Speed on winter roads should not exceed: 30 km/hr for fully loaded vehicles; 50 km/hour 
for empty vehicles. 

• Trucks should carry at least 10 square metres of polyethylene material (for lining a trench 
or depression), a spark proof shovel & oil absorbent blankets or squares. 

• Trucks should carry reliable radio and/or satellite phone communications. 

• Trucks should carry sufficient response equipment for the safe removal of fuel from an 
overturned tanker (such as hatch cone covers, hoses etc). 

• In general, proponents should be fully prepared to deal with spills resulting from vehicle 
accidents along the road, in a timely and efficient manner. 

CHEMICALS/CHEMICAL STORAGE 

All chemicals should be stored in a safe and chemically-compatible manner a minimum of 31 
horizontal meters from all bodies of water. The proponent should remove unused chemicals for 
reuse or disposal to an approved site using methods approved by the Land Use Inspector. 

Hazardous materials stored on-site should be marked so they will be visible under all conditions, 
in all seasons. This recommendation is intended to prevent possible injuries to camp personnel 
and/or damage to the containers. Unless otherwise specified by the land use inspector or licence-
issuing agency, all hazardous materials should be removed from the site upon completion of the 
activity. 
 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

The proponent shall make determined efforts to achieve compliance with the Canada-wide 
Standards for dioxins and furans and the Canada-wide Standard for mercury. Efforts should 
include the implementation of a comprehensive waste management strategy (especially waste 
segregation) that is designed to reduce and control the volumes of wastes produced, transported, 
and disposed of. The Waste Management Strategy should consider and include: 

• Purchasing policies that focus on reduced packaging,  

• On-site diversion and segregation programs  

Should the proponent elect to incinerate their waste the following should be observed: 

• Ensure diligent operation and maintenance of the incineration device and provide 
appropriate training to the personnel operating and maintaining the incinerator.  

• Waste wood treated with preservatives such as creosote, pentachlorophenol or heavy 
metal solutions should not be burned.  Additionally, plastics, electrical wire, asbestos and 
building demolition wastes (except clean wood) are wastes likely to produce dioxins and 
furans when burned and should be excluded from incineration. Under no circumstance 
should hazardous wastes be managed through burning or incineration. 
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• In addition, all ash produced by the incineration of waste material should be disposed of 
properly. 

 
For detailed guidance on the proper incineration of solid waste, the proponent is referred to the 
Environmental Guideline for the Burning and Incineration of Solid Waste. 
 
WILDLIFE 
 
Wildlife in Nunavut is fundamental component of the culture, landscape, health of people, the 
environment, and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit. The project is located in an area where Barren-ground 
caribou (Rangifer tarandus), carnivores, and other wildlife may be encountered. During any 
activity conducted by the proponent wildlife will have the right-of-way.  
 
Populations of caribou are cyclical and they are currently on a downward trend.  Every effort 
should be taken to ensure that caribou and caribou habitat are not disturbed.    
 
To prevent and minimize project related impacts on wildlife, it is important that the proponent is 
aware that encounters with wildlife are possible and have the necessary protocols, training, and 
equipment to mitigate their impacts.  DOE asks for the proponent to develop a wildlife 
mitigation plan to address collisions with wildlife and emergency kills from problem wildlife. 
The plan should include a detailed reporting system that will track every animal harmed or killed 
by the proponent’s activities. 
 
Proponent should be aware that they may not harass wildlife (Wildlife Act, 71(1)). This includes 
persistently worrying or chasing animals, disturbing large groups of animals, and attempting to 
photograph an animal from an aircraft. Also, the proponent shall not intentionally feed wildlife 
(Wildlife Act, 90 (1)).  
 
DoE has provided further recommendations pertaining to caribou, habitat disturbances, and 
winter road closures.    
 
CARIBOU 
 
Caribou populations in Nunavut are currently displaying a downward trend. The Qamaniruaq 
herd is the largest local herd found within proximity of the project. Overall, since 1994 there has 
been an estimated 2% annual decline in the population (Campbell et al, 2010). Elsewhere in the 
territory the Bathurst herd has declined from an estimate of 100,000 animals in 2006 to 31,900 in 
2009 (Nesbitt and Adamczekski, 2009). Peary caribou were recently listed as Endangered under 
the Federal Species at Risk Act (Canadian Gazette Part II, 2011), and future research initiatives 
will be assessing the Beverly and Ahiak herd (Campbell - per com, 2011)  Every effort should be 
made to ensure that caribou and their habitat are not impacted.  Additionally, recent research has 
strengthened our understanding of how caribou responses to human activities on calving and 
post-calving areas can accumulate and affect caribou over time. Caribou require a relatively 
uninterrupted feeding/fattening cycle - when this cycle is significantly interrupted, calf 
production may decrease, calf mortality may increase and female and male condition may drop 
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affecting future breeding cycles. Air, ground, and general noise disturbances will disrupt caribou 
behavior with potential impacts to fitness and survival.  
 

• The proponent shall not locate and operate so as to block or cause diversion to migrating 
caribou. The proponent shall cease activities that may interfere with migration such as 
sampling, construction, movement of equipment and/or personnel, until the caribou have 
passed. 

 
• During the transportation of equipment, supplies, and personnel the proponent is 

reminded that wildlife have the right-of-way and will be allowed to pass uninhibited.  
 
 

• During the period of May 1 to July 15 if caribou are observed with calves in the project 
area, the proponent should suspend all operations, particularly blasting, overflights and 
airborne geophysics surveys, and vehicles near the project site. 

 
RAPTOR NESTING AREAS 
 
The following is a list of general precautions that must be considered when conducting activities 
near Peregrine Falcon, Gyrfalcon, and other raptor nests (most of these precautions will also 
apply to all nesting bird species): 
 

• Disturbance is most harmful early in the nesting period (May and June for Peregrine 
Falcon and Gyrfalcon, similar for Rough-legged Hawk): 

o Raptors will attempt to maximize their chances of successfully raising young. If 
they decide early in the breeding period that their nest is at risk, they may 
abandon it. If nests are disturbed at this stage of nesting, there may not be 
sufficient time to re-nest. All disturbances to nests during the early part of the 
nesting cycle must be avoided (avoid nest sites from late May through to mid-
July). 

• Individuals show variability in their response to disturbance: 

o Different birds will show different responses to varying levels of disturbance. 
This may result from the general health of the bird, weather conditions, previous 
life experiences, and adaptability. Therefore, treat all nest sites with equal 
precaution, regardless of the response of the bird. Do not disturb raptor nests 
during conditions of poor weather (rain, snow, high winds). 

• Approaching the nest site near the time of fledgling (where chicks fly from the nest) often 
leads to premature nest departure: 

o During the last few weeks of nesting, severe disturbance at the nest often causes 
young raptors to jump out of the nest. This can cause death from exposure, 
predation, starvation, or trauma from the fall itself. All activity within 100m of a 
nest site during the latter part of the nest stage (10-20 August for peregrine 
falcons in this region) must be avoided. 
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CARNIVORE CONFLICTS  
  
Inevitably there is always the potential for predator-prey interactions and the field protocol 
should be in place to avoid wildlife interactions, and to mitigate any predator interactions. 
Sightings and occurrences, such as wildlife near human activities, close encounters, and attacks, 
should be recorded. Carnivores may approach humans or disturbances out of curiosity; however, 
their keen sense of smell can detect food or waste odors from great distances. Potential human-
carnivore encounters can result in injury or death to the bear or the humans, all possible efforts to 
avoid human-carnivore encounters must be made, and negative reinforcement is encouraged.  
Clean camp standards are essential and deliberate feeding of any wildlife is absolutely 
prohibited. 
 
Mortality resulting from mismanagement during a proponents activity is not an excuse for an 
emergency kill and can be a significant loss to the nearest community who can request 
compensation for the loss (Article 6, NLCA; Wildlife Act, 97 (3)). 
 
The proponent should contact the nearest Conservation Office: 
 

• If a situation occurs where wildlife becomes a nuisance (returning frequently, or unable 
to deter).  

• Immediately if you have killed wildlife (either to resolve a conflict or unintentionally). 

• Immediately if you have injured wildlife and have not been able to relocate or destroy. 

• Immediately if a human has been attacked or bitten by wildlife. Note: Current policy is 
for any wildlife that attack humans to be destroyed; only in special circumstances would 
wildlife not be destroyed. If no further injury or human life is in danger contact the 
Conservation Officer to report and for further instructions. 

 
Contact the Wildlife Deterrent Specialist, Regional Biologist, or Wildlife Manager indicated 
below for information and advice on measures which should be taken to minimize wildlife-
human conflict. 
 
HABITAT DISTURBANCE  
 
The proponent has identified the use of local eskers for various uses. Topographic features like 
eskers are used by wildlife as habitat for dens, nests, burrows, insect, and predator avoidance. 
These eskers are finite in number and the proponent should limit their use for their activities in 
an effort to preserve wildlife habitat. 
 
The proponent should limit the amount of overland transportation during the construction of the 
road.  Vehicles on the vegetation can facilitate ground subsidence by altering the albedo, 
absorption, and local hydrology in permafrost regions. 
 
AIRCRAFT DISTURBANCE  
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Aircraft activities have been shown to affect wildlife development and reproductive success as 
well as subject the wildlife to adverse weather conditions and accidental damage or injury. 
However, by raising flight altitudes, studies have shown that it will alleviate some of the 
negative effects. Therefore, the DoE recommends that the following protection measures are 
taken to reduce aircraft disturbance on wildlife. 
 
Unless there is a specific requirement for low level flights, aircraft activities should maintain a 
minimum altitude of 610 meters above ground level in places where there are occurrences of 
wildlife. In areas where there are observed large concentrations of birds, flight level is restricted 
to 1,000 meters vertical distance and 1,500 meters horizontal distance from the birds. As a good 
practice, it is recommended to avoid critical and sensitive wildlife areas at all times by choosing 
alternate flight corridors. Proponents can use high point observation techniques using wildlife 
observers to scout for wildlife within 20 km (line of sight) before undertaking any airborne 
geophysical surveys.    
 
The DOE would like to thank the NIRB for the opportunity to review and provide comments on 
this submission. Please contact us if you have further questions or comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by 

 
 
Milissa Elliott 
Ecosystem & Environmental Assessment Scientist 
Department of Environment 
Government of Nunavut 
PH: (867) 975-7763 
FX: (867) 975-7739 
EM: melliott@gov.nu.ca 
 
DOE CONTACTS  
 
Manger of Wildlife, Kivalliq Region 
David Vetra, (867) 857-2828, dvetra@gov.nu.ca  
 
Biologist, Kivalliq Region 
Mitch Campbell, (867) 857-2828, mcampbell1@gov.nu.ca 
 
Wildlife Deterrent Specialist 
Sarah Medill (867) 934-4335, smedill@gov.nu.ca 
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Comments from the Department of Economic Development and Transportation 
 
The Government of Nunavut, Department of Economic Development & Transportation 
has reviewed the following documents for NIRB’s screening for the proposed all-
weather road for Agnico-Eagle’s bulk sample and underground exploration project: 

NIRB Part 1 Summary Application Form 
NIRB Part 2 PSIR Form 
Project proposal, sections 2-9 
Correspondence from NIRB and from the Proponent 
Maps 
Letters of support 

We have also reviewed the amended application for the Meliadine Gold Underground 
Exploration and Bulk Sample Project (NIRB File No.: 10EA018, amended Feb. 2010) 
and NIRB’s screening decision report for File No.: 10EA018 (May 5, 2010).  
 
The Department of Economic Development & Transportation understands that the 
proposed Meliadine Road is a reasonable project component necessary to support the 
Meliadine Gold underground exploration and bulk sample project approved in May, 
2010 and expected to occur between 2011 and 2014.  The size and needs of the 
underground exploration and bulk sample project would be limited by a winter road.  In 
addition, an all-weather road would reduce current impact on the land from multiple ATV 
trails to Meliadine Lake, and would provide economic benefit to nearby residents and to 
the Hamlet of Rankin Inlet. 
 
 
Is the project proposal likely to arouse significant public concern? 
 
The Department notes that there is significant public support for this project proposal, 
and respects the social and economic needs of the Hamlet of Rankin Inlet and its 
residents. 
 
 
Is the project proposal likely to cause significant adverse eco-systemic and 
socio-economic effects?  If so, why? 
 
The Department believes that the project will likely not cause any significant adverse 
effects, as the area is currently used extensively by residents and the economic benefits 
to the community appear to be great.  Currently, there are several ATV trails leading out 
of Rankin Inlet, with destinations that include sites along the proposed all-weather road 
and to Meliadine Lake.  The construction of the road would alleviate the impact of some 
of these ATV trails on the landscape with a single transportation link to these areas of 
local importance.   
 
The road also supports year-round economic activity in the community of Rankin Inlet.  
The company is proposing to continue their rental of fuel tanks for their increasing fuel 
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needs, providing income directly to Rankin Inlet. Employees can work year-round and 
opportunities may exist for favourable workdays that allow families to be reunited more 
frequently than the typical 2 week on/2 week off rotations.  Businesses are connected 
physically to the project and can provide the project with services/supplies for 12 
months of the year, rather than being more limited due to the winter road season. The 
presence of the road would continue to support exploration of the property, again 
adding to the efficiency of project activities. 
 
The Department of Economic Development & Transportation believes that a road 
between Rankin Inlet and Meliadine Lake is supported by the objectives of approved 
Government of Nunavut strategies.  Ingirasilliqta, the Nunavut Transportation Strategy, 
notes the need for “access road construction between communities and their adjacent 
resources and harvesting areas” to reduce “the isolation of [a community] from the 
opportunities present in [its] surrounding land and waters.”1  Additionally, Policy 3-1 of 
Parnautit, the Government of Nunavut’s exploration and mining strategy, states that: 
“The Government of Nunavut expects companies involved in mineral exploration and 
mining to use a Nunavut community as a logistical centre for their exploration.”2  Linking 
the Meliadine exploration site to Rankin Inlet by an all weather road ensures that the 
lines of business for the project will flow through, and not over or around, that 
community. 
 
 
Is the project of a type where the potential adverse effects are highly predictable 
and mitigable with known technology? 
 
Roads, bridges and culverts are common infrastructure components, even in Nunavut.  
In addition, the Department considers the project to be consistent with similar 
underground exploration and bulk sampling projects.   
 
However, the 2011-2014 underground exploration and bulk sample project is much 
larger than the previous bulk sample program that took place in 2007-2008, moving an 
additional 850 tons of materials and equipment to the site (compared to just 150-250 
tons for the 2007-2008 sampling program)3.  Further, an estimated 2 million litres of fuel 
is expected for 2011, increasing to 3.2 million litres for 2012 and again in 2013 
(compared to 1.9 million litres for the 2007-2008 sampling project)4 5.  Finally, 100,000m 
per year is proposed to be drilled for the 2011-2014 project, costing approximately $45 

                                                 
1 Ingirasilliqta, Let’s Get Moving: the Nunauvut Transportation Strategy, p. 24. 
2 Parnautit, A foundation for the future: Mineral Exploration and Mining Strategy, p. 34. 
3 Comaplex Minerals Corp., Meliadine Gold Project amendment to the application to conduct Underground 
Mineral Exploration and Assemble a Bulk Sample, amended February 2010, pg. 7‐9.  Found at www.nirb.ca: 
ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/01‐SCREENINGS/COMPLETED%20SCREENINGS/2010/10EA018‐Comaplex%20Bulk%20Sample/01‐
APPLICATION  
4 Ibid., pg. 40.  
5 Agnico‐Eagle Mines Ltd., All‐Weather Road: Extension of the Underground Exploration and Bulk Sample Program, 
January 2011, pg. 3.  Found at www.nirb.ca: ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/01‐SCREENINGS/ACTIVE%20SCREENINGS/11RN017‐
AEM%20Meliadine%20All%20Weather%20Road/01‐APPLICATION  
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million per year; in comparison, other drilling projects are much smaller, at 
approximately $25 million to drill 20,000m6.   
 
While a winter road was determined to be practical in 2010, new project owners and 
another look at the results of the underground exploration and bulk sample has lent 
support to the argument that an all-weather road is a better alternative to meet the 
needs of the project more efficiently and effectively.  An all-weather road can eliminate 
the timeline restrictions caused by a winter road, thus allowing the underground 
exploration and bulk sampling project to be completed sooner and more economically.  
An all-weather road may also be a more favourable alternative to building an addition to 
a temporary tank farm on site and will allow transport of explosives with less difficulty.  
According to the Meliadine Gold underground exploration and bulk sample project 
proposal, an all-weather road was noted as a possibility in 2010, with a decision to be 
made in early 2011 based on Feasibility Study results7.  It appears that the decision is 
now to pursue the all-weather road. 
 
 
Other matters related to the project proposal 
 
The Department of Economic Development & Transportation requires clarification on a 
couple of items found in the proponent’s application.  First, in the NIRB Part 1 Form, the 
dates of operation for the road are listed as from 2012 to 2026.  It is our understanding 
that this road is being proposed for the 2011-2014 underground exploration and bulk 
sample project.  The Department therefore requests that the proponent provide 
clarification on the dates of road operation.  It is our expectation that the road would be 
decommissioned at the end of the 2011-2014 project unless required for additional 
project activities.   
 
If additional project activities (i.e. the Meliadine Gold Project or other exploration 
activities) are proposed for beyond 2014, the presence and use of the all-weather road 
will be expected to be included in the environmental review of those additional activities.  
This will include any increased use, increased traffic volume and intensity, upgrades, 
etc. of the proposed road, as well as the increased timeline to accommodate the 
additional activity proposed. 
 
The Department wishes to state that our support of the road is largely contingent on the 
public access it enables between Rankin Inlet and Meliadine Lake.  It is clear that the 
primary beneficiary of the road is the proponent, and the Department therefore 

                                                 
6 Canada‐Nunavut Geoscience Office, Meliadine Exploration Overview. Found at www.nunavutgeoscience.ca: 
http://nunavutgeoscience.ca/eo/YrRgnPrjct/6/14/596_e.html  
7 Comaplex Minerals Corp., Meliadine Gold Project amendment to the application to conduct Underground 
Mineral Exploration and Assemble a Bulk Sample, amended February 2010, pg. 6‐7, 30‐31, 40‐41, 51.  Found at 
www.nirb.ca: ftp://ftp.nirb.ca/01‐SCREENINGS/COMPLETED%20SCREENINGS/2010/10EA018‐
Comaplex%20Bulk%20Sample/01‐APPLICATION  
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emphasizes that it is the proponent’s duty to construct, maintain, and operate the road 
in such a manner that it is safe for the public to travel upon.  
 
Contacts: 
Dianne Lapierre 
Manager, Environmental Assessment & Regulations 
Minerals & Petroleum Resources Division 
dlapierre1@gov.nu.ca  
975-7803 
 
John Hawkins 
Director, Transportation Policy & Planning 
Transportation Policy & Planning Division 
jhawkins@gov.nu.ca 
975-7826 
 

































 
 

Nunavut Regional Office 
P.O. Box 100        
Iqaluit, NU, X0A 0H0      Your file - Votre référence 
        11RN017 
        Our file - Notre référence 
        5510-5-28-2  
 
June 6th, 2011 
  
Kelli Gillard 
Technical Advisor 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU, X0B 0C0  
Via electronic mail to: info@nirb.ca 
    
Re: Notice of Part 4 Screening for Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd.’s “All-Weather 
Road” project proposal. 
 
 
Ms. Gillard, 
 
On May 6th, 2011, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) submitted 
comments to the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) requesting additional 
information on Agnico-Eagle Mines Ltd.’s (AEM’s) “All-Weather Road” project 
proposal.  INAC has reviewed AEM’s May 23rd response and would like to offer 
the following comments for the NIRB’s consideration in making a screening 
decision.    
 
Need for the Project/Alternative Assessment 
 
In order to better understand the need for this project, INAC requested additional 
information and analysis of the proponent’s needs, the current preferred 
approach (i.e., an all-weather road) and the available alternatives, including a 
comparison of the impacts of each option.  INAC has reviewed AEM’s response 
and has found only limited additional information was provided, and no 
comparison of the impacts of each option.  The information requested in relation 
to this question remains outstanding.        
 
Section 4 Use of the Road 
 
In response to one of INAC’s May 6th comments, asking what steps AEM has 
taken or plans to take in cooperation with the Government of Nunavut’s 
transportation officials to ensure that appropriate planning for the development, 
operation and maintenance of a public highway is undertaken, AEM has stated 
that their intention is for the road to be a private road with appropriate signage 

mailto:info@nirb.ca


indicating this.  However, it has also been made clear that the intention is still for 
unrestricted public use.  In this scenario, issues previously raised with respect to 
design, construction and maintenance standards, traffic management, 
emergency response, snow clearing and the management of hazards, policing, 
and by-law and other regulatory enforcement remain outstanding.   
 
INAC appreciates the opportunity to participate in the screening of Agnico-Eagle 
Mines Ltd.’s “All-Weather Road” project proposal. Should you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at Margaux.Brisco@inac-
ainc.gc.ca, or by phone at (867) 975-4549. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
[original signed by] 
 
Margaux Brisco 
A/Manager, Environment 
 
 



   ᒐᕙᒪᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ 
  Kavamaliqiyikkut 
  Ministère de l’Exécutif et des Affaires Intergouvernementales 
  Department of Executive & Intergovernmental Affairs  
 
 
 
June 6, 2011 
 
 
Kelli Gilliard 
Technical Advisor 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
P.O. Box 1360 
Cambridge Bay, NU 
X0B 0C0 
                   via Email to: info@nirb.ca 
 
 
RE:  NIRB: 11RN017- GN Comments AEM’s Response to Comments received for 
the “All-Weather Road” Project Proposal. 
 
 
Dear Ms. Gillard: 
 
Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide comments on AEM’s proposal to 
build an all weather road to support their underground exploration and bulk sampling 
program which is to occur from 2011 to 2013.  The Government of Nunavut (GN) 
provided comments to this proposed project on May 6, 2011 and would like to thank 
AEM for the response and supplementary information submitted to NIRB on May 23, 
2011.  We have reviewed the response and have additional comments. 
 
The specific comments from the Department of Culture, Language, Elders and Youth, 
the Department of Economic Development and Transportation, and the Department of 
Environment, are included in Appendix 1.  
 
We thank NIRB for providing the GN with the opportunity to review and provide 
comments regarding AEM’s All-Weather-Road project proposal and we look forward to 
receiving further information on this project from NIRB. Please contact me at (867) 975-
6026 or at mduchaine@gov.nu.ca if you have any questions or comments. 
 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Marie Duchaîne 
Avatiliriniq Coordinator  
Executive and Intergovernmental Affairs 

mailto:mduchaine@gov.nu.ca


APPENDIX A 
 

Culture, Language, Elders and Youth (CLEY) 
 
The Department of Culture, Language, Elders, and Youth (CLEY) notes that AEM has 
not yet submitted the detailed information providing documentation of all the lands 
surveyed by a professional archaeologist in comparison with the project’s past, current 
and proposed land use and land disturbance activities. We look forward to receiving this 
in the future.  
 
Economic Development and Transportation (ED&T) 
 
The Department of Economic Development and Transportation (ED&T) is satisfied with 
the responses by AEM and would like to confirm that the Government of Nunavut is to 
have no authority or responsibility for AEM’s privately built and operated road that is 
intended to support the Meliadine underground exploration and bulk sampling project.  
Furthermore, after reviewing the information that AEM has provided regarding the 
proposed use, construction, operation, management, and decommissioning of their 
road, ED&T has no concerns at this time. 
 
Environment (DoE) 
 
The Department of Environment (DoE) would like to remind the proponent that DoE is 
mandated for the enforcement, and intent of multiple acts, regulations, and ultimately 
the Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) for systemic benefit of Nunavummiut and 
the environment. As stated in the May 23rd correspondence, DoE believes that there are 
still inconsistencies within the application that require clarification and additional 
information such as increased fuel usage and possible cumulative impacts to other 
future projects in the area. 
 
The proponent has not evaluated the cumulative effects of the road. Although the 
proponent has identified that the road will only remain for two years, the road is 
intended to contribute to community infrastructure and access to areas outside the core 
municipal area. The proponent states that the road will be, “reclaimed and 
decommissioned,” but to what extent and condition has yet to be expressed. 
 
Concerning the caribou guideline mentioned in Part 1 of the proponent’s response, DoE 
is unsure what the proponent is referring to. DoE does not have currently a guideline 
dedicated specifically to the mitigation of impacts on caribou and caribou habitat.  
 
DOE wishes to raise the issues of traffic noise and dust as issues of both environmental 
and community concern.  In accordance with the Iqalugaarjuup Nunanga Territorial Park 
Master Plan, we require enhanced noise reduction and dust suppression strategies in 
advance of project approval as maintaining a healthy environment for wildlife and a 
peaceful environment, free of traffic noise are identified as key aspects of Iqalugaarjuup 
Nunanga Territorial Park.  The current proposal does not adequately address these 
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issues.  Please also be advised that these issues, if unaddressed by Agnico Eagle in 
the appropriate manner are subject to enforcement under the Territorial Parks Act and 
the Wildlife Act.  DOE would be happy to provide advice on developing noise reduction 
and dust suppression strategies. 
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