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communities of the Nunavut Settlement Area, and to protect the ecosystemic 
integrity of the Nunavut Settlement Area. NIRB shall take into account the 
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23(1) The Board must exercise its powers and perform its duties and functions in 
accordance with the following primary objectives: 

(a) to protect and promote the existing and future well-being of the residents and
communities of the designated area; and

(b) to protect the ecosystemic integrity of the designated area.

23(2) In exercising its powers or performing its duties and functions in accordance with 
the objective set out in paragraph (1)(a), the Board must take into account the well-being 
of residents of Canada outside the designated area. 
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AFFAIRS BY THE NUNAVUT IMPACT REVIEW BOARD ON THIS 17TH DAY OF NOVEMBER, 2023. 

________________________________ ________________________________ 
Marjorie (Kaviq) Kaluraq Albert Ehaloak 

Chairperson Vice Chairperson 

________________________________ ________________________________ 
Guy Alikut Catherine Emrick 
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1 NOTE: Due to flight cancellations enroute to the Public Hearing, Board Member Henry Ohokannoak, who the 
Minister had been advised would have his term continued for the purposes of completing the Board’s assessment of 
the Extension Proposal was unable to attend the Public Hearing for this file. Consequently, he did not participate in 
the Board’s decision-making. In addition, due to unforeseen circumstances, Board Member Peter Kusugak, who did 
participate in the Public Hearing was unable to participate in the Board’s final deliberations meeting for the file and 
accordingly did not participate in respect of the Board’s decision as conveyed in this Reconsideration Report and 
Recommendations. 



Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page iii 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

________________________________ 
Phillip (Kadlun) Omingmakyok  

Board Member 



COVER LETTER 

NIRB File No.: 11MN034 

November 17, 2023 

The Honourable Dan Vandal, P.C., M.P.  
Minister of Northern Affairs, Prairies Economic Development Canada and the Canadian 
Northern Economic Development Agency 
Government of Canada 
House of Commons 
Ottawa, ON K1A 0A6 

Sent via email and courier: dan.vandal@parl.gc.ca 

Re: Reconsideration Report and Recommendations of the Nunavut Impact Review 
Board Related to the “Meliadine Extension” Project Proposal, a Modification of the 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project as Proposed by Agnico Eagle Mines Limited  

Dear Honourable Dan Vandal: 

As set out in the Nunavut Impact Review Board’s (NIRB or Board) Notice of Reconsideration sent 
to the relevant Minister(s) on June 22, 2022, in support of the Board’s reconsideration of the Terms 
and Conditions of existing Project Certificate No. 006 under Article 12, Section 12.8.2 of the 
Agreement between the Inuit of the Nunavut Settlement Area and Her Majesty the Queen in right 
of Canada (Nunavut Agreement) and s. 112 of the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act, 
S.C. 2013, c. 14, s. 2 (NuPPAA), the NIRB has undertaken an assessment of the “Meliadine
Extension” Proposal (Extension Proposal or Proposal) submitted by Agnico Eagle Mines Limited
(Agnico Eagle or Proponent). As required by Article 12, Section 12.8.3 of the Nunavut Agreement
and s. 112(5) of NuPPAA, the NIRB is providing this Reconsideration Report and
Recommendations to the responsible Minister(s) for your consideration.

The enclosed Reconsideration Report and Recommendations summarizes the NIRB’s assessment 
of the potential ecosystemic and socio-economic effects of the Extension Proposal, a proposed 
modification to the previously approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project. The Board carried out the 
reconsideration, commencing in August 2022 and concluding with a Public Hearing held in-person 

mailto:dan.vandal@parl.gc.ca


in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut on September 12-20, 2023. During the Board’s assessment of the 
Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle modified the scope of the Proposal by removing the 
construction, operation and reclamation of an airstrip at the mine following the November 2022 
Pre-Hearing Conference. The second modification to the scope of the Extension Proposal as 
assessed was proposed by Agnico Eagle in their closing remarks at the Public Hearing on 
September 20. Agnico Eagle indicated that due to the concerns of parties and members of the 
public to the location of the windfarm near the mine site (assessed and identified in Agnico Eagle’s 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum as the lone preferred alternative), Agnico Eagle 
would be willing to move the windfarm to an undetermined location to be chosen in future in 
consultation with the Kivalliq Inuit Association (the relocated windfarm). On October 3, 2023, the 
Board issued its direction2 indicating that because the Board had not been provided with sufficient 
information regarding the relocated windfarm to enable the Board to assess the potential 
ecosystemic and socio-economic effects of the relocated windfarm, the Board was excluding the 
relocated windfarm from the scope of the Board’s assessment of the Extension Proposal. However, 
having determined that the Board had been provided with sufficient information with respect to 
the works, activities and undertakings included in the Extension Proposal that were unrelated to 
the relocated windfarm component as proposed on September 20, the Board closed the Public 
Hearing Record in respect of the Extension Proposal, and proceeded to decision-making in respect 
of the Proposal.   

After due consideration of all written and oral submissions received by the Board, and applying 
the precautionary principle to the potential for effects on caribou, the Board has found that there 
is considerable uncertainty about the potential for the Proposal to have significant negative effects 
on caribou, and cumulative effects on air quality, fish, freshwater quality and marine water quality. 
The Board has determined that if these ecosystemic impacts occur, the Proposal could also have 
adverse socio-economic effects on health, livelihood, culture and traditional land use for Inuit, 
Dene and Denesuline who rely on the health, abundance and access to the Qamanirjuaq caribou 
herd. The Board has also concluded that due to a high level of uncertainty regarding the efficacy 
and adaptability of measures designed to mitigate these potential effects, the Board is not confident 
that if negative ecosystemic and related socio-economic effects occur, these impacts could be 
effectively mitigated over the life of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project with the intensified mining 
activities, 11-year extension to the original life of the mine, and construction and operation of the 
proposed windfarm as assessed in the Extension Proposal. Consequently, the Board has concluded 
that on the basis of the potential for significant adverse ecosystemic and socio-economic effects 
that, in the Board’s view, cannot be adequately managed and mitigated, the Extension Proposal 
should not be allowed to proceed at this time. 

However, the Board recognizes that, in future, regional and project monitoring efforts may reduce 
the uncertainty regarding effects predictions and mitigation measures and the Proponent may then 
choose to resubmit some or all of the components of Extension Proposal for consideration. 

2 Public Registry ID.: 347323 



Consequently, the Board has included, where appropriate, guidance in the form of 
recommendations regarding activities and information submissions which may assist the Board in 
the assessment of any future proposal. 

Translated versions of the Reconsideration Report and Recommendations are being prepared in 
Inuktitut and French and will be available as soon as possible.  

Should you have questions or require clarification regarding this matter, please contact the NIRB’s 
Interim Executive Director, Ryan Barry at rbarry@nirb.ca.   

Sincerely, 

Kaviq Kaluraq  
Chairperson 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 

cc: The Honourable Steven Guilbeault, P.C., Minister of Environment and Climate Change 
The Honourable Diane Lebouthillier, P.C., Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and the Canadian Coast Guard 
The Honourable Pablo Rodriguez, P.C., Minister of Transport 
The Honourable Jonathan Wilkinson, Minister of Energy and Natural Resources  
The Honourable Lori Idlout, MP for Nunavut  
The Honourable P.J. Akeeagok, Premier of Nunavut 
Aluki Kotierk, President, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
Kono Tattuinee, President, Kivalliq Inuit Association 
Lootie Toomasie, Chairperson, Nunavut Water Board 
Jamie Quesnel, Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 
Manon Turmel, Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 
Meliadine Distribution List 

mailto:rbarry@nirb.ca
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CHAIRPERSON’S FOREWORD 
The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB or Board) is providing this Reconsideration Report and 
Recommendations to present the Board’s findings and recommendations associated with the 
Board’s assessment of Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s (Agnico Eagle) “Meliadine Extension” 
Project Proposal (the Extension Proposal or Proposal). In the Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle 
proposed changes to the development activities at the Meliadine Gold Mine Project located 
approximately 25 kilometres (km) from Rankin Inlet. The original Meliadine Gold Mine Project 
was approved to proceed in 2015 and is governed by the terms and conditions set out in Project 
Certificate No. 006. A detailed description of the scope of the Extension Proposal is provided in 
Sections 1.4 and 1.5, but for the benefit of reviewers is briefly summarized as follows. In the 
Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle is seeking to extend the use of current components of the 
Project, add new components, and extend the operations phase of the mine (i.e. mine life) by 11 
years to 2043. Some key activities of the Extension Proposal include: 

▪ Ongoing use of existing infrastructure at the mine, the All-weather Access Road 
(AWAR), bypass road, and Itivia Harbour; 

▪ Extend open pit access for specific targets to underground mining access and develop 
additional infrastructure and portals to support the additional underground access;  

▪ Construct a windfarm including 11 wind turbines, with associated infrastructure and 
access road; 

▪ Include an option to store waste rock, tailings and saline effluent in exhausted pits; and 
▪ Increase employment and camp infrastructure to accommodate additional personnel. 

The procedural history of the Extension Proposal is provided in Section 1.6. The Board’s 
assessment commenced when the Proposal was referred by the Nunavut Planning Commission to 
the NIRB for assessment on April 1, 2022 and was conducted as a formal reconsideration of the 
terms and conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 under section 12.8.2 of the Nunavut Agreement 
and Section 112 of the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act. Since the Proposal was 
received, the Board has conducted community information tours in the potentially affected 
communities in the Kivalliq, and the Northern Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan communities 
with asserted Indigenous rights in the region, has hosted an in-person Technical Meeting, 
Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference in Rankin Inlet in November 2022, 
conducted a second Pre-Hearing Conference in March 2023, ending with an 8-day in-person Public 
Hearing in Rankin Inlet on September 12-20, 2023 consisting of technical sessions and ending 
with a final Community Roundtable.  

Throughout the assessment the Board heard the shared concern expressed by Intervenors and 
community representatives from the Kivalliq, Northern Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan 
communities, and members of the public in Rankin Inlet that uncertainty remains regarding the 
nature and extent of potential negative impacts on caribou health, abundance and behaviour due to 
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the intensification of mining, 11-year extension of the mine life and construction and operation of 
the windfarm as proposed in the Extension Proposal.  

The Board took to heart the critical importance of caribou to Inuit, Dene, and Denesuline 
throughout the region who rely on the Qamanirjuaq herd. As communicated during the Public 
Hearing: 

…the intrinsic mental, spiritual, physical, cultural relationship we 
have with the caribou and its habitat has remained in our hearts and 
in our blood. We all have a responsibility to protect what has given 
us life for years, the caribou and the important habitats like calving 
grounds that sustain caribou.3 

There was considerable uncertainty underlying the technical evidence, Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 
and Indigenous Knowledge shared by the Proponent, Intervenors, community representatives and 
members of the public with respect to the potential for the Proposal to have negative, lasting effects 
on a sensitive caribou population. In particular, the Board heard that: 

▪ Since the original Meliadine Gold Mine Project was approved to proceed in 2015, 
caribou migration routes appear to be shifting, with the calving and post-calving ranges 
shifting closer to the mine; 

▪ The reasons for the shifting ranges, and whether this is a short or long term change are 
unclear; 

▪ Recent project monitoring indicates that during the post-calving period caribou are 
having greater interactions with the mine site than was previously predicted; 

▪ While there was considerable uncertainty about the representativeness of caribou collar 
data and the confidence of conclusions it was used to support, it appears that caribou 
may be changing their movement across the mine site, and have reduced their use of 
traditional routes to cross Meliadine Lake at the Sadlik/Narrows; 

▪ As this is the first windfarm that the Qamanirjuaq herd would be exposed to in their 
range the extent of impacts on caribou health and behaviour due to visual disturbance, 
noise, and vibration from the wind turbines alone or in combination is unknown and 
evidence concluding that there were no significant negative effects on other caribou 
populations from windfarms at the Raglan and Diavik mines was not directly 
comparable;  

▪ There is a lack of evidence regarding whether key proposed mitigation measures, such 
as extending the distance threshold from the current 5 kilometre distance to 10 
kilometres as an interim measure, until evidence-based thresholds can be developed, 
and shutting down the wind turbines when distance and herd size thresholds are met 

 
3 K. Mercredi, Fond du Lac, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023 at pp. 
1029-1030, lines 23-26 and 1-2. 
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would be sufficiently protective of caribou during the calving and post-calving periods 
when they are interacting with the site; and 

▪ Important components of the existing caribou monitoring for the approved-Project were 
only recently established, (e.g., the Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) and the 
commencement of the Hunter Harvest Study), and accordingly, it is unclear whether 
existing programs would be sufficient to prevent and/or adaptively manage the 
unpredicted effects on caribou that could result from the Extension Proposal. 

With the recognition of the critical importance of caribou, the vulnerability of the Qamanirjuaq 
herd4 and the level of uncertainty as summarized above, the Board has applied the precautionary 
principle to the assessment of the potential for the Extension Proposal to have negative effects on 
caribou. 

The Board also heard that the community perceives that the water quality in Meliadine Lake and 
its downstream rivers has been impacted by the current level of discharges from the approved 
Project of surface contact water, treated sewage and saline groundwater into Meliadine Lake. With 
concerns about the quantity and quality of discharges into Meliadine Lake associated with the 
Extension Proposal, the Kivalliq Inuit Association urged the NIRB to impose limits on Agnico 
Eagle’s ability to discharge into Meliadine Lake under the Project Certificate. In response, Agnico 
Eagle made various water quality commitments, including to only discharge the “cleanest” 
components of wastewater into Meliadine Lake (e.g., no sewage) and to ensure that the community 
of Rankin Inlet has dedicated events focused on reporting water quality monitoring results and 
providing a forum for residents to share their water quality concerns with Agnico Eagle.  

The Board also heard from Intervenors, community representatives and members of the public that 
there was concern about the potential for the Extension Proposal to have cumulative effects 
resulting from: 

▪ the continued release of dust from the continuation of road usage and project activity 
for an extended timeline; 

▪ the continued release of surface contact water and treated sewage into Meliadine Lake 
and Meliadine River; and 

▪ the continued release of increased saline groundwater via the existing waterlines and 
proposed Discovery waterline into Itivia Harbour. 

The Board also heard concerns about the potential for the Extension Proposal to have effects on: 

▪ Fish and fish habitat;  
▪ Migratory birds;  
▪ Marine Environment; 
▪ The groundwater, land and surface water surrounding the mined out pits if Agnico Egle 

chooses to deposit tailings into the mined out pits; 
 

4 The Board is aware that in 2016, the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (SOSEWIC) 
classified barren-ground caribou as “threatened”.   
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▪ The ability of harvesters to continue to harvest caribou and other wildlife and associated 
negative impacts on traditional land use, health, livelihood and culture; and 

▪ The ability of community members to enjoy and use the lands near the mine as they did 
prior to the operation of the mine. 

With respect to the windfarm specifically, the Board heard from most of the potentially affected 
communities and Intervenors, including the Kivalliq Inuit Association and the Kangiqliniq Hunters 
and Trappers Organization, that although they were generally supportive of Agnico Eagle finding 
alternative energy sources, such as wind and solar power to power the mine, they were strongly 
opposed to the location of the windfarm as chosen by Agnico Eagle and assessed in the FEIS 
Addendum. These parties indicated to the Board that their opposition to the specific site of the 
windfarm was based on considerable uncertainty about the potential effect on caribou as described 
above and the related potential for Inuit harvesting to be further impacted.  

The Board also heard from nearby Kivalliq communities (Rankin Inlet, Whale Cove, and 
Chesterfield Inlet) that they are supportive of the increased and sustained employment and other 
economic benefits that the Extension Proposal would deliver to the Region. This was highlighted 
as centrally important to the youth in the Region to have sustained employment and training 
opportunities with Agnico Eagle and local businesses providing support to the mine. 

In Agnico Eagle’s closing statement on the last day of the Public Hearing, the Proponent indicated 
that they would be willing to relocate the windfarm in consultation with the Kivalliq Inuit 
Association. However, as no alternate location had been assessed during the Board’s consideration 
of the Extension Proposal, on October 3, 2023 it was decided that because the Board, Intervenors 
and community members did not have sufficient information to assess whether the relocation of 
the windfarm would address the potential for negative impacts on caribou, the Board excluded the 
relocated windfarm from the Extension Proposal and indicated that the scope of the assessment 
would be limited to the windfarm in the location identified in Agnico Eagle’s FEIS Addendum 
and assessed by the Board.  

Having reviewed and considered all the information provided and knowledge shared with the 
Board throughout the assessment process for the Extension Proposal, and for the reasons detailed 
in this Report, the Board has concluded that the Extension Proposal as currently proposed should 
not be allowed to proceed at this time. While the Board recognizes the support in the Kivalliq 
communities for the economic benefits that the Extension Proposal represents and transition to 
renewable energy, the Board has identified that there is considerable uncertainty in relation to the 
scale and scope of effects (including cumulative effects) the proposed intensification of activities, 
addition of 11 years to the mine life and windfarm in the location assessed will have on: 

▪ the movement, abundance and health of the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd; 
▪ air quality;  
▪ water quality in Meliadine Lake and Itivia Harbour; and 
▪ the health, livelihood, culture and traditional land use of people in the region, that would 

be linked to these potential negative ecosystemic effects. 
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In addition, the Board noted high levels of uncertainty as to whether existing or modified 
mitigation measures, such as shutting down mining operations, the road and the wind turbines 
when distance and herd size thresholds are met would be sufficiently protective to prevent or 
manage negative effects from the activities, works and undertakings proposed in the Extension 
Proposal. In particular, the Board is not confident that Agnico Eagle’s proposed mitigation 
measures and adaptive management plans as currently proposed would be sufficient to protect the 
caribou from negative effects during critical calving and post-calving periods. In coming to this 
conclusion, the Board also acknowledges that unpredicted negative impacts on caribou would have 
immediate negative effects on the ability of Inuit, Dene, and Denesuline reliant on this herd to 
harvest caribou, which could have devastating and lasting effects on the livelihood, health and 
culture of Inuit, Dene, and Denesuline in the region. 

With respect to the development of the windfarm, the Board wishes to emphasize that the Board 
shares the perspective expressed by many of the community members from the potentially affected 
Kivalliq communities and is generally supportive of Proponents finding ways to transition to 
alternative energy sources, reduce their reliance on hydrocarbons and reduce their greenhouse gas 
emissions. The Board appreciates Agnico Eagle’s efforts to reduce their emissions throughout the 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project as set out in Term and Condition #9. The Board’s conclusions in this 
case are limited to a finding that the Board is not confident that the potential negative effects on 
caribou due to the windfarm as proposed and assessed in the Extension Proposal, can be effectively 
prevented, mitigated or adaptively managed and this does not change the Board’s continued 
support for Proponents to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, including by developing wind energy 
or other alternate energy proposals in future. 

The Board also notes that in future, with additional project and regional monitoring efforts, and 
operational experience with the operation of the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, there may 
be increased certainty regarding effects predictions and mitigation measures applicable to the 
potential effects on caribou and cumulative effects as listed above. The additional experience and 
monitoring results may create a clearer picture of the abundance, health and movement of caribou 
near the mine, and could provide an increased level of assurance that some or all of the activities, 
works and undertakings proposed in the Extension Proposal could be conducted in a manner that 
would not unduly and adversely impact the ecosystemic integrity of the Nunavut Settlement Area. 
At that time, the Proponent may choose to resubmit a similar or modified proposal to the Board 
for consideration. Reflecting that it may be beneficial to the Proponent and other participants who 
contributed to this assessment for the Board to provide guidance regarding activities and 
information submissions which may assist the Board in the assessment of any future proposal, the 
Board has, where appropriate, provided guidance in the form of recommendations in this Report.  

In closing, the Board is grateful to all who actively participated in the assessment of the Extension 
Proposal and who generously shared their knowledge, experience and expertise with the Board. 
The NIRB recognizes and appreciates the sacrifices all parties made to attend the Board’s in-person 
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meetings, and thanks everyone for their willingness to meet and work together in a collaborative, 
and respectful manner during the assessment process. 
 
Ma’tna 

 
Marjorie (Kaviq) Kaluraq 
Chairperson 
Nunavut Impact Review Board 
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ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᐅᑉ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᖏᑦ  

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ (ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ) ᑐᓂᓯᔪᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔭᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑑᑎᒋᔭᖏᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᓃᑯ ᐄᒍ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ (ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ) “ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ” ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ (ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ). 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓃᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ 25 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓪᓗᐊᓂᒃ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᖅ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ. ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖑᖅᖃᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒋᐊᕈᖕᓇᕐᓗᓂ 2015-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑐᑭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓕᒃ 006-ᒥᑦ. ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐅᑯᓇᓂ 1.4 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1.5, ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᕿᒥᕐᕈᔪᑦ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ. 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ, ᐃᓚᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᑖᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᕆᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓ) 11-ᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ 2043-ᒧᑦ ᑎᑭᓪᓗᒍ. ᐃᓚᖏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᓗᐊᖑᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᔪᑦ: 

▪ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᒦᑦᑐᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᓗᒃᑖᖅ ᐊᑉᖁᑎ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑎᕕᐊ; 

▪ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐃᖓᔪᒪᐊᕐᕖᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᕌᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᐃᓗᐊᓂᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑐᓄᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓗᐊᓄᐊᕐᕕᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ 

ᐃᓗᐊᕐᓄᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ; 

▪ ᓴᓇᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ 11-ᓂᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᑕᖃᕐᓗᓂ ᑕᒪᒃᑯᓄᙵ 

ᐱᖁᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᐃᑯᙵᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ; 

▪ ᐃᓚᐅᓗᓂ ᑐᖅᖁᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒃᑕᑰᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᔭᖅᖃᐃᑦ, ᕿᒪᒃᑎᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᒃ ᐃᒪᖅ 

ᑯᕕᔪᖅ ᓄᖑᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᐊᓛᒥᑦ ᐱᖁᑏᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔨᑖᖑᒃᑲᓐᓂᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐃᓂᑖᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ. 

ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒧᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 1.51.6. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᐱᒋᐊᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᔨᒃᑯᓐᓂᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ 

ᑎᕆᒡᓗᐃᑦ 1, 2022-ᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᑐᑭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ 006-ᒥᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ 12.8.2 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᖃᒌᒍᑎᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ 

112 ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᕐᒥᑦ. ᐱᔭᐅᖕᒪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᓯᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑏᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑕᑯᔭᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖅᐸᓯᖓᓂᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐊᓐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᖃᖅᖄᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐱᔪᖕᓇᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᑲᒪᔭᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᑕᒡᕙᐅᖃᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᓄᓇᖕᒥᙶᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ 

ᑲᑕᒑᕆᕝᕕᒃ 2022-ᒥᑦ, ᑐᒡᓕᐊᓂᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᐊᒍᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᓂᐅᑉ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᑦᑎᐊᑦ 2023-ᒥᑦ, ᐃᓱᓕᖦᖢᑎᒃ 

8 ᐅᑉᓗᓂᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᐅᖃᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒥᕋᐃᔭᕐᕕᒃ 12-ᒥᑦ 20-ᒧᑦ, 2023-ᒥᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᑉ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᖦᖢᑎᒃ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒃᑯᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᙶᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ. 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᐅᓕᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓂᑦ 

ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ, ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᒫᓂᑑᐸ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂᑦ ᓴᔅᑳᑦᓱᐊᓐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ 
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ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖓᑕ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᖁᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕐᓂᖅ, 11 ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᖓᑕ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓴᓇᔭᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖓᑐᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓗᐊᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐃᓄᖕᓄᑦ, ᐃᖅᕿᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᖅᕿᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓂᑦ. ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᓂᖓ 

ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᑦ: 

…ᑲᑎᓯᒪᓂᖏᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒧᑦ, ᐅᒃᐱᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᑎᒥᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᖅᖁᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᕆᔭᕗᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᒋᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᑎᑉᑎᖕᓃᖏᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᑉᑎᖕᓂᑦ. ᑕᒪᑉᑕ ᐱᔭᒃᓴᐅᑎᖃᖅᑐᒍᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᕙᑉᑎᖕᓄᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐃᓅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᓂ ᐊᒥᓱᓄᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᓄᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕈᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᑎᑦᑎᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ.5 

ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᓇᖃᖅᖄᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᖕᒧᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓕᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓄᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᐅᔪᖅ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ, ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒃᐱᒋᓴᕋᐃᑦᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇ: 

▪ ᑕᐃᒪᙵᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᖅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ 

2015-ᒥᑦ, ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᑎᖅᑕᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᑉᖁᑏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔫᔭᖅᑐᑦ, ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕐᕖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᖃᒡᓕᕙᓪᓕᐊᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ; 

▪ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᔭᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᐃᑦᑑᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᓯᐊᙳᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ; 

▪ ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᓯᔪᖅ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒧᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᖅᖃᐅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᒥᐅᖓᓂᑦ; 

▪ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖁᖓᓯᕈᑎᖏᓐᓂᑦ 

ᓈᓴᐅᑎᓂᑦ/ᑎᑎᖅᖃᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ, 

ᓲᕐᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᑉ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᑐᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖅᐸᓚᐅᖅᑕᑐᖃᖏᑦ ᐊᑉᖁᑎᖏᑦ ᐃᑳᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᓴᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ/ᑐᐊᓐᓂᕐᓂᑦ; 

▪ ᓯᕗᓪᓕᖅᐹᖑᖕᒪᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑎᑭᐅᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓂᖓ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᑉ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᖁᓯᕆᖃᑦᑕᖅᑕᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ, ᓂᐱᖃᕐᓂᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᔪᕋᓛᖕᓂᖅ ᐊᓄᕆᒥᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᓂᑐᐊᖅ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᐅᑎ ᐱᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ 

ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒥᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᕈᐊᒡᓚᓐᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᐃᔭᕕᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᓂᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓂᖏᓐᓅᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ; 

▪ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᐅᑎᑕᖄᓂᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᓯᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓂᖅ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᒥᑦ 5 ᑭᓛᒥᑕᓂᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᔪᒥᑦ 10 ᑭᓛᒥᑐᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓂᐅᓚᐅᐱᓪᓚᒃᑑᔪᖅ, 

ᑭᓯᐊᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓐᓇᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐱᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓯᒪᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᓯᒃᐸᑕᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᖅᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

 
5 K. ᒨᑯᕆᑎ, ᕚᓐ ᑐ ᓚᒃ, ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃᒧᑦ ᓈᓚᐅᑎ: 11MN034 ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ, 

ᐅᖃᓕᒫᒐᖅ 6, ᐊᒥᕋᐃᔭᕐᕕᒃ 18, 2023 ᒪᒃᐱᖅᑐᒐᕐᓂᑦ 1029-ᒥᑦ 1030-ᒧᑦ, ᑎᑎᖅᑲᐃᑦ 23-26 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 1-2. 
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ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᓃᑦ 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᒃᐸᑕ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒥᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔭᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐅᑉᓗᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒧᙵᐅᒑᖓᑕ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓃᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᓯᒪᔪᒧᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒫᓐᓇᓵᖑᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᓴᖅᕿᑕᐅᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᓄᓇᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᔾᔩᑦ (TAG) ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᑕᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖅ), ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᒧᓪᓗ, ᓇᓗᓇᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑐᕌᖓᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ/ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐱᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ. 

ᐃᓕᑕᕆᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᒋᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᑦ6 ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᓄᑎᒋᐅᓂᖓᑕ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓇᐃᓈᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐊᑐᓚᐅᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐅᔾᔨᖅᑐᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᒪᓕᒐᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒥᒃ 

ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᕆᕗᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓ ᐃᖃᓗᒑᕐᔪᖕᒥ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑰᖏᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒫᓐᓇ ᑯᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓄᑦ, ᑭᓈᓗᖃᕐᕕᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ 

ᐃᒪᖅ ᒪᓂᕋᕐᒥᙶᖅᑐᒥᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᖅᒧᑦ.  ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑕᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓄᓪᓗ ᑯᕕᔪᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐅᖓᕙᕆᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᓇᔪᒍᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᖏᑦ ᑎᓕᐅᕆᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᓱᓕᑦᑕᕐᕕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᓂᒍ ᐃᒍᓪ−ᑯᑦ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᖓᓂᒃ 

ᓴᒃᑯᑦᑎᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐ−ᒧᑦ ᐅᑯᑎᒎᓇᖅ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᒃᑯᑕᕆᔭᐅᔫᑉ ᐊᑖᒍᑦ. ᑭᐅᔾᔪᑎᒋᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒡᓂᒍ 

ᐃᒍᓪ−ᑯᑦ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᖏᕈᑎᖃᓚᐅᖅᐳᑦ, ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᓪᓗᓂ ᑯᕕᑎᑦᑎᑐᐃᓐᓇᖅᖢᑎᒃ 

"ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᓛᓂᒃ" ᐃᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒑᕐᔪᖕᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ, ᑭᓈᓗᖃᙱᓪᓗᓂ) ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᐅᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓪᓗᐊᑕᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᖃᓪᓗᐊᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᓕᐅᕐᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓗᑎᒃ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᓂᒃ 

ᑐᓴᖅᑎᑦᑎᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᐱᐅᓂᖓᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒡᓂᒍ ᐃᒍᓪ−ᑯᓐᓂ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᑭᒡᒐᖅᑐᐃᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑕᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᒥᑦ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐅᑯᓂᙵᑦ: 

▪ ᐳᔪᖃᑖᓕᐅᕆᓂᖅ ᐊᑉᖁᑎ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ; 

▪ ᓄᓇᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓃᑦᑐᖅ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖁᕐᕕᖕᒥᙶᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒧᐊᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑰᖓᓄᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᒪᓂᕋᕐᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᓕᒃ ᐃᒪᖅ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᒃᑯᑦ ᓱᑉᓗᓕᒃᑰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑎᔅᑲᕗᕆᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᕐᒧᑦ 

ᓱᑉᓗᓕᓕᐅᖅᑕᐅᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᑎᕕᐊᓄᙵᐅᓗᓂ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

▪ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᖃᓗᐃᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ;  

▪ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᑎᑭᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ;  

▪ ᐃᒪᕐᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ; 

▪ ᒪᓂᕋᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᒪᖅ, ᓄᓇᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖄᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᓯᓂᐊᖅᐸᑕ ᕿᒪᒃᑎᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᑦ ᐃᓗᑦᑐᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ; 

 
6 ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔪᑦ 2016-ᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔨᐊᓛᖑᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᓄᖑᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓂᕐᔪᑏᑦ 

ᑲᓇᑕᒥᑦ (SOSEWIC) ᐃᓂᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ “ᐅᓗᕆᐊᓇᖅᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ”-ᑐᑦ. 
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▪ ᒪᖃᐃᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓯᐅᕈᖕᓇᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᓪᓗ ᓂᕐᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᖅᖁᓯᕆᔭᐅᔪᒧᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔪᖕᓇᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᐃᑦ ᐊᑐᕈᖕᓇᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᑉ 

ᑕᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᑉᐸᓚᐅᕐᓂᖏᑦᑎᑐᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅᑕᖃᓕᕐᓂᐊᓵᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒥᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᒥᒃᓵᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓵᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖕᓇᓛᖑᔪᓂᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᓚᐅᓕᖃᑕᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᓕᕆᔨᐊᓛᒃᑯᑦ, 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᕋᓗᐊᖅᑎᓪᓗᑕ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᖔᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ 

ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᕿᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᖃᖅᑎᓐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒍ, 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓚᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᓂᒃ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᓂᕈᐊᖅᑕᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᑉᓗᓂ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃ-ᒧᑦ (FEIS) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ. ᑖᑉᑯᐊ 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᖏᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᒋᓂᐊᖅᑕᖓᑕ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 

ᐊᑐᓚᐅᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓂᖃᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓂᖓᑐᑦ ᖁᓛᓂᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᒪᖃᐃᕝᕕᒋᔪᖕᓇᖅᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓂᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᖕᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑐᓴᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓂᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ (ᑲᖏᖅᖠᓂᖅ, ᑎᑭᕋᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᒑᕐᔪᒃ) 

ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᕋᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᒃ ᐱᑕᖃᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐱᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒧᑦ. 

ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐱᒻᒪᕆᐅᓗᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᒪᒃᑯᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅᑕᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᔪᕈᖕᓃᖅᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᖕᒥᓂᖅ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓄᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ. 

ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᑕᖓᓐᓂᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᒥᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᕐᒥᑦ ᑭᑐᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕈᖕᓇᖅᑕᖓᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖃᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ 

ᑲᑐᔾᔨᖃᑎᒌᒃᑯᑦ. ᑭᓯᐊᓂ, ᐊᓯᐊᓂᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓚᐅᕐᒪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕆᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ, ᐅᑭᐅᓖᑦ 3, 2023-ᒥᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ, ᐃᓚᐅᓕᖃᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᓂᒃ 

ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᖃᓚᐅᖏᒻᒪᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᖔᑦ 

ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᑎᓚᐅᖏᑕᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᖅᑕᐅᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ 

ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᐅᖃᖅᖢᑎᒡᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖓᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᕋᔭᕐᒪᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ 

ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᑭᖑᓪᓕᖅᐹᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑎᑎᖅᖃ-ᒧᑦ 

(FEIS) ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. 

ᕿᒥᕐᕈᓚᐅᖅᖢᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᓕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᓂᖅ 

ᐊᔪᖅᑎᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᐅᔪᖅ. ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓖᑦ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᓇᔭᕐᓂᖓ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᓗᑎᒃ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᖅᑕᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᖏᑎᒋᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᓇᕐᓂᖅ (ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ) ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᖏᒡᓕᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ 

11 ᐅᑭᐅᒃᑲᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓛᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖓ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

▪ ᐊᐅᓚᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᖃᒪᓂᕐᔪᐊᖅ ᑐᒃᑐᖏᓐᓄᑦ; 
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▪ ᐊᓂᖅᓵᖅᑐᖅᑕᑉᑕ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ; 

▪ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑎᕕᐊᓂᑦ; ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐱᖅᖁᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓄᓇᒥᒃ ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒦᑦᑐᓄᑦ, ᐊᒃᑐᐊᓂᖃᕋᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᓄᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ. 

ᐃᓚᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᖏᔪᒥᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᑕᐃᒪᐅᔪᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐋᖅᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓃᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᓂᑦ, ᓲᕐᓗ ᓄᖅᖃᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᖅ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓ, ᐊᑉᖁᑎᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᖓᓯᒃᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔪᑦ 

ᑎᑭᐅᑎᔭᐅᓯᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᒥᐊᓂᖅᓯᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᐱᑕᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎᒥᑦ. ᐱᓗᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓂᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐊᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑏᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᕐᕆᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᓄᕐᕆᐅᕌᓂᒃᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᑉᓗᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᑦ. ᐱᐊᓂᒃᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒧᐊᖅᖢᓂ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᙱᑦᑐᑦ 

ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᒫᓐᓇᑲᐅᑎᒋ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓇᔭᕐᒪᖔᑕ 

ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐃᖅᕿᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᑦ ᐃᖅᕿᓖᑦ ᓂᕿᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓂᒃ, ᐱᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑯᓂᐅᔪᒥᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓅᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᖅᖁᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓄᐃᑦ, ᐃᖅᕿᓖᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᖅᕿᓕᖕᓄᑦ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ. 

ᐱᔾᔪᑎᒋᑉᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖏᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᔪᒪᔪᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᑕᐅᑐᒐᖃᑎᒋᖕᒪᒋᑦ 

ᖃᐅᔨᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒥᓱᐃᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᒥᐅᑕᐃᑦ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑭᕙᓪᓕᕐᒥᑦ ᓄᓇᓕᖕᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔪᖅᑐᐃᔪᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᖕᒥᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᓂᒃ, ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ 

ᐊᑐᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖏᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐅᖅᓱᒥᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᓂᕆᔭᖏᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᒡᓃᑯᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᓯᔪᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᓂᐊᑎᑦᑎᔪᓂᒃ 

ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᓂᖓᑐᑦ ᑐᑭᐅᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᐅᔪᖅ ᓈᓴᐅᑎ 9-ᒥᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᔭᖏᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒥᑦ ᑭᒡᓕᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᓇᓂᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᓇᓗᕝᕕᒋᔭᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᓄᕆᒥᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐱᔪᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᖏᑦᑎᑐᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓᓂᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑎ, ᐊᔪᙱᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐱᙱᑎᑕᐅᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ, 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑕᒪᓐᓇ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᓯᙱᑦᑐᖅ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᒃᑯᑦ 

ᐃᑲᔪᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᒥᒃᖠᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᐊᓂᐊᔪᓂᒃ, ᐃᓚᐅᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᕙᓪᓕᐊᔭᐅᓂᖓ ᐊᓄᕆᒧᑦ ᑲᐃᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐆᒻᒪᖅᖁᑎᓕᐅᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓂᒃ 

ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ. 

ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐅᖃᕐᒥᔪᑦ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖅᑕᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓂᐅᔪᒥᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᐅᓛᖅᑎᑕᐅᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ ᑕᓯᕐᔪᐊᕐᒥᑦ ᒎᓗᒧᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᕐᒥᑦ, 

ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᓕᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓚᐅᑦᑖᕆᓂᕐᒥᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖏᓗᐊᖏᒋᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᑐᒃᑐᓄᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑲᑎᑉᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᕋᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ 

ᖁᓛᓂᑦ. ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᖃᓕᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᖓᓂᐅᔪᑦ ᐋᖅᕿᒃᓯᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ 

ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒥᓲᑎᒋᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐋᓐᓂᐊᖃᖅᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᐅᓚᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑐᒃᑐᐃᑦ 

ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕆᐊᑉ ᖃᓂᑕᖓᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓇᓗᓇᙱᓐᓂᖅᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᑕᒪᕐᒥᓗᒃᑖᕐᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕐᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ, ᐱᓕᕆᓂᕐᓂᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᖑᔪᖕᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᓈᒻᒪᙱᑦᑐᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᑦᑕᐅᖏᑦᑐᒥᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᖅᓯᓂᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖃᖃᑎᒌᒃᑐᑦ 
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ᐃᓗᐃᑦᑑᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᓄᓇᑖᕐᕕᐅᓯᒪᔪᒥᑦ. ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐅᑉᓗᕐᒥᑦ, ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᓂᕈᐊᕈᖕᓇᖅᑐᖅ 

ᑐᓂᐅᑎᖃᒃᑲᓐᓂᕐᓂᐊᕐᓗᓂ ᐊᔾᔨᕐᓚᖏᓐᓂᑦ ᐅᕝᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᙳᖅᑎᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᓯᐅᖅᑕᖓᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ 

ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᒥᑦ. ᑕᑯᒃᓴᐅᑎᑦᑎᓗᓂ ᐃᑲᔫᑕᐅᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᓕᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᓕᖕᒧᑦ ᐊᓯᖏᓐᓄᓪᓗ 

ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᐃᓂᖃᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᑖᑉᓱᒧᙵ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᑭᓯᐅᒪᔾᔪᑎᓂᒃ ᑐᓂᓯᓂᕐᓄᑦ ᐃᑲᔪᑐᐃᓐᓇᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖏᓐᓄᑦ 

ᓱᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᓂᒃ ᓯᕗᓂᒃᓴᒥᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒧᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᐃᒪᓐᓇᐃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ, ᓈᒻᒪᒃᑳᖓᑦ, ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑎᑦᑎᑉᓗᑎᒃ 

ᐃᒪᓐᓈᖅᑐᐃᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᑕᒡᕙᓂ ᐅᓂᑉᑳᒥᑦ. 

ᐅᒃᑯᐊᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᕐᒥᑦ, ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ ᖁᔭᓕᔪᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓗᒃᑖᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᕐᒥᑦ ᐅᐃᒍᒋᐊᖅᓯᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᑐᒃᓯᕋᐅᑕᐅᔪᒥᑦ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᓂᑯᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᔪᙱᓐᓂᕆᔭᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᓄᑦ. 

ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᖅᓯᔪᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᕕᐊᒋᔭᖏᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᓯᒪᔭᖏᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᖃᑕᐅᔪᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᐃᓚᐅᓂᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᑕᒡᕙᐅᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᑭᑐᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᖃᑕᐅᔪᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑲᑎᒪᔩᑦ 

ᑕᒡᕙᐅᖃᑎᒋᓗᒋᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖏᓐᓂᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᖅᑕᕗᑦ ᑭᑐᓗᒃᑖᑦ ᑲᑎᑦᑐᒪᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᓕᕆᖃᑎᒋᔭᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᕐᒧᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒃᐱᒍᓱᒡᕕᖃᕐᓂᒃᑯᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᐃᓂᖃᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ. 

 

ᑎᑎᕋᖅᑐᖅ, 

 

 

ᑲᕕᖅ ᑲᓗᕋᖅ  

ᐃᒃᓯᕙᐅᑕᖅ 

ᓄᓇᕗᒻᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᔨᖏᑦ 
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AVANT-PROPOS DE LA PRESIDENTE 
Par le présent rapport de réexamen et de recommandations, la Commission du Nunavut chargée 
de l’examen des répercussions (la CNER ou la Commission) présente les résultats et les 
recommandations inhérents à son évaluation de la « Proposition de projet d’agrandissement de la 
mine Meliadine » (la proposition d’agrandissement ou la proposition) d’Agnico Eagle Mines 
Limited (Agnico Eagle). Dans son projet d’agrandissement, Agnico Eagle prévoit des 
changements aux activités de mise en valeur de la mine d’or Meliadine, située à environ 25 
kilomètres (km) de Rankin Inlet. Le projet initial de mine d’or Meliadine a été approuvé en 2015 
et il est régi par les modalités et conditions du certificat de projet no.006. La portée de la 
proposition d’agrandissement est détaillée aux paragraphes 1.4 et 1.5 mais, pour le bénéfice des 
examinateurs, elle est brièvement résumée ci-après. Dans sa proposition, Agnico Eagle cherche à 
poursuivre l’utilisation actuelle des composantes du projet, à ajouter de nouvelles composantes et 
à prolonger de 11 ans, soit jusqu’en 2043 la phase d’exploitation de la mine (à savoir la durée de 
vie de la mine). Les principales activités de la proposition d’agrandissement incluent:  

▪ Utiliser en continu l’infrastructure existante de la mine, de la route d’accès praticable 
en tout temps (RAPTT), de la route de contournement et du port Itivia;   

▪ Prolonger, pour des cibles spécifiques, l’accès de la fosse à ciel ouvert jusqu’à l’accès 
de la mine souterraine et installer une infrastructure et des portails supplémentaires pour 
soutenir l’accès souterrain;   

▪ Construire un parc éolien, incluant 11 éoliennes avec l’infrastructure et la route d’accès 
afférentes; 

▪ Inclure la possibilité de stockage des stériles, des résidus et des effluents salins dans des 
sites d’excavation épuisés; et   

▪ Augmenter le nombre d’emploi et agrandir l’infrastructure des camps pour accommoder 
le personnel supplémentaire.   

L’historique de la procédure de la proposition d’agrandissement est retracé au paragraphe 1.6. 
L’évaluation de la Commission a commencé le 1er avril 2022 lorsque la Commission 
d’aménagement du Nunavut lui a transmis le dossier à cet effet. Cette évaluation a pris la forme 
d’un réexamen formel des modalités et conditions du certificat de projet no.006, conformément à 
l’alinéa 12.8.2 de l’Accord du Nunavut et de l’article 112) de la Loi sur l’aménagement du 
territoire et l’évaluation des projets au Nunavut. Depuis la réception de la proposition, la 
Commission a organisé des tournées d’information communautaires dans les collectivités 
éventuellement touchées de la région de Kivalliq, du Nord du Manitoba et des collectivités du 
Nord de la Saskatchewan avec des droits ancestraux invoqués dans la région; la Commission a 
tenu une réunion technique en présentiel, une table ronde communautaire et une conférence pré-
audience à Rankin Inlet en novembre 2022, une deuxième conférence pré-audience a eu lieu en 
mars 2023 et s’est terminée par une audience en présentiel de huit (8) jours, qui a été tenue du 12 
au 20 septembre 2023 à Rankin Inlet; elle regroupait des séances techniques et a fini par une table 
ronde communautaire.  
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Pendant l’évaluation, la Commission a entendu des intervenants et des représentants des 
collectivités de la région de Kivalliq, du Nord du Manitoba et du Nord de la Saskatchewan ainsi 
que des membres de la population de Rankin Inlet, s’inquiéter de la nature et de l’étendue jusqu’à 
présent incertaines des possibles et néfastes répercussions que cette intensification de 
l’exploitation minière, cette prolongation de 11 ans de la durée de la mine et cette construction et  
fonctionnement du parc éolien, tel que prévu dans la proposition d’agrandissement, provoqueront 
sur la santé, l’abondance et le comportement des caribous de nombreuses inquiétudes.    

La Commission a été extrêmement sensible à l’importance cruciale des caribous pour les Inuits, 
les Déné et les Denesuline de toute la région et qui dépendent de la harde de Qamanirjuaq. En 
effet, tel qu’exprimé au cours de l’audience publique : 

« …la relation spirituelle, mentale, physique et culturelle que nous 
entretenons  avec les caribous et leur habitat est à jamais gravée dans 
nos cœurs et dans notre sang.  Nous avons tous la responsabilité de 
protéger ce qui nous a donné la vie pendant des années, les caribous 
et les importants habitats comme les  terrains de mise bas qui 
assurent leur subsistance.7 »    

Les preuves techniques, l’Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit et le savoir autochtone partagés par le 
promoteur, les intervenants, les représentants communautaires et les membres de la population, 
ont laissé transparaitre une considérable incertitude quant à la potentialité d’effets durables et 
néfastes que la proposition pourrait avoir sur une sensible population de caribous. La Commission 
a notamment entendu que:  

▪ Depuis l’approbation de la réalisation du projet de mine d’or Meliadine en 2015, les 
routes migratoires des caribous semblent se déplacer, avec un rapprochement des 
terrains de mise bas et de post-vêlage vers la mine;   

▪ Les raisons de ces changements et leur durée, à court ou long terme, sont loin d’être 
claires;   

▪ Selon une récente surveillance du projet, les périodes de post-vêlage des caribous 
semblent avoir de plus grandes interactions avec le site minier que préalablement prévu.  

▪ Malgré la vaste incertitude concernant non seulement la représentativité des données 
tirées des colliers de caribous mais encore la confiance dans les conclusions qui s’en 
dégageaient, il semble que les caribous seraient en train de changer leurs déplacements 
à travers le site de la mine, restreignant ainsi leur utilisation des traditionnelles routes 
migratoires pour traverser le lac Meliadine au niveau de Sadlik/Narrows (Défilé/Sadlik);     

▪ Comme il s’agit du premier parc éolien auquel la harde de Qamanirjuaq sera exposée 
dans son aire de répartition, l’ampleur des répercussions de la perturbation visuelle, du 
bruit et des vibrations provenant des éoliennes, soit individuellement soit 

 
7 K. Mercredi, Fond du Lac, Audience publique de la CNER, no. de référence 11MN034, vol.6, 18 septembre 2023, 
pages 1019 à 1030, lignes 23 à 26 et 1-2 
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collectivement, sur la santé et le comportement des caribous est jusqu’ici inconnue; de 
plus, la preuve selon laquelle les parcs éoliens n’avaient pas de grandes répercussions 
négatives sur d’autres populations de caribous, comme c’est le cas aux mines Raglan et 
Diavik, n’était en aucun cas directement comparable;   

▪ Les preuves concernant les principales mesures d’atténuation proposées sont 
insuffisantes, notamment en ce qui a trait à la mesure intérimaire suggérée visant à 
prolonger jusqu’à 10 km l’actuel seuil de 5 kilomètres relatif à la distance des hardes et 
ce, jusqu’à ce que soient établis des seuils basés sur des données probantes; ce manque 
de preuves s’applique aussi à la proposition d’arrêter les éoliennes lorsque les seuils 
relatifs à la distance et à la taille des hardes sont atteints, ce qui serait censé protéger 
suffisamment les caribous qui interagissent avec le site minier pendant les périodes de 
mise bas et de post-vêlage; et  

▪ D’importantes composantes du programme existant de surveillance du projet approuvé 
n’ont été que récemment établies (par ex.: le Groupe consultatif en milieu terrestre 
(TAG) et le début de la Hunter Harvest Study) et par conséquent, il n’est pas certain que 
les programmes actuels suffisent à prévenir et/ou gérer de manière adaptative les effets 
imprévus de la proposition d‘agrandissement sur les caribous.   

Devant l’importance cruciale des caribous, la vulnérabilité de la harde8 Qamanirjuaq et le degré 
d’incertitude ci-dessus résumé, la Commission a appliqué le principe de précaution à l’évaluation 
des possibles effets néfastes de la proposition d’agrandissement sur les caribous.    

La Commission a également entendu la communauté s’inquiéter de la qualité de l’eau du lac 
Meliadine et de ses rivières en aval, qualité affectée par l’actuel volume de rejet de l’eau de surface 
du projet approuvé, des eaux usées et de l’eau souterraine. Préoccupée par la quantité et la qualité 
des rejets dans le lac Meliadine inhérentes à la proposition d'agrandissement, la Kivalliq Inuit 
Association avait demandé à la CNER de limiter, en vertu du certificat du projet, la capacité 
d’Agnico Eagle de déverser des rejets dans le lac Meliadine. En réponse, Agnico Eagle a pris 
plusieurs engagements concernant la qualité de l’eau, notamment de ne rejeter dans le lac 
Meliadine que les éléments les “plus propres” des eaux résiduaires ( à savoir pas les eaux d’égout) 
ainsi que de s’assurer que la collectivité de Rankin Inlet organisera des événements de 
communication des résultats de la surveillance de la qualité de l’eau et établira un forum au sein 
duquel les résidents pourront exprimer à Agnico Eagle leurs préoccupations concernant la qualité 
de l’eau.  

La Commission a également entendu des intervenants, des représentants communautaires et des 
membres de la population manifester leur inquiétude devant la potentialité d’effets cumulatifs de 
la Proposition et résultant: 

 
8 La Commission savait qu’en 2016, le Comité sur la situation des espèces en péril au Canada (COSEPAC) avait classé 
les caribous de la toundra comme « espèce menacée ». 
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▪ des émissions continues de poussière dues à la prolongation de l’exploitation du projet 
et à l’utilisation soutenue de la route; 

▪ du rejet continue des eaux de contact de surface et des eaux usées dans la rivière 
Meliadine et dans le lac Meliadine; et 

▪ du rejet continu d’eau souterraine saline dans le port Itivia, par le biais des conduites 
d’eau existantes et de la conduite d’eau de Discovery.  

La Commission a également entendu des inquiétudes quant aux effets potentiels que la proposition 
d’agrandissement pourrait avoir sur: 

▪ les poissons et leurs habitats;  
▪ les oiseaux migrateurs;  
▪ le milieu marin; 
▪ l’eau souterraine, les terres et l’eau de surface entourant les sites d’excavation épuisés 

si Agnico Eagle décide de stocker les résidus miniers dans ces fosses;    
▪ la capacité des chasseurs de continuer à chasser le caribou et d’autres espèces sauvages 

et les néfastes répercussions connexes sur l’utilisation traditionnelle des terres, la santé, 
les moyens de subsistance et la culture; et  

▪ la capacité des membres de la collectivité de profiter des terres à proximité du site 
minier, comme ils le faisait avant que cette mine ne soit exploitée.   

En ce qui concerne plus particulièrement le parc éolien, la Commission a surtout entendu les 
collectivités les plus touchées et des intervenants comme la Kivalliq Inuit Association et la 
Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization qui, tout en félicitant Agnico Eagle d’avoir trouvé 
d’autres sources d’énergie pour alimenter la mine, notamment l’énergie solaire et l’énergie 
éolienne, se sont carrément opposés au choix d’Agnico Eagle pour l’emplacement du parc éolien, 
emplacement d’ailleurs précisé dans l’addenda à l’EFRE et évalué par la CNER (Énoncé final des 
répercussions environnementales). Les parties ont indiqué à la Commission que leur opposition au 
site du parc éolien était alimentée par l’énorme incertitude concernant la potentialité d’effets 
néfastes sur les caribous, tel que susmentionné, ainsi que par la potentialité connexe de 
répercussions ultérieures sur les récoltes inuites.     

La Commission a également entendu des collectivités voisines de la région de Kivalliq (Rankin 
Inlet, Whale Cove et Chesterfield Inlet) s’avouer favorables à l’augmentation et au maintien des 
emplois ainsi qu’aux autres retombées économiques qu’apporterait la proposition 
d’agrandissement dans la région. Cette affirmation a d’ailleurs été soulignée comme étant d’une 
importance cruciale pour les jeunes de la région qui pourront bénéficier de possibilités durables 
d’emplois et de formation auprès d’Agnico Eagle ainsi pour les entreprises locales qui apporteront 
leur soutien à la mine.     

Dans ses conclusions finales du dernier jour de l’audience publique, Agnico Eagle a indiqué 
qu’elle serait prête à relocaliser le parc éolien en consultation avec la Kivalliq Inuit Association. 
Mais comme aucun emplacement alternatif n’a été évalué pendant l’examen de la proposition 
d’agrandissement, il a été décidé, le 3 octobre 2023, que devant le manque d’informations requises 
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pour permettre à la Commission, aux intervenants et aux membres de la collectivité de déterminer 
si une éventuelle relocalisation règlerait si le problème de possibles incidences négatives sur les 
caribous, la Commission a exclu la relocalisation du parc éolien de la proposition 
d’agrandissement et  a indiqué que la portée de cette proposition se limiterait au parc éolien dans 
le lieu identifié par Agnico Eagle dans l’addenda de son EFRE et évalué par la CNER.  

Après avoir examiné et tenu compte de toutes les informations et de toutes les connaissances 
partagées pendant le processus d’évaluation de la proposition d’extension, et pour les raisons 
détaillées dans ce rapport, la Commission a conclu que, telle que proposée actuellement, la 
proposition d’agrandissement ne devrait pas être autorisée à aller de l’avant. Bien que sensible au 
soutien des collectivités de la région de Kivalliq pour les retombées économiques qu’offrirait la 
proposition d’agrandissement  ainsi que pour la transition vers des énergies renouvelables, la 
Commission a néanmoins déterminé qu’une immense incertitude régnait quant à la portée et à 
l’ampleur des effets (y compris des effets cumulatifs) que provoqueraient l’intensification 
proposée des activités minières, la prolongation de 11 ans de la durée de vie de la mine et le parc 
éolien dans l’emplacement évalué. Ces effets se répercuteraient sur : 

▪ les déplacements, l’abondance et la santé de la harde de caribous Qamanirjuaq; 
▪ la qualité de l’air;  
▪ la qualité de l’eau dans le lac Meliadine  et le port  Itivia; et 
▪ la santé, les moyens de subsistance, la culture  ainsi que l’utilisation traditionnelle  des 

terres des populations de cette région qui serait assujettie à cette potentialité 
d’incidences écosystémiques néfastes. 

De plus, la Commission a noté de très hauts niveaux d’incertitude quant à la capacité de protection 
que pourraient avoir les mesures d’atténuation existantes ou modifiées, - à savoir l’arrêt de la 
l’exploitation minière ainsi que l’interruption de  l’utilisation routière et des éoliennes quand les 
seuils relatifs à la distance et à la taille des hardes de caribous seraient atteints -, pour prévenir et 
gérer les incidences néfastes des activités, ouvrages et entreprises de la proposition 
d’agrandissement. En particulier, la Commission n’est pas convaincue que les mesures 
d’atténuation et les plans de gestion adaptative proposés par Agnico Eagle suffiront à protéger les 
caribous des effets négatifs pendant les périodes de mise bas et de post-vêlage. En arrivant à cette 
conclusion, la Commission reconnaît également que les incidences négatives imprévues sur les 
caribous entraveraient immédiatement la capacité des Inuits, Déné et Denesuline de chasser le 
caribou puisqu’ils dépendent de cette harde, ce qui pourrait avoir des répercussions dévastatrices 
et durables sur les moyens de subsistance, la santé et la culture des Inuits, Déné et Denesuline de 
la région.   

En ce qui a trait à l’aménagement du parc éolien, la Commission tient à souligner qu’elle partage 
le point de vue des nombreux membres des collectivités de la région du Kivalliq potentiellement 
touchées et est en général favorable aux moyens de transition vers d’autres sources d’énergie, 
proposés par le promoteur, qui atténueront sa dépendance envers les hydrocarbures et réduiront 
ses émissions de gaz à effet de serre. La Commission apprécie les efforts déployés par Agnico 
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Eagle pour réduire ses émissions de gaz à effet de serre dans tout le projet de mine d’or Meliadine, 
conformément à la modalité et condition no.9. Les conclusions en l’espèce de la Commission se 
limitent à son constat de ne pas être  convaincue que les possibles effets négatifs du parc éolien 
sur les caribous, tel que proposé et évalué dans la proposition d’agrandissement, puissent être 
efficacement prévenus, atténués ou gérés de manière adaptative; ce qui n’altère en aucun cas 
l’appui continu qu’elle apporte aux promoteurs pour réduire leurs émissions de gaz à effet de serre, 
y compris en développant pour l’avenir, l’énergie éolienne ou d’autres sources d’énergie.    

La Commission constate en outre qu’à l’avenir, avec d’autres efforts du projet et de la région en 
matière de surveillance et en tenant compte de l’expérience opérationnelle du projet approuvé de 
mine d’or Meliadine, les prévisions d’incidences et les mesures d’atténuation applicables aux 
effets potentiels sur les caribous et aux effets cumulatifs tels que susmentionnés, pourraient faire 
l’objet d’une plus grande certitude.  Cette expérience supplémentaire et les résultats de surveillance 
pourraient donner une image plus claire de l’abondance, de la santé et des déplacements des 
caribous près du site minier et permettre avec assurance de réaliser certains ou tous les travaux, 
activités et entreprises suggérés dans la proposition d’agrandissement sans altérer indûment et 
négativement l’intégrité écosystémique du Nunavut. Le promoteur pourrait alors décider de 
soumettre à la Commission une proposition analogue ou modifiée aux fins d’examen. Il serait peut-
être bénéfique pour le promoteur et les autres participants qui ont contribué à cette évaluation que 
la Commission leur fournisse des directives concernant les soumissions d’activités et 
d’informations susceptibles de l’aider à évaluer toute future proposition. De son côté, la 
Commission a, le cas échéant, formulé dans le présent rapport des directives sous forme de 
recommandations. 

En terminant, la Commission remercie sincèrement toutes celles et ceux qui ont activement 
participé à l’évaluation de la proposition d’agrandissement et qui ont généreusement partagé leurs 
connaissances, leurs expériences et leur expertise. La CNER reconnaît et apprécie les sacrifices 
consentis par toutes les parties concernées pour assister en personne à ses réunions. Elle les 
remercie toutes et tous de leur volonté de se réunir et de travailler ensemble à cette évaluation, 
dans un esprit de collaboration et de respect. 

 

Merci, 

 
Marjorie Kaviq Kaluraq 
Présidente 
Commission du Nunavut chargée de l’examen des répercussions 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of this Report 

This Reconsideration Report and Recommendations has been prepared by the Nunavut Impact 
Review Board (NIRB or Board) to summarize the Board’s reconsideration of the terms and 
conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 in light of the “Meliadine Extension” Project Proposal 
(Extension Proposal), a proposed modification to the Meliadine Gold Mine Project (NIRB File 
No. 11MN034) as proposed by Agnico Eagle Mines Limited (Agnico Eagle or Proponent).  

As set out under s. 112(5) of the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act, S.C. 2013, c. 14, 
s. 2 (NuPPAA), when the Board has conducted a reconsideration of the terms and conditions in a 
previously approved Project Certificate, the Board is required to report to the responsible 
Minister(s) as follows:  

NuPPAA, s 112(5): Within 45 days after the end of the Board’s reconsideration 
under subsection (1) or (2), the Board must submit a written report to the 
responsible Minister that contains: 

(a) an assessment of the terms and conditions in force; and  
(b) any terms and conditions that it recommends should apply in respect of the 

project.  

This Reconsideration Report and Recommendations summarizes the NIRB’s assessment of the 
potential ecosystemic and socio-economic effects of the Extension Proposal and concludes that 
due to the potential for significant negative effects on caribou and cumulative effects on air quality, 
fish, freshwater quality and marine water quality that cannot, in the Board’s view, be effectively 
mitigated and adaptively managed, the Extension Proposal should not be allowed to proceed to the 
permitting/licensing stage of the regulatory process at this time. With the recognition that future 
regional and project monitoring may reduce uncertainty about the predicted effects of the 
Extension Proposal, and that Agnico Eagle may seek to resubmit a substantially similar project 
proposal at that time, where appropriate, the Board has provided recommendations and guidance 
to support the Board’s assessment of future proposals to modify the approved Meliadine Gold 
Mine Project. The Report further describes in detail the factors taken into consideration by the 
Board, providing a description of the Extension Proposal, a summary of comments received from 
parties and community members, and an outline of the environmental, socio-economic, and other 
factors given consideration by the Board during the assessment of the Extension Proposal.  

The Board has developed a Highlights Document describing in plain language its process and its 
recommendations including visuals in response to comments and feedback received throughout its 
assessment of the Extension Proposal. The Highlights Document is meant to help parties and 
members of the public better understand the basis of the Board’s decision and associated 
recommendations. However, if any discrepancies exist between the Highlights Document and the 
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main Report, the wording in the main Report prevails. The Highlights Document is available in 
APPENDIX F of this report, and will be provided in Inuktitut as soon as available. 

1.2 The NIRB’s Approach to Assessing Modifications to Previously Approved 
Projects 

As described in more detail below, the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, which is currently 
in operations, was assessed by the NIRB from 2011 to 2014. The Project is governed by the terms 
and conditions set out in NIRB Project Certificate No. 006, which has been modified twice. Firstly, 
on February 26, 2019, to allow for the trucking of saline effluent (salty groundwater) via the All-
weather Access Road (AWAR) for discharge into the marine environment at Melvin Bay near 
Rankin Inlet. The second modification (issued on March 2, 2022) approved the installation of two 
(2) waterlines along the AWAR to convey treated saline effluent and contact water to the marine 
environment, to replace the existing transportation by truck, and increase the amount of saline 
effluent discharged. As was the case in the previous amendments, in determining the process and 
procedure guiding the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal, the Board considered 
whether the Extension Proposal should be assessed via a NIRB screening, or whether a 
reconsideration of the terms and conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 under Article 12, Section 
12.8.2 of the Nunavut Agreement and s. 112 of the NuPPAA was more appropriate. The following 
factors were considered by the Board to determine the appropriate assessment process:  

▪ Was the proposed modification included within the scope of the original project (and 
subsequent modifications) as previously assessed by the NIRB? 

▪ Is the proposed modification consistent with the terms and conditions of the existing NIRB 
Project Certificate, or are changes to the Project Certificate necessary to reflect the 
modification? 

▪ Did the proposed modification constitute a significant modification to the original project 
that is integrally linked to the original project (including as subsequently modified under 
any modification proposals that have been assessed and approved by the NIRB)? 

▪ Does the proposed modification constitute a significant modification to the original project 
that is not integrally linked to the original project, and that has sufficient scope to be 
assessed as an independent project proposal? 

The NIRB considered the Extension Proposal to constitute a significant modification to the 
previously assessed Meliadine Gold Mine Project (including as modified by the subsequent 
amendments). Although the Kivalliq Inuit Association requested that the Meliadine Extension 
Proposal be assessed as an independent project, the Board concluded that the proposal was 
integrally linked to the original Project (and approved amendments) because the activities, works 
and undertakings proposed in the Extension Proposal rely on existing project infrastructure, 
overlap with the current footprint of the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, and are integrally 
linked to the original project. Therefore, the NIRB determined that, as established under Article 
12, Section 12.8.2 of the Nunavut Agreement and s. 112 of NuPPAA, a reconsideration of the terms 
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and conditions of Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 002 would be the appropriate process 
to assess the Extension Proposal. The Board further recognized that a comprehensive 
reconsideration process could also identify whether additional or revised terms and conditions in 
the Project Certificate would be necessary to limit or manage the potential for the Extension 
Proposal to have negative ecosystemic or socio-economic effects. Having established that terms 
and conditions within Project Certificate No. 006, required reconsideration, the Board initiated an 
assessment of the Extension Proposal, including the conduct of a Public Hearing, in accordance 
with the NIRB’s Rules of Procedure.9 

1.3 The Original Meliadine Gold Mine Project 

Agnico Eagle is currently operating the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, located 
approximately 25 kilometres (km) north of Rankin Inlet, and 80 km southwest of Chesterfield Inlet 
in the Kivalliq region of Nunavut (see Figure 1). The approved mine plan outlines mining methods 
for the development of five (5) separate mineral deposits including Tiriganiaq, Wesmeg, Pump, F-
zone and Discovery. All deposits were approved for open pit mining in 2015, with Tiriganiaq being 
the only deposit with underground mining as well. The Meliadine Gold Mine Project was planned 
for development with construction from 2015 to 2019, operation from 2020 to 2027, closure from 
2028 to 2030, and post-closure monitoring from 2031 onward.  

The approved mining facilities for the Meliadine Gold Mine Project include a plant site and 
accommodation buildings; three (3) ore stockpiles; a temporary overburden stockpile; a tailings 
storage facility; three (3) waste rock storage facilities; a water management system that includes 
containment ponds, water diversion channels, and retention dikes/berms; and a water treatment 
plant. At Itivia Harbour in Rankin Inlet, a fuel tank farm and laydown area were constructed 
adjacent to the existing Itivia dock to serve as a transfer and storage facility for materials and 
supplies before they are transported to the Meliadine mine site. The Rankin Inlet airport is used to 
bring personnel from outside of Rankin Inlet and any materials that cannot be barged. A bypass 
road and the All-weather Access Road (AWAR) provide access to the mine site from the airport 
and Itivia Harbour.  

 
9 NIRB Rules of Procedure, September 3, 2009, Rule 32.1 at p. 18. 
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Figure 1: Overview and Site-layout – Meliadine Gold Mine Project10 

1.3.1 Exception of Phase 1 of the All-weather Access Road Under 12.10.2 

Agnico Eagle submitted a stand-alone application for the construction and operation of a single 
lane AWAR, referenced as “Phase 1”, for consideration as an exception from the Review of the 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project under Article 12, Section 12.10.2(b) of the Nunavut Agreement as a 
pre-development activity. The AWAR Phase 1 was proposed solely for the purpose of 
transportation of fuel and materials to the Meliadine mine site to support the bulk sampling 
program as well as Agnico Eagle’s ongoing exploration in the area that was previously assessed 
via a screening by the Board (NIRB File No. 10EA018). The limited development of the AWAR 
Phase 1 was not included within the scope of the larger Meliadine Gold Mine Project. The road 
development necessary for full mine support, referenced as “Phase 2” of the AWAR, was later 
included within the NIRB’s Review and approval of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project in 2015; 
however, the full Phase 2 upgrade of the road has not yet been completed. At present, it is the 
Board’s understanding that Phase 2 of the AWAR construction will still be completed along with 
the completion of public access and a dock at the south end of Meliadine Lake. 

 
10 Agnico Eagle Mines Limited (2023). Meliadine Gold Mine 2022 Annual Report, Figure 1, p. 3. 

Meliadine Gold Mine – 2022 Annual Report 
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1.3.2 Modification of the Project Under the 2018 Saline Effluent Discharge 
Proposal11 

In 2018, Agnico Eagle submitted an application for an amendment to Project Certificate No. 006 
for the “Saline Effluent Discharge to the Marine Environment” Proposal (Saline Effluent 
Proposal). Agnico Eagle proposed to supplement the approved practice of treating the saline 
effluent and discharging to Meliadine Lake, by discharging a portion of the treated saline effluent 
to the marine environment. The Saline Effluent Proposal included the transport of saline effluent 
by truck from the mine site to a temporary storage tank at Itivia Harbour. The effluent is then 
discharged to Melvin Bay via an engineered diffuser at a rate of 800 cubic metres (m3)/day. This 
discharge takes place only during the open water season, and the saline water is stored at the mine 
site in underground mine workings or in designated surface ponds during the winter months, as 
approved under the Type “A” Water Licence No: 2AM-MEL1631.  

In February 2019, the Board approved the changes to the previously approved Meliadine Gold 
Mine Project to allow the trucking and marine disposal of saline effluent under the Saline Effluent 
Proposal, and issued Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 1 associated with the Proposal.  

1.3.3 Modification of the Project Under the 2020 Saline Effluent Discharge 
(Waterlines) Proposal12 

As a long-term measure to manage the increased volumes of saline effluent encountered in the 
Tiriganiaq underground mine, in April 2020 Agnico Eagle applied to amend its Project Certificate 
with the “Saline Effluent Discharge to Marine Environment” Project Proposal (Waterlines 
Proposal) to change the conveyance of the saline effluent from trucking to dual waterlines. The 
waterlines would run from the Project mine site to Itivia Harbour in Rankin Inlet alongside the 
AWAR and Bypass Road and be 80% to 90% covered. Agnico Eagle also proposed to increase 
the volume of saline effluent discharged from 800 m3/day to 6,000 to 12,000 m3/day. The 
Waterlines Proposal included an alternative to also discharge treated surface contact water for a 
maximum of 20,000 m3/day, allowing for flexibility in overall water management. 

In March 2022, the Board approved the changes to the previously approved Meliadine Gold Mine 
Project to allow the construction of the dual waterlines for the conveyance of treated saline effluent 
into Melvin Bay, and issued a revised Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 2 associated with 
the Proposal. This discharge takes place only during the open water season, and the saline water 
is stored on site during the winter months, as approved under the Type “A” Water Licence No: 
2AM-MEL1631.  

 
11 NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations, for Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s Saline Effluent Discharge 
to Marine Environment Proposal, NIRB File No. 11MN034, October 31, 2018 (Saline Effluent Proposal).  Public 
Registry ID.: 320879. 
12 NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations, for Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s Saline Effluent Discharge 
to Marine Environment Proposal, NIRB File No. 11MN034, March 2, 2022 (Waterlines Proposal).  Public Registry 
ID.: 339097. 
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1.4 Overview of the Meliadine Extension Project Proposal  

The “Meliadine Extension” Proposal (Extension Proposal) that is the subject of this assessment, 
encompasses modifications to the development activities at the Meliadine Gold Mine Project. The 
Proposal includes the addition of underground mining at existing open-pit Pump, F Zone, and 
Discovery deposits and development of a new portal for Tiriganiaq-Wolf, with associated 
infrastructure for ore, waste, water, and fuel management. The associated infrastructure for the 
increase in activities also includes the option to store waste rock, tailings, and saline effluent in 
exhausted pits. The camp and existing mine site infrastructure, AWAR, and Itivia Harbour 
laydown area and fuel farm would continue to be used. Use of the waterlines and ocean discharge 
pipeline to manage site water, would also be ongoing, with the addition of a waterline from the 
Discovery deposit to the mine site along the Discovery spur road and AWAR. The Proposal also 
includes the construction and operation of a windfarm consisting of up to 11 wind turbines. Agnico 
Eagle has noted that the Proposal would increase employment and extend the operation phase (i.e. 
mine life) by 11 years to 2043.  

The scope of activities described within the Extension Proposal includes the following 
undertakings, works or activities (see Figure 2 to Figure 5):  

Infrastructure at Meliadine Mine Site 

▪ Addition of underground mining at the Pump, F Zone, and Discovery deposits, which were 
previously approved for open-pit mining  

▪ Development of a new portal and associated infrastructure, including two (2) access roads 
to the Tiriganiaq-Wolf deposit 

▪ Construction and operation of a windfarm with 11 wind turbines, associated infrastructure, 
and an access road 

▪ Use of additional borrow pits and quarries to replace depleted sources and construction of 
a road to the windfarm, Tiriganiaq-Wolf portal, and road to Discovery and other deposits 

▪ Extension of the operation phase (i.e. mine life) by 11 years to 2043 
▪ Increase in employment to 905 employees 
▪ Addition of three (3) wings at the camp to accommodate increased personnel 
▪ Ongoing use of existing infrastructure at the Meliadine Mine Site as previously approved: 

power plant, mill, camp, helipad, maintenance shop, laydown areas, Meliadine tank farm, 
emulsion plant, quarries and borrow pits, AWAR, Bypass Road, Discovery Spur Road, 
access roads, and mining at approved deposits 

Infrastructure at Itivia Harbour  

▪ Ongoing use of existing infrastructure as previously approved, including laydown areas, 
and tank farm 
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Ore Management 

▪ Additional temporary ore stockpiles adjacent to Pump, F Zone, Tiriganiaq-Wolf, and 
Discovery  

Water Management Infrastructure 

▪ Continued use of the previously approved waterlines, marine pipeline, and diffuser for 
discharge of saline effluent (salty groundwater) and surface contact water to Melvin Bay 

▪ Construction and operation of a waterline running from the Discovery deposit to the mine 
site along the Discovery spur road and AWAR for treatment of saline effluent before 
discharge to Melvin Bay through the existing waterlines  

▪ Addition of saline ponds at F Zone, Tiriganiaq-Wolf, Pump, and Discovery to collect water 
originating from underground mine activities  

▪ Water management structures (i.e. dykes, berms, etc.) to be built as needed 
▪ Ongoing use of existing freshwater sources, water intake, and potable water treatment 

system 
▪ Continued use of water management infrastructure (e.g., saline and contact water collection 

ponds, channels, dikes, berms, jetties, pump systems and pipelines, and culverts), and 
contact and saline treatment systems 

▪ Increase in capacity of sewage treatment plant 
▪ Option for storage of saline effluent in exhausted pits 

Waste Management 

▪ Expansion of existing waste rock storage facilities (WRSF), addition of new WRSFs, and 
continued use of existing WRSFs (see Figure 5) 

▪ Addition of temporary salt waste rock piles for underground waste rock 
▪ Option for waste rock storage in open pits 
▪ Use of the dry stack Tailings Storage Facility within the existing approved footprint  
▪ Option for in-pit slurry tailings deposition in exhausted pits  
▪ Additional landfill to be built within the Discovery WRSF  
▪ Addition of landfarms at the Wesmeg and Discovery deposits 
▪ Inclusion of a composter and second incinerator  
▪ Ongoing use of existing landfills, landfarms, and incinerator 

Fuel and hazardous material 

▪ Installation of fuel storage tanks and containment facilities at Pump, F Zone, Tiriganiaq-
Wolf, and Discovery. Each site will consist of one (1) 50,000 litres (L) tank and four (4) 
75,000 L tanks for a total of 350,000 L per site 

▪ Addition of a 6,000,000 L fuel storage tank and secondary containment at the existing main 
site 

▪ Ongoing use of approved hazardous waste material 
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▪  
Figure 2: Meliadine Extension -Mine Site13 

 
Figure 3: Meliadine Extension – Discovery Site14 

 

 
13 Agnico Eagle Mines Limited (2022). FEIS Addendum Meliadine – Expansion Project, Figure 1.1-4, p. 14. 
14 Agnico Eagle Mines Limited (2022). FEIS Addendum Meliadine – Expansion Project, Figure 1.1-5, p. 15 
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▪  
Figure 4: Meliadine Extension Footprint15 

 
Figure 5: Alternative - Exhausted Pits for Tailings 

Storage 

 
Figure 6: Alternative - Exhausted Pits for Waste 

Rock Storage 
 

 

 
15 Agnico Eagle Mines Limited (2022). FEIS Addendum Meliadine – Expansion Project, Figure 1.1-3, p. 5.  
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Table 1 compares the scope of the Extension Proposal against that of the approved Meliadine Gold 
Mine Project (as modified by the Saline Effluent Proposal and Waterlines Proposal) and describes 
the extent to which the modifications would be within the scope of existing terms and conditions 
of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 2.  

Table 1: Summary Scope of the Extension Proposal as Compared to Approved Activities 

Component Comparison to Approved Activities Project Certificate 
Amendment 

Location/Land 
Tenure 

No change.  
Project Development Area boundaries to be 
expanded. 

No change required. 

Resource The total gold resource for the Expansion 
Project will expand and extend the Life of 
the Mine of Meliadine to 2043. 

No change required. 

Life of Mine Infrastructure/activities at Meliadine Mine 
that support the Expansion Project would be 
extended for another eleven (11) years. 

No change required. 

Site Access ▪ No change to AWAR. 
▪ Construction of roads to the windfarm, 

Tiriganiaq-Wolf portal, to Discovery 
and other deposits. 

▪ No change to transport to site. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
54, 43, 44, 45, 118, 132. 
 

Laydown Facilities 
and Itivia Harbour 

No change. No change required. 

On-site Facilities ▪ Approved facilities remain the same. 
▪ Expansion of accommodations (205 

personnel), additional wings at the 
camp. 

▪ Addition of incinerator, composter, and 
landfarm. 

▪ Addition of windfarm and associated 
infrastructure. 

Additional T&C may be 
required specific to 
windfarm. 

Mine Infrastructure ▪ Addition of underground mining at 
Pump, F Zone, and Discovery deposits. 

▪ New portal and associated 
infrastructure. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
25 to include plural 
underground mines. 
 

Ore Processing No change. No change required. 
Tailings ▪ Approved tailings storage facility 

remains the same. 
▪ Option for tailings deposition in 

exhausted pits. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
12, 13, 14, 15, 19, 25, 74 
for in-pit tailings storage.  
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Component Comparison to Approved Activities Project Certificate 
Amendment 
Additional T&C may be 
required for in-pit 
deposition. 

Process Water No change. No changes required. 
Ore Stockpile Temporary ore stockpile storage adjacent to 

the four deposits. 
 

Waste Rock ▪ Expansion of existing WRSF. 
▪ New WRSFs. 
▪ Addition of temporary salt waste rock 

piles. 
▪ Option for storage of waste rock in open 

pits. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
12, 13, 17, 19 for in-pit 
waste rock storage. 
 
Additional T&C may be 
required for salt waste rock 
piles and storage in open 
pits. 

Waste ▪ Approved facilities remain the same. 
▪ Addition of landfill within Discovery 

WRSF. 
▪ New composter and second incinerator.  
▪ Increase in sewage treatment plant 

capacity. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
4, 6, 13 to include 
additional landfill, and 
incinerator. 
 
Additional T&C may be 
required for composter. 

Freshwater ▪ No change in source for potable use, 
mining and dust suppression. 

▪ Use extended to 2043. 

No change required. 

Water 
Management 

▪ Approved waterline and diffuser 
facilities remain the same. 

▪ Addition of waterline from Discovery 
deposit. 

▪ Addition of saline ponds.  
▪ Option for storage of saline effluent in 

exhausted pits. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
53, 54, 57, 119, 125, 134 to 
include additional 
waterline. 
Potential revisions to T&C 
12, 25, 7.  
Additional T&C may be 
required for storage of 
saline effluent in pits. 

Fuel and 
Hazardous Wastes 

▪ No change to use, transport, handling 
and storage of hazardous materials, 
concrete and aggregates. 

▪ Addition of fuel storage tank at the 
existing Fuel Storage Facility at the 
mine site. 

▪ Installation of fuel storage tanks and 
containment facilities at the four 
deposits.  
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Component Comparison to Approved Activities Project Certificate 
Amendment 

▪ Addition of landfarms at Wesmeg and 
Discovery deposits.  

Wind Turbines ▪ Eleven (11) wind turbines proposed. 
▪ New infrastructure. 

Potential revision to T&Cs 
related to migratory birds: 
63, 71, 72. 
Potential revision T&Cs 
related to caribou: 43, 44, 
45, 57. 
Additional T&Cs may be 
required for protection of 
migratory wildlife.  

Closure ▪ No change at Meliadine Mine, closure 
extended to 2050. 

▪ Add in-pit deposition closure – slurry 
tailings. 

 

Employment ▪ Extension of 700 direct employment 
opportunities to 2043 with an addition of 
205 new employment opportunities. 

▪ 40 new direct annual employment of 
opportunities for local Nunavummiut. 

Potential revisions to T&C 
92, 109, 111. 
Additional employment 
T&Cs may be required. 

1.5 Modifications to the Scope of the Extension Proposal During the Assessment 

As identified by the Board in the update to the NIRB’s December 2022 Pre-Hearing Conference 
Decision, issued on April 3, 202316 following the November 2022 Pre-Hearing Conference, in 
response to concerns expressed by Intervenors and community members from Rankin Inlet, 
Agnico Eagle modified the scope of the Extension Proposal to remove from the scope the “option 
to construct and operate an airstrip and associated infrastructure” near the mine site. 

A second modification to the scope of the Extension Proposal was identified during the closing 
statements of the Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA) and Agnico Eagle, which were provided at the 
end of the Public Hearing on September 20, 2023. Due to opposition to the location of the 
windfarm as proposed in the Extension Proposal and assessed by Agnico Eagle as the preferred 
alternative, Agnico Eagle indicated in its closing statement that the Proponent would commit to 
relocating the windfarm to an undetermined location chosen in consultation with the KIA in future 
(the relocated windfarm).17  

 
16 Public Registry ID.: 343987. 
17 The discussion of Agnico Eagle’s commitment to relocate the windfarm in consultation with the Kivalliq Inuit 
Association was provided by M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, 
September 20, 2023 at pp. 1352-1354. 
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In response to Agnico Eagle’s proposed commitment to relocate the windfarm, the NIRB kept the 
Public Hearing Record open after the close of the Public Hearing on September 20, 2023 to give 
the Board time to consider whether the Board had sufficient information about the relocated 
windfarm to assess the potential ecosystemic and socio-economic effects of the relocated 
windfarm. On October 3, 2023, the Board issued updated guidance and excluded the relocated 
windfarm from the scope of the Extension Proposal, stating that: 

With a lack of assessment information in relation to feasible 
alternative locations for the relocated windfarm, and considerable 
uncertainty regarding where a relocated windfarm would be placed 
in the future, the Board has concluded that Agnico Eagle has not yet 
provided sufficient information to allow the Board to understand 
whether the windfarm relocated to an, as yet, unknown location 
would have different potential ecosystemic effects when compared 
to the effects predicted for the windfarm constructed at the location 
identified and assessed in the [Final Environmental Impact 
Statement] FEIS Addendum.18 

However in the Board’s October 3, 2023 correspondence, the Board directed that sufficient 
information regarding the works, activities and undertakings included in the Extension Proposal 
unrelated to the relocated windfarm component had been received by the Board so that the Board 
could close the Public Hearing Record and move to decision-making in respect of the 
reconsideration of terms and conditions in Project Certificate No. 006 to reflect the Extension 
Proposal (excluding the relocated windfarm).   

1.6 Procedural History of the Project Proposal  

1.6.1 Key Procedural Steps in the Assessment Process 

Table 2 that follows summarizes the key procedural steps associated with the NIRB’s assessment 
of the Extension Proposal and the reconsideration of the terms and conditions of the Meliadine 
Gold Mine Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 2.  

As the summary in Table 2 is not exhaustive, parties wishing to review the detailed reconsideration 
process for the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal are encouraged to consult the 
complete listing of documentation available from the NIRB’s online Public Registry at 
www.nirb.ca/project/125684.  

 
18 NIRB, Correspondence to the Meliadine Distribution List, Re: Board Direction Regarding Scope of the Assessment, 
Closure of the Public Hearing Record and Updated Procedural Guidance in Respect of the Nunavut Impact Review 
Board’s Assessment of Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s “Meliadine Extension” Project Proposal, NIRB File No. 
11MN034, October 3, 2023, Public Registry ID.: 347323 at p. 5. 

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
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Table 2: Procedural History of the Board's Assessment of the Extension Proposal 

DATE PARTY PROCESS STEPS NOTES 
    

April 1, 
2022 

Nunavut 
Planning 
Commission 

Conformity 
determination issued 
with referral to the 
NIRB for assessment 

Positive conformity determination with Keewatin 
Regional Land Use Plan; proposal determined to be a 
significant modification to approved Project. 

    

May 4, 2022 Agnico 
Eagle 

FEIS Addendum 
submitted 

Agnico Eagle provided a completed application after a 
completeness check by the NIRB. 

    

June 7, 2022 Parties Comments submitted to 
NIRB 

By request of the NIRB on May 24, 2022, parties 
submitted comments on the proposed activities.  

    

June 22, 
2022 NIRB 

Notice of 
Reconsideration to 
Minister of Northern 
Affairs 

Correspondence initiated a formal reconsideration of 
the terms and conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 
having determined that the Proposal constituted a 
significant modification to the approved Project as 
previously assessed.  

    

July 15, 
2022 NIRB 

Guidance to Proponent 
for Final Environmental 
Impact Statement 
(FEIS) Addendum 
submission  

Specific information requirements for the submission of 
a FEIS Addendum in support of the Proposal.  

    
July 26, 
2022 

Agnico 
Eagle  

FEIS Addendum 
submission  

Proponent submitted additional documentation to 
finalize the FEIS Addendum submission.  

    
August 1, 
2022 

Responsible 
Ministers 

Direction from 
Responsible Ministers  

Responsible Ministers provided correspondence giving 
guidance for the focus of the NIRB’s assessment. 

    

August 5, 
2022 NIRB 

NIRB accepts FEIS 
Addendum and initiates 
technical review 
process  

NIRB initiated technical review by requesting parties 
submit information requests. Correspondence included 
anticipated process timelines.  

    

August 22, 
2022 CIRNAC Participant Funding 

awarded 

Correspondence announced successful applicants for 
participant funding after distribution of applications by 
CIRNAC and the NIRB on July 5, 2022.  

    

September 
23, 2022 NIRB 

Public Notice of 
Technical Meeting, 
Community Roundtable 
and Pre-Hearing 
Conference 

Formal notice of Technical Meeting, Community 
Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference to be held 
November 22-25, 2022, in Rankin Inlet.  

    

September 
6, 2022 Parties 

Information Requests 
(IRs) submitted to 
NIRB 

IRs submitted by parties, NIRB forwarded to Proponent 
on September 9, 2022.  
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DATE PARTY PROCESS STEPS NOTES 
    

September 
6-14, 2022 NIRB 

Community 
Information Sessions in 
potentially affected 
communities 

NIRB held in-person sessions in Arviat, Baker Lake, 
Naujaat, Rankin Inlet, and Whale Cove. Due to 
weather, session was held by radio on October 28, 2022 
in Chesterfield Inlet, and cancelled in Coral Harbour. 

    
September 
26, 2022 

Agnico 
Eagle 

IR Response Package 
submitted Agnico Eagle provided response to parties’ IRs.  

    
September 
26, 2022 NIRB Commence technical 

review period 
Request for submission of technical review comments 
from interested parties. 

    

October 17, 
2022 NIRB Request for community 

representatives  

Correspondence sent to impacted communities seeking 
nomination of community representatives to attend the 
Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference. 

    
October 4, 
2022 Parties Technical review 

comments submitted 
Comments received from parties and forwarded to the 
Proponent (and other parties as applicable). 

    
November 
8, 2022 

Agnico 
Eagle 

Response to technical 
review comments 

Agnico Eagle responds to parties with additional 
responses provided on November 16, 2022.  

    

November 
14, 2022 NIRB Logistics and Final 

Agenda circulated 

After incorporation of comments received on the Draft 
Agenda circulated on October 21, 2022, the final 
agenda was distributed to parties. 

    
November 
17, 2022 

Agnico 
Eagle Materials submitted Presentation materials for the Technical Meeting and 

Community Roundtable filed with the Board. 
    
November 
22, 2022 

Agnico 
Eagle Commitments List Commitments List for the Technical Meeting filed with 

the Board. 
    

November 
23-25, 2022 NIRB 

Technical Meeting, 
Community Roundtable 
and Pre-Hearing 
Conference 

After a weather delay on November 22, 2022, meetings 
were able to proceed in Rankin Inlet with slight agenda 
modifications. 

    
December 1, 
2022 

Agnico 
Eagle Commitments List As requested in the Pre-Hearing Conference, Agnico 

Eagle submitted an updated list of commitments.  
    

December 8, 
2022 Parties Comments received on 

Commitments List 

Parties submitted comments on whether they agree with 
the Commitments List and whether any technical issues 
remain unresolved.  

    
December 9, 
2022 NIRB Receipt of Commitment 

List comments 
Request for Agnico Eagle to address technical 
comments brought forward in the Technical Meeting. 

    
December 9, 
2022 – 
February 9, 
2023 

Agnico 
Eagle 

Response to 
Commitments 

Agnico Eagle provides responses to Commitments 
made during Technical Meetings 
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DATE PARTY PROCESS STEPS NOTES 
    

December 
15, 2022 

Agnico 
Eagle 

Update to Meliadine 
Extension and 
Commitments 

Provided an updated Commitment List which reflected 
new and revised commitments made by Agnico Eagle 
since November 25, 2022. 

    
December 
22, 2022 NIRB Release of PHC 

Decision Report  

    

February 2, 
2023 NIRB 

Request for comments 
from parties on 
supplemental 
information provided 
by Agnico Eagle 

Parties given till February 28, 2023. 

    

February 10, 
2023 NIRB 

Logistics Information 
and Agenda for the 
NIRB Pre-Hearing 
Conference  

Notice provided of Pre-Hearing Conference held March 
16, 2023 by teleconference. 

    

March 6-10, 
2023 NIRB 

Community 
Information Sessions 
held in Saskatchewan 
and Manitoba 

Information sessions held in Black Lake, Fond du Lac 
and Hatchet Lake, Saskatchewan and Tadoule Lake, 
Manitoba. Lac Brochet, Manitoba cancelled to respect 
the recent passings of community members 

    

April 3, 
2023 NIRB 

Update to the NIRB’s 
December 2022 PHC 
Decision 

Update confirmed that Agnico Eagle had changed the 
scope of the Extension Proposal to remove the “airstrip 
and associated infrastructure” from the Proposal and 
confirmed that windfarm operations would be 
suspended during periods of caribou migration. Update 
also indicated that the Extension Proposal could 
proceed to a Public Hearing provided that specific 
information was provided prior to the in-person Public 
Hearing in Rankin Inlet scheduled for September 2023.  

    

April 14, 
2023 NIRB 

Notice of Public 
Hearing, Intervenor 
Applications and 
Request for Final 
Written Submissions 

Public Hearing dates (September 12-20, 2023) 
circulated with request for parties to apply for 
Intervenor status. Parties provided guidance on format 
of final written submissions and given direction for the 
site visit associated with the Public Hearing.  

    

May 23, 
2023 

Agnico 
Eagle 

Responses to PHC 
Decision Report 

Additional information provided based on NIRB’s 
requests within the NIRB’s update to the PHC Decision 
Report 

    

July 12, 
2023 Parties 

Request for Intervenor 
status submitted to the 
NIRB 

No additional parties requested Intervenor status 

    

July 14, 
2023  NIRB  

Request for community 
representatives to attend 
the Public Hearing  

Correspondences sent requesting nominations of up to 
three (3) representatives from potentially impacted 
communities in Nunavut, Manitoba and Saskatchewan.  
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DATE PARTY PROCESS STEPS NOTES 
    

July 26-28, 
2023 Parties 

Final written 
submissions (FWS) 
submitted to NIRB 

FWS received from NTI, KIA, GN, CIRNAC, DFO, 
ECCC, HC, NRCan, TC, SDFN, NDFN, and ADNLC. 

    

August 7, 
2023 NIRB 

Public Hearing 
Logistics and Draft 
Public Hearing Agenda 
circulated 

Parties provided guidance on Hearing logistics; and 
draft agenda provided to parties for comment. Final 
agenda released September 1, 2023 

    
August 9, 
2023 

Agnico 
Eagle 

Responses to FWS 
provided  

    

September 
12, 2023 NIRB 

Site Visit for Board, 
Community 
Representatives and 
Intervenors 

Agnico Eagle provided a tour of the Meliadine site. 

    
September 

13-20, 
(2023) 

(excluding 
September 

17) 

NIRB 

Public Hearing in 
Rankin Inlet, including 
Technical sessions and 
Community Roundtable 

Parties represented: Agnico Eagle, KIA, GN, 
CIRNAC, ECCC, DFO, HC, NRCan, KHTO, SDFN, 
NDFN, ADNLC, residents of Rankin Inlet and 
designated community representatives from potentially 
impacted communities in Nunavut, Manitoba and 
Saskatchewan. 

    
October 3, 
2023 NIRB Close of Public Hearing 

Record 
Board determines that relocated wind turbines will not 
be considered as part of the Project scope.  

1.6.2 In-Person Consultation Opportunities 

As set out in s. 112(4) of the NuPPAA, the Board has the discretion to develop the appropriate 
process and procedure when conducting a reconsideration of Project Certificate terms and 
conditions. The Board’s process for conducting the assessment of the Extension Proposal as a 
reconsideration included multiple in-person engagement events as well as written technical review 
processes and soliciting written comments from interested members of impacted communities.   

1.6.2.1 Kivalliq Community Tour 

Community Information Sessions were held in Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Baker Lake, Naujaat, 
and Arviat during the week of September 7-14, 2022, as well as a radio show in Chesterfield Inlet 
on October 28, 2022. Due to weather, the NIRB had to cancel the Community Information Session 
in Coral Harbour. The NIRB staff heard comments and concerns on a variety of topics pertaining 
to Agnico Eagle’s “Meliadine Extension” Proposal; some specific to the potential impacts from 
the Extension Proposal, as well as on the NIRB process, and the overall regulation of the Meliadine 
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Gold Mine Project. The key comments, questions posed, issues raised and topics discussed by 
community members were summarized in the NIRB’s Community Information Session Report.19  

1.6.2.2 Saskatchewan and Manitoba Community Tour 

The NIRB hosted Community Information Sessions in the communities of Black Lake, Fond du 
Lac and Hatchet Lake, Saskatchewan, and Tadoule Lake, Manitoba on March 6-10, 2023, to 
discuss the Extension Proposal. The NIRB had to cancel the Community Information Session in 
Lac Brochet due to a request from the community to respect the recent passings of community 
members. Throughout the NIRB’s information sessions, community members shared their 
comments and concerns on a variety of topics pertaining to Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 
and the details regarding the topics discussed were summarized in the NIRB’s Community 
Information Session Report.20   

1.6.2.3 Technical Meeting, Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference 

Technical Meeting 

The Extension Proposal Technical Meeting, Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference 
was held on November 23-25, 2022.21 The Technical Meeting, held on November 23-24, 2022, 
was an opportunity to bring together technical reviewers, the Proponent and the Board’s staff to 
address technical issues associated with the FEIS Addendum. It allowed participants to achieve 
further clarity and/or resolution on topics where reviewers had questions, or did not support the 
methodology, analyses or conclusions contained in the FEIS Addendum. The following parties 
participated: 

▪ Agnico Eagle Mines Limited  
▪ Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
▪ Kivalliq Inuit Association 
▪ Government of Nunavut 
▪ Government of Canada represented by the following departments, coordinated through 

Northern Projects Management Office: 
o Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada 
o Environment and Climate Change Canada 
o Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
o Health Canada  
o Natural Resources Canada  

 
19 NIRB, Community Information Sessions Summary Report for the NIRB’s Assessment of Agnico Eagle Mines 
Limited’s Meliadine Extension Proposal Related to the Meliadine Gold Mine Project, NIRB File No. 11MN034, 
December 22, 2022, Public Registry ID: 342479 (English) and 343076 (Inuktitut).  
20 NIRB, Northern Saskatchewan and Manitoba Community Information Sessions Summary Report for the NIRB’s 
Assessment of Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s Meliadine Extension Proposal Related to the Meliadine Gold Mine 
Project, NIRB File No. 11MN034, March 31, 2023, Public Registry ID: 343699 (English) and 345062 (Inuktitut).  
21 The Technical Meeting was conducted under Rule 18 of the NIRB’s Rules of Procedure (September 3, 2009). 
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o Transport Canada 
▪ Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization  
▪ Northlands Denesuline First Nation  
▪ Sayisi Dene First Nation  

Details regarding the topics discussed and commitments made during the Technical Meeting were 
provided in the NIRB’s Pre-hearing Conference Decision Report.22 

Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference 

On November 24 and 25, 2022, the NIRB’s Chairperson and staff facilitated the Community 
Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference in Rankin Inlet. The NIRB invited up to three (3) 
representatives from the seven (7) potentially affected Kivalliq communities: Arviat, Baker Lake, 
Chesterfield Inlet, Coral Harbour, Naujaat, and Whale Cove. In addition, the Board invited a 
community representative from both Northlands Denesuline First Nation and Sayisi Dene First 
Nation in Manitoba to attend the Community Roundtable. In total, 14 community representatives 
participated in person. Members of the public in Rankin Inlet also had the opportunity to speak 
throughout the Community Roundtable. The oral format of the meetings allowed the community 
representatives to observe presentations delivered by Agnico Eagle and participate in the resulting 
discussion that occurred.  

The key comments provided, questions posed, issues raised and topics discussed by Community 
Representatives and members of the public during the Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing 
Conference were summarized in the NIRB’s Pre-Hearing Conference Decision Report22  

1.6.2.4 Public Hearing 

An in-person Public Hearing, with audio and video linkages was held on September 12-20, 2023 
in Rankin Inlet. The Public Hearing included a site visit, technical sessions with registered 
Intervenors, and a focused Community Roundtable session with participation from designated 
Community Representatives and members of the Rankin Inlet public. 

Site Visit 

As permitted under Rule 27.1 of the Board’s Rules of Procedure, Agnico Eagle facilitated a site 
visit of the Meliadine Gold Mine to enhance the understanding of the Board, parties and 
Community Representatives regarding the changes proposed in the Extension Proposal. The focus 
of the site visit was on the changes that are proposed under the Extension Proposal compared to 
the Project activities previously approved by the Board. The site visit allowed participants to better 
visualize the existing project, proposed changes, and a better understanding of monitoring 
programs and mitigation activities.  

 
22 NIRB, Pre-Hearing Conference Decision Report for Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s Meliadine Extension Proposal 
Related to the Meliadine Gold Mine Project, NIRB File No. 11MN034, December 22, 2022, Public Registry ID: 
343499 (English) and 343382 (Inuktitut).  
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More information regarding the site visit can be found in APPENDIX A. 

Technical Sessions 

The objective of the Technical Sessions was to facilitate presentations and questioning by 
regulators and other Intervenors on technical topics regarding the conclusions presented within the 
Proponent’s FEIS Addendum, and all additional documents received throughout the assessment, 
with a focus on the unresolved issues and concerns raised within parties’ final written submissions 
to the NIRB.   

The following parties presented and participated within the Technical Sessions:  

▪ Agnico Eagle Mines Limited  
▪ Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 
▪ Kivalliq Inuit Association 
▪ Government of Nunavut 
▪ Government of Canada represented by the following departments, coordinated through 

Northern Projects Management Office: 
o Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada 
o Environment and Climate Change Canada 
o Fisheries and Oceans Canada  
o Health Canada  
o Natural Resources Canada  
o Transport Canada 

▪ Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization  
▪ Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation  
▪ Northlands Denesuline First Nation  
▪ Sayisi Dene First Nation  

Respecting the Board’s normal practices of in-person meetings, the majority of Intervenor 
participants were present in Rankin Inlet and Intervenor presentations were done in-person. A few 
representatives and experts that were unable to participate in person, participated through the 
audio/video feed, providing a few questions and supplemental responses throughout the 
proceedings.  

Community Roundtable 

The Community Roundtables for the file were designed to ensure the Board gains a better 
understanding of each community’s views, perspectives, and knowledge about the Project 
Proposal. Community members provide community knowledge, traditional knowledge, and Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit that is critical to the NIRB’s impact assessment process. Community 
Representatives and members of the public from Rankin Inlet were invited to attend the in-person 
sessions and were provided with the opportunity to provide comments, share knowledge and ask 
questions about the Proposal. In addition to being open to the public, the NIRB invited potentially 
impacted communities to select three (3) community representatives to attend the Community 
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Roundtable. The NIRB encouraged that all demographics including hunters, women, youth and 
Elders be represented during the Public Hearing.  

The following communities were invited to designate community representatives to attend the 
Public Hearing and speak on behalf of their community: 

▪ Rankin Inlet, Nunavut 
▪ Arviat, Nunavut 
▪ Baker Lake, Nunavut 
▪ Chesterfield Inlet, Nunavut 
▪ Coral Harbour, Nunavut 
▪ Naujaat, Nunavut 
▪ Whale Cove, Nunavut 

▪ Lac Brochet, Manitoba 
▪ Tadoule Lake, Manitoba 
▪ Black Lake, Saskatchewan 
▪ Fond du Lac, Saskatchewan 
▪ Hatchet Lake, Saskatchewan 

The full list of participants can be found in the Board’s Record of Proceedings in APPENDIX B. 

1.6.3 Participant Funding for the Assessment 

The Northern Participant Funding Program, administered by Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC), supports effective public participation in development 
impact assessments undertaken by the NIRB in accordance with both the Nunavut Agreement 
(Article 12, Section 12.8.2) and relevant reconsideration provisions of NuPPAA (s. 112). 
Participant funding was made available for the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal and 
was awarded by CIRNAC to the following successful applicants:  

▪ Kivalliq Inuit Association; 
▪ Northlands Denesuline First Nation; and 
▪ Sayisi Dene First Nation. 

The Board supported CIRNAC’s administration of participant funding for this assessment by 
circulating its public notice and application guide. The Board appreciates the work of CIRNAC 
and the federal government in supporting the participant-funding program generally, and in respect 
of this assessment specifically. The Board also acknowledges the program’s importance to 
recipients, providing support that enabled these parties to prepare for, participate effectively in, 
and make important contributions to the Board’s assessment. 

1.6.4 Regulatory Regime and Related Processes Ongoing  

During the Board’s assessment, the Board, the Proponent, and Regulatory Authorities identified 
that the following regulatory enactments and legal instruments may regulate specific activities and 
components within the scope of the Extension Proposal: 

▪ Canadian Navigable Waters Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. N-22; 
▪ Fisheries Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. F-14; 
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o Metal and Diamond Mining Effluent Regulations, (SOR/2002-222); 
▪ Species at Risk Act, S.C. 2002, c. 29; 
▪ Migratory Birds Convention Act, S.C. 1994, c. 22; 
▪ Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. A-12; 
▪ Canadian Environmental Protection Act, S.C. 1999, c. 33; 
▪ Territorial Lands Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. T-7; 
▪ Nunavut Act, S.C. 1993, c. 28;  

o Nunavut Archaeological and Paleontological Site Regulations, (SOR/2001-220); 
▪ Nunavut Waters and Nunavut Surface Rights Tribunal Act, S.C. 2002, c. 10; 

o Nunavut Waters Regulations (SOR/2013-69); 
▪ Kivalliq Inuit Association Production Lease KVPL11D01; 
▪ Kivalliq Inuit Association Quarry Permits KVCA07Q08 and KVCA11Q01; and 
▪ Nunavut Water Board Type A Water Licence 2AM-MEL1631. 

1.7 NIRB/NWB Co-ordinated Process 

As directed under the Nunavut Agreement, NuPPAA, and the Nunavut Waters and Nunavut Surface 
Rights Tribunal Act, S.C. 2002, c. 10, the NIRB and the Nunavut Water Board (NWB) considered 
options for coordination of the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal and the NWB’s 
consideration of Agnico Eagle’s application to amend Type “A” Water Licence 2AM-MEL1631 
(the Water Licence) to reflect the changes proposed in the Expansion Proposal. Agnico Eagle 
requested that the NIRB’s assessment of the Expansion Proposal and the NWB’s consideration of 
amendments to the Water Licence be coordinated to the greatest extent possible.   

In terms of coordination, although the NWB did not begin its formal processing of the amendment 
application until January 13, 2023 when Agnico Eagle submitted its application package to the 
NWB, the NWB’s technical staff attended the NIRB’s Technical Meeting, Community Roundtable 
and Pre-Hearing Conference for the file in November 2022, and also attended the NIRB’s Public 
Hearing in September 2023. In addition, the NWB’s decision-making Panel for the amendment 
application attended the site visit conducted on September 12 as part of the NIRB’s Public Hearing. 

After the close of the NIRB’s Public Hearing Record for the Extension Proposal on October 3, 
2023 the NWB conducted a Technical Meeting for the Water Licence Amendment Application on 
October 12 and 13 in Rankin Inlet. The NWB has deferred the next steps in the NWB’s processing 
of the amendment application, conducting the NWB’s Pre-Hearing Conference, until the NIRB 
has completed the assessment of the Extension Proposal and has issued this Report and 
Recommendations. 

1.8 Jurisdiction of the Board to Conduct the Reconsideration  

In conducting a reconsideration, the NIRB remains mindful that the Board’s primary objectives 
applying to reconsiderations generally dictate that the NIRB conduct an assessment of the 
Extension Proposal with at least as much rigor as a NIRB screening, and potentially even a full 



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 23 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

environmental review. However, the NIRB also notes that the process for the assessment of 
proposals constituting a significant modification of a previously approved project must also be 
flexible and reflect the scale and scope of the changes requested.  

In determining that the changes proposed in the “Meliadine Extension” Proposal should be 
assessed as a reconsideration of Project Certificate No. 006, the NIRB decided that:  

▪ The activities described in the Extension Proposal involve a proposed expansion to the 
previously approved Meliadine Project with additional underground mining locations and 
infrastructure adjacent to the already-approved Meliadine development; therefore, any 
potential ecosystemic and socio-economic effects associated with these changes are best 
addressed through comprehensive reconsideration of the terms and conditions of the 
existing Project Certificate No. 006; and  

▪ The proposed project activities and amendments have not, to date, been subject to impact 
assessment by the Board and have not been subject to full technical review by interested 
parties, public comment, or approval by the various responsible authorities.  

Having reviewed the project description for the “Meliadine Extension” Proposal, the Board 
determined that the proposed activities were not included within the scope of the previously 
assessed Meliadine Gold Mine Project; however, the activities comprising the Proposal are 
amending components of the approved Project in addition to proposing new components in 
proximity to the Meliadine project area. Therefore, the Board determined that Article 12, Sections 
12.8.2(b) and 12.8.2(c) of the Nunavut Agreement and ss. 112(1)(b) and 112(1)(c) of the NuPPAA 
(changed circumstances and technological developments) triggered the reconsideration of the 
terms and conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 to assess the impacts of the Extension Proposal.  

1.9 Evidentiary Issues 

1.9.1 The Burden and Standard of Proof 

During the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal, the burden of establishing that the 
Extension Proposal was consistent with the objectives of the Agreement between the Inuit of the 
Nunavut Settlement Area and Her Majesty the Queen in right of Canada (Nunavut Agreement) and 
the Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act, S.C. 2013, c. 14, s. 2 (NuPPAA) rested with 
the Proponent. This means that throughout the Board’s assessment, the onus was on Agnico Eagle 
to demonstrate that either the predicted adverse ecosystemic or socio-economic effects associated 
with the Extension Proposal could be prevented, mitigated, or managed: 

▪ if conducted under the existing terms and conditions and monitoring program established 
under Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 2, or 

▪ if conducted under amended terms and conditions in the Project Certificate and/or changes 
to the associated monitoring programs.  
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1.9.2 The Precautionary Principle and Adaptive Management 

As is the case with all the Board’s assessments, where there are substantial gaps in data or 
uncertainty regarding predicted effects, the Board is guided by the “precautionary principle”. This 
concept, as cited in previous Impact Statement (IS) Guidelines, and as followed by Agnico Eagle 
during the preparation of the FEIS Addendum for the Extension Proposal is stated as follows:  

Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of 
full scientific certainty must not be used as a reason for postponing 
cost-effective measures to prevent environmental degradation 
(UNCED 1992). 

This approach was applied during the Board’s review of the original Meliadine Gold Mine Project 
and the subsequent assessment of the 2018 Saline Effluent Discharge Proposal and 2020 Saline 
Effluent Discharge Proposal (Waterlines Proposal). During the assessment of the Extension 
Proposal, several Intervenors and community representatives identified that there is considerable 
uncertainty regarding the magnitude, extent and duration of potential impacts to caribou from both 
the intensification and extension of mining and the construction and operation of the wind turbines 
at the same time as the caribou calving and post-calving areas appear to be shifting closer to the 
mine. 

With respect to the windfarm, the Kivalliq Inuit Association summarized the uncertainty about 
effects on caribou during the Public Hearing as follows: 

As you've heard, most of the experience with wind farms is for 
domesticated reindeer, and they're herded, and they have a very 
different relationship with people. The Nenets, the Sami people, they 
have a long relationship with reindeer, and so the reindeer have this 
very different relationship, and so their responses are not 
necessarily going to be the same or even similar as barren-ground 
caribou seeing a wind farm for the first time.23 

We've already heard that there is uncertainty about the distances 
that caribou will notice the turbines. Agnico Eagle has suggested 
that for people, the turbines will be visible up to 12 kilometres, but 
caribou that have their eyes at the side of their head, they don't have 
two eyes looking forward measuring distance and size of an 
obstacle. So we don't really know how a caribou realizes how close 
and how big the turbines will seem because their vision is so 
different… 

 
23 A. Gunn, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023 at p. 531, lines 14-22. 
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There's also been mention they have very good hearing, and they 
rely a lot on their scent. But the other thing is that they create their 
memories through the -- how they travel, like, the pathways they 
take. So their first experience when they're exposed to something 
new is going to lead to the basis of their memories and their 
subsequent responses. 

So it makes -- it makes it difficult for us, because we don't have that 
experience, to develop appropriate thresholds for either group size 
or the number of caribou or the distances, and we also have to be 
very aware of the -- that has been mentioned, the Inuit and the Dene 
talk about the concept of leadership. So those first caribou that 
encounter something new on their horizons, it's very important to be 
conservative.24 

The Kivalliq Inuit Association concluded as follows: “…will the extension project significantly 
impact caribou from the Qamanirjuaq herd?  A precautionary answer…is that without enhanced 
mitigation, the impact will be significant.”25 

During the assessment, other Intervenors, including Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, the 
Government of Nunavut, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, Sayisi Dene First 
Nation, Northlands Denesuline First Nation, and Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation 
(ADNLC) raised similar concerns.26 

The Board recognizes that it is often the case that there are substantial gaps in data, or uncertainty 
regarding predicted effects during the assessment of proposals involving technology, such as wind 
turbines, that are not yet commonly used in the territory. In the face of this uncertainty, the Board 
expects the Proponent to apply the precautionary principle and to be prepared to address 
uncertainty in their effects predictions. This means that Agnico Eagle bears the onus to 
demonstrate to the Board’s satisfaction that despite the uncertainty surrounding the potential for 
some project effects, the Proponent has developed measures designed to prevent, mitigate, or 
reverse the potential adverse environmental and socio-economic impacts associated with the 
Extension Proposal.  

In addition, it is the Board’s expectation that the Proponent’s monitoring plan is sufficiently 
sensitive to identify project effects that differ from the effects predicted in the FEIS Addendum, 

 
24 A. Gunn, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023 at pp. 532-533, lines 19-26 and 1-19. 
25 A. Gunn, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023 at pp. 535-536, lines 23-26 and 1-2. 
26 See for example P. Irngaut, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, 
Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at pp. 1300-1302; N. Pudluk, Government of Nunavut, N. Kaludjak, Transcript, Vol. 8, 
September 20, 2023 at p. 1313, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 
11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 2023 at p. 466. 
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and that if such effects are identified that Agnico Eagle can respond quickly to employ adaptive 
management measures (such as enhanced mitigations) to limit negative impacts. 

As summarized by Agnico Eagle during the Public Hearing, the Proponent was confident that the 
mitigation measures currently implemented for the Meliadine Gold Mine Project and proposed to 
be enhanced for the Extension Proposal are sufficient to meet the requirements of the precautionary 
approach for caribou: 

Agnico Eagle is confident that its assessments and its current 
monitoring and mitigation measures meet the precautionary 
principle and includes adaptive management.27 
 
The evidence provided by Agnico Eagle is that the caribou 
protection measures are working and are effective.28  
 
The Board has not been provided with sufficient evidence to change 
the caribou protection measures or thresholds through term and 
conditions. In our view, the existing measures also provide the 
necessary and reasonable balance of mining operations in the north 
with appropriate and responsive mitigation.29 

However, during the Public Hearing the Government of Nunavut recommended that the 
precautionary approach dictates that the Proponent enhance their proposed mitigation measures 
for the windfarm:  

The Government of Nunavut is concerned with the proposed wind 
farm management plan. More evidence is required to determine 
adequate group size and distance thresholds for triggering wind 
farm shutdown. Monitoring and mitigation measures should take a 
precautionary approach to prevent impacts and rapidly respond to 
impacts should they occur.30 

During the Public Hearing parties also identified that the precautionary approach must also be 
applied by the Board to assess the potential for effects in the context of all components of the 
Extension Proposal, not just the windfarm. As summarized by the Kivalliq Inuit Association in 
their closing statement at the Public Hearing: 

 
27 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at p. 
1355, lines 19-22. 
28 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at p. 
1357, lines 13-14. 
29 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at p. 
1361, lines 1-6. 
30 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023 at p. 747, lines 9-21. 
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Yes, current mitigation at the existing project works from an 
operational level. But the current mitigation must be assessed taking 
into consideration the proposed 11-year increase in mine life and 
the recent shifting calving ground closer to the mine site.31 

The Government of Nunavut also identified that a precautionary approach should be taken when 
considering the status of the Qamanirjuaq herd and the particular vulnerability of the caribou when 
interacting with the mine: 

One of the last great migratory herds is threatened and is 
increasingly interacting with infrastructure. The most sensitive 
seasons are calving and post-calving, and note they [caribou] are 
moving closer to the mine site.32 

As described in greater detail in Section 5.1.1, the Board has determined that a highly protective 
version of the precautionary principle must be applied to the Board’s assessment of potential 
effects on caribou, and also to the evaluation of proposed mitigation and adaptive management 
measures. This was determined reflecting the uncertainty about predicted effects on caribou, and 
recognizing the importance of caribou to Inuit, Dene, and Denesuline in the region. While also 
acknowledging the precarious status of the Qamanirjuaq herd33 and noting that the caribou are 
increasingly interacting with the mine site during the most sensitive (calving and post-calving) 
seasons.  

The effect of the Board applying a more stringent version of the precautionary principle is, as 
summarized by the Board in the Board’s 2016 Review of Sabina Gold & Silver Corp.’s Back River 
Gold Mine Project Proposal: 

When the Board has concluded that a higher standard of the 
precautionary principle is called for, the Board requires evidence 
of positive and preventative actions that will be taken to ensure that 
where there is potential for a serious risk of environmental 
degradation, and high levels of uncertainty, the measures proposed 
to limit or reduce the potential for adverse impacts are highly 
protective and do not require evidence of impact before they are 
triggered. In such cases the precautionary approach requires the 
Proponent to incorporate a “safety margin” into monitoring and 
mitigation measures and also dictates that the adaptive responses to 
potential adverse impacts are designed to be proportional to the risk 

 
31 J. Katz, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 
2023 at p. 1308, lines 23-26. 
32 N. Pudlak, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 
2023 at p. 1316, lines 12-16. 
33 The Board notes that in 2016, the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada (COSEWIC) classified 
barren-ground caribou, including the Qamanirjuaq herd, as “threatened”. 
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(i.e., the higher the risk of significant adverse impacts the more 
extensive the required preventative measures, the more rigorous the 
monitoring and the trigger for implementing mitigation measures 
should be protective and designed to avoid impacts, not simply 
respond to impacts after they have occurred).34  

1.9.3 Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge 

As indicated in the original Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Guidelines for the Meliadine 
Gold Mine Project, the Board’s previous decisions, and reflecting the minimum EIS requirements 
set out under Article 12, Section 12.5.2 of the Nunavut Agreement and s. 101(3) of the NuPPAA, 
the incorporation of “Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit”, local, community-based knowledge and ecological 
knowledge (both traditional and contemporary), which is rooted in the daily life of Inuit and 
represents experience acquired over thousands of years of direct human contact with the 
environment is central to the Board’s assessments. The assessment was also informed by 
Indigenous Knowledge35 shared with the Board by the participants from the Athabasca Denesuline 
in Northern Saskatchewan and the Sayisi Dene and the Northlands Denesuline from Northern 
Manitoba.  

The Proponent was required to incorporate Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit into its assessment of the 
Extension Proposal. In addition to Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit provided as part of Agnico Eagle’s 
assessment of the Extension Proposal, Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge was 
also freely shared with the Board during the Community Roundtable portions of both the Pre-
Hearing Conference and the Public Hearing in the questions or responses provided by community-
based Intervenors, Community Representatives, Elders, Inuit harvesters, and interested members 
of the public who attended in person during the proceedings in Rankin Inlet, as well as throughout 
public engagement opportunities (Section 1.6.2). The NIRB has benefitted from the Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge provided in the Extension Proposal and shared by 
the participants throughout the assessment. As emphasized in the Board’s views, Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous Knowledge and Community Knowledge played a central role in 
the Board’s assessment of the Extension Proposal.  

During the Community Roundtable component of the Public Hearing in Rankin Inlet on September 
18 and 19, 2023, the Board highlights that Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge 
was shared about: 

▪ Recent changes to caribou movement, migration, abundance and health; 

 
34 NIRB File No. 12MN036, Final Hearing Report for the Back River Gold Mine Project, Sabina Gold & Silver Corp., 
June 15, 2016 at p. 50.  
35 Defined by the Board as “the accumulated body of knowledge, observations, and understandings about the 
environment and the relationship of living beings with one another and with the environment, that is rooted in the way 
of life of Indigenous peoples.” 



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 29 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

▪ The central importance of caribou to the livelihoods, health and cultural survival of Inuit 
and Indigenous communities in Northern Saskatchewan and Northern Manitoba; 

▪ Concerns about freshwater quality in Meliadine Lake and surrounding water sources; and 
▪ Changes to fish health and abundance.36 

It was also identified that Agnico Eagle has been receptive to this knowledge and has modified the 
Extension Proposal to reflect knowledge and concerns shared by the Inuit Advisory Committee 
for the Meliadine Gold Mine Project to remove the proposed airstrip from the scope of the 
Extension Proposal during the assessment. However, several commenters during the Public 
Hearing urged Agnico Eagle to ensure Inuit occupy a more central role in conducting community-
based monitoring, being empowered to conduct their own research informed by Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit and communicate results back to the communities in a transparent way (e.g. by 
making meeting minutes available, conducting open houses, etc.). Commenters also indicated that 
because working groups such as the Terrestrial Advisory Group have only recently been 
established, it remains unclear whether these working groups will be effective mechanisms to share 
Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge that will then be applied by Agnico Eagle to 
develop and implement adaptive management plans, mitigations and monitoring programs for the 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project and the Extension Proposal. 

2 Summary of the Proponent’s Assessment of the Meliadine Extension 
Project Proposal37 

2.1 Project Description 

As described in more detail in Section 1.4 of this Report, the “Meliadine Extension” Project 
Proposal (Extension Proposal) proposes changes to the approved Meliadine Mine by extending the 
life of the mine by 11 years by including underground mining and associated infrastructure at the 
Pump, F Zone and Discovery deposits (including saline effluent storage ponds and a waterline 
from Discovery Site). The Proposal also includes the development of a new portal and associated 
infrastructure in the Tiriganiaq‐Wolf mining area, construction and operation of a windfarm, use 
of additional borrow pits and quarries, changes to waste, water and fuel management 
infrastructure. Approved infrastructure, such as the camp, mill, water management infrastructures, 
power plant, tailings storage facility, AWAR, freshwater intakes and treatment plants would 
continue to be used for an additional 11 years. No changes are proposed to the Rankin Inlet 
facilities. With the 11-year mine life extension, mining activities would continue until 2043, 
closure would occur from 2044 to 2050, and post‐closure would occur from 2051 to 2060. 
Options/alternatives proposed as part of the Meliadine Extension included the use of exhausted 

 
36 For more detail see Section 0 and Table 22: Summary of Key Issues Raised by Members of the Public and 
Community Representatives During the Public Hearing (September 12-20, 2023). 
37 Unless otherwise identified, this section is summarized from Agnico Eagle’s Meliadine Mine – Meliadine Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum; Public Registry ID: 338741. 
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open pits to store tailings and waste rock. Agnico Eagle proposed that the initial construction phase 
for the Meliadine Extension would commence in 2024 upon receipt of permits and approvals.   

2.1.1 Need for the Project Amendment 

As described by Agnico Eagle within the FEIS Addendum, construction of the Meliadine Mine 
commenced in 2016 and commercial production began in 2019. Incorporating lessons learned 
during construction and the first years of operation, resource and project assessments of the Project 
were refined. In parallel, Agnico Eagle noted that the resources continued to be explored through 
ongoing exploration activities and geological studies. Agnico Eagle further noted that through 
these economic extensions, mainly underground, the life of mine (LOM) of the Meliadine Project 
could be extended. Other components proposed for the Meliadine Extension included a windfarm 
to address the Proponent’s requirements under NIRB Project Certificate No.006 Term and 
Condition #9 (T&C), which requires Agnico Eagle to take a pro-active approach to limiting green 
house gas emissions throughout the life of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project and required the 
development of a Greenhous Gas Emissions (GHG) Reduction Plan. During the Public Hearing, 
Agnico Eagle indicated that the proposed windfarm would “replace up to 30 percent of the diesel-
generated energy” at the mine site and would help Agnico Eagle achieve its objective to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions at the Meliadine Mine by 30 percent by 2030 and become carbon-neutral 
by 2050. 38 

Agnico Eagle noted that the extended mine life proposed in the Meliadine Extension would support 
the vision and contribute to the goals of the Nunavut Agreement. Benefits would accrue to Kivalliq 
Inuit from the Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement (IIBA), employment and business 
opportunities. Extending the LOM will ensure local employment stability and continued business 
opportunities are available for an additional 11 years. Agnico Eagle intends to maximize Inuit 
employment opportunities throughout the LOM. 

2.1.2 Project Phases 

The initial construction phase for the Meliadine Extension would commence in 2024 upon receipt 
of permits and approvals. Construction would continue through the operation phase to prepare for 
mining of new deposits. The approved Meliadine Mine life is scheduled to be completed in 2032. 
With the Meliadine Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle has proposed to extend the LOM (i.e., 
operation phase) until 2043. Agnico Eagle would continue exploration activities with the objective 
to extend mine life beyond 2043.  

Closure would extend for 7 years as pits are being re-flooded, from 2044 to 2050. Agnico Eagle 
noted that similar to the 2014 FEIS, most removal or demolition of buildings and infrastructure 
would occur at the end of the operation phase and would be done in the first two years of 
decommissioning. Reclamation work should be completed within 3 to 4 years of the closure. The 

 
38 See the closing statement of Agnico Eagle, M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at p. 1352, lines 3-8. 
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filling of open pits with water would extend until the end of the closure phase. During closure, all 
saline water would be pumped to the underground. Surface contact water and local runoff and 
precipitation would be stored in the exhausted pits to enhance reflooding activities. Active 
reflooding would be conducted with water to be pumped from Meliadine Lake. There would be no 
discharge into Meliadine Lake or to Itivia Harbour during this phase.  

Post-closure would be initiated when flooded pits are reconnected to the surrounding environment 
and would last 10 years, from 2051 to 2060.  

2.2 Summary of Potential Changes to Ecosystemic Effects  

Agnico Eagle considered the impacts of the Extension Proposal to the ecosystemic environment 
through pathway analysis and assessed the potential effects (including cumulative effects) of the 
proposed activities in addition to the previously approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project (as 
modified by the Saline Effluent Proposal (Section 1.3.2) and Waterlines Proposal (Section 1.3.3)). 
The Proponent selected valued ecosystemic components (VECs) to assess potential effects of the 
proposed activities on terrestrial and marine environments, based on their role in the ecosystem 
and the value placed on them by humans for traditional use and cultural purposes, where 
appropriate. Several interactions between VECs and the proposed project activities were carried 
forward in the assessment due to the concerns raised by community members during public 
engagement or sharing of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Community and Traditional Knowledge.  

Agnico Eagle’s assessment identified several primary pathways, through which effects could occur 
as a result of the proposed activities; however, the Proponent concluded that all primary pathways 
would result in effects that were negligible or non-significant.  

Table 3 below provides the summary of impact predictions and significance determinations as 
presented by Agnico Eagle in the FEIS Addendum for the applicable VECs and the predicted 
changes in the table are changes predicted by Agnico Eagle from what was previously assessed by 
the NIRB.39 

 
39 Unless otherwise identified, this section is summarized from Agnico Eagle’s Meliadine Mine – Meliadine Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum; Public Registry ID: 338741. 
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Table 3: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Predicted Ecosystemic Changes in Project Interactions and Factors Relating to Significance 

Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Atmospheric Environment 
Air Quality 
No change 

▪ No effects are expected from the proposed Project 
activities than what was assessed in the 2014 FEIS 
as the mining rate is planned to be the same for the 
Meliadine Extension. The total tonnage of rock 
moved during the life of mine is smaller than what 
was predicted in the 2014 FEIS due to a refined 
mine plan.  

▪ The windfarm will reduce nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
and sulphur dioxide (SO2) emissions. Predicted 
mine site emissions are under CAAQS guidance 
for 2020 and 2025. Mitigation and monitoring 
measures outlined in the 2014 FEIS will be carried 
forward through Meliadine Extension. 

▪ Exhaust emissions from non-road vehicles will 
be managed through purchasing and use of 
equipment that meet Tier 3 emission standards. 

▪ Use of low-emissions explosives such as 
emulsion will continue to be preferred.  

▪ Speed limits and dust suppressant (water and 
calcium chloride) will continue to be used when 
required to reduce dust emissions.  

▪ Exhaust emissions from non-road vehicles will 
be managed through regular and routine 
maintenance of vehicles.  

▪ Installation of incinerator that complies with 
Nunavut Environmental Protection Act standards 
for dioxin and furans.  

Greenhouse Gases and Climate 
Change  
Positive change 

▪ The effects are expected to be positive compared 
to what was assessed in the 2014 FEIS because of 
the installation of eleven (11) wind turbines that 
will lead to overall reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions of the Meliadine Mine. 

 

Noise 
No change  

▪ No effects are expected with the proposed Project 
activities than what was assessed in the 2014 FEIS 
as activities are within the same footprint. 

▪ Wind turbines would emit noise during operations. 
The noise would propagate into the surrounding 
environment, where it may have residual effects on 
noise points of reception and wildlife.  

▪ Equipment noise control systems and regular 
maintenance. 

▪ Windfarm operation noise will be monitored. 
Turbines would be sited to be away from existing 
cabins and Meliadine camp. The blades of the 
wind turbines would be equipped with trailing 
edge serrations to reduce noise emissions. 

▪ Best management practices to control noise 
emissions from vehicles travelling along the 
AWAR.  
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Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Terrestrial Environment 
Permafrost and Permafrost 
Terrain 
No change 

▪ The proposed footprint of most of the 
infrastructures of the Meliadine Extension is 
similar to what was assessed in the 2014 FEIS.   

▪ No potential for effects due to the proposed Project 
activities. 

▪ Existing monitoring and follow-ups that have 
been implemented during construction and 
operation will continue to be carried forward 
through the Meliadine Extension.  

Soil and Terrain 
No change 

Potential minor impacts could result from: 
▪ Physical alteration due to earthworks, 

construction, and ground disturbance.  
▪ No effects expected with the proposed Meliadine 

Extension as compared to original assessment in 
2014 as the existing soil and terrain conditions 
would continue to be confined to the total area of 
the 2014 FEIS. 

▪ Considers existing T&C #13 of Project 
Certificate No. 006 to be sufficient to protect and 
mitigate soil and terrain impacts associated with 
the Meliadine Extension. 

Vegetation 
Change; negligible minor impacts 

▪ Physical loss or alteration of vegetation from the 
Meliadine Extension footprint, impacting 
available wildlife habitat. 

▪ Updates to the TEMMP to include mitigation and 
monitoring associated with the Meliadine 
Extension infrastructure. 

▪ Implementation of new management plans and 
updates to existing management plans. 

▪ Follow-up vegetation monitoring for the 
Meliadine Extension to be conducted in general 
accordance with regular vegetation and habitat 
loss monitoring currently being conducted as part 
of the TEMMP. 
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Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Terrestrial Wildlife  
Change; minor impact 

Potential impacts to terrestrial wildlife from: 
▪ Direct loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat 

from Meliadine Extension footprint. 
▪ Sensory disturbance that can change the amount of 

different quality habitats and alter movement and 
behaviour. 

▪ Disruption or alteration of migration routes from 
the presence of the mine or from mine-related 
activities. 

▪ Permanent changes in wildlife habitat following 
closure of the mine site and supporting 
infrastructure. 

▪ Due to the small footprint of the Meliadine 
Extension, and all environmental design features 
and mitigation actions, incremental direct wildlife 
habitat loss due to the Meliadine Extension is 
negligible or low. 

▪ Adherence to mitigations and management plans 
for the Meliadine Extension as outlined in the 
Dust Management Plan, Conceptual Closure and 
Reclamation, Noise Abatement and Monitoring 
Plan, Roads Management Plan, Wildlife 
Protection and Response Plan, and Windfarm 
Management Plan (new). 

▪ Design and engineering of roads as narrow as 
possible to reduce possible obstruction or 
disruption of wildlife movement. 

▪ Compact layout of mining infrastructure to limit 
footprint and utilize underground mining rather 
than open pit mining. 

▪ Wind turbine platforms designed to be compact 
to reduce overall windfarm footprint and blades 
of wind turbines will be equipped with trailing 
edge serrations to reduce noise emissions. 

▪ Implement a Mine Closure and Reclamation 
Plan. 

▪ Hydraulic connections to the natural receiving 
environment that will be re-established once 
water meets water quality guidelines for direct 
release without further treatment.  
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Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Birds and Bird Habitat 
Not significant change 

Potential minor impacts could occur from: 
▪ Direct loss and fragmentation of bird habitat from 

the Meliadine Extension footprint. 
▪ Permanent changes in bird habitat following 

closure of the mine site and supporting 
infrastructure.  

▪ Sensory disturbance can change the amount of 
different quality habitats and alter bird movement 
and behaviour (distribution). 

▪ Collision with wind turbines causing injury or 
mortality to individual birds, which can affect 
population size. 

▪ Adherence to Migratory Birds Convention Act 
and other relevant legislation, or management 
and monitoring plans.  

▪ Compact arrangement of infrastructure to reduce 
the overall footprint.  

▪ Windfarm footprint will overlap existing 
disturbance to the extent practicable. Make use of 
existing roads as much as possible to minimize 
windfarm footprint. 

▪ Update monitoring program to include a bird 
mortality monitoring program at the windfarm. 

▪ Design roads as narrow as possible, while 
maintaining safe construction and operation 
practices, and meeting legislated requirements.  

▪ Use previous monitoring data and ongoing 
research from the Arctic Raptor Group to 
determine the location of raptor nests in the RSA.  

▪ Implement a Conceptual Closure and 
Reclamation Plan.  

Freshwater Environment 
Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater Quality 
No change 

▪ Changes in hydrogeology and groundwater 
quantity and quality can only be evaluated in the 
context of how these changes in turn may result in 
changes to valued components with assessment 
endpoints. Therefore, no impact predictions were 
made for hydrogeology and groundwater quantity 
and quality.  
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Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Hydrology (including Water 
Quantity) 
No change 

▪ The Meliadine Extension footprint would 
physically alter watershed areas and drainage 
patterns, may change downstream flows and water 
levels, and affect water quality, fish habitat and 
fish. Dewatering of waterbodies may change 
flows, water levels and channel/bank stability in 
receiving and downstream waterbodies. 

▪ No effects are expected with the proposed 
Meliadine Extension activities other than what was 
assessed in the 2014 FEIS as the activities are 
within the same footprint, but it is expected to 
change the duration of effects previously assessed. 

▪ Adherence to mitigations and management plans 
for the Meliadine Extension as outlined in the 
Adaptive Management Plan, Aquatic Effects 
Monitoring Program, Environmental 
Management Protection Plan, Ocean Discharge 
Monitoring Plan, Roads Management Plan, and 
Water Management Plan. 

Surface Water and Sediment 
Quality 
No change 

Potential minor impacts could occur from: 
▪ Changes in water and sediment quality due to 

effluent discharge (operations). 
▪ Changes in water and sediment quality due to 

physical alterations of the watersheds, dewatering 
of waterbodies, dust and air emissions 
(construction, operation, closure), and 
development of pit lakes (closure and post-
closure).  

▪ Adherence to Migratory Birds Convention Act 
and other relevant legislation, or management 
and monitoring plans.  

▪ Adherence to best management practices to 
minimize fugitive dust. 

▪ Exhaust emissions from non-road vehicles will 
be managed through regular and routine 
maintenance of vehicles. 

▪ Design roads as narrow as possible, while 
maintaining safe construction and operation 
practices, and meeting legislated requirements.  

▪ Implement a Conceptual Closure and 
Reclamation Plan. 



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034     Page 37 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Fish and Fish Habitat 
Negligible change 

Potential minor impacts could occur from: 
▪ Changes to the configuration of watersheds and 

flow paths from the Extension Project footprint 
may affect downstream water quality (e.g., metals) 
in small lakes and streams, and affect aquatic 
health, and fish habitat quality.  

▪ Changes to drainage patterns, flows and water 
levels from removal of waterbodies and alteration 
to watershed areas and drainage patterns. 

▪ Loss of fish habitat at road crossings which may 
affect fish habitat quantity and abundance and 
distribution of fish. 

▪ Changes in water and sediment quality due to 
physical alterations of the watersheds, dewatering 
of waterbodies, dust and air emissions, affecting 
fish health and fish habitat quality. 

▪ The Meliadine Extension proposal will change the 
duration of effects previously assessed and will 
change the long-term hydrology of the Local Study 
Area sub-basins.  

▪ Adherence to Fisheries Act and other relevant 
legislation, or management and monitoring 
plans.  

▪ Effects to fish and fish habitat will be reduced 
through mitigations and environmental design 
features in the Conceptual Fish Offsetting Plan.  

Marine Environment 
Marine Fish and Fish Habitat 
(including Benthic 
Invertebrates) 
Negligible change  

▪ The Meliadine Extension activities are considered 
negligible as the infrastructure and shipping 
activities are the same as what has been previously 
assessed; the only thing changing is the duration of 
operations. 

▪ Adherence to MARPOL Convention, Canada 
Shipping Act, Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention 
Act and other relevant legislation, or 
management and monitoring plans.  

▪ Adherence to Shipping Management Plan, Risk 
Management and Emergency Response Plan, and 
Oil Pollution Emergency Plan. 
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Valued Component and 
Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and 

Monitoring  
Marine Sediment and Water 
Quality 
Negligible change 

▪ The Meliadine Extension activities are considered 
negligible as the infrastructure and shipping 
activities are the same as what has been previously 
assessed; the only thing changing is the duration of 
operations. 

▪ Adherence to MARPOL Convention, Canada 
Shipping Act, Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention 
Act and other relevant legislation, or applicable 
management and monitoring plans.  

▪ Adherence to Shipping Management Plan, Risk 
Management and Emergency Response Plan, and 
Oil Pollution Emergency Plan. 

Marine Mammals and Marine 
Birds 
Negligible change 

▪ The Meliadine Extension activities are considered 
negligible as the infrastructure and shipping 
activities are the same as what has been previously 
assessed; the only thing changing is the duration of 
operations. 

▪ Adherence to MARPOL Convention, Canada 
Shipping Act, Arctic Waters Pollution Prevention 
Act and other relevant legislation, or applicable 
management and monitoring plans.  

▪ Adherence to Spill Contingency Plan, Risk 
Management and Emergency Response Plan, 
Shipping Management Plan, Oil Pollution 
Emergency Plan, and Shipboard Oil Pollution 
Emergency Plan.  
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New primary pathways for activities related to the windfarm and airstrip were identified for three 
VECs (i.e., air quality, noise, and terrestrial birds). For the remainder of the VECs no new primary 
pathways were identified; however, results of the effects assessments were updated for Meliadine 
Extension. Overall, Agnico Eagle concluded that the Meliadine Extension activities represent a 
negligible change from the approved 2014 FEIS, and the 2018 and 2020 FEIS Addenda assessment 
activities. 

2.2.1 Air Quality 

The Meliadine Extension activities would result in air emissions, which may cause changes in air 
concentrations and atmospheric deposition rates. Fuel combustion would result in air emissions, 
which may contribute to territorial and national greenhouse gas emissions. The windfarm would 
result in reduced diesel fuel consumption and a commensurate reduction in emissions of common 
air contaminants associated with diesel combustion, which is noted as a positive effect. It was 
noted that the predicted emissions from the mine site are below the 2020 and 2025 Canadian 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) limits for NO2 and SO2 at the Site Study Area boundary. 
The air quality assessment for the Expansion Proposal concluded that no changes are expected 
regarding particulate matter and dust emissions and the effects on air quality associated with 
Meliadine Extension are assessed as non-significant.  

2.2.2 Noise 

Indirect habitat loss due to sensory disturbance (such as noise and movement) was anticipated to 
extend beyond the footprint and have negative effects at the regional level. Noise emissions from 
mobile equipment, stationary equipment, and blasting were noted to have the potential to increase 
ambient noise levels. Further, the wind turbines would emit noise during operation and the noise 
would propagate into the surrounding environment where it may have residual effects on noise 
points of reception and wildlife. The assessment noted that the maximum predicted incremental 
change in sound levels is expected to be low at receptor locations and the potential effects on sound 
levels associated with Meliadine Extension were assessed as non-significant.   

2.2.3 Terrestrial Wildlife including Birds 

Indirect and direct changes to preferred habitat from the Extension Proposal were noted to have 
the potential to affect the population size and distribution of caribou and wolves through altered 
movement and avoidance behaviour. Agnico Eagle noted that based on the relatively small 
footprint of the Meliadine Extension, and all environmental design features and mitigation actions, 
incremental direct wildlife habitat loss due to the Meliadine Extension is expected to be local in 
geographic extent and negligible in magnitude. Impacts from sensory disturbance were expected 
to be continuous throughout the life of the mine but are anticipated to be reversed following closure 
(i.e., medium-term) when dust, noise and activity are no longer present. Due to the small increase 
in indirect habitat loss due to the Meliadine Extension and protective environmental design 
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features and mitigation actions, incremental indirect wildlife habitat loss due to the Meliadine 
Extension is assessed as negligible and local in geographic extent.  

The Meliadine Mine and Meliadine Extension have potential to interact with the post-calving 
movements of the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd. Within the Meliadine Extension, a limited number 
of trails overlap the proposed windfarm. The configuration of the Meliadine Extension is expected 
to allow passage of caribou around the proposed infrastructure when mitigations to limit 
disturbance in these areas are applied. The Meliadine Extension has been designed to have a 
compact footprint (i.e., roads and infrastructure do not extend far beyond areas of existing 
development). Additional road-related mitigation measures include design of roads with low 
profiles, avoidance of build-up of snowbanks in winter, enforcement of speed limits, and providing 
wildlife with the right-of-way on all roads. Due to small incremental changes in direct habitat loss 
due to the Meliadine Extension and potential to reclaim habitats, the incremental permanent habitat 
loss to wildlife is considered negligible. Residual effects to terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat 
are expected to be not significant, and the conclusion from the 2014 FEIS remains the same.  

Agnico Eagle identified one new primary pathway for birds and bird habitat associated with 
Meliadine Extension. This pathway is associated with the proposed windfarm and potential 
collision between birds and turbines causing bird injury or mortality. Bird mortality estimates from 
collision with wind turbines are considered conservative. Bird mortality rates resulting from the 
Meliadine Extension are expected to be similar to those at the Diavik Mine windfarm and lower 
than the Canada-wide estimate as reported. Agnico Eagle noted that the incremental effects are 
predicted to be not significant for each primary pathway for all bird VECs. The significance 
conclusions did not change from the 2014 FEIS.  

2.3 Summary of Potential Changes to Socio-Economic Effects  

Agnico Eagle assessed the impacts of the components and activities associated with the Extension 
Proposal on the Valued Socio-Economic Components (VSECs) identified through pathway 
analysis. The Proponent concluded that overall, there would be largely negligible impacts to the 
socio-economic environment as a result of the proposed activities.  

Table 4 below provides the summary of impact predictions and significance determinations as 
presented by Agnico Eagle in the FEIS Addendum for the applicable socio-economic VSECs 
identified for the assessment, and the predicted changes by Agnico Eagle are rated based on the 
previous assessment by the NIRB.40 The Proponent’s FEIS Addendum for the Extension Proposal 
did not highlight any specific management or monitoring plans with respect to the socio-economic 
environment. For the purposes of the Board’s assessment, the applicable mitigation and monitoring 
measures listed within the Proponents effects assessment are summarized in the table. 

 
40 Unless otherwise identified, this section is summarized from Agnico Eagle’s Meliadine Mine – Meliadine Extension 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Addendum; Public Registry ID: 338741. 
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Table 4: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Predicted Socio-Economic Changes in Project Interactions and Factors Relating to 
Significance 

Valued Component 
and Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and Monitoring  

Economic 
Development and 
Opportunities 
(includes Employment 
and Procurement) 
Positive change 

▪ Meliadine Extension would continue positive 
economic development and opportunities effects 
outlined in the 2014 FEIS by way of the extended 
life of mine and increased employment 
opportunities.  

▪ Meliadine Extension would add approximately 40 
additional local jobs for potentially-affected 
communities 

▪ Strategies that increase capacity of local businesses to 
supply the Meliadine Extension (i.e. IIBA Procurement 
Process).  

▪ Maximize local spending through various measures, 
consult with local business.  

▪ Maximize the employment of people in Kivalliq 
communities.  

▪ Culturally sensitive workforce programs aimed to 
improve workplace, employment, and retention.  

▪ Adherence to Human Resources Plan and Inuit Impact and 
Benefit Agreement (IIBA).  

Education and 
Training 
No change 

▪ Meliadine Extension would continue to 
significantly improve educational achievement, 
training in existing education system and skill 
level of the local workforce by the extended life of 
mine and additional employment and on the job 
training opportunities.  

▪ Providing training opportunities. 
▪ Working with local education authorities.  
▪ Support efforts to upgrade education. 
▪ Establish a Workforce Development Plan.  
▪ Establish training programs in collaboration with hamlet 

governments. 
▪ Cooperating with appropriate agencies in Nunavut in 

entrepreneurial training programs for Inuit businesses. 
▪ Cooperating with appropriate educational authorities and 

institutions in Nunavut in the development and 
implementation of high school and college courses with 
mining sector content providing a scholarship fund for 
post-secondary education. 
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Valued Component 
and Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and Monitoring  

Individual, Family and 
Community Wellbeing 
No change 

▪ Meliadine Extension would continue to have 
positive effects on nutrition and safety by the 
extended life of mine and associated employment 
and training opportunities.  

▪ Meliadine Extension-related training, education 
and on-site services would reach a larger number 
of workers, for a longer period of time, further 
enhancing this beneficial effect on community 
health and safety.  

 

Community 
Infrastructure and 
Public Services 
No change 

▪ Meliadine Extension would continue to have 
effects on local and regional transport by the 
extended life of mine. 

▪ The continued operation of the AWAR would 
increase access to areas outside of Rankin Inlet by 
local residents.  

▪ Meliadine Extension-related traffic may increase 
traffic on local roads.  

▪ Recruitment and hiring practices will be communicated 
clearly to discourage people from moving to Rankin Inlet 
without secure employment. 

Governance and 
Leadership 
No change 

▪ No additional effects are expected with the 
Meliadine Extension activities than what was 
assessed in the 2014 FEIS. 

 

Public and Worker 
Health and Safety 
Change, overall 
positive 

▪ Meliadine Extension would be expected to have 
an overall positive effect on health and safety 
performance for the Meliadine Mine by continued 
provision of training and on-site health services.  

▪ Project activities, including the release of 
emissions, may result in changes to the 
environment and people’s perception of the 
environmental quality, which can in turn affect 
human health.  
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Valued Component 
and Change Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and Monitoring  

Traditional Activity 
and Knowledge 
No change and/or 
negligible minor 
impacts 

No change to impact predictions for the Meliadine 
Extension; however: 
▪ Extension activities may affect availability of 

terrestrial wildlife, marine wildlife and vegetation 
for harvesting; and 

▪ Extension footprint may change usage and access 
to culturally important areas. 

▪ Traditional pursuits of Inuit employees accommodated 
within work schedules and coordinated with the 
operational needs of the Project. 

▪ Use minimal size footprint. 
▪ Use of AWAR for access to traditional harvesting areas.  
▪ Other mitigation measures related to terrestrial and marine 

wildlife and vegetation components.  
Non-Traditional Land 
and Resource Use 
No change 

▪ The Extension would continue to enhance access 
to non-traditional hunting and fishing 
opportunities, outfitting and guiding businesses by 
an additional 11 years.  

▪ The Meliadine Extension may enhance access to 
Iqalugaarjuup Nunanga Territorial Park for an 
additional 11 years.  

▪ Visual disturbance will be enhanced by the 
addition of an on-site windfarm. 

▪ Employ mitigation measures for noise pathway analysis. 
▪ Where possible, minimize the above-ground visibility of 

waste rock piles. 
▪ Considers existing T&C #104 and 105 of Project 

Certificate No. 006 to be sufficient to protect, mitigate and 
monitor potential impacts associated with the Meliadine 
Extension. 

Heritage Resources 
No change and/or 
negligible minor 
impacts 

▪ Potential direct effects to heritage resources were 
predicted from construction and operations phases 
during ground altering activities and the removal 
of soil, vegetation and bedrock. 

▪ Continue to implement the approved Cultural and 
Heritage Resources Protection Plan to limit effects to 
heritage resources. 

▪ Awareness training for staff and contractors, avoidance of 
previously recorded sites.  

▪ Use minimal sized footprint and complete additional 
assessment for any changes to the Project footprint with 
potential to contain heritage resources. 

▪ Considers existing T&C #105 and 106 of Project 
Certificate No. 006 to be sufficient to protect, mitigate and 
monitor potential impacts associated with the Meliadine 
Extension. 
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Agnico Eagle’s assessment of the potential effects of the Extension Proposal on the socio-
economic environment concluded that the majority of effect predictions are consistent with those 
of the 2014 FEIS. No new primary pathways were identified for the VSECs. 

In terms of economic development and opportunities, the Meliadine Extension would continue 
positive effects outlined in the 2014 FEIS by way of the extended life of mine and increased 
employment opportunities. This would result in extending income for employees. Positive effects 
on investment, Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and public revenue would persist throughout the 
life of mine. Contracting and entrepreneurship opportunities and supply of goods would continue 
to maximize opportunities for local businesses. Given the extended life of mine and additional 
employment, significant positive economic effects would continue throughout the Meliadine 
Extension.  

The Meliadine Extension would also continue to significantly improve educational achievement, 
training in existing education system and skill level of the local workforce by the extended life of 
mine and additional employment and on the job training opportunities. Nutrition and safety would 
continue to be impacted positively by the extended life of mine and associated employment and 
training opportunities.  

As a result of most recent data from the socio-economic monitoring report indicating that there is 
no mining induced in-migration as predicted in the 2014 FEIS and existing mitigation measures 
the effects on local and regional transport by the extended life of the mine are deemed to be only 
positive as part of the Extension assessment. The continued usage of the AWAR would enhance 
accessibility and a significant increase of traffic level on local roads is not expected as mitigation 
measures such as the usage of the bypass road are already in place coupled with abiding signage 
and speed limits. The magnitude of this effect is assessed as moderate, as it would result in a 
noticeable change in land use opportunities for local residents. The effect would persist with the 
Meliadine Extension until closure. Despite the fact that the road would be removed in the interest 
of reclamation post-closure, this effect is considered significant given its moderately positive long-
term nature.  

It was noted that the Meliadine Extension would add substantially to the government revenue 
through taxes and royalties. However, it would also lead to increased costs since demand for 
various local services would go up. Given that its fiscal burden (costs) would be smaller than the 
public revenues it generates, Meliadine Extension would lead to a better fiscal position of all levels 
of government. For operational, regulatory and monitoring capacities of government, the 
Meliadine Extension would increase demand on various public services, putting additional 
pressure on resources, resulting in a potentially negative effect on users. However, increased 
training of the labour force could have a beneficial effect on capacities in the long-term.  

The Meliadine Extension would continue to have both positive and negative effects on traditional 
and commercial harvesting as well as land use and mobility similar to the approved project. The 
sustainability of traditional harvesting is not expected to be affected due to Extension-related 
changes in the availability of traditional resources. The Meliadine Extension would result in 
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changes to noise and visual effects from the 2014 FEIS Land Use and Mobility due to the addition 
of a windfarm. It was noted that overall, the Meliadine Extension would increase visual 
disturbance compared to the approved Project by the addition of the wind turbines to the mine 
infrastructures. Elevations of the top of wind turbines (defined as pylon height plus blade length) 
were determined by assuming a standard height of 144.5 m for each turbine that was then added 
to the ground elevation at the location of each individual turbine. However, the Extension is not 
anticipated to significantly increase noise level from what was predicted in 2014. Low increase in 
sound level is predicted at three (3) cabin locations and negligible at 17. People who are able to 
see the windfarm and hear Meliadine Extension-related noise may experience a diminished sense 
of wilderness character while in these areas. The extended mine life would allow local residents 
to continue to use the AWAR until closure and would enhance access to Iqalugaarjuup Nunanga 
Territorial Park and the surrounding areas. 

Heritage resources may be affected by ground alteration from the installation of the wind turbines, 
and expansion of the mine infrastructure, however, all sites which would be impacted by the 
Meliadine Extension either have or would be mitigated by standard archaeological methods and 
plans already in place. Agnico Eagle does not consider any impacts to archaeological sites or 
heritage resources beyond what has been previously assessed and documented.  
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2.4 Other Issues Considered by the Board 

The Proponent’s assessment considered cumulative effects as a potential pathway for effects to 
both ecosystemic and socio-economic valued components. The Proponent concluded that the 
Extension Proposal does not change the cumulative effects previously assessed within the original 
2014 FEIS, as the changes are similar to previously assessed activities and within the same local 
and regional study areas.  

Agnico Eagle’s alternatives assessment investigated the use of exhausted pits to store tailings and 
waste rock, temporary storage of saline and surface contact water into pits, and the construction 
and operation of an on-site airstrip. The Proponent completed the assessment of impacts associated 
with these alternative in accordance with the methods outlined in the FEIS Addendum. Following 
the Technical Meetings and Pre-Hearing Conference held in November 2022, Agnico Eagle 
removed the alternative to develop a new airstrip for the “Meliadine Extension” Proposal. This 
was based on community feedback requesting that Agnico Eagle not construct and airstrip at site 
and continue using the Rankin Inlet airport to support project operations.   

The Proponent assessed the potential effects of the Extension Proposal on human health and 
ecological risk, specifically any linkages between human health and contaminants of potential 
concern (metals in aquatic life, dust, mine workers exposure to chemicals). The conclusions of the 
Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA) were that the Extension Proposal was 
of negligible risk to ecological health. With respect to human health, the conclusions of the 
HHERA were that the overall impacts of Extension Proposal are not considered to be significant 
with the potential risks to human health being similar to those assessed in the in the 2014 FEIS 
and are determined to be acceptable.  

As in the 2014 FEIS, Agnico Eagle noted that it is recognized that for select socio-economic 
parameters, there is some potential for transboundary effects related to the Meliadine Extension. 
These include potential economic benefits elsewhere in Canada in the form of employment, 
business and contracting opportunities (and associated provincial and federal tax revenue) not 
filled by Nunavummiut. Transboundary cumulative effects include cumulative economic benefits 
from resource development projects in Nunavut.  

Marine shipping associated with the Meliadine Extension also has the potential for transboundary 
effects. Potential transboundary effects to marine water quality, fish and fish habitat, mammals 
and/or birds include accidental spills, underwater and in-air noise, and vessel strikes. The potential 
residual impacts of these effects were determined to be not significant.  

Table 5 below provides the summary of impact predictions, changes and significance 
determinations as presented by Agnico Eagle in the FEIS Addendum related to other issues 
considered. 
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Table 5: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Conclusions in Respect of Other Issues Considered by the Board 

Other Issues and 
Changes Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and Monitoring 

Cumulative Effects 
No change and/or negligible 
minor impacts 

Agnico Eagle identified no instances where the 
potential for cumulative effects changed because 
of the Extension Proposal.  

 

Alternatives Analysis 
Change; not significant 

Original alternatives analysis included 
investigating the use of exhausted pits to store 
tailings and waste rock, temporary storage of 
saline and surface contact water into pits, and the 
construction and operation of an on-site airstrip.  
The alternative for the on-site airstrip was removed 
following community concerns and comments. 

▪ In-pit slurry tailings deposition as an alternative to dry 
stacking method would improve the current economics 
and mine planning, reduce overall freshwater 
consumption during closure reflooding, while using 
existing Meliadine Mill for ore processing facilities, 
within an area that has previously been impacted.  

▪ In-pit disposal would reduce the surface area impacted by 
the project by reducing the footprint of the WRSF. The 
use of exhausted pits to store waste rock is also link the 
primary offsetting strategy of the Meliadine Extension. 

Accidents and 
Malfunctions 

The types of major accidents and malfunctions that 
may occur, specifically tied to Meliadine 
Extension activities, include the windfarm 
incidents. Other potential accidents or 
malfunctions (i.e., vehicle accidents, spills, fires, 
on-site pipe malfunctions, waterline failure) have 
already been assessed and Management Plans are 
approved to ensure appropriate mitigation 
measures are in place. It is not anticipated that the 
risks of accidents or malfunctions (e.g., vehicle 
accidents, spills) would increase or change as a 
result of Meliadine Extension activities.  

▪ Adherence and implementation Windfarm Management 
Plan, and establishment of other applicable monitoring 
programs and adaptive management. 

▪ Adherence to regulatory requirements and legislated 
safety standards. 

Transboundary Effects ▪ Agnico Eagle considers the potential for 
transboundary impacts tied to the Meliadine 
Extension to be negligible.  

▪ Incremental direct and indirect effects to caribou 
are unlikely to be measurable.  

▪ Adherence to regulatory requirements and legislated 
safety standards. 
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Other Issues and 
Changes Discussion of Interactions Summary of Applicable Mitigation and Monitoring 

▪ Potential for transboundary effects on marine 
water quality, fish and fish habitat, mammals 
and/or birds include accidental spills, 
underwater and in-air noise, and vessel strikes, 
however the effects determined to be non-
significant.  

▪ Some potential for transboundary effects for 
select VSECs such as employment and 
contracting opportunities. 

Human Health and 
Ecological Risk 
Assessment 
No change; negligible 
impacts 

No effects are expected with the proposed 
Meliadine Extension activities beyond what was 
assessed in the 2014 FEIS as the activities are 
within the same footprint, but it is expected to 
change the duration of effects previously assessed.  

Design features and mitigation measures incorporated from 
the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project to remove 
pathways and limit any potential effects to human health.  
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2.4.1 Proposed Mitigation and Monitoring Measures (Ecosystemic Environment) 

Agnico Eagle has identified the following management and monitoring plans, which encompass 
the mitigation measures summarized in Table 3 above and would apply directly to the Extension 
Proposal. Where appropriate, the following plans have been amended and/or developed to 
incorporate the Extension Proposal and associated activities: 

▪ Adaptive Management Plan 
▪ Air Quality Monitoring Plan 
▪ Aquatic Effects Monitoring Program 
▪ Conceptual Closure and Reclamation 

Plan 
▪ Culture and Heritage Resources 

Protection Plan 
▪ Dust Management Plan 
▪ Environmental Management Protection 

Plan 
▪ Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan 
▪ Groundwater Management Plan (within 

the Water Management Plan) 
▪ Noise Abatement and Monitoring Plan 

▪ Ocean Discharge Management Plan 
▪ Oil Pollution and Emergency Plan* 
▪ Risk Management and Emergency 

Response Plan* 
▪ Roads Management Plan 
▪ Shipping Management Plan 
▪ Socio-Economic Monitoring Program 
▪ Spill Contingency Plan 
▪ Terrestrial Environment Management 

and Monitoring Plan 
▪ Water Management Plan 
▪ Water Quality and Flow Plan 
▪ Wildlife Protection and Response Plan 
▪ Windfarm Management Plan (new)

*Agnico Eagle noted that it is committed to adhering to all existing plans that were developed for 
the Meliadine Gold Mine Project under Project Certificate No. 006, Amendment 2.  
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3 Summary of Intervenor Submissions 
On or before August 2, 2023, the NIRB received final written submissions on Agnico Eagle’s 
FEIS Addendum for the Extension Proposal from the parties as listed in Table 6. 

Table 6: Final Written Submissions and NIRB Document ID No. 

Intervenor Public Registry ID No. 

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) 346399(English)  
and 346400 (Inuktitut) 

Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA) 346398 
Government of Nunavut (GN) 346485 
Government of Canada represented by the following departments 
coordinated through the Northern Projects Management Office: 

• Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 
Canada (CIRNAC) 

• Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) 
• Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) 
• Health Canada (HC) 
• Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) 
• Transport Canada (TC) 

346397 

Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC)  346395 
Sayisi Dene First Nation and Northland Denesuline First Nation 
(SDFN and NDFN) 

346396 

3.1 Summary of Submissions in Respect of Ecosystemic Effects 

Table 7, Table 9, Table 11, Table 13, and Table 15 below provide a brief summary of the final 
written submissions from Intervenors and parties on Agnico Eagle’s FEIS Addendum in respect 
of ecosystemic effects. Table 8,  

Table 10, Table 12, Table 14, and Table 16 provide Agnico Eagle’s responses. The complete final 
written submissions and responses can be accessed through NIRB’s Public Registry at 
www.nirb.ca/project/125684 by searching the above document ID numbers. During the Public 
Hearing the Proponent and parties had an opportunity to discuss the resolution of any technical 
comments and follow up on submissions and outstanding issues. A summary of the main 
discussion points is provided below but a full account of the Public Hearing technical sessions can 
be accessed in the Public Hearing transcripts available on the NIRB’s Public Registry at 
www.nirb.ca/project/125684 by searching document IDs 347437 through 347443 and 347445. 

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
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3.1.1 Caribou 

Table 7: Summary of Comments Received from Parties on Caribou 

Party Areas of Concern 

KIA 
▪ Uncertain with caribou’s response to mine site and how they will react to 

intensification of mining activities, especially with the trend toward the earlier 
arrival of cows and younger, even newborn, calves in the vicinity of the Mine 
site. 

▪ Recommends additional analysis on caribou movement and shutdown 
protocols and proposes a calving protection plan if the mine site becomes 
within the calving ground.  

▪ Concerns with the analysis on caribou movement relative to Meliadine Mine 
(Commitment 38 Analysis). 

▪ Recommends provision of additional information on Discovery Road and 
waterline. 

GN 
▪ Concerned that the potential impacts to caribou have not been adequately 

assessed and the Extension’s potential to result in habitat loss for caribou may 
be underestimated, including the development of the windfarm. 

▪ Current TEMMP may not provide adequate protection for migrating caribou.  
▪ Recommendation that the TAG should evaluate thresholds for mine shutdowns 

to ensure 70% or more of caribou experience reduced disturbance as they move 
past the project. In the interim, Agnico Eagle should increase distance threshold 
for mine shutdowns to 10 km.  

ADNLC 
▪ Does not support any new developments in critical calving and post-calving 

grounds and recommends the Extension proposal not be approved.  
▪ Increasing overlap of the caribou calving and post-calving grounds with the 

Regional Study Area warrants review of the current Project Certificate terms 
and conditions and caribou protection measures.    

▪ Request for a meeting of Elders from all potentially impacted communities to 
discuss the concerns about the calving grounds overlapping with the Regional 
Study Area.  

▪ Request that Athabasca Denesųłiné be permitted to join the Terrestrial 
Advisory Group with an update to Term and Condition #132. 

SDFN and 
NDFN ▪ Cannot fully assess the Meliadine extension proposal and request a detailed 

assessment of new baseline conditions for caribou be completed. 
▪ Additional data should be collected related to caribou movement and behaviour 

prior to the construction of the windfarm. 
▪ Include Inuit Qaujimaningit and Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit interviews to enhance 

and validate western science studies. 
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Party Areas of Concern 

▪ Revise caribou projection protocols and mitigation thresholds due to increase 
distribution and presence of caribou near the AWAR and the mine site. 

▪ Concerns with the analysis on caribou movement relative to Meliadine Mine 
(Commitment 38 Report). 

▪ Discovery Road profiles have not been provided and waterline coverings 
information to date has been inconsistent and lacking detail for proper 
assessment of impacts. 

Table 8: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments Relating to Caribou  

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

NTI ▪ Does not agree that there are significant adverse effects to caribou and have 
submitted the Commitment 38 analysis report in July 2023 to address 
comments. 

KIA ▪ Windfarm option: 
o Windfarm is the only viable option in order to meet Agnico Eagle’s green 

energy focus.   
o Location next to the existing Meliadine Mine infrastructure will minimize 

indirect habitat loss; is more advantageous for wind direction and velocity; 
is more cost effective; and requires fewer roads to be built. 

▪ Caribou concerns:  
o TEMMP provides mechanisms to ensure caribou are protected and 

practices are in place at the Meliadine Mine. Thresholds have worked as 
there has been no mine related caribou mortalities.   

o Will continue to work with the HTO when it comes to caribou migration 
measures and shutdown procedures of the AWAR and Mine site activity. 

GN ▪ Notes that the TEMPP already has a robust program in place for caribou and 
that additional triggers and monitoring requirements is an unnecessary 
complication. Further, the Windfarm Management Plan includes adaptive 
management in case effects are discovered greater than predicted. 

▪ Working with the TAG to address monitoring requirements, present plans and 
results of monitoring and update these programs as needed. 

ADNLC ▪ Submissions previously provided does include assessment of direct and indirect 
incremental and cumulative habitat loss related to the post-calving and summer 
ranges. Results support the conclusion of no significant residual effects to 
caribou for the Extension Addendum proposal. 

▪ Windfarm concerns: 
o The TEMMP and proposed Windfarm Management Plan includes adaptive 

management that govern mitigation for caribou and other wildlife.   
o A new assessment of the Meliadine Extension is not required as a result of 

calving range overlap with the Mine’s Regional Study Area. 
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Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

o Proposed windfarm location is appropriate for caribou and mitigation is in 
place to protect caribou.   

o Long-term monitoring of caribou at the Diavik Diamond Mine shows that 
caribou responses to wind turbines to be negligible. 

▪ No need to update Term and Condition 132. 

SDFN 
and 
NDFN 

▪ The completed effects assessments for direct and indirect on caribou habitat 
spatial boundaries support the 2014 FEIS and FEIS Addendum conclusions 
about significance determination, which is that the residual effects to caribou 
are not significant. 

▪ Current Windfarm Management Plan already includes caribou presence and 
movement, and behaviours data at various distances from the windfarm 
location. 

▪ The Kivalliq Elders Advisory Group which comprised of Elders identify, 
validate, and propose various means on how to integrate IQ, Inuit Societal 
Values and community knowledge in mining development. Information 
collected can be used to inform western science studies. 

▪ Protection measures in place are working, and there is need for additional 
caribou mitigation measures or studies at this time. 

▪ The construction of the Discovery waterline will not be delayed. Several 
caribou movement analysis have been completed, and further assessment of 
caribou movement and behaviour is not necessary prior to installation.  

 

Caribou was a highly discussed topic throughout the technical sessions of the Public Hearing. 
Discussions around this topic focused on the proposed mining intensification and added 
infrastructure at site, mine life extension, and construction and operation of wind turbines.  

3.1.1.1 Existing Impacts 

Parties stressed the importance of reviewing the impact of the current Project and current 
mitigation and monitoring measures in order to assess the potential impact of the intensification 
of mining and extension of mine life for an additional 11 years. Throughout the Hearing, Agnico 
Eagle stated that their current mitigation measures were sufficiently protective of caribou and that 
their monitoring results supported the conclusions of the 2014 FEIS of non-significant impacts to 
caribou.  

As evidence towards this conclusion, Agnico Eagle referenced their Technical Memo titled 
Commitment 38 Analysis – Caribou Movements Relative to Meliadine Mine and Other Factors 
(Commitment 38 Analysis).41 During their presentation on Valued Ecosystemic Components, 
Agnico Eagle stated that the TAG members were involved in the scope, objectives, and study 

 
41 Agnico Eagle, Commitment 38 Analyses-Caribou Movements Relative to Meliadine Mine and Other Factors, July 
14, 2023, Public Registry ID: 346134. 
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design of this analysis. As presented in the Hearing, the results of the Commitment 38 Analysis 
had concluded that caribou were not changing their movement behaviour in response to the mine 
and AWAR, but were changing movement in accordance to habitat.   

Parties involved in the TAG, including NTI, KIA, SDFN and NDFN, as well as the ADNLC, 
continued to note technical deficiencies of the Commitment 38 Analysis and expressed concerns 
with its conclusions. These parties emphasized that it was not a TAG recommendation to release 
this report. In questioning the KIA, Agnico Eagle asked whether the TAG was a good forum for 
finding a pathway forward to resolve the outstanding issues on the Commitment 38 Analysis. To 
which the KIA responded: “I think it is -- it is a -- a good forum, and at the moment, in terms -- it 
is a forum that is readily available to the -- to the parties involved with Meliadine, the mine site. 
And I think the mix of expertise and knowledge and experience is why it's a useful and good 
forum.”42  

Within their closing statements, Agnico Eagle proposed a commitment for continued collaboration 
on this analysis by discussion of a schedule in the next TAG meeting for the following items: 

▪ Exchange of written comments on the Commitment 38 Analysis; 
▪ Discuss any additional opportunities for discussion; and 
▪ Issuance of written responses to comments or a revised memo.43  

Agnico Eagle also stated that parties could issue their own report on the same topic following the 
methods and study design developed by the TAG. 

Parties expressed concerns that caribou did appear to be changing their migration routes in 
response to the Project, as demonstrated in the GN presentation of a series of maps showing the 
animated movements of collared Qamanirjuaq caribou near the Project. During this presentation 
the GN pointed out that before the construction of Meliadine Gold Mine collared caribou crossed 
Meliadine Lake at an area called “Sadlik” or “The Narrows”. However, since the Project moved 
into construction and operations the collared caribou have ceased to cross at this location.   

Seeing the GN’s collared caribou animations the KHTO described the changes to the caribou 
migration in the context of what Inuit have always known to be true and emphasized the 
importance of not disrupting caribou trails. 

When Atkinson made a presentation, an animation of the caribou 
migrations over the years before and after the operation of the mine, 
I was a bit shocked – we were a bit shocked that what we have been 
saying is true, that activities on the land affect the migration routes 
of the caribou. 

 
42 A. Gunn, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at p. 563, lines 5-10. 
43 The discussion of Agnico Eagle’s commitment to review the Commitment 38 Analysis in consultation with the 
Terrestrial Advisory Group was provided by M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at pp. 1346-1348. 
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The saying of the old Inuit is when the caribou are migrating, we 
don't disturb the first few animals or herds so they can make a trail 
for the ones behind. And on the land -- when we're out on the land – 
when we are out on the land, as anyone might see, the ancient trail 
of caribou that are visible throughout the tundra, the Inuit told their 
children or younger family members to not even step foot on the 
ancient trails as the caribou will smell the human. That is how 
sensitive the caribou are.44 

In response to the GN’s animations, Agnico Eagle provided a follow up presentation which 
described considerations and limitations of caribou collar data including:  

▪ Since only around 50 caribou are collared, caribou collar data cannot show you where all 
caribou in the herd are or where caribou are absent; 

▪ There are other variables affecting caribou movement and migration, including how 
caribou have been arriving earlier in the year while ice remains at the Narrows which may 
impact their use of this area as a crossing; and  

▪ Field monitoring provides more fine-scale data that caribou have been in the vicinity of the 
Narrows since operations. 

The GN agreed that the approximately 50 collars do not represent the entire herd but they do 
provide a broad picture of herd movements. Further, the GN suggested that while some caribou in 
the herd may still use the Narrows crossing “…there has been a significant -- a noticeable 
reduction in the use that coincides precisely with the construction and operation of the project.”45 
Considering this, the GN elaborated on what factors may have contributed to this change in 
behaviour and the effectiveness of caribou protection measures in response to questioning from 
NTI:  

So with that in mind, it did -- has led the Government of Nunavut to 
express some concerns that this sudden change could be the result 
of the presence of the project, and, in particular, at a time when the 
caribou protection measures of the project were being implemented, 
the 5-kilometre zone and the 50-caribou threshold, if this is the result 
of the project having an impact on caribou, it does lead us to wonder 
how effective those measures are.46  

 
44 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, 
Vol. 4 September 15, 2023, at p. 466, lines 4-19. 
45 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at p. 452, lines 20-22.   
46 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at pp. 452-453, lines 23-26 and 1-5.   



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 56 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

3.1.1.2 Discovery Waterline 

SDFN and NDFN spoke to their final written submissions regarding the concern that the Discovery 
Road waterline could impact the movement of caribou during their post-calving migration. During 
their presentation, they highlighted the lack of plans by Agnico Eagle to mitigate the impacts of 
this linear structure on the important caribou water crossing at the southeast of Meliadine Lake. 
The SDFN and NDFN emphasized that this area had been identified as a caribou crossing area by 
Inuit, Denesuline and Dene people and other parties. Given the importance of this crossing area 
and the shift in usage of the Narrows crossing, the SDFN and NDFN suggested that a proactive 
study of this crossing would help to better understand the potential impacts that could affect 
caribou before development of the waterline begins.47 

3.1.1.3 Caribou migratory changes, including calving and post-calving 

During the Public Hearing, Intervenors followed up on the concerns raised within their final 
written submissions regarding the increased interaction of the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd with the 
mine site. Multiple parties expressed particular concerns about the apparent shifting of the post-
calving and calving grounds.  

In reference to Agnico Eagle’s Technical Memo titled: Meliadine Mine Caribou Movement 
Mapping, Brownian Bridge Movement Models48 the GN highlighted: 

In 2014, when the project was first assessed, less than 1 percent of 
the post-calving caribou range overlapped with the mine's regional 
study area. Today, this has increased to 5.6 percent, and we are 
expecting these interactions to continue to grow during the proposed 
11-year extension. Also worth noting here is that the 5.6 percent 
overlap contains core post-calving range.49 

This concept was also highlighted in the KIA’s presentation where they noted that the number of 
days caribou spend in the Regional Study Area has increased since 2014, and become earlier in 
the year. The KIA presented a snapshot of the GN’s collar data to demonstrate the shift in timing 
where caribou are in the vicinity of the mine site and noted that this has also been observed by 
Inuit. 

The shift in calving grounds was discussed by Agnico Eagle noting that their collared caribou 
analysis shows that calving grounds have moved approximately 80 km north since pre-
construction, going from no overlap with the Regional Study Area to an overlap of 2.6 percent. 
The Proponent noted that there was, however, no overlap with the Local Study Area and they 

 
47 D. Chranowski, Sayisi Dene First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 
18, 2023, pp. 825-826 lines 18-26 and 1-18. 
48 Agnico Eagle, Meliadine Mine Caribou Movement Mapping – Brownian Bridge Movement 
Models – Errata, August 18, 2023, Public Registry ID: 346853.  
49 D. Haney Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at pp. 743-744, lines 23-26 and 1-4. 
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anticipated that the calving ground could continue to move north away from the Regional Study 
Area.  

In the GN’s presentation of the animated movements of collared Qamanirjuaq caribou near the 
Project, the GN pointed out that the level of interaction of collared caribou has been steadily 
increasing from there only being interaction in the summer when the project was first assessed to 
extensive interaction during the post-calving period and some interaction during the calving 
period.50  

Intervenors including the KIA, GN and the ADNLC, emphasized the importance of the post-
calving and calving periods of the caribou lifecycle, highlighting the sensitivity of cows and calves 
at this time and the increased potential for population level effects. The ADNLC also spoke to the 
cultural importance of calving grounds and how they are sacred and deserving of respect.  

Throughout the Hearing, Agnico Eagle maintained that its mitigation and management measures, 
as laid out in the TEMMP, were protective of caribou. The main mitigation measure presented by 
Agnico Eagle was the work suspension protocol when 50 caribou total are within 100 m from the 
AWAR or five (5) km from the mine site. Agnico Eagle discussed how this mitigation measure 
would be adaptable for the shift in caribou post-calving and calving grounds because if caribou 
interact more with the Project area then that will require the site to be shut down more often.  

We've heard since we did the engagement prior to the Meliadine 
mine being in operation that caribou is very important. Calving and 
post-calving areas are important for indigenous groups, and we've 
also heard in those engagement activities that caribou was not 
always taking the same path. There was cyclicality. In some of the 
first years of the mine, we did not see caribou very much, and then 
in the last years we've started to see them more and more, and our 
current terrestrial plan is adaptable to that. And we'll see it in the 
next presentations, but we can see that the mine has been shutting 
down and mitigating a lot more than when there were less caribou. 
So this year -- we'll see the number, but it's approximately 28 days, 
I believe, of road closures or mine site closures. So the TEMMP is 
adaptable. The terrestrial plan is adaptable to changing conditions, 
and we are working in collaboration with the hunters and trappers 
organizations, the Kivalliq Inuit Associations in the last years. 
They're with us in the field to take those decisions on -- on closure.51 

 
50 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 
2023, at p. 375, lines 5-12.  
51 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at pp. 
129 and 130, lines 16-26 and 1-10. 
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3.1.1.4 Wind Turbines 

Many Intervenors expressed concerns about the potential impact of the proposed wind turbines on 
caribou, highlighting the sensitivity of caribou to disturbances:  

…[Caribou] notice danger right away when they hear noise, 
because I'm a hunter myself.· No matter how far the distance is on 
the lake, that you approach them and hear that snowmobile, they are 
already alert.· On many occasions they already know that you're 
present.· So they have a good vision and a good hearing. 

So imagine if you have a big wind – windmill standing up.· And I've 
seen those windmills in Northern Ontario, and they're pretty big.· 
They're massive.· And to bring that in the area where there's no trees, 
only tundra as far as your eyes can see, if you bring an object like 
that, you'll see it from a distance.· And the noise that they make are 
tested, and they say it's very low, but we cannot say that it does not 
affect the caribou because we don't know.52 

Agnico Eagle presented its main mitigation measure as wind turbine shutdowns with the threshold 
of 50 caribou within five (5) km. They noted that after three (3) years of post-construction 
monitoring, analyses could be completed to inform adaptive management. Throughout the Hearing 
Agnico Eagle stressed that the proposed five (5) km threshold for shutting the windfarms down is 
above and beyond what is done at other mine site windfarms. 

Due to requests from parties to understand how caribou hearing compared to human, as the 
assessment focused mainly on human receptors, Agnico Eagle presented data from a study of 
reindeer hearing that provided evidence that some caribou can hear low frequencies better than 
humans. Analyzing the potential effects of low frequency noise on caribou, Agnico Eagle 
determined that caribou are unlikely to hear the lowest frequency noise made by the wind turbines 
at distances more than one (1) km and are unlikely to hear any noise beyond 2.5 km. Agnico Eagle 
also noted that modern wind turbines do not create substantial ground vibrations. They predicted 
that at 100 m from the base of the turbine the vibration level is only 5 percent of what would cause 
annoyance to humans. Agnico Eagle highlighted that their proposed threshold would be protective 
of caribou as these studies suggest that caribou would not be able to hear or feel vibrations from 
the wind turbines beyond the five (5) km threshold for turbine shutdown.  

Agnico Eagle also presented that long-term monitoring at Diavik Mine in the Northwest Territories 
has shown no strong response by barren-ground caribou to its wind farm. As well that a similar 
observation had been made with caribou and the wind turbines at Raglan Mine, Quebec, based on 
field observations. Intervenors noted that these mines are in the range of different caribou herds 
and the Qamanirjuaq Caribou herd has not yet had experienced wind turbines within their range. 

 
52 B. Denechezhe, Northlands Denesuline First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at pp. 867-868, lines 19-26 and 1-8.  
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Within its line of questioning the GN also noted that the study of the impact of caribou at Diavik 
mine was of all mine components and was not windfarm specific.  

The KHTO and the NIRB questioned how caribou may visually be impacted by the wind turbines. 
Agnico Eagle noted that the Diavik mine wind turbines do not shut down in response to caribou 
around the site and caribou do not show a strong response to the turbines. The Proponent also 
noted the other large moving objects at site such as cranes have not impacted caribou’s use of the 
site area, as shown in its Commitment 38 Analysis. The GN noted that studies of semi-
domesticated reindeer react adversely to wind turbines when they can see them (i.e. when they are 
in a wooded area and break into a clearing where wind turbines are within line of site), making the 
connection that the appearance of 11 turning wind turbines may visually impact caribou.  

ADNLC spoke to the amount of uncertainty surrounding caribou and wind turbines in western 
science and questioned whether Agnico Eagle considered Indigenous Knowledge and Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit in determining the zone of influence of the windfarm. In response, Agnico 
Eagle noted that the five (5) km threshold is used currently for the mine and that was developed in 
collaboration with the KIA and involves working with the KHTO each migration season.  

The NDFN also spoke to the amount of uncertainty about the response the Qamanirjuaq caribou 
herd would have to wind turbines “…we don't know what or how the caribou are going to behave 
once those windmills are up. We don't know.· You haven't proven that.· And that's just something 
that -- that we speculate that we might think that's going to happen, but actually nobody knows.” 
53 Expressing particular concern given the shifting of the caribou calving grounds towards the mine 
site.  

3.1.1.5 Thresholds 

Parties expressed concerns with the current Caribou Protection Measures employed at the mine 
site, especially given the proposed intensification of mining and extension of 11 years, as well as 
the shifting in post-calving and calving grounds. Again, Agnico Eagle’s main caribou protection 
measure, both for the current and proposed Project, is the work suspension protocol when 50 or 
more caribou are within five (5) km of the site or 100 km of the AWAR. During the Hearing, 
Agnico Eagle clarified that “50 or more caribou” is not a group size threshold and refers to the 
total amount of caribou within the distance threshold, not necessarily in one cohesive group. 

The GN and KIA expressed concern on the lack of data used to arrive at the threshold of “50 or 
more” and whether these values are protective of caribou.  

We know -- it's very well known that caribou travel in different-sized 
groups depending on the season. They are in the smallest groups 
typically during calving and, in some cases, spring migration and in 
the largest groups later in the summer. So my question is: Is it, 

 
53 B. Denechezhe, Northlands Denesuline First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol 2., 
September 13, 2023, at pp. 229-230 lines 25-26 and 1-3.  
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therefore, appropriate to have a single group-size threshold applied 
to all periods during the year, or should you not have season-specific 
group-size thresholds?54 

The KIA also highlighted the concerns with the threshold in the context of the shifting caribou 
migration. 

The concern we have with the current thresholds as being 
questionable for the intensification of mine activity or the wind farm 
is the change in the distribution of the caribou that, at the moment 
in the last two, three years, there's been a shift in -- towards caribou 
being -- they're more in June and now early June. So these are cows 
with newborn or young calves. And to accommodate their greater 
responsiveness, the thresholds should be changed both in terms of 
the distance and the number of caribou that trigger the mitigation.55 

Agnico Eagle stated that these thresholds were designed through discussions primarily with the 
KIA in the earlier years of the Project. As well that the results of monitoring and the Commitment 
38 Analysis, show that the thresholds are protective of caribou, and they have received positive 
feedback from monitors in the field about their effectiveness after the migration. Also clarifying 
to the NIRB that leading caribou groups are accounted for within this threshold:  

When the caribou are coming during their migration towards the 
Meliadine site, they approach in large numbers. It's -- we can see it 
coming. And in discussions with the Kivalliq Inuit Associations and 
hunters and trappers organization, we shut down. So the lead 
caribou are -- leaders are included in that massive movement 
coming in, which shuts down our activity.56 

As stated within their final written submissions, the GN recommended the distance threshold for 
site shutdown be increased to ten (10) km as an interim measure until evidence-based thresholds 
for the Project could be determined. Further clarification on examples of evidence to determine 
thresholds was provided by the GN at the Hearing “I am referring to various sources of data, for 
example, aerial surveys, road surveys where caribou are observed and recorded such as those 
conducted by Agnico, height of land surveys, behavioural studies, and also a combination of 
surveys that may be conducted at different distances from mines and road infrastructure”.57 

 
54 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 
2023, at p. 206, lines 4-13.  
55 A. Gunn, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at pp. 575-576, lines 20-26 and 1-4.  
56 M. Turmel Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, at pp. 
298 and 299, lines 21-26 and 1-2.  
57 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at pp. 784 and 785, lines 22-26 and 1-3. 
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Agnico Eagle stated that the GN had not provided the evidentiary base to support increasing the 
threshold to 10 km and that this proposed threshold had not yet been considered by the TAG. 

NTI pointed to challenges of increasing the distance threshold as when the area that you need to 
monitor becomes bigger you may not be able to see the entire distance even with height-of-land 
surveys. The GN agreed that height-of-land surveys are typically effective up to five (5) km with 
binoculars, and noted for a greater distance other methods would have to be relied on such as 
hunters, collars, aircraft, and drones. 

Parties also discussed mitigation options other than distance thresholds for site shutdowns, such 
as seasonal shutdowns. In response to the KIA’s questioning on examples of a less reactive 
mitigation measure, the GN referenced B2 Gold’s Back River Project Wildlife Mitigation and 
Monitoring Plan. This plan has a special provision in the event that the calving and post-calving 
caribou range undergoes a long-term shift to bring it into contact with the mine where operational 
shutdown begins at the beginning of the calving season and ends at the end of the post-calving 
season. 

3.1.2 Wind Turbines 

Table 9: Summary of Comments Received from Intervenors on Wind Turbines 

Party Areas of Concern 

TC ▪ Compliance with the Canadian Aviation Regulations with respect to the 
construction of the windfarm: 
o Submit an Aeronautical Assessment Form for review prior to construction of 

the windfarm.  
o Conduct a Glare Analysis Report and adhere to mitigation measures identified 

to minimize the effect of glare on aircraft.  

 

Table 10: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments on Wind Turbines 

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

TC ▪ Understands that an Aeronautical Assessment Form will need to be completed 
prior to construction of the windfarm. 

▪ The Windfarm Management Plan notes that aeronautical obstruction clearance 
will be needed and a Glare Analysis Report is not required as the windfarm will 
not be constructed at Subblu.  

During their presentation, Agnico Eagle stated that in accordance with Term and Condition #9 of 
Project Certificate 006, they are evaluating ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Agnico 
Eagle’s objective is a 30 percent reduction in emissions by 2030 and net zero by 2050. The 
proposed wind turbines would aid in this transition from using diesel sources to renewable energy.  
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NTI and SDFN questioned whether other renewable energy options could be considered such as 
solar panels or carbon credits. Agnico Eagle responded that using solar panels is not a feasible 
option to reduce emissions by 30 percent as the equivalent to the wind turbines would take up one 
(1) or two (2) square kilometres, also highlighting that the sun is not an ideal resource in the arctic. 
Regarding carbon credits, Agnico Eagle reiterated that they wanted to be actively finding a solution 
and participating in decarbonization, not funding offsets elsewhere in the world.   

In response to lines of questioning from Agnico Eagle, CIRNAC and ECCC both supported the 
use of renewable energy sources and cited wind turbines as being effective in the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. However, both parties also noted the importance of considering all 
ecosystemic and socio-economic impacts with this infrastructure.  

Climate change disproportionately affects the Canadian arctic.· 
Canada is warming faster than the world as a whole at more than 
twice the global rate, and the Canadian arctic is warming at about 
three times the global rate.· It's therefore imperative that Canada 
plan to mitigate further impacts from greenhouse gas emissions 
where possible and build resiliency against the effects of a changing 
climate that are already upon us.58 

…There is, however, no one-size-fits-all solution, and any negative 
residual environmental impacts from renewable energy projects 
must be balanced against the need to also reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.59· 

3.1.2.1 Windfarm Location 

In its presentation, Agnico Eagle provided the selection criteria for why the proposed wind turbine 
location was the preferred location; including maximization of wind resources, minimization of 
footprint, archeological resources, cabin locations, caribou migration corridors, raptor nests, 
vegetation, and feasibility. However, as further described within the discussion of caribou (Section 
3.1.1.4), all Intervenors with an interest or responsibility over caribou expressed concerns about 
the location of the proposed wind turbines. Given the uncertainty as to how caribou would respond 
to these large moving structures, as well as the increase in interaction of the caribou migration and 
shifting calving and post-calving grounds, Intervenors were not confident that the wind turbines 
in this location would not significantly impact caribou.   

The Proponent also spoke to the Subblu area, an alternative windfarm location near Rankin Inlet, 
explaining that it was not a preferrable location due to the proximity of the Rankin Inlet airport 
and cabins, prohibitive costs of locating turbines far away from the power plant, and insufficient 

 
58 V. Shore, Environment and Climate Change Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, 
September 16, 2023, at p. 713-714 lines 25-26 and 1-7. 
59 V. Shore, Environment and Climate Change Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, 
September 16, 2023, at p. 714 lines 18-22. 
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evidence that this area would be more protective of caribou. Transport Canada clarified that the 
Subblu area is outside of the four (4) km airport buffer zone and adjacent to the 15 km approach 
zone, with exception of the southern portion. As TC does not exclude the use of areas outside these 
zones, the department does not have an opinion on which location is preferable.  

The KHTO continued to recommend the Subblu area as a better location for the windfarm as this 
area is used less by community members and not in the caribou migration path. They also 
suggested that this location would make it easier to hire local contracting and could allow the 
community of Rankin Inlet to have access to the power generated from the turbines after mine 
closure. Throughout the Hearing, the KHTO stressed the cost of fuel and the added benefit to 
community members if the windfarm could provide energy to Rankin Inlet.  

During their closing statements, Intervenors continued to express concern regarding the potential 
for significant impact of the proposed location of the windfarm on caribou. Intervenors reiterated 
that although they did not oppose the idea of the windfarm itself, they did oppose the currently 
proposed location.  
Within their closing remarks Agnico Eagle stated “We heard very clearly that hearing participants 
would like to see the wind farm in a different location…”60 and Agnico Eagle and KIA both spoke 
to moving the proposed windfarm from the location near the mine site, that was assessed in this 
Proposal, to a new location to be chosen in consultation with the KIA. NTI, KIA, and SDFN stated 
that a new location would require an assessment of the proposal.  
As further described in Section 1.5 on October 3, 2023 the Board made the determination that it 
would not be considering a proposed windfarm in a relocated location as part of the Meliadine 
Extension Proposal.  
For more information specific to wind turbines and caribou see Section 3.1.1.4. 

3.1.3 Water Quality and Water Management 

Table 11: Summary of Comments Received from Parties on Water Management 

Party Areas of Concern 

NTI ▪ Concerns remain regarding potential higher overall discharges of surface contact 
water to Meliadine Lake and its use by Inuit. Recommended a new term and 
condition be developed. 

KIA ▪ Remains concerned with the management of surface contact water on site and 
recommends Agnico Eagle provide information on the water management 
infrastructure to adequately manage the increase in surface contact prior to 
Board approval.  

CIRNAC ▪ Encourages Agnico Eagle to work with KIA to minimize or eliminate discharge 
to Meliadine Lake. 

 
60 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, p. 1353, 
lines 5-7.  
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Party Areas of Concern 

▪ Request for additional information on if total dissolved solid levels in 
Containment Pond 1 has been resolved. 

▪ Additional information on post-closure arsenic concentrations in water bodies 
should be evaluated throughout the operational phase and into closure planning. 

▪ Will review future iterations of the Interim Closure and Reclamations Plan to 
evaluate evidence to support Agnico Eagle’s conclusions about post-closure 
water quality. 

DFO ▪ There is no requirement to report on important aspects of impacts to fish and fish 
habitat and recommends the information be provided in annual reports. 

▪ Include measures to avoid impacts to fish habitat by maintaining suitable water 
levels in watersheds A and B.  

▪ Current designs for water crossings are likely to create a barrier to fish passage 
and DFO will work with the Proponent to ensure fish passage is maintained. 

▪ Recommends adding Fish and Fish Habitat monitoring and reporting provisions. 
Those items were not considered in the original project assessed in 2014.  

Table 12: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments on Water Management 

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

NTI ▪ A new term and condition is not required to address concerns regarding 
potential significant adverse effects to Meliadine Lake.  

▪ Notes that water and waste management are regulated through the Water 
Licence with the NWB. 

KIA ▪ Believes that the discussion related to water management optimizations for 
minimizing discharges to Meliadine Lake are more suitable for the NWB 
process.  

CIRNAC ▪ Mitigation measures that are applicable to the approved waterline from the 
Meliadine Mine to Itivia Harbour are also applicable to the Discovery 
Waterline. 

▪ All applicable plans will be updated within 90 days. 
▪ Considers all of CIRNAC’s other comments resolved.  

DFO ▪ Believes commenting on annual reports is the proper process for the comments 
provided by DFO regarding fish habitat reporting; and responses to all 
recommendations were previously provided in DFO’s review of Agnico 
Eagle’s 2022 Annual Report. 

▪ Considers all other issues resolved.  

3.1.3.1 Discharge into Meliadine Lake 

During its presentation, the KIA reiterated its concern with discharge of contact water into 
Meliadine Lake. The KIA referenced the Waterlines Proposal reconsideration process where the 
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Proponent and KIA had discussed use of the dual waterlines to divert contact water from discharge 
to Meliadine Lake to discharge at Itivia Harbour. The KIA, noted however that with the Meliadine 
Extension there would be a significant increase in contact water requiring discharge to Meliadine 
Lake and that the promise of reduction in discharge to Meliadine Lake had been integral in their 
assessment of the Waterlines Amendment:  

The proponent has not followed through with their promise to use 
the saline waterline to bring discharge to Meliadine to near zero, a 
promise that persuaded the Kivalliq Inuit Association to support the 
waterline in spite of possible impacts on the tundra, berry-picking 
areas, trucking income, and caribou crossing.· Limiting discharge -
- oh.· Limiting discharge to Meliadine Lake, as we propose in our 
water board submission, would mitigate further impacts to this 
culturally important area.61 

Both the KIA and KHTO brought forward concerns that the water quality in Meliadine Lake is 
changing and this is noticed by community members in Rankin Inlet. The KIA stated that its water 
monitoring program includes taking water chemistry samples as well as taking Elders out to the 
lake and completing interviews. During this monitoring, Elders have stated that they no longer use 
water from Meliadine Lake or Meliadine River due to mining impacts. The KHTO also noted 
change in the use of Meliadine Lake as well as Meliadine River that flows from the lake.  

In the recent years, some Elders that we helped to get water from -- 
refuse to take water from the Meliadine River anymore. That used to 
be our favourite spot to pick and use the water from that river to 
have our tea. 
As a local Inuk, we love our tea, and we love it to be pure.· We like 
it clean, but we have refused to use the water from the Meliadine 
River because it gets dark right away, and we can taste the 
contaminated water.62 

Agnico Eagle presented data from its updated Water Balance and Water Quality Model for the 
Extension Proposal that demonstrated predicted discharges into Meliadine Lake would be less than 
assessed in the 2014 FEIS, and water quality is predicted to continue to be below regulatory 
requirements. The Proponent noted that this model was updated based on the concerns of KIA to 
minimize and improve the water quality of discharges to Meliadine lake through actions including 
prioritizing poor-quality water to saline ponds, increasing storage capacity of saline ponds, and 
ensuring utilization of the full capacity of the waterline. In response to Health Canada, Agnico 
Eagle also noted that it follows water quality guidelines from the most recent aquatic guidelines, 
terrestrial guidelines, drinking guidelines, and the Canadian environmental federal guidelines.63· 

 
61 M. McDougall, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, p. 
September 15, 2023, p. 539, lines 7-16.  
62 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organizations, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, p. 219, lines 2-11.  
63 C. Prather, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, p. 208, 
lines 14-22.  
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During their presentation, Agnico Eagle described a water management site visit to discuss how 
water is managed and monitored at site. In response to community concerns heard during this site 
visit about the colour of tea from Meliadine Lake water, Agnico Eagle stated that it hired a tea 
expert that determined that the colour of tea was more a factor of the tea itself than the water.   

CIRNAC confirmed that, as the discharge volumes were assessed as part of the 2014 FEIS and 
Agnico Eagle has committed to working to minimize discharges to Meliadine Lake, their technical 
comment on discharge to Meliadine Lake was considered resolved. However, CIRNAC continued 
to encourage collaboration with the KIA to minimize discharges. In responding to the ADNLC 
about whether they consider cultural thresholds in the regulation of water quality, CIRNAC also 
noted that there is opportunity to set a higher bar for water quality compliance that might 
incorporate cultural values.  
During their closing statement, KIA stated that they had agreed on a commitment with Agnico 
Eagle to divert tailings runoff and camp sewage away from Meliadine Lake to Itivia Harbour, 
ensuring that only the cleanest water is discharged into the lake.64 With this, KIA noted that 
remaining concerns on discharge quantity could be discussed through the NWB process.  

3.1.3.2 Fish and Fish Habitat 

Throughout the Extension Proposal assessment, DFO raised several concerns regarding fish and 
fish habitat and the freshwater environment, due to potential impacts from proposed new 
infrastructure and the elongation of mine life. During their presentation, DFO stated that most of 
their technical comments related to fish and fish habitat were considered resolved for the purposes 
of this reconsideration, and additional matters could be followed up during the NWB water licence 
process and the Fisheries Act regulatory process. DFO identified several measures to improve fish 
and fish habitat including maintenance of suitable water level in Watershed A and B and working 
with Agnico Eagle on water crossing designs. DFO also requested improvements to Agnico 
Eagle’s reporting on fish and fish habitat.  

In response to concerns from the KHTO about concerns to fish health, Agnico Eagle referenced 
current monitoring data which shows that changes in water quality align with the predicted changes 
within the 2014 FEIS. As well, that there is no indication that the effluent is adversely affecting 
fish health, fish habitat, or usability of fisheries.65  

3.1.3.3 In-Pit Saline Effluent and Contact Water Storage  

In concurrence with their final written submissions, CIRNAC and NRCan stated that their 
concerns regarding the in-pit deposition of saline and surface contact water had been resolved for 
this stage of the design process and that further information could be provided as part of the NWB 
water licence process.  
 
For more detail on in-pit deposition see Section 3.1.4. 

 
64 J. Katz, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 
2023, at p. 1310, lines 10-23. 
65 M. Gillman, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at 
pp. 223-224, lines 25-26, 1-18. 
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3.1.3.4 Discovery Waterline  

Discussion on the waterline from Discovery to the main mine site focused mostly on the impact 
this infrastructure could have on caribou crossing as well as accidents and malfunctions for spill 
mitigation and detection design. Further detail on these can be found in Section 3.1.1.2 and Section 
5.3.1, respectively. 
 

3.1.4 Waste Management  

Table 13: Summary of Comments Received from Parties on Waste Management 

Party Areas of Concern 

KIA ▪ Supports CIRNAC that in-pit deposition may be approved on a pit-by-pit basis 
following a comprehensive review of no less than one year, and in accordance 
with terms and conditions to be incorporated in the NIRB Project Certificate 
No.006.  

▪ Proposal of a new term and condition for NIRB Project Certificate No.006 
related to in-pit deposition.  

CIRNAC ▪ Proposed a new Term and Condition for NIRB Project Certificate No.006 related 
to in-pit deposition.  

▪ Recommended that Agnico Eagle perform detailed technical analyses of the 
potential environmental impacts of storing saline and surface contact water in 
pits.  

NRCan ▪ Generally supportive of in-pit disposal methodology and modelling done by 
Agnico Eagle.  

▪ Supports recommendations for more detailed evaluation of the in-pit deposition 
be provided as part of the Type A Water Licence Amendment with the NWB 
and include input from the public.   

▪ All technical review comments resolved, but further studies and analysis will be 
required when detailed designs are being created.  

ECCC ▪ Remaining uncertainties can be addressed through the Type A Water Licence 
Amendment with the NWB. 

Table 14: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments on Waste Management 

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

KIA ▪ Will discuss the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan and the associated 
details related to the in-pit deposition of waste rock or tailings during the NWB 
process. 

▪ Notes that a Term and Condition has been agreed upon with CIRNAC. 

CIRNAC ▪ In agreement with CIRNAC on the Term and Condition wording proposed.  
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▪ Does not consider further analyses on the utilization of pits for storage of saline 
and contact water to be necessary.  

▪ Will follow the Adaptive Management Plan should there be a need for 
temporary storage of saline or surface contact water in a pits other than 
Tiriganiaq 2 during operations. 

NRCan ▪ Agrees that all concerns have been resolved.  

ECCC ▪ Agrees that all concerns have been resolved.  

During the public hearing, discussions by parties of the proposed waste management changes 
primarily focused on the proposed alternative strategy of in-pit deposition. In response to Agnico 
Eagle’s presentation of their proposed alternative, NRCan asked Agnico Eagle to confirm that 
lakes of intermittent elevation with open taliks were included in their modelling. Agnico Eagle 
confirmed that a model considering open taliks in intermediate lakes was submitted as a part of 
their May 2023 submission to the NIRB. NRCan also asked Agnico Eagle whether it intends to 
accept NRCan’s recommendations to refine thermal modelling to incorporate new data and address 
the limitations and uncertainties in their submitted material as specific in-pit deposition plans 
progress. Agnico Eagle responded that they typically update models on an ongoing basis with new 
data, and any updates would be provided through the annual reporting process. 

In a response to a question from NTI at the Public Hearing, NRCan stated that they remain 
“generally supportive of in-pit disposal”66 as a waste management method. In response to 
NRCan’s Intervenor presentation, NTI asked NRCan if liners are considered for use in tailings 
ponds and if there are any other mitigation measures that could be considered. NRCan replied that 
impervious barriers may be required, but every situation is different and would require a more 
thorough study of each pit before in-pit deposition were authorized to proceed. 

There are situations where NRCan agrees that in-pit deposition 
would be safe and fine over the long-term without a liner; however, 
there are others where we would not agree with that... a liner could 
make sense sometimes, but we wouldn't prescribe this right now for 
all the pits at this moment in time. 67 

NTI also asked about the inclusion of risk in modelling for waste rock storage in exhausted pits, 
and NRCan replied that they believe Agnico Eagle has done a sufficient job of incorporating risk 
and conservative assumptions in their modelling for this proposed activity. However, NRCan 
noted in their final written submissions and Intervenor presentation that while multiple climate 
change scenarios were modelled, only one emission scenario was used by Agnico Eagle in their 
modelling and the scenario used was relatively moderate. 

 
66 P. Unger, Natural Resources Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at p. 678, lines 23-24 
67 P. Unger, Natural Resources Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at p. 679, lines 9-13 
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As seen in Table 13, during the final written submission process CIRNAC, ECCC, and NRCan all 
stated that their concerns regarding the in-pit deposition of tailings, waste rock, and/or saline and 
surface contact water component of the Meliadine Extension Proposal had been resolved. Agnico 
Eagle agreed within their responses to final written submissions that any outstanding concerns 
regarding in-pit deposition would be better addressed through the NWB Type A Water Licence 
Amendment process (Table 14). CIRNAC and Agnico Eagle agreed upon wording for a new term 
and condition in relation to in-pit deposition of tailings and/or waste rock. In the Public Hearing, 
KIA stated that they support the proposed term and condition outlined by CIRNAC and Agnico 
Eagle but would but propose additional wording to ensure that that one year be provided before 
each in-pit disposal begins. 

3.1.5 Mine Extension and Intensification  

Table 15: Summary of Comments Received from Parties on Mine Extension and 
Intensification 

Party Areas of Concern 

ECCC ▪ Recommended that Agnico Eagle purchase equipment with Tier 4 emissions 
standards. 

▪ Requested that Agnico Eagle update the Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) reference with the current link. 

▪ Recommendations about assessing the effects of the Meliadine Extension on 
climate change have been resolved.  

DFO ▪ Recommends adding or varying terms and conditions to include monitoring for 
aquatic invasive species and underwater noise from shipping. These items were not 
considered in the original project assessed in 2014.  

HC ▪ Air Quality (Atmospheric Environment) recommendations: 
o Continue to monitor air quality contaminants for all phases of the Project.  
o Continue to implement all economically and technologically feasible 

mitigation measures to limit emissions of non-threshold air quality 
contaminants to the extent possible.  

o Compare measured air quality contaminants to their respective CAAQS in 
effect at the time of the monitoring in future air quality monitoring reports and 
implement strategies to avoid future data loss or missing samples.  

▪ Noise (Acoustic Environment) recommendations:  
o Continue to monitor noise levels over the course of the mine life as described 

in the Proponent’s response to Commitment 30.  
o Maintain the public complaint response mechanism along with additional 

monitoring and/or mitigation activities in the event of public complaints.  
TC ▪ Compliance with regulatory requirements of the Canadian Navigable Waters Act 

(CNWA) by submitting an application for exemption prior to dewatering or 
depositing stone or other material in any pond, creek, or other waterway.   
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Table 16: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments on Mine Extension and 
Intensification  

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

ECCC ▪ Agreed to consider purchasing equipment with Tier 4 emissions standards. 
▪ Agreed to verify the link used in the CAAQS reference. 
▪ Agrees that recommendations about assessing the effects of the Meliadine 

Extension on climate change have been resolved.  
DFO ▪ Believes commenting on annual reports is the proper process for the comments 

provided by DFO; and responses to all recommendations were previously 
provided in DFO’s review of Agnico Eagle’s 2022 Annual Report. 

HC ▪ Noted that all recommendations were previously provided to ECCC in their 
review of Agnico Eagle’s 2022 Annual Report.   

▪ Will continue monitoring of air quality contaminants as per the Air Quality 
Monitoring Plan. 

▪ Reiterates the complaint response mechanism “Tusaajugut” is already in place 
for Meliadine and will continue to be available for the public. 

▪ Will continue to adhere to the Noise Abatement and Monitoring Plan. 
▪ In response to uncertainty in the assessment of arsenic, results from the 

monitoring programs will be evaluated following the evaluation criteria 
identified in the individual plans. Should triggers be reached, consideration will 
be given to updating the HHRA used in the Meliadine Extension, extending the 
monitoring program, and evaluating alternative mitigation. 

TC ▪ Will submit the application for exemption under CNWA s. 24. 

Throughout the Hearing, Intervenors provided comments on potential impacts from mine 
extension (additional 11 years of mine-life) and intensification (additional underground mining 
and all the additional associated works, undertakings and activities proposed at mine site). For 
details on discussion of the mine extension and intensification regarding caribou see Section 3.1.1, 
for water management see Section 3.1.3, and for waste management see Section 3.1.4.  

3.1.5.1 Air Quality 

In a summary of their final written submissions, HC spoke to the topic of air quality as it related 
to human health risk factors and determined that their concerns had been resolved. ECCC also 
spoke to air quality and suggested that Agnico Eagle purchase equipment with Tier 4 emissions 
standards, which Agnico Eagle agreed to consider. ADNLC posed questions to Agnico Eagle to 
understand whether the air quality effects of dust emanating from the mine are studied with regards 
to caribou health. Agnico Eagle replied that their human health risk assessment treats caribou as a 
potential pathway, and this is how the health of the animal is determined. Other discussions of air 
quality during the public hearing centered around the proposed windfarm component of the scope 
and can be found in Section 3.1.1.1.  
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3.1.5.2 Noise  

Agnico Eagle stated in their FEIS Addendum that noise from non-wind turbine-related extension 
activities is predicted to be consistent with their 2014 FEIS predictions and that noise monitoring 
would continue. In their final written submissions, HC agreed with Agnico Eagle’s conclusion and 
noted that continued use of their Noise Abatement and Monitoring plan would be enough to 
mitigate potential effects. During the Public Hearing, SDFN and NDFN pointed out that the noise 
monitoring currently undertaken by Agnico Eagle monitors is based on human hearing thresholds 
but does not consider the increased sensitivity of caribou hearing. Agnico Eagle responded that all 
noise monitoring is done using international technical standards. 

I know you have noise monitors for human effects, concerns, but 
we've always felt that measuring thresholds that -- thresholds that 
caribou can hear would be more important to measure.68 

During the GN’s Intervenor presentation, they spoke to noise disturbance that exists during mine 
shutdown period for caribou from the light duty activities that persist during the shutdown. For 
further discussion of Agnico Eagle’s caribou mitigation measures, see section 3.1.1. DFO spoke 
to marine noise and the extended nature of these effects as a result of the extended mine life. For 
further discussion of the marine environment, see section below. ADNLC also spoke to the noise 
created by pumps along the proposed Discovery waterline and the effects of this noise on caribou.  

3.1.5.3 Marine Environment 

During their presentation, DFO discussed two (2) outstanding recommendations regarding the 
marine environment. Firstly, that the current monitoring program does not include monitoring of 
aquatic invasive species, specifically for barnacles and algae that stick to the hull of a vessel. DFO 
pointed out that mitigation measures are in place but without monitoring it is unclear if those 
mitigation measures are effective. Secondly, DFO spoke to its recommendation for Agnico Eagle 
to monitor and model the underwater noise footprint from shipping due to its potential impact on 
marine mammals ability to travel, communicate, and find food. In response to the NIRB’s 
questioning on whether these recommendations were relevant to the current Proposal, as shipping 
is not proposed to change, DFO stated that these impacts were not identified in the 2014 FEIS and 
therefore have not been monitored. As well, DFO highlighted that the additional 11 years of mine 
life would mean additional time for potential impacts and those must be considered as part of this 
process. 

During their closing statement, Agnico Eagle described current mitigation measures employed by 
their third-party supply ships to be protective of marine mammals and highlighted that there are 
no changes to shipping practices as part of the Extension Proposal. In consideration of DFO’s 
concern regarding invasive species, Agnico Eagle noted that their ships make up only six (6) 

 
68 D. Chranowski, Sayisi Dene First Nation and Northlands Denesuline First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 
11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 236, lines 19-22. 
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percent of ships in the region and do not discharge ballast water as they arrive full and take on 
ballast water for their return trip. Agnico Eagle stated that DFO did not provide any evidence to 
support their recommendations regarding marine mammals and invasive species, and that requests 
for changes to the terms and conditions would be outside the scope of the Extension Proposal.  

3.1.6 Recommended Mitigation Measures in Respect of Ecosystemic Effects 

To prevent, mitigate and monitor for potential ecosystemic effects associated with the Extension 
Proposal, Agnico Eagle is required to continue complying with the mitigation measures within the 
management and monitoring plans in effect for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, 
including updates specific to the Extension Proposal (see the listing in section 2.4.1 for more 
detail). Agnico Eagle would also be expected to fulfill all the commitments made throughout the 
assessment process, including at the Technical Meeting (November 23-24, 2022), Community 
Roundtable and Pre-hearing Conferences (November 24- 25, 2022 and March 16, 2023), 69 in their 
responses to Intervenors’ final written submissions, and at the Public Hearing.  

3.2 Summary of Submissions in Respect of Socio-Economic Effects 

Table 17 below provides a summary of the comments found in the final written submissions 
received from parties on Agnico Eagle’s FEIS Addendum in respect of the potential socio-
economic effects associated with the Extension Proposal; the Intervenors’ comment submissions 
can be accessed through the NIRB’s Public Registry at www.nirb.ca/project/125684.  

Table 17: Summary of Comments Received from Parties on Socio-Economic Effects 

Party Areas of Concern 

NTI ▪ Potential impacts on Inuit harvesting rights from the proposed windfarm 
location have not been sufficiently addressed.  

▪ Supports KIA in their effort to ensure that outstanding concerns regarding an 
Inuit Impact Benefit Agreement (IIBA) be addressed and comply with Nunavut 
Agreement obligations.  

KIA ▪ The IIBA between the Proponent and the KIA, last amended in 2017, does not 
cover the Extension Proposal.   

GN ▪ Proposal presents opportunities for ongoing and increased benefit to 
employment, business opportunities and community partnerships to the local 
communities and Kivalliq Region. Will work with the Proponent to mitigate 
any potential impact and enhance the potential benefits of the Project.  

▪ Recommends that the Proponent focus on gender-specific employment 
iteratives and specifically perform an updated study on the employment barriers 
for women. 

HC ▪ To address any remaining uncertainty in the assessment of arsenic, 
recommends:  

 
69 Agnico Eagle, Meliadine Extension Proposal List of Commitments, May, 2023, Public Registry ID: 345144   

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
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o If concentrations of arsenic are shown to be increasing over time, update 
the Human Health and Risk Assessment (HHRA) with the most recent 
arsenic monitoring data, extend the monitoring program to include relevant 
country foods harvested by potentially affected communities, and 
implement any necessary additional mitigation or adaptive management 
activities. 

3.2.1 Proponent’s Response to Parties’ Final Written Submissions in Respect of 
Socio-Economic Effects 

Following receipt of parties’ final written submissions, Agnico Eagle provided its response to the 
comments received on August 9, 2023. For convenience, Table 18 provides a summary of Agnico 
Eagle’s response submission addressing comments about the potential for socio-economic effects.  

Table 18: Summary of Agnico Eagle’s Responses to Comments on Socio-economic Effects 

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

NTI ▪ Disagrees that there are significant adverse effects to caribou and provided the 
Commitment 38 analysis report to the Terrestrial Advisory Group in July 2023.  

KIA ▪ Disagrees that the IIBA does not cover the Meliadine Extension. The Meliadine 
Mine has already been authorised within the 2014 FEIS and is subject to the 
Meliadine IIBA, which governs any changes that may be made to the original 
project, notwithstanding their magnitude. Will continue to work with KIA on 
this aspect. 

GN ▪ Will provide an updated interim Inuit Workforce Barriers and Strategies study 
to the GN on August 31, 2023, which will include identification of barriers to 
female employment.  

HC ▪ In response to uncertainty in the assessment of arsenic, results from the 
monitoring programs will be evaluated following the evaluation criteria 
identified in the individual plans. Should triggers be reached, consideration will 
be given to updating the HHRA used in the Meliadine Extension, extending the 
monitoring program, and evaluating alternative mitigation. 

3.2.2 Employment and Training 

3.2.2.1 Inuit Employment 

During the public hearing, parties sought clarity about the increase to economic benefits outlined 
in Table 4 that would be offered by Agnico Eagle to potentially-affected communities as a result 
of the Meliadine Extension. NTI, KIA, and KHTO asked questions and made comments about 
Inuit employment and training. These questions and concerns focused on current and expected 
increases to Inuit employment numbers and percentages, as well as any changes to training 
programs. The KHTO also made comments about employee turnover and sought clarity on how 
this issue would be addressed by Agnico Eagle if the mine life is extended. 
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You did not talk about the turnover of Inuit staff. I think that has 
been a concern since [Meliadine] started, layoffs, resignations due 
to other circumstances that we do not know, but what is the cause of 
the biggest turnover for the Inuit staff?70  

In response, Agnico Eagle pointed to the COVID-19 pandemic as a major cause of recent Inuit 
staff turnover, as well as employee dissatisfaction with rotation work and other mismatches with 
lifestyle. Agnico Eagle stated that they have plans to address many employment issues through 
their new Sanajiksanut hiring program, as outlined in Agnico Eagle’s VSEC assessment and 
resolution presentation.71  

3.2.2.2 Female Employment 

As stated in Table 17 and Table 18, Agnico Eagle submitted an updated interim Inuit Workforce 
Barriers and Strategies report to the GN on August 31, 2023 in response to the GN’s request for 
information regarding potential barriers to female employment. During the Public Hearing, Agnico 
Eagle was asked to explain how the results of the study would be used to inform hiring practices 
for Extension-related hiring. Agnico Eagle stated that the barriers identified in the study included 
family responsibilities, childcare, gender bias in hiring, and lack of mentorship for women. The 
Proponent intends to bring the report to the socio-economic committee with the KIA and produce 
recommendations in order to improve female employment. The GN expressed their satisfaction 
with the conclusions of this report during the Public Hearing: 

The Government of Nunavut is satisfied with this interim report as 
a first step in considering gender-based employment barriers. We 
look forward to an updated Inuit workforce barriers and strategies 
study that will incorporate gender-specific employment barriers and 
strategies, and we welcome collaboration on any employment 
initiatives or training opportunities.72  

3.2.2.3 Procurement 

Agnico Eagle stated that it would be their intent to procure a local company to construct and 
operate the proposed windfarm component of the Meliadine Extension, therefore providing 
employment opportunities for local contractors. During their presentation, the Kangiqliniq HTO 
expressed their preference for locating the proposed windfarm at the Sublu area in order to increase 
proximity to the Hamlet of Rankin Inlet and create more accessible employment opportunities for 
community members during the construction and operations phase.  

 
70 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, 
Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, at p. 352, lines 15-19. 
71 Exhibit 4, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034, filed by Agnico Eagle,  Agnico Eagle’s Value Socio-Economic 
Components Assessment and Resolution. 
72 D. Haney, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at p. 742, lines 4-11. 
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3.2.3 Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 

In response to numerous questions from parties about Agnico Eagle’s integration of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit into caribou mitigation decisions at the Public Hearing, Agnico Eagle stated 
that they collaborate with the KIA and HTO to make in-field decisions about mine and road 
shutdowns. Agnico Eagle also cited their TAG as being a source of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit that 
is used when updating monitoring and mitigation measures, stating that this group “includes input 
from science, on-site monitoring, traditional knowledge, Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit”73. NIRB staff 
asked Agnico Eagle to clarify how they follow up with knowledge holders in the TAG and in 
potentially-affected communities to confirm and validate that Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit is being 
used as intended. Agnico Eagle described their process of drafting documents to be shared with 
the TAG before final versions are submitted to the NIRB but did not comment on how information 
collected from non-TAG sources, such as potentially-affected community members, is circled back 
to the public at large. For a thorough discussion of TAG-related discussions, please see Section 
5.1.1. 

In their closing statements, CIRNAC reminded Agnico Eagle that proper use of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit is necessary when considering new construction at Meliadine by stating that 
“the construction of the wind farm needs support from those impacted, and the location needs to 
incorporate Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge”.74 In their Intervenor 
presentation, NTI also reminded Agnico Eagle that proper use of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit through 
the TAG should not be rushed and should include the use of consensus. NTI stated the following 
about Agnico Eagle’s use of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit in their Commitment 38 Analysis.  

… the information provided by Agnico Eagle Mines does not fully 
address Inuit concerns regarding impacts and, in some areas, does 
not fully reflect or consider Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit.75 

3.2.4 Traditional Land and Resources Use 

In their FEIS Addendum, Agnico Eagle stated that the Meliadine Extension is expected to have a 
positive effect on country food access. In response to a question from the KIA at the Public Hearing 
about the criteria used to come to this conclusion, Agnico Eagle stated that increased personal 
financial means from employment could be used to assist Agnico Eagle employees in purchasing 
equipment to access the land and hunt. In addition, Agnico Eagle stated that employees also have 
access to the country food kitchen onsite. The GN sought clarification on the extent to which 
increased access to country food is expected to benefit all community members, or whether this 
benefit would only be felt by those employed by Agnico Eagle. Agnico Eagle clarified that their 

 
73 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at p. 
1360, lines 25-26. 
74 S. Dewar, Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at p.1319, lines 23-26. 
75 G. Nirlungayuk, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, 
September 15, 2023, at p. 507, lines 2-5. 
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statements about country food only apply to mine employees, and that there are no changes 
expected in country food access for non-employees.76  

During the Public Hearing KIA, GN, HC, and ADNLC spoke to the topic of country food access 
and availability. ADNLC raised concerns about potential contamination of country foods and 
noted that Agnico Eagle’s presented materials on country food analyses in relation to the Extension 
Proposal do not include discussion of risks to the Athabasca: 

I see that in the presentation that it did not speak to the potential 
impacts to the Athabasca Dene, and -- and the project could actually 
-- could put the Athabasca Denesuline food security at risk.77  

The Kangiqliniq HTO spoke to the topic of water quality as it relates to traditional land use 
practices in their Intervenor presentation. They stated that mining activities around Meliadine Lake 
are having impacts on the traditional land use practices associated with the lake and are concerned 
that the activities proposed as a part of the Meliadine Extension may exacerbate these impacts.  

The local people in Rankin Inlet use those areas for fishing and 
water supply. Like I said earlier, Inuit, we used to get water from 
Meliadine River. That is easier access to Elders to pick up water in 
jugs and make our tea and cook with it. But lately more and more 
Elders mostly and the people cease to use that water source for fresh 
water.78  

NTI also referenced the importance of water quality to traditional land use in their response to the 
Intervenor presentation given by NRCan. For more details about the discussions of the freshwater 
environment heard at the Public Hearing, see section 3.1.3. 

… people have cabins on the lake, the drinking water, community 
members go by vehicle or ATV to Ijiralik Lake to get fresh water, so 
how the mine operates and how safe the water is now and in the 
future is important to the community… 79 

3.2.5 Human Health 

During the Public Hearing HC referred to Agnico Eagle’s response to HC’s final written 
submissions outlined in Table 12 and inquired as to whether community concern was a sufficient 
trigger for Agnico Eagle to include country food monitoring in their terrestrial monitoring 

 
76 S. Lacourse, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023 at p. 
348, lines 8-10. 
77 D. McDonald, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023 at p. 356, lines 19-23. 
78 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, 
Vol. 5, September 16, 2023, at p. 798, lines 20-26. 
79 B. Dean, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 
16, 2023, at pp. 677-678, lines 22-26 and 1. 
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program.80 Agnico Eagle replied that community concern could be considered as a trigger: “We 
are currently revising our terrestrial monitoring program and could include thresholds and 
triggers such as if there's community concerns.”81 Agnico Eagle did not provide further 
information on how this trigger would be incorporated into the monitoring program. 

3.2.6 Recommended Mitigation Measures in Respect of Socio-Economic Effects 

To prevent, mitigate and monitor for potential socio-economic effects associated with the 
Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle is required to continue complying with the mitigation measures 
within the management and monitoring plans in effect for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine 
Project, including updates specific to the Extension Proposal (see the listing in Section 2.4.1 for 
more detail). Agnico Eagle would also be expected to fulfill all the commitments made throughout 
the assessment process, including at the Technical Meeting (November 23-24, 2022), Community 
Roundtable and Pre-hearing Conferences (November 24- 25, 2022 and March 16, 2023), 82 in its 
responses to Intervenors’ final written submissions, and at the Public Hearing. 

3.3 Other Issues Considered by the Board 

Table 19 below provides a brief summary of the comments received in final written submissions 
from parties on Agnico Eagle’s FEIS Addendum in respect of other issues considered by the 
Board; for the complete comment submissions please access the NIRB’s Public Registry at 
www.nirb.ca/project/125684.  

Table 19: Summary of Comments Received from Parties in Respect to Other Issues 
Considered by the Board 

Party Areas of Concern 

KIA ▪ Recommends cumulative impact analysis at the caribou population scale. 
CIRNAC ▪ Recommends that Water Management Plan and Spill Management Plan be 

updated within 90 days to indicate that mitigation measures for the Discovery 
waterline are included. 

*Final written submissions regarding cumulative effects from extension and intensification of 
mining are captured in Tables 7 through 18, and final written submissions related to 
transboundary effects and caribou are captured in Table 7.   

 
80 J. Anderson, Health Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, at 
p. 349, lines 11-14. 
81 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, at p. 
349, lines 23-25. 
82 Agnico Eagle, Meliadine Extension Proposal List of Commitments, May 23, 2023, Public Registry ID: 345144.   

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
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3.3.1 Proponent’s Response to Parties’ Final Written Submissions in Respect of 
Other Issues Considered by the Board 

Following receipt of parties’ final written submissions, Agnico Eagle provided its response to the 
comments received on August 9, 2023. For convenience, Table 20 provides a summary of Agnico 
Eagle’s response submission addressing comments about other issues considered by the Board.  

Table 20: Summary of Agnico Eagle Responses to Comments About Other Issues Considered 
by the Board 

Party Agnico Eagle Response Summary 

KIA ▪ On-going monitoring and management of cumulative impacts to caribou are the 
responsibility of the Government of Nunavut and not Agnico Eagle. Agnico 
Eagle is responsible for monitoring and managing the incremental effects of its 
developments. 

CIRNAC ▪ Mitigation measures for the Meliadine Mine Waterline are already applicable 
to the Discovery Waterline. Plans will be updated. 

3.3.2 Summary of Intervenors’ and Comments in Respect of Other Issues 
Considered by the Board  

3.3.2.1 Transboundary Effects 

As also discussed in Sections 3.1.1-Caribou, 3.3.2.1-Cumulative Effects, and 3.2.4-Traditional 
Land Use, the potential for impacts on the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd was the focus of discussions 
regarding transboundary effects for the NIRB’s assessment of the Extension Proposal. 

SDFN, NDFN and ADNLC all emphasized the importance of caribou to their communities and 
people. They discussed how their communities and people are connected to the Project area as the 
range of the Qamanirjuaq caribou travels from Nunavut to Northern Manitoba and Saskatchewan 
in the winter.  

SDFN and NDFN:  

…the main reasons we are presenting our concerns here today are 
caribou have been central to the existence of our First Nations for 
thousands of years and continue to be crucial to our ability to 
maintain our culture and way of life and to provide food security for 
our people.· Caribou are central to the exercise of our aboriginal 
and treaty rights.83  

 

 
83 C. Bussidor, Sayisi Dene First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at p. 816 lines 15-21 
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ADNLC: 

Our communities are fundamentally interconnected with the 
Qamanirjuaq caribou.· We rely on these caribou for our food, 
clothing, for our -- our cultural, for our physical and spiritual health, 
and to continue our way of life.· Any impacts that may contribute to 
the ongoing population decline of the herd will have an impact on 
our people.84  

Both the SDFN and NDFN, and ADNLC, restated their outstanding technical concerns regarding 
caribou, including concerns about the shift in caribou calving and post-calving grounds, potential 
impacts from the windfarm and waterline, and current and proposed caribou protection measures. 
See section 3.1.1 for more details. 

ADNLC talked about their experience of losing the Bathurst and Beverly caribou in their region 
and how the Qamanirjuaq herd is their only remaining herd. As a group with more experience 
observing projects in their area, ADNLC also discussed how, as previously experienced, if caribou 
are impacted by projects such as the Extension Proposal then their communities would see that 
impact.  

And certainly with the potential expansion of the Meliadine Mine, 
certainly based on our experience and the impacts that we have 
faced over the years with the shifting of the calving grounds, that 
would also have the impact further down the line for us, and 
certainly caribou do travel a long ways.· And certainly since the 
power line has been put in, the caribou has not passed the power line 
since the '80s when the power was put in for the mining industry in 
-- in the Athabasca.85 

Within their presentation Agnico Eagle stated that residual effects to caribou are less than one (1) 
percent at the scale of the Caribou Effects Study Area. Therefore, the residual effects would be 
even smaller at the scale of the full Qamanirjuaq caribou herd range and unlikely to be measurable 
on caribou survival and reproduction.86  

3.3.2.2 Alternatives Analysis 

Within the FEIS Addendum, Agnico Eagle proposed an alternative, or option, to deposit waste 
rock, tailings, and saline effluent in exhausted pits. See section 3.1.4 for discussion on the 
alternative analysis of in-pit deposition. 

 
84 D. Bigeye, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023, at p. 883, lines 19-25. 
85 D. Macdonald, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at pp. 133 and 134, lines 25-26 and 1-7. 
86 D. Coulton, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 
152 lines 1-9. 
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Within their presentation, Agnico Eagle highlighted that the preferred alternative for the wind 
turbines would be to the northwest of the mine site. Agnico Eagle discussed alternative locations 
that were considered throughout the assessment at the request of parties, including the Subblu 
location. However, the Proponent maintained that the preferred alternative was the location was 
assessed location northwest of the mine site (see Section 3.1.2.1 for more detail).   

As addressed in Section 1.5, within their closing statement, due to opposition to the location of the 
windfarm as proposed in the Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle indicated that they would commit 
to relocating the windfarm to an undetermined location chosen in consultation with the KIA in the 
future. On October 3, 2023, the Board excluded the relocated windfarm from the scope of the 
Extension Proposal.  

3.3.2.3 Accidents and Malfunctions 

CIRNAC reiterated its final written submission recommendation for the Discovery waterline to be 
designed, constructed and operated with the same environmental controls as the dual waterlines 
along the AWAR, as assessed during the Waterlines Proposal. During the Hearing, CIRNAC 
confirmed that this recommendation was considered resolved with Agnico Eagle’s commitment 
and CIRNAC’s suggested updates to terms and conditions of Project Certificate 006 to include the 
Discovery Waterline. 

Regarding accidents from shipping, Agnico Eagle reiterated that shipping activities are not 
proposed to change and that current mitigation measures in the Shipping Management Plan will 
continue to be implemented.  

There is an understanding that accidents can occur, but with proper 
prevention and mitigation measures, emergency response planning, 
training, and preparation, the risk frequency and severity of such 
incident is reduced.87 

3.3.2.4 Cumulative Effects  

Agnico Eagles stated in their VEC presentation that cumulative effects for all wildlife VECs were 
not considered significant in their assessment.88 Agnico Eagle drew attention to the short duration 
of time that caribou spend in the vicinity of their project in order to explain this conclusion.  

Caribou migrate through the all-weather road and mine over a two- 
to three-week period during the post-calving and summer periods. 
For reference, the local study area is 0.2 percent of the post-calving 
range over this period. The predicted cumulative effects are not 

 
87 J. Range, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 
180, lines 10-14. 
88 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 
151, lines 22-24. 
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expected to decrease resilience and increase the risk to wildlife 
population and opportunities for traditional use.89  

ADNLC raised questions and concerns in response to Agnico Eagle’s statements about their 
predicted lack of cumulative effects and the continued use of current monitoring programs instead 
of updated programs to incorporate the extension activities. 

So that would be 11 more years of potential impacts to caribou and 
to the land and people using the land. It's 11 more years of potential 
risk and cumulative impacts using current monitoring. So I think I'm 
trying to understand your perspective. If you think that we should 
not be reviewing current monitoring in the scope of this extension, 
how can we possibly review potential impacts, monitoring, and 
mitigation for the 11-year extension of the mine life?90 
 
… the change is an 11-year extension in mine life, so that's a 
significant change for potential cumulative impacts…91 

Agnico Eagle responded that their current monitoring programs are designed to be adaptive, and 
therefore would capture the extended mine life without the need for any updates to the program. 
During their Intervenor presentation, ADNLC reiterated that they believe there is not enough 
information on the cumulative effects that the extended mine life may have on caribou in order to 
support the Proposal.92  

SDFN and NDFN highlighted that even small impacts can accumulate into larger impacts: We 
know that even small impacts or changes in one spot can build up over time and cause serious 
problems for the herd. These impacts or changes affect not only my rights but also the rights of my 
children and grandchildren and beyond.93   

During their closing statement, Agnico Eagle spoke to cumulative effects in response to various 
suggestions from Intervenors and community members during the Public Hearing that further 
analyses be done on the contribution of the proposed amendment on cumulative effects. Agnico 
Eagle also highlighted the jurisdiction of other agencies, such as the GN, to do regional analyses.   

…regarding the suggestion about a cumulative impact analysis of the 
caribou population scale. In Agnico Eagle's view, this is not an analysis 

 
89 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File no. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 
151, lines 14-21. 
90 K. Rasmussen, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 126, lines 11-19. 
91 K. Rasmussen, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 128, lines 9-10. 
92 K. Rasmussen, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023, at p. 885, lines 6-12. 
93 G. Bussidor, Sayisi Dene First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at p. 815, lines 22-26. 
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that would be appropriate for an individual proponent to undertake. 
There is an existing term and condition that encourages Agnico Eagle 
to take into account regional studies. The type of regional study 
suggested might be a project that perhaps another government party, 
such as the Government of Nunavut, might wish to undertake if they 
wish to do that, but, in our view, this type of regional study is beyond 
the scope of the project.94  

3.3.3 Recommended Mitigation Measures in Respect of Other Issues Considered by 
the Board 

To prevent, mitigate and monitor for potential other effects associated with the Extension Proposal, 
Agnico Eagle is required to continue complying with the mitigation measures within the 
management and monitoring plans in effect for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, 
including updates specific to the Extension Proposal (see the listing in Section 2.4.1 for more 
detail). Agnico Eagle would also be expected to fulfill all the commitments made throughout the 
assessment process, including at the Technical Meeting (November 23-24, 2022), 95 Community 
Roundtable and Pre-hearing Conferences (November 24- 25, 2022 and March 16, 2023), in its 
responses to Intervenors’ final written submissions, and at the Public Hearing. 

4 Summary of Comments from Community Members 
As described in Section 1.6.2 multiple opportunities were provided to community members from 
potentially impacted communities to participate and provide comments about the Extension 
Proposal during the Board’s assessment. Comments heard by the NIRB throughout the Extension 
Proposal assessment, up to the Public Hearing, can be located on the NIRB’s Public Registry at 
www.nirb.ca/project/125684 or by searching the Public Registry Document ID numbers listed 
below. 

Table 21: Public Engagement Opportunities and NIRB Document ID Nos. 

Intervenor Public Registry ID No. 

Kivalliq Community Tour 342479 (English)  
343076 (Inuktitut) 

Saskatchewan and Manitoba Community Tour 343699 (English)  
345062 (Inuktitut) 

Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference 343499 (English)  
343382 (Inuktitut) 

Extension Proposal comments heard during the 2022 Community 
Information Session 

342242 (English)  
342838 (Inuktitut) 

 
94 C. Kowbel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at pp. 1349-1350, 
lines 18-26 and 1-3. 
95 Agnico Eagle, Meliadine Extension Proposal List of Commitments, May, 2023, Public Registry ID: 345144   

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684


 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 83 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

Intervenor Public Registry ID No. 

Extension Proposal comments heard during the 2023 Community 
Information Session 347012 (English) 

To facilitate the Community Roundtable portion of the Public Hearing, the NIRB invited up to 
three (3) representatives from the seven (7) potentially affected Kivalliq communities, Arviat, 
Whale Cove, Rankin Inlet, Chesterfield Inlet, Baker Lake, Naujaat, and Coral Harbour. In addition, 
following the receival of direction from the Federal Government, the Board invited three (3) 
community representatives from the Manitoba communities of Lac Brochet and Tadoule Lake and 
the Saskatchewan communities of Black Lake, Fond du Lac and Hatchet Lake to attend the 
Community Roundtable. In total, 24 community representatives participated in-person during the 
Community Roundtable. The oral format of the meetings allowed the community representatives 
to: 

▪ hear presentations delivered by Agnico Eagle and Intervenors during the technical session 
of the Public Hearing as set out in the Agenda; 

▪ hear a summarized presentation about the Extension Proposal provided at the start of the 
Community Roundtable; and  

▪ participate by sharing their knowledge and views, asking questions of the Proponent, 
Intervenors and the NIRB and expressing their comments with respect to the Extension 
Proposal.  

The Community Roundtable concluded with each community providing a summary of their views 
in respect of the Extension Proposal in a closing statement. The Community Roundtable also 
allowed an opportunity for members of the public from Rankin Inlet to ask questions and raise 
concerns. Table 22 that follows summarizes the key comments, questions posed, and issues raised 
by community representatives and members of the public during the Public Hearing. The summary 
table is provided for the convenience of reviewers, but parties are cautioned that the summary table 
is not a verbatim record, and has been summarized, abridged and organized by the Board staff 
according to topic. The transcripts from September 18 and September 19 recorded all comments, 
questions and knowledge shared during the Community Roundtable in their entirety.96 The Board 
also highlights that the Board’s decision-making was based on their consideration of all relevant 
information provided by community representatives and members of the public during the Public 
Hearing, and was not confined to the information as summarized in the table that follows. 

 
96 NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023, Public Registry ID.: 347442 and 
NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, Public Registry ID.: 347443. 
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Table 22: Summary of Key Issues Raised by Members of the Public and Community 
Representatives During the Public Hearing (September 12-20, 2023) 

Subject Issues/Concerns/Comments 
ECOSYSTEMIC EFFECTS 

Air Quality 
Monitoring 

Agnico Eagle should be conducting air quality monitoring a further distance 
from the mine site to ensure that the dust and contaminants released into the 
environment are not impacting the land, vegetation and water outside the 
Region. 

Air Quality 
Monitoring 

Does Agnico Eagle have to do air quality monitoring around the cabins near the 
mine and in the caribou calving ground within 30 km of the mine? 

Ballast Water Is Agnico Eagle putting ballast water into the sea by Chesterfield Inlet?  

Birds 
In Saskatchewan, we are also concerned about the Proposal’s impact on bird 
migration, because the birds go up in the barren land, and then migrate back 
into our territory, and we end up harvesting those birds that come to the south. 

Caribou 

Although Agnico Eagle talks about concerns about how caribou will be reacting 
to the sound associated with the windfarm; but what about the sight of the wind 
turbines? Have you accounted for the fact that caribou, when they see something 
different for the first time will be scared away? 

Caribou 

We understand what the Dene are saying in terms of being affected by the 
Project if the caribou migration and caribou calving grounds are impacted by 
the Meliadine Gold Mine Project and Extension Proposal. We, Inuit, have many 
things in common with the Dene in Manitoba and Saskatchewan and we all 
share concern about what is happening to the caribou.    

Caribou Caribou used to cross in large numbers through the narrows, but it appears the 
caribou are being driven away from their traditional migration routes. 

Caribou 

We are noticing that there is very little fat on the caribou we are harvesting 
lately. We don’t know why this is happening, but we are concerned that this is 
partly due to the mine, maybe climate change too, maybe particles in the air 
affecting the vegetation caribou eat. 

Caribou Has Agnico Eagle considered what the effects on caribou would be if we 
assumed that there was a 14 km zone of influence from the windfarm? 
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Subject Issues/Concerns/Comments 

Caribou 
After seeing the GN’s presentation about the migration of the collared caribou, 
I have some questions.  When the collared caribou are identified near the mine 
site, where are they coming from and where does the Qamanirjuaq herd calve?  

Caribou 
The caribou -- the Beverly, Qamanirjuaq herd used to travel west and Arviat 
used to be the first to see them, and they would head towards Baker Lake and 
arrive at Baker -- why are they coming from the east now, why has this changed?  

Caribou We are not seeing the caribou in the vicinity of Arviat anymore and in Baker 
Lake we have not seen the Qamanirjuaq herd in the last eight years. 

Caribou 
The caribou migrate from Manitoba up to near Baker Lake, and sometimes the 
caribou are so abundant that they have to stop traffic for hours. It's been more 
than once that the mine has had to shut down because of the migrating caribou. 

Caribou 

The world is hungry, and caribou is a food source that more and more people 
are finding easier to access (from winter roads and roadways servicing mines in 
the region). However, the disruptions that industry is creating are having more 
far-reaching effects on the destruction of our cultural lifestyle than we realize. 

Caribou 

In 2017, 2018, the whole Qamanirjuaq herd went along the coast to Churchill, 
and went up the Churchill River. The Churchill River has been dammed at Missi 
Falls, and the caribou survived that winter on the tall grass in the Churchill 
River. A hundred thousand caribou, maybe. Hunters found spruce needles in 
their stomachs, and the caribou were skin and bones. 

Caribou 

Caribou is like a litmus test on us, and on all the land. The more activity we do, 
it affects them. And once you break up a herd, they become disoriented, they 
venture into new territory and they become vulnerable to wolves and other 
predators. We could lose all the caribou in our lifetime if we're not careful. 

Caribou 
I find it surprising that that information about the caribou population in the area 
is not available to be discussed at a meeting as important as this one. What is 
the herd size? We don’t know. 

Caribou 

People from my area (Manitoba) travel into the Barren lands to hunt.  What the 
Inuit are saying about caribou is true, we see things the same way. We don’t 
live off farmed animals. The wildlife is our life. To this day I trap, hunt and fish, 
and I don’t want to go hungry. 
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Caribou 
Caribou is a big issue wherever we go; we want to work together and get into 
agreement with industry. We raise our voices together for the protection of the 
caribou. 

Caribou 

One of the most important aspects to us (Black Lake First Nation, SK) is the 
caribou and the lands that sustain them. The barren-ground herds have their 
calves in Nunavut and 

travel into our territories for fall and winter. Through these migrations of the 
caribou, we are connected to the lands and people across Nunavut. 

Our homes, our families, our communities are built on a foundation of 
our relationship with the caribou. Our bodies, mind, spirits are fed by the 
caribou. We are the caribou, so having the opportunity to speak about 
potential effects on caribou is very important to us. 

Caribou 

We are all fortunate to be here today to plan for our future. A future where we 
want to see large healthy herds of caribou following their ancient migration 
routes and shaping the lands with their movement. A future where our 
great great grandchildren continue to follow our cultural tradition in a 
relationship with the caribou; a future where the caribou may once again be 
flourishing enough to come into our communities. 

Caribou 

The intrinsic mental, spiritual, physical, cultural relationship we have with the 
caribou and its habitat has remained in our hears and in our blood.  We all have 
a responsibility to protect what has given us life for years, the caribou and the 
important habitats like calving grounds that sustain caribou. Caribou have very 
acute sensory abilities and the effects of industrial development and how it 
impacts the caribou is not fully understood by western science. We can’t begin 
to have the understanding that our Elders have. It is our responsibility now to 
protect the land and the caribou.  We have to understand the true consequences 
of our actions because the caribou have sustained us for millennia, and now we 
must make the right decisions to protect them from the threat of extinction.  If 
they don’t exist, we won’t exist. 

Caribou In order for our people to survive, we must protect the caribou and where the 
caribou calve. 

Caribou The caribou protection measures needed to be modified because the wind 
turbines are too close to the calving grounds (within 30 kms) is too close. 

Caribou During the site tour, Agnico Eagle’s representative indicated that the flags on 
the road that mark the edges of the road during the winter come off the poles 
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during the caribou migration so that the caribou are not distracted. But those 
flags are only as big as a sheet of paper.  If those flags distract the caribou and 
prevent migration, just imagine what the high towers associated with windfarm, 
and the noise, turbulence and vibration created by the windfarm will do to 
caribou who have never experienced this before. 

Caribou 

Traditional knowledge studies and caribou surveys in the 80s and 90s have 
provided a lot of information and there must have been other studies.  Has 
Agnico Eagle incorporated any of that prior research in their submission as it 
was presented, discussed and reviewed at their Elders Advisory Committee 
meeting?  Because many or most of the people involved in those earlier studies 
are no longer with us and that knowledge should be passed on to other members 
who are still in the community.  That work should be referenced and referred 
back to because it goes back to a time before Agnico Eagle started working. 

Caribou 

From personal observation I have seen that the Discovery area is essentially a 
staging area where caribou moving east in late June and early July meet from 
the northwest and west and continue moving east or southeast. Expansion of the 
Tiriganiaq-Wolf mine will destroy an area where I’ve seen caribou migrate 
through, and the same applies to the Discovery proposed Expansion. Stockpiles 
will produce negative impacts on caribou as they present an obvious 
impediment to their movement and cause them to deflect. 

Caribou 
The risk for those of us who rely on caribou is that react badly [to the windfarm] 
and direct their migration away from the area with the long-term potential that 
they do not frequent the area again. 

Caribou 
I am also concerned that the additional borrow pits and quarries and further 
extraction of granular material to support construction further destroys caribou 
habitat. 

Climate Change 

We are seeing diseased plants that appear to be causing sickness to animals, 
including caribou and it is unclear why these plants have become infected, but 
it seems to be climate change.  It is urgent that when Inuit observe these changes 
that these issues be investigated. I want government departments to take heed 
and note our concerns. 

Country food The caribou is our food and our fish; these traditional foods are nutritious for us 
and help us to stay warm and healthy.  



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 88 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

Subject Issues/Concerns/Comments 

Cumulative Effects I see that there is exploration continuing in the region and so I wonder what the 
future holds with all the existing developments and future development. 

Cumulative Effects 

Caribou are exposed to power lines, fire, climate change, new 
predation…exploration, mines, roads. And there’s exploration going on east, 
west and south of here. All these impact the caribou. So any small increase in 
activity at this mine will add to the effects on the caribou population. 

Dust  

Concerned that increases in waste rock will also increase dust in the area and 
this has been mentioned by the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization 
too.  The prevailing wind here generally is northwest and the dust will be carried 
well beyond the footprint of the mine, and could contact water where 
contamination could build up. 

Ecosystemic 
Effects 

In this country up here, the scars you put on the land, they stay for a long, long 
time. When you live in the far north you can't hide the destruction that you put 
on the land, and the animals see that too. 

Ecosystemic 
Effects 

Agnico Eagle’s analysis and studies are updates to the 2014 information 
provided during the assessment of the original project.  I have concerns that the 
world has changed a lot since then. Climate change and economic changes, so 
this information may not reflect these changes. 

Effluent What are the total suspended solids that remain in the effluent here? What is 
meant by “saline” effluent”? What are the turbidity units for a gold mine? 

Fish We are concerned our fish will be affected by the increased dumping of saline 
water into Itivia Harbour. 

Fish I am concerned that the fish seem to be getting smaller and smaller and that the 
fish skin doesn’t look very healthy—I hope someone is monitoring the fish. 

In-pit tailings 
disposal 

In-pit tailings disposal really concerns me. The assumptions made in the models 
might or might not be correct; we’re only going to know if they’re correct 20-
30 years from now. 

Invasive Species Is Agnico Eagle required to monitor for invasive species? 
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Marine Mammals 

In the community of Chesterfield Inlet, since mining has begun we have seen a 
decrease in the whale population as the number of ships coming near our 
community has increased. Are Agnico Eagle and DFO hearing and 
understanding the Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit that is indicating that this decrease 
to the population of marine mammals near our communities is problematic? 

Marine Shipping When Agnico Eagle is conducting marine shipping for the project, are the ships 
discharging oily water into the sea by Chesterfield Inlet? 

Monitoring Does Agnico Eagle monitor the sediment in the bottom of the lake at the same 
time as they monitor the water quality? 

Monitoring What kind of camera do you have out in the field for the camera monitoring 
program?  How far away does the wildlife have to be to trigger the camera? 

Monitoring 
How are Agnico Eagle’s operations on Inuit Owned Land being monitored by 
the Kivalliq Inuit Association to make sure the land stays clean and that Agnico 
Eagle is not leaving behind a mess on the land? 

Monitoring and 
Research 
Monitoring 

Does Agnico Eagle have Inuit involved in any aspects of the research conducted 
for the mine? Are there Inuit involved in the data analysis and interpretation? 
Apart from your Elders, is Agnico Eagle involving younger Inuit in monitoring 
and research? 

Reclamation/ 
Remediation 

I see that with the Extension Proposal Agnico Eagle expects to close the mine 
in 2043 now.  Has Agnico Eagle and the Kivalliq Inuit Association thought 
about how to reclaim/remediate the site?  Do you have plans for 
reclamation/remediation going forward? 

Tailings What metals and other contaminants remain in the tailings that is going to be 
deposited into the tailings ponds/pits? 

Tailings Pits Are there liners in the tailings ponds? 

Visual Impacts 

When hunters are out on the land near Peter Lake and Diane Lake we can see 
the Meliadine mine site from far away.  The lights at the mine are way brighter 
than the lights we have in Rankin Inlet, and it is no wonder the caribou can see 
them.  Even close to Whale Cover you can see the Meliadine Mine from the 
land.  When there is smoke, or blasting at the mine site we can also see it.  It is 
very visible to hunters and to the caribou. 
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Visual Impacts 

It’s abundantly clear that the turbines dwarf the existing mine structure, and in 
my opinion, this clearly demonstrates that caribou will see these structures 
probably before they see the mine buildings. Any lights on the turbines for 
aircraft safety will make the structures more obvious. 

Visual Impacts 
Any reflective glare off the turbines could conceivably reach to the Norwest 
beyond the edge of the lake and into the 2023 caribou calving grounds.  So has 
Agnico Eagle done a glare analysis? 

Waste Rock Are the waste rock pits lined? I don’t see any lining of the waste rock storage 
areas. 

Waterline 

What will the profile of the waterline and expanded road to Discovery look like.  
Agnico Eagle has said that they will build low-profile roads, but that area is low 
lying ground, and with the waterline being installed and higher than the road, 
then the road will not be low-profile anymore. 

Waterline 

When the waterlines were being installed this year there were rocks everywhere, 
and heaps of sand, and the pipe set up above the road. And I wondered how the 
caribou were going to cross in that area—it appeared to be maybe blocking their 
migration route. 

Water Quality My family used to get drinking water from the Char River, but we don’t drink 
water from there anymore, but I do get water from the Meliadine River. I choose 
my water carefully and I want that water to continue to be good water. 

Water Quality Elders keep saying the water is no longer fresh, and we have to go further and 
further away from the community to get freshwater.   

Water Quality The Elders have turned away from using the water, and still were told that it’s 
not contaminated, but the Elders have turned their back already and won’t use 
the water, so that’s a big concern.   

Water Quality I am concerned that the run off from the waste rock pile ends up in the lake and 
that there is no fencing around the waste rock piles and water accumulating in 
that area, so that caribou that migrate through that area could get sick from the 
contaminants in the rock piles going into the water. 

Water Quality Where is Agnico Eagle discharging water into Meliadine Lake? 

Water Quality How much total suspended solids is in the water discharged by the mine? 
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Water Quality 
Monitoring 

Has any of the water quality monitoring around the site identified increased 
nutrient loading downstream of the mine, and if so, is Agnico Eagle familiar 
with the effects that nutrients may have on tea color? 

Water Quality 
Monitoring 

In Saskatchewan, we would like to see water quality sampling at a greater 
distance downstream from the mine, more towards our lands to ensure that 
impacts on water quality from the mine site are not impacting our land and 
water. 

Water Quality 
Monitoring 

What regulators and communities are working with Angico Eagle to monitor 
the water to ensure that it remains safe? 

Wildlife We have concerns about the animals around the windfarm and the expanded 
open pits, not just effects on caribou, but also foxes and rodents. 

Wildlife Collars We don’t like the fact that the caribou and other wildlife has to be collared in 
order to understand where wildlife is migrating. I have killed some caribou and 
wolves that were collared because the collars are making the animals suffer. 

Windfarm Agnico Eagle is talking about constructing 3-5 turbines first; where would those 
first ones be located? 

Windfarm Where does the 5 kilometre and 500 metre buffers from the windfarm come 
from? 

Windfarm Can the proposed windfarm be permitted within the Subblu area under the 
Canada Aviation Regulations?  

Windfarm Has the Proponent conducted the glare assessment and completed the form as 
required by Transport Canada for the proposed location of the windfarm or 
other alternative locations? 

Windfarm If Agnico Eagle assumed a 14 km zone of influence around the windfarm what 
is the reason that Agnico Eagle chose the 5 km threshold for shutting down the 
windfarm? And is there consensus on the Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) 
that the 5 km threshold for shutting down the windfarm is sufficient (i.e. would 
other members of the TAG agree with that?) 

Windfarm If the project approval is granted and Agnico Eagle builds the wind turbines, 
you should be aware there is an abundance of ravens near out communities, and 
they nest in the winter and tend to hang out near the higher ground.  Will Agnico 
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Eagle continue to operate the wind farm even if there are alot of ravens living 
around the windfarm? 

Windfarm How big is one wind turbine? How tall are the wind turbines? 

Windfarm How loud is one wind turbine? 

Windfarm If the turbines are installed, how will the line be placed on the ground? 

Windfarm Do not want to see the windfarm located close to the caribou calving ground 
and post-calving ground.  It would be better if the windfarm could be moved 
away from the caribou grounds.  

Windfarm Agnico Eagle has not provided details about what Inuit Elders Advisory 
Committee have said about the windfarm and the potential for effects on 
caribou.   

Windfarm Dene and Inuit both shared that caribou movements are affected by inuksuit on 
the land, and these are not very large structures; taking this into account Inuit 
will tell you through their experience that gigantic wind turbines will affect 
caribou. 

Windfarm The proposed site for the wind turbines is a big concern because once you 
disturb a wildlife, how do you mitigate that?  Once it is disturbed, it’s disturbed. 

Windfarm If the turbines go up and the caribou’s migration route changes, how will we 
know?  How will that be monitored? 

Windfarm Agnico Eagle has not provided proof that caribou will not react badly when they 
first see the turbines. 

Windfarm How much structure will there be around the base of the turbines and the roads? 

Windfarm Are the wind turbines drilled into the rock or erected on concreate pads. 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC EFFECTS 

Archaeological 
Sites 

The inuksuit around here—we never used to need maps because the traditional 
inuksuit and large boulders would guide the way; we used to line up the rocks 
and we would know how the caribou would travel, but now people move the 
inuksuit around the mine site and build their own just anywhere and we cannot 
rely on them for navigation. 

Consultation 

Ongoing consultation and involvement in this process by all the parties here 
must continue past this hearing.  As indigenous people, anything that is relevant 
to us in Saskatchewan and Manitoba, we need to be kept informed and updated 
to make sure that our interests and rights are protected. 

Economic 
Opportunities 

The ultimate goal is to create an economy. Don’t forget Inuit in all of that. They 
need jobs. They need the income. They need to be able to provide even for 
harvesting equipment to be able to go further. Develop you plans to provide the 
most opportunity for Inuit as can possibly be provided if you make a decision 
to move forward 

Elders 

The Inuit Elders that came with us on the site visit to the Raglan Mine wanted 
to hear from the indigenous people around the Raglan mine as to their thoughts 
about how the wind turbines at the Raglan mine may have affected things. We 
heard from the mine personnel, but did not hear the thoughts of people living 
around the mine regarding their experience with the effects of the wind turbines 
there.  

Elders  

Elder Advisory Committees are being consulted by Agnico Eagle whenever 
they require information about the archaeological sites and the environment. 
And as a member of the Elder Advisory Committee, I can say that Agnico Eagle 
have listened to the Elders (e.g. when Agnico Eagle was considering building 
an airstrip, the Elders Advisory Committee met and told Agnico Eagle that 
Rankin Inlet didn’t want it, and so Agnico Eagle listened and withdrew the 
airstrip from the Proposal).   

Elders Where can I find the meeting minutes from the Elders Advisory Committee 
meetings? 

Employment People in Whale Cove say they want to see employment opportunities if the 
Extension Proposal is approved. 



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 94 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

Subject Issues/Concerns/Comments 

Employment 

Does Agnico Eagle require Inuit employees to have Grade 12 in order to be 
employed at the mine? I hope Agnico Eagle is going to give the local people a 
chance to put food on their table for their families by giving them jobs without 
a Grade 12 education. People may not have formal education but they may have 
experience so they can do the job. 

Experience With 
Existing Mines 

In Saskatchewan, we have a lot of abandoned mines in our area and we know 
that the reclamation of those mines takes a long time and continues long after 
the operations and employment has ended.   

Experience With 
Existing Mines 

In Saskatchewan many of us have worked at the mines for a long period of time, 
and a lot of people benefitted from the mines when they were operating.  But a 
lot of the mines in our area are closing down now and there are a lot of people 
that have been laid off…and now that the mines are done, there is damage on 
our land and the mines need to clean up their messes.  But the contamination 
will still be there, and that is what we are talking about now. 

Food Security 
Country food is our livelihood, and impacts to wildlife and Inuit harvesting 
threaten our livelihoods directly. Everything ties back to our environment.  It 
gives us life and food. 

Inuit Harvesting 

You need to make sure that harvesters continue to have the ability to harvest for 
their community, for people to continue to be able to eat the food that is closest 
to them so that they continue to have that appetite for that food; otherwise it’s 
going to be lost, and we will continue to be poor people. 

Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 

The Proponent says they have integrated Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit into their 
Proposal can they explain the methodology for doing this? Is that a “social 
science”/anthropological approach to integrating IQ into the project? 

Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 

Does Agnico Eagle have the appropriate research permits to conduct the kind 
of research necessary to collect Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit? 

Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 

Did Agnico Eagle get local approval to do your collection of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit. Did Inuit expertise and knowledge get considered in your 
research and analysis? 

Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit 
/Traditional 
Knowledge 

We have heard a great deal of western scientific knowledge during the Hearing, 
but what about our traditional knowledge, wisdom and experience. We carry 
this with us and the experience and the work we have done all the years that we 
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lived our lives on the land. It is very important to acknowledge our experience 
and traditional knowledge as much as they rely on the scientific research. 

Legacy 

My understanding of the mining industry; once mining is done, the industry will 
be gone, but the Inuit and the Indigenous people will still be here. Agnico Eagle 
needs to remember this in their plans. We will still be here on the land for 
generations and long after the mining companies are gone.  

Legacy 

Nunavut is very young as a territory and we’re very young in terms of industrial 
developments, and it is very important that we very, very diligent and very, very 
careful of the environmental impacts because may of us around the table are not 
going to be here to feel the impacts.  This is where participation of the First 
Nations is very important because their exposure to development exceeds ours.  

Traditional Land 
Use 

I am hunter and I am worried that this Proposal going ahead is going to bring 
devastation on our community and young people due to the effects on caribou 
and wildlife that we hunt. 

Youth  
We have to speak and plan ahead for the next generation. We need to speak and 
plan for the protection of caribou so that our youth can know life with the 
caribou, but also so that they have economic opportunities. 

Youth 

We live in poverty while we make others richer.  We need to change this 
situation so that we can have a better life for our people, for our children—a 
modern way of life and a traditional way of life. We have to hang on to both to 
succeed. We know that our children are not going back to a traditional way of 
life and we need to ensure they can benefit from these developments. 

Youth In the future, we should involve the young people in these decisions. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Alternative Energy Did Agnico Eagle consider other forms of alternate energy sources before you 
decided to construct the wind turbines? 

Alternative Energy Has Agnico Eagle spoken to other mining companies to determine whether the 
windfarm has benefitted their mine site?  

Alternative Energy  If Agnico Eagle builds the windfarm, will Agnico Eagle let the communities 
know whether or not the windfarm is of benefit to your company? 
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Alternative Energy 
I think it would save a lot of money for the Government of Nunavut to 
consider alternative energy because they would use a lot less fuel.  I am in 
favour of the windfarm being built to reduce the fuel used by the mine. 

Alternative Energy 
I am assuming the federal government is providing funding to support the 
construction of the wind turbines.  If federal is not provided, would Agnico 
Eagle still construct the turbines? 

Alternatives 

I see that there are other potential types of wind turbines that are not as high and 
not as huge but they could still be used to generate power.  Has Agnico Eagle 
looked at other potential technology to generate the power before these 
particular wind turbines are constructed? 

Alternatives 

Instead of installing wind turbines at the mine, or building the wind turbines at 
Subblu and then running cable to the mine, has Agnico Eagle considered 
constructing turbines to provide power to the community of Rankin Inlet, and 
use that to offset greenhouse gas emissions and perhaps earn credit for the mine. 

Terrestrial 
Advisory Group 
(TAG) 

Has the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization signed on to the 
Terrestrial Advisory Group? 

Terrestrial 
Advisory Group 
(TAG) 

We need to think about the generations to come.  The Saskatchewan Denesuline 
want to be included on the Terrestrial Advisory Group and to cooperate 
together.  We have information to share about what it is like to be affected by 
mining.   

Working Together 

I thank our neighbours from the south coming here and sharing your words, we 
will not forget what you have said.  We need to work together, to come to some 
agreement, because we have to think about the future; our youth do not live the 
way we did traditionally. We are concerned about what will happen to our youth 
if the mine is to shut down (we have heard that the Meadowbank Mine will be 
closing down, and we want the employees from there to be able to work 
elsewhere in our region and not become unemployed). 

Working Together 
Inuit have a saying that in the times of scarcity, there is a need for innovative 
thinking, and we challenge Agnico Eagle to be more like Inuit and think in 
innovative ways. 

Working Together We are not opposed to the Extension Proposal but think that we need to work 
together to improve the Proposal and to ensure it will be safe for our people. 
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In closing statements at the end of the Community Roundtable, community representatives 
emphasized the following: 

▪ The representatives from the communities of Hatchet Lake, Fond du Lac and Black 
Lake, Saskatchewan, Lac Brochet, Manitoba, Chesterfield Inlet and Rankin Inlet 
indicated that while their communities are not opposed to green energy in general, they 
are opposed to the location of the windfarm as proposed by Agnico Eagle, because the 
windfarm location was too close (within 30 kilometres) to the recent calving grounds 
used by the Qamanirjuaq herd.  

▪ The community representatives also urged Agnico Eagle to use Inuit and Dene wisdom 
and knowledge to come up with better plans to protect caribou, the land and water in 
the area. 

▪ A representative from Tadoule Lake, Manitoba noted that mining can provide a lot of 
money, but it is very short-lived and communities have to see beyond the 20 year time 
horizon and plan for the longer term. He indicated that his community has chosen not 
to allow industrial development near their land and is, instead, focusing on opportunities 
involving eco-tourism, and the preservation and sharing of their culture and heritage. 

▪ The representative from Whale Cove noted that his community is small and does not 
get the support needed for residents. As a result, his community is generally supportive 
of the Extension Proposal going ahead to provide employment and other economic 
opportunities for the residents of Whale Cove. 

▪ The representative from Chesterfield Inlet also indicated that his community is small 
and does not get sufficient support from agencies and industry and expressed his 
community is concerned about increased shipping and effects in the marine 
environment. 

▪ The representative from Rankin Inlet indicated that she would have liked to hear from 
the Elders Advisory Committee Members directly after their meetings to keep the 
community informed about what they are considering and Agnico Eagle’s plans for the 
future. She also indicated that when Agnico Eagle arranged for a trip to the windfarm at 
the Raglan mine, she wanted to hear from community members and/or the local Hunters 
and Trappers Organization from Salluit (the closest community) to hear their 
experiences and observations associated with the wind turbines and the interactions of 
wildlife (caribou in particular) with that infrastructure. 

5 Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations of the Board 

5.1 Ecosystemic Effects 

5.1.1 Caribou 

Discussions in relation to caribou movement, migration, abundance and health dominated the 
conversation at the Public Hearing, as well as all other engagement opportunities throughout the 
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assessment, demonstrating to the Board the importance of this topic to community members and 
Intervenors. The Board repeatedly heard about the importance of caribou for the health, livelihood 
and culture of Inuit, Dene and Denesuline in the region: Our homes, our families, our communities 
are built on a foundation of our relationship with the caribou. Our bodies, mind, spirits are fed by 
the caribou.97 

5.1.1.1 Caribou Migratory Changes, Including Calving and Post-Calving  

Throughout the assessment process for the Extension Proposal the Board heard community 
members and Intervenors comment on observed changes to the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd 
migration. During the Community Information Sessions in the Kivalliq Region, and Northern 
Manitoba and Saskatchewan, as well as during the Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing 
Conference held in Rankin Inlet in November 2022, comments were heard that caribou are no 
longer migrating near some communities and that community members are needing to travel 
farther to harvest caribou in recent years. These changes were previously identified in 2021 during 
the Public Hearing in relation the Board’s assessment of the Waterlines Proposal. 

Large groups of the Qamanirjuaq herd migrate through the 
Meliadine River valleys and surrounding areas in the post-calving 
season when calves are still susceptible to cow-calf separation due 
to sensory disturbances.· Communities have noticed changes since 
the all-weather access road was built.· Hunters in ·Baker Lake 
rarely see the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd, and hunters in 
Chesterfield Inlet have noticed additional changes to the migration 
as it happens through their hunting grounds. 98 

During the Public Hearing for the Extension Proposal, these observed changes to migration routes 
and shifts to caribou ranges were confirmed by community representatives from Baker Lake, 
Whale Cove, Manitoba, and Saskatchewan:  

Whale Cove:  

This year, if I -- as long as I have a snowmobile, I go to Baker Lake 
in the winter.· I will go to Baker Lake.· But between Whale Cove and 
Baker Lake, we never see the tracks of caribou anymore.· December 
and January and in May, we never see tracks of caribou anymore. 

In May, they would come around from Arviat that they started 
returning in June, and we haven't seen caribou since then, and -- and 
the ones that are left behind, and maybe you saw they were -- they 

 
97 C. Sayazie, Black Lake First Nations, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 17, 
2023, at p. 1015, lines 9-12. 
98 C. Tartak, Kivalliq Wildlife Board, NIRB Public Hearing File No.:  11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, June 16, 2021, at 
p.459, lines 16-25. 
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were walking east.·They're the ones walking back and forth to the 
east.99  

Baker Lake:  

I don't know -- I don't know how and why they would just be far away 
from Arviat or skip over --·Baker Lake has not seen the 
Qamanirjuaq.· They don’t come in the last eight years now.· We don't 
even expect them anymore.· Where are they now, and which 
migration route are they using?· We didn't know that Arviat does not 
see them anymore.100  

Tadoule Lake: 

…we rely on caribou.·Even on my home reserve we are happy to get 
caribou, but right now the ·caribou meat is low, and we don't know 
when the caribou will be coming back.· Will it always come back to 
us in the wintertime?101  

Meanwhile, a community representative from Chesterfield Inlet replied to a question from the 
Board that in the past Chesterfield Inlet had not seen large caribou herds come by the community 
during the post-calving period but for the last two (2) years the caribou have been migrating in this 
direction: “we hadn't really seen a large herd come in our community in the springtime and during 
the summer.· So for two years we have seen the herds come in by the thousands, and they're coming 
in towards our higher buildings or larger buildings.”102  

As described in Section 3.1.1.3, the Board also heard evidence from Intervenors and the Proponent 
that the Qamanirjuaq caribou migration around the project area has been different in more recent 
years. Intervenors highlighted that caribou have been interacting with the site more and earlier in 
the season. Agnico Eagle also confirmed that the days when they have had to suspend operations 
due to caribou migration are increasing in recent years.  

Along with the observation that the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd is interacting earlier and for longer 
periods with the site, Agnico Eagle and the Government of Nunavut (GN) also presented evidence 
that shows the post-calving ground is increasingly overlapping with the site, and that the calving 
ground is shifting towards the Regional Study Area (further details are provided in Section 
3.1.1.3). The Board heard opposing views regarding future changes to the caribou post-calving 
and calving ground, with the Proponent anticipating that the calving grounds may continue to move 

 
99 P. Kabloona, Whale Cove, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 18, 2023, at pp. 
1144 and 1145, lines 17-26 and 1-2. 
100 E. Elytook, Baker Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 17, 2023, at p. 
983, lines 8-14. 
101 E. Bussidor, Tadoule Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 17, 2023, at 
pp. 1023-1024. 
102 H. Aggark, Chesterfield Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 18, 2023, 
at p. 1134, lines 16-20. 
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north away from the Regional Study Area and the GN expecting the interactions to continue to 
grow during the proposed eleven (11) year extension.103 However, there was no evidence available 
to assist the Board in determining which scenario is more likely.  

The Board also understands that there is a considerable amount of uncertainty that remains as to 
why the shift in migration and calving and post-calving grounds has occurred.  

As many of you are aware, calving distributions change over time 
due to natural factors and possibly human interactions.· But the 
reality is we do not know exactly why the calving -- the calving 
distribution has changed in this manner, and we are also not quite 
sure the reason why caribou don't go near Arviat anymore. … the 
reasons will be hopefully discovered as more research is 
conducted.104  

In response to questioning from the Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA), the GN stated that the 
seasonal shift in caribou movement suggests that further work needs to be done to examine the 
shift that has occurred in the herd’s calving and post-calving. The GN also noted that it does 
periodically analyze shifts in range and delineations of calving and post-calving ground, however 
they currently could not confirm when/if the next such delineation would occur.105  

Despite considerable discussion of this topic and issues during the assessment, it remains unclear 
what has caused the shifting of caribou calving and post-calving grounds closer to the mine site as 
well as the potential for future changes to the timing and migration route for the herd. It is also 
unclear whether these changes are temporary or more long-term, and whether or to what extent the 
mine may have caused or contributed to these changes in caribou movement. 

As described in Section 3.1.1.3 and Table 22 the Board heard from Intervenors and community 
representatives about the increased sensitivity of caribou during calving and post-calving, noting 
that it is especially important to protect caribou from disturbance at these times: 

I'm going to end this with a quote from one of our past scholars the late 
Leon Fern:· (as read) The same blood that spills in the calving grounds 
during calving is the same blood that flows and flows through my veins.· 
In order for our people to survive, we must protect the caribou and 
where the caribou calf.106  

 
103 D. Haney Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5, September 16, 
2023, at pp. 743-744, lines 23-26 and 1-4. 
104 D. Haney Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 17, 
2023, at p. 982, lines 12-19. 
105 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at pp. 462-464. 
106 K. Mecredi, Fond du Lac, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 17, 2023 at p. 
1031, lines 17-23. 
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The Board recognizes that this uncertainty about caribou migration will not be addressed by 
monitoring for project level effects but is broader and requires information from regional and herd 
level monitoring efforts to reduce uncertainty about baseline assumptions in respect of caribou 
migration, movement, abundance and individual and population level health. However, the high 
level of uncertainty about such important baseline assumptions, reduces the Board’s confidence 
that effects predictions, and in particular the understanding of the nature, timing, duration and 
sensitivity of caribou interacting with the activities, works and undertakings in the Extension 
Proposal are likely to be accurate. In addition to uncertainty about the movement of the 
Qamanirjuaq herd, the Board also heard that the most recent population estimate for the herd is 
from 2017 (GN) and without more recent information the status of the herd (increasing, declining 
or stable) is unknown. In this respect, following the Pre-Hearing Conference in November 2022, 
at the GN’s request, the Board wrote to the Beverly Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board 
(BQCMB) to request their participation during the assessment, including extending an invitation 
to the BQCMB to participate during the Board’s Public Hearing. The BQCMB did not respond to 
the Board’s request, and regrettably did not participate in the assessment. Given the importance of 
the Board having access to the current data necessary to understand the movement, abundance and 
health of caribou in the region, the Board expects to continue to seek the engagement of, and input 
from the BQCMB during future assessments in this area.  

As discussed in Section 1.9.2, with the recognition of this uncertainty about the shifting caribou 
calving and post-calving range, and acknowledging the importance of protecting caribou during 
calving and post calving, the Board has applied the highest and most protective version of the 
precautionary approach to ensure impacts are minimized during this sensitive life stage. As further 
described below, in considering the views of the Proponent and parties regarding mitigation 
measures, the Board is not confident that when this version of the precautionary approach is 
applied, the mitigation measures proposed by Agnico Eagle would be sufficiently protective of 
caribou if the calving and post-calving grounds shift closer to the Project as modified by the 
Extension Proposal. 

The Board does not yet accept the recommendation by the Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land 
Corporation (ADNLC) that due to the potential shift of the calving grounds to within 30 kms of 
the Regional Study Area that a review of the caribou mitigations applicable to the approved 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project are warranted. However, the Board highlights that the information 
about the possible shifts increasing the duration and frequency of caribou interactions with the site 
differs from the baseline conditions known at the time of the Board’s assessment of the original 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project. The Board will be focusing on the results of the current caribou 
monitoring and mitigation measures for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project to assess 
whether changes to existing programs may be necessary to reflect these changing conditions. 

5.1.1.2 Caribou Mitigation and Adaptive Management 

Appropriate and functional mitigation and management measures are key to limiting impacts to 
caribou. It is the Board’s understanding that Agnico Eagle’s main mitigation measure for caribou 
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protection associated with the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project involves work suspension 
protocols when 50 or more caribou are within 5 km of the site or 100 m of the All-Weather Access 
Road (AWAR).  

Since beginning construction in 2016 and operations in 2019, the Board recognizes that Agnico 
Eagle has collected multiple years of monitoring data to help understand the effectiveness of 
current mitigation measures based on the scope of the approved Project (as amended to reflect the 
Saline Effluent Proposal and Waterlines Proposal, Sections 1.3.2 and 1.3.3, respectively). The 
Proponent has indicated that, based on the results of their current monitoring program, Agnico 
Eagle is confident that these mitigation measures have been and will continue to be protective of 
caribou. It is the Proponent’s perspective that the current work suspension protocols are adaptive 
to changes in migration as more interaction between caribou and the Project would lead to more 
shut down days. In response to questioning by the NIRB, Agnico Eagle also noted that these work 
suspension protocols are adaptable in the field as they are a collaborative decision between Agnico 
Eagle, the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization (KHTO) and the Kivalliq Inuit 
Association.107  

However, throughout the assessment of the Extension Proposal, the Board heard Intervenors 
question whether these mitigation measures are, and would continue to be, effective considering 
the changed circumstances of caribou arriving in the area earlier, the calving and post-calving 
ranges moving closer to the mine site, etc. Intervenors expressed concerns that the thresholds were 
not evidence-based and that they may not be sufficiently protective when considering the shifting 
post-calving and calving grounds. Within their closing statements, both Nunavut Tunngavik 
Incorporate (NTI) and KIA emphasized that current mitigation must also be assessed taking into 
consideration the proposed 11-year increase in mine life and recent shift in caribou calving 
grounds. The GN proposed that an interim ten (10) km threshold for work suspension could be 
implemented until evidence-based thresholds are determined, however Agnico Eagle noted that 
there is equally a lack of evidence to increase the current five (5) km threshold to this distance.  

The Board also heard from Interveners that there may already be an impact on caribou movement 
through the Project area, in the change of use of the “Sadlik” or “Narrows” caribou crossing 
(further details in in section 3.1.1.1). With the evidence presented, the Board remained unclear on 
whether there was a significant shift in the number of caribou that use this crossing. Agnico Eagle 
acknowledged that the question of the extent to which there has indeed been a change to the use 
of the Sadlik/Narrows caribou crossing has only recently been identified. As such, the current 
caribou monitoring around the site had not been designed to monitor for changes to the use of this 
crossing. Change in use of important crossing locations is of particular importance to the Board 
with the shift in post-calving grounds which may lead to increased interaction of cows and calves 
with the site. 

 
107 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023 at p. 
294, lines 4-13. 
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These circumstances highlight the importance of reviewing regional monitoring information in 
context with site-specific/project-specific monitoring data to gain a more robust understanding of 
changes in the use of important caribou crossing areas at the site. This is particularly the case when, 
as is the case with the Extension Proposal, modifications to an existing Project would result in the 
installation of additional infrastructure, such as roads and a waterline at the Discovery site near 
another important crossing area used by caribou. 

As described in section 3.1.1.1, several members of the newly formed Terrestrial Advisory Group 
(TAG) contested the conclusions of Agnico Eagle’s Commitment 38 Analysis, which Agnico 
Eagle provided as evidence that the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project does not impact the 
movement of caribou and that mitigation measures are functioning. Although Agnico Eagle 
committed to reviewing the Commitment 38 Analysis with the members of the TAG, presently the 
Board does not have confidence in Agnico Eagle’s conclusion that caribou movement is not being 
impacted by the approved Project. The Board notes that this was a commitment made during the 
Waterlines Proposal, which has not yet been resolved, to address parties concerns about the 
uncertainty of how caribou are reacting to mine site infrastructure such as the AWAR. Without 
understanding the current impacts of the Project on caribou movements there remains a significant 
gap for the Board to understand how movements may be impacted if the activities at the site are 
intensified and extended by 11 years as proposed in the Extension Proposal and if the calving and 
post-calving grounds continue to shift towards the Regional Study Area. As identified by the 
Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization during the Public Hearing: 

When Mr. Atkinson from the Government of Nunavut made his 
presentation of the movement of the 50-or-so collared caribou from 
2015 to 2018, the majority of the caribou used "the narrows", as you 
call it.· We call it·"sadlik".· It affected the movement of the caribou, 
but it did not decline the caribou.· We are happy.· But if you add 
more activity to the mine, be careful, be vigilant of the activities you 
provide, you do, and also of the contamination that is being put on 
the land, the fishes, and the animals.108  

The Board recognizes the importance of ensuring that mitigation measures are protective of 
caribou, including not disrupting caribou movement, and this importance was emphasized during 
knowledge shared with the Board throughout the assessment, including at the Public Hearing: 

…caribou is -- is -- they're like a litmus test on -- on us, on all the 
land.· The more activity we do, it affects them. And once you break 
up a herd, they break up into too small of a group.· They become 
disoriented.· They venture into new territory.· They become 

 
108 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 4, September 16, 2023 at pp. 474-475, lines 23-26 and 1-6. 
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vulnerable to wolves and other predators.· We could lose all the 
caribou in our lifetime if we're not careful.109 

The Board acknowledges that, as discussed below, the newly founded Terrestrial Advisory Group 
(TAG) was considered as a means to collaborate on developing thresholds and updates to 
protective mitigation measures and plans. However, with the high levels of uncertainty regarding 
caribou migration, the Board is not confident that the current monitoring data and knowledge of 
the Qamanirjuaq herd migration changes are sufficient for the Board, Agnico Eagle and/or the 
members of the TAG to be pro-active, protective and adaptive enough to respond to effects on 
caribou that are greater or different than what was predicted by Agnico Eagle in the original Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project or the FEIS 
Addendum for the Extension Proposal.  

5.1.1.3 Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) 

The Terrestrial Advisory Group was a group recommended by parties during the Board’s 
assessment of the Waterlines Proposal to improve existing monitoring of the potential for project-
effects on caribou, and to address the uncertainty about impacts. The Board understands that the 
TAG members signed their Terms of Reference in the spring of 2023 and are a relatively new 
group, so the respective roles and functions of this new group are not yet established.  

Throughout the Hearing, the NIRB asked TAG representatives to speak on whether they felt that 
this group was functional and a good avenue to discuss monitoring, mitigation and management 
measures. Agnico Eagle and other TAG participants noted that the TAG is an effective group 
highlighting the group benefits from the input of experts and Knowledge Holders. However, 
several TAG participants highlighted a key limitation in that this group is solely an advisory group 
and not a decision-making group. 

 …the terrestrial advisory group is an advisory group and not a 
decision-making group.· It is not the proper avenue to answer 
important issues, including matters that may potentially have 
adverse impacts to aboriginal treaty rights and/or environmental or 
socioeconomic impacts.· In our view, these issues ·should be 
addressed by the Board and the responsible ministers.110 

As described above, the Board also heard a concerning lack of consensus on one of the first studies 
that the TAG has collaborated on, namely the Commitment 38 Analysis of caribou movement. 
During the Hearing, TAG participants commented on their technical concerns with this analysis 
and although they were involved in the study design, the TAG Members indicated they did not 
approve or support the final analysis prepared by Agnico Eagle.  

 
109 E. Bussidor, Tadoule Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023 at p. 
1003, lines 4-13. 
110  G. Bussidor, Sayisi Dene First Nation and Northlands Denesuline First Nation, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 
11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at pp. 1335-1336, lines 22-26 and 1-3. 
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Throughout the Public Hearing the Board heard that several issues would be left to be resolved 
through collaboration with the TAG, such as updating the Commitment 38 Analysis, determining 
thresholds for protective mitigation measures, enhancements to monitoring, creation of a Calving 
Protection Plan, and potential updates to the Terrestrial Environment Management and Monitoring 
Plan (TEMMP).  

The Board recognizes advisory groups of this nature can provide valuable insight with the input 
and integration of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous Knowledge, and scientific knowledge and 
a range of different experiences. However, the power is within the collaborative nature of the 
group. It is not yet clear whether the TAG is functioning as designed to work together on such 
critical issues with high levels of uncertainty. 

In addition, as the main focus of the TAG to date has been to establish their role and function in 
the context of the activities, works and undertakings proposed under the Waterlines Proposal in 
2021, it remains unclear whether the TAG would be an appropriate mechanism to perform the 
same function in respect of the considerably greater scope of the Extension Proposal, including 
the intensification of mining activities, the extended project timeline and the addition of a 
windfarm.  

5.1.2 Wind Turbines  

As expressed throughout the assessment process, community members, Intervenors, and other 
interested parties had considerable outstanding concerns and uncertainty about the potential 
impacts from the wind turbines on caribou. During the Public Hearing the Board heard that these 
concerns were exacerbated given the uncertainty in caribou migration changes and shifts in the 
calving and post-calving grounds (further discussed in sections 3.1.1 and 5.1.1). 

The Board has considered Agnico Eagle’s proposed mitigation measures for the protection of 
caribou including the proposed threshold of wind turbine shutdown when 50 or more caribou are 
within 5 km. Agnico Eagle stated that this 5 km threshold would be protective as their studies 
suggested that caribou would not be able to hear or feel vibrations from the wind turbines at this 
distance, as described in section 3.1.1.5. However, as described above, this same threshold is 
applied for the work suspension protocol at site and there is considerable uncertainty as to whether 
this threshold would continue to be protective of caribou if their migration and calving grounds 
continue to shift towards site. The Board also did not hear evidence regarding whether caribou, 
with greater sensitivity to visual disturbances, would be able to see the movement of the wind 
turbines at this distance and/or whether they could be impacted by visual detection of the presence 
of the turbine structure, regardless of whether the blades on the turbine are moving or not.  

I have heard repeatedly Inuit and Dene asking about visual impact 
of the wind farm on tuktu [caribou]. Now, if you [Agnico Eagle] had 
seriously taken into consideration Inuit expertise in your research 
and your analysis, you would know that tuktu obviously would be 
affected visually by the wind turbines.· Inuit use inuksuit to aid in 
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hunting and to guide tuktu to specific areas, as both Inuit and Dene 
have shared.· An inuksuit are not even very large structures. Take 
that into account, and Inuit will tell you through their experience on 
the land that gigantic wind turbines will affect the tuktu.111 

As set out in Section 3.1.1.4 the Government of Nunavut has indicated that caribou exhibit 
heightened sensitivity to visual impacts when they enter a clearing. As such, it is difficult to know 
how caribou will react when encountering wind turbines for the first time in a treeless environment. 
Similarly, the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization also expressed concern regarding 
uncertainty about whether the caribou migration could be affected by the windfarm, asking “…how 
it will affect the migration when they see turbines turning in the distance?”112  

The Board understands that there are very limited examples of wind turbines in the Canadian north 
that are within barren ground caribou ranges. Agnico Eagle referenced the wind turbines at Diavik 
Mine, Northwest Territories, and made arrangements for members of the Terrestrial Advisory 
Group and other community members from Rankin Inlet to tour the windfarm at the Raglan Mine, 
in Nunavik, Quebec. Agnico Eagle highlighted that these mines do not shut down their wind 
turbines and have not observed responses from caribou. However, it remained unclear as to 
whether the response of caribou would be to the wind turbines themselves or to the total site 
infrastructure at these mine projects and/or whether caribou during calving or post-calving may 
have a different response. A Rankin Inlet community representative suggested that it would be 
beneficial to hear from community members from Salluit, Nunavik on the wind turbines at Raglan 
Mine for a greater understanding of whether they would agree with the conclusion of the mining 
companies that there were no impacts on caribou from the wind turbines.  

The Board also understands that neither of these windfarm examples are in the range of the 
Qamanirjuaq caribou herd and that this herd has not interacted with wind turbines before in any 
part of their range. As of yet, there is a lack of knowledge in relation to how this herd may react to 
these proposed wind turbines, especially if interacting with the wind turbines during the most 
sensitive life stages of caribou including calving and post-calving periods.  

As detailed in section 3.1.2, the Board acknowledges that the concerns regarding the proposed 
windfarm are specific to the proposed location to the northwest of the mine site. “This wind turbine 
right now, you know, what we're discussing right now today, if the location is changed, of course, 
it may be better, but not on the area where calving ground or post-calving ground.“113  

In noting the opposition of most Intervenors and community representatives to the windfarm, the 
Board recognizes that wind turbines at an alternate location further from the caribou post-calving 

 
111 K. Zawadski, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023 at 
pp. 1025, lines 18-26 and 1-3. 
112 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023 at p. 865, lines 23-25. 
113 B. Tsannie, Hatchet Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023 at p. 
1022, lines 15-18. 
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grounds may be preferable, have less impacts, and ultimately be acceptable to these parties. A 
location closer to Rankin Inlet may also have additional positive effects if the wind turbines could 
be made available as a source of power for the community.  

During the Public Hearing, several Intervenors emphasized that they were not against the use of 
alternative energy or wind turbines but could not support the windfarm being approved in the 
location as assessed by Agnico Eagle in the Extension Proposal.  

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated stated: 

The wind farm is a great idea in theory, but the proposed location 
doesn't work.· It poses too much risk for the Qamanirjuaq caribou 
herd, for Inuit harvesting rights, and for their way of life. 114 

Similarly, the Kivalliq Inuit Association stated:  

As it was put earlier in the meeting, people here are united by 
caribou.· We have to make sure disturbances to their calving and 
migration are minimized and that the healthy herd can continue to 
support people from Nunavut to northern Saskatchewan and 
northern Manitoba.· To that end, the Kivalliq Inuit Association 
continues to oppose the location Agnico Eagle has put forward for 
the wind farm.  

…We cannot risk the health of the herd by experimenting with wind 
turbines in an area so critical for caribou well-being. 115 

The Government of Canada Departments also indicated:  

The Government of Canada supports and encourages the use of 
renewable energy as it is critical for the reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions; however, this support is not absolute, and it must be 
weighted against the concerns raised by Inuit and Dene regarding 
location.· The construction of the wind farm needs support from 
those impacted, and the location needs to incorporate Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit and traditional knowledge.116  

During the Community Roundtable, community representatives also expressed concern about the 
location of the windfarm and the uncertainty about effects on caribou as follows: 

 
114 P. Irngaut, Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, 
September 20, 2023 at p. 1300, lines 20-23. 
115 J. Katz, Kivalliq Inuit Association, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 
2023 at p.1306-1307, lines 24-26, 1-5 and 16-19. 
116 S. Dewar, Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada on behalf of the Government of Canada, 
NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 8, September 20, 2023 at p.1319, lines 18-26. 
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As you may all heard that our community too relies on caribou, and, 
therefore, the proposed site for the wind turbines is a big concern to 
me because once you disturb a wildlife, how do you mitigate that?· 
Once it's disturbed, it's disturbed.117 

And as we know, the leaders of the herd -- and in this case what 
we're talking about is hyper-sensitive females with calves -- show 
the way for the rest to follow.· They assess the dangers ahead and 
mitigate ·their risks by adaptively managing their migration. The 
risk, therefore, to us who rely on caribou is that they react badly and 
direct their migration away from the area with the long-term 
potential that they do not frequent this area again.· As we have 
heard, the caribou learn.· So I've learned experience says, Do not 
go there, 'cause it's not safe.· Then they will not go ·there.· They will 
not come back.118  

The Board also recognizes the potential for positive effects from the wind turbines including 
reduction of emissions and traffic, and improvements to air quality. The Board appreciates Agnico 
Eagle’s goal of actively investing in infrastructure in Nunavut and participating in the 
decarbonization of Nunavut instead of funding offsets elsewhere in the world, and the Board 
recognizes the added benefits of local use of alternative energy and reduction in the transportation 
and use of diesel for power generation. As summarized by Agnico Eagle during the Public Hearing, 
in response to questions from the Board: 

Now, if we’re going to take an example based on what would be 
installed at Meliadine, so if we talk about three wind turbines, that 
would reduce 23 percent of the power plant diesel consumption, 
which equals to 10 million litres of fuel per year. 

If we were going to do the same exercise with five wind turbines, 
that would mean 37 percent of reduction of the power plant for a 
total of 15 million litres per year.119 

The Board appreciates Agnico Eagle’s pro-active approach to compliance with Term and 
Condition #9 by bringing forward plans for the installation of wind turbines as part of the Extension 
Proposal.  

 
117 T. Shaoullie, Community Member, Lac Brochet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1056, lines 20-24. 
118 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at pp. 1160 and 1161, lines 25-26 and 1-10 
119 S. Lacourse, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at 
p. 1131-1132, lines 25-26 and 1-7. 
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5.1.3 Water Management 

During the Community Roundtable the Board heard concerns about water quality.  

We hear from different members regarding the water quality.· No 
longer fresh.· This issue will keep coming up from Elders and 
concerned members.· We are going further out to fetch fresh water 
and ice.· It's not helping the Elders that love to drink tea on a daily 
basis.· Most do not have transportation, and Elders have limited 
mobility.  Somehow we need a solution on this issue; otherwise we'll 
keep bringing it up.120 

These concerns echoed the concerns conveyed by Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated, the Kivalliq 
Inuit Association (KIA) and the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization (KHTO) during 
the technical review of the Extension Proposal that the community perceives that the water quality 
in Meliadine Lake and its downstream rivers has been impacted by the discharges of surface 
contact water, treated sewage and saline groundwater into Meliadine Lake. KIA and the KHTO 
talked about how Elders feel that since the mine has started discharging into Meliadine Lake, the 
colour of the tea made with the water from the Lake is now different. Consequently, some Elders 
are no longer wanting to drink water from these sources, turning to less clean rivers or store-bought 
water (for more detail see section 3.1.3).  

Throughout the assessment process for the Extension Proposal, the KIA had been requesting that 
Agnico Eagle reduce discharges to Meliadine Lake in accordance with Term and Condition 25 as 
revised during the Waterlines Proposal by the Responsible Ministers: “The proponent shall 
minimize or eliminate surface contact water discharges to Meliadine Lake by discharging on-site 
surface contact water in accordance with the Groundwater Management Plan and /or Adaptive 
Management Plan.”121  

In response to questioning from the Board the KIA noted that additional discharge to Meliadine 
Lake associated with the Extension Proposal would be coming from the following sources:  

▪ Increased saline effluent from the additional underground pits, requiring capacity in the 
dual waterlines as the infrastructure would not be changing; 

▪ Increased surface contact water resulting from the increased mine footprint; and 
▪ Increased discharge into Meliadine Lake from the additional 11 years of operations.  

The KIA further noted that without additional water management infrastructure being proposed 
under the Extension Proposal, the Proponent would have no alternative way to redirect any 
additional water generated from the Extension Proposal activities to the marine environment via 
the newly constructed waterlines instead of to Meliadine Lake.   

 
120 M. Hickes, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 958, lines 10-16. 
121 Project Certificate 006 Amendment 2. 
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Agnico Eagle confirmed that the discharge into Meliadine Lake would remain below the volumes 
assessed in the 2014 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and below the applicable 
regulated water quality thresholds. As discussed in section 3.1.3, Agnico Eagle also hosted a water 
management site visit and tea tasting event to ensure the community understands that the water in 
Meliadine Lake continues to be safe to drink and use as before. However, the Board recognizes 
from the number of comments received from the community members and Intervenors, that public 
perception of water quality in Meliadine Lake and Meliadine River remains poor, and this is 
impacting the choice of community members to use the water as they did before the mine was 
constructed. The Board is also concerned that the potential for the change to the duration of 
discharges to Meliadine Lake has not been fully addressed in Agnico Eagle’s FEIS Addendum and 
effects predictions.    

During their closing remarks, KIA stated that they had agreed on a commitment with Agnico Eagle 
to divert tailings runoff and camp sewage away from Meliadine Lake to Itivia Harbour, ensuring 
that only the cleanest water is discharged into Meliadine Lake. However, it remains unclear to the 
Board whether compliance with this commitment would be sufficient mitigation to limit potential 
impacts on water quality. Agnico Eagle also addressed that they would be working with the KIA 
to hold a community open house on water matters to provide more opportunities to share 
information and collaborate with the community to address perceived water quality concerns.   

5.1.4 Waste Management  

5.1.4.1 In-pit Deposition of Tailings and Waste Rock 

Throughout the assessment process, the Board heard concerns from parties and community 
members about the lack of information provided by Agnico Eagle with regards to the potential 
ecosystemic effects of in-pit deposition of tailings and waste rock. The Board understands that 
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan), Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC), and 
Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) are satisfied with Agnico 
Eagle’s efforts to address their technical concerns around the in-pit deposition alternative 
component of the Meliadine Extension and that the detailed technical discussions associated with 
this component would largely be deferred to the Nunavut Water Board (NWB) Type “A” Water 
Licence amendment process. The Board also understands that KIA is supportive of Agnico Eagle 
pursuing this disposal option, on the condition that a time frame for the provision of additional 
information necessary to consider this alternative more fully would be added to Terms and 
Condition(s) related to in-pit deposition. During the Public Hearing, the Board heard concerns 
from community members that the topic of in-pit deposition was not sufficiently discussed by 
NRCan and Agnico Eagle. Concerns included the use of assumptions in the in-pit deposition 
models provided by Agnico Eagle, and the uncertainty of these assumptions on a longer timescale.   

The thing with in-pit tailing disposal is assumptions made in the 
models might or might not be correct, and the only way to know if 
they're correct is 20 years from now or 30 years from now. And the 
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modelling may be the best modelling based on the best research 
available right now, and it could still be wrong.122 

Noting that key Intervenors, NRCan, ECCC and CIRNAC were satisfied with the level of detail 
provided by Agnico Eagle during the Board’s assessment, the NIRB accepts Agnico Eagle’s 
assessment of effects associated with the in-pit deposition alternative. However, with the 
recognition that the full consideration of the details associated with Agnico Eagle’s plans to pursue 
in-pit deposition as a disposal strategy are yet to come in the NWB’s licensing process, the NIRB 
would decline KIA’s request for the NIRB to include a requirement that such details be included 
in amended Project Certificate Terms and Conditions if the Board were to authorize the Extension 
Proposal proceeding.   

5.1.4.2 Expansion of Waste Rock Storage Facilities and Tailings Storage Facilities 
WRSFs and TSFs 

During the Public Hearing, the Board asked Agnico Eagle about the proposed expansion of the 
waste rock and tailings storage facilities under the Extension Proposal that would result from the 
proposed increase in mine life. Agnico Eagle clarified that the total size of the waste rock and 
tailings storage facilities would be approximately two times smaller than the size approved in the 
2014 Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) due to design optimizations that have occurred 
onsite. Consequently, the potential impacts of the increased size of these facilities had already been 
considered by the Board during the assessment of the original Meliadine Gold Mine Project. 

The Board heard community members from Northern Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan speak 
to their experiences with the effects of waste rock storage runoff in mines close to their 
communities. Concerns were heard about caribou mitigation at the tailings storage facility, for 
example a concern was raised that the area is “not fenced in because I hear from locals that caribou 
do migrate through that area.”123 The Board also heard community members speak to concerns 
about increased dust and visual disturbance as a result of expanded waste rock storage facilities. 
The Board understands that any proposed increases to the footprint of the waste rock and tailings 
storage facilities would remain within the footprint of the previously assessed Meliadine Gold 
Mine Project as set out in the 2014 FEIS. Therefore, the Board is confident that any expected 
impacts have already been integrated into Project Certificate No.006 Terms and Conditions.  

5.1.5 Intensification of Previously Approved Activities and Extension of the Life of 
Mine 

The Board considered that even the Extension Proposal activities, works and undertakings that had 
been approved as part of the original Meliadine Gold Mine Project and would be conducted within 

 
122 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at pp. 1173 and 1174, lines 23-26 and 1-3. 
123 T. Shaoullie, Community Member, Lac Brochet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1057, lines 8-10. 
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the approved footprint of the mine, still constituted a significant modification to the scope of the 
original Project as assessed. The Board considered this as such because the Extension Proposal 
would change the intensity of the approved activities (increasing the amount of ore processed, 
expanding the underground workings, increasing the amount of waste rock and tailings generated, 
increasing site infrastructure, etc.) and would also change the temporal scope of the approved 
activities by extending the life of mine (LOM) by 11 years, As noted by the Board in determining 
that further assessment of the Extension Proposal was required by the NIRB, the increased 
intensity and prolonged impacts on air quality, noise, water quality and the marine environment 
warranted additional assessment. This theme is also addressed in the section summarizing the 
Board’s views in respect of cumulative effects (Section 5.3.3). 

5.1.5.1 Air Quality 

The Board understands that Health Canada (HC) and Environment and Climate Change Canada 
(ECCC) considered their air quality concerns in relation to the Extension Proposal to be resolved 
(see Section 3.1.5.1). During the Public Hearing, the Board heard ADNLC and various community 
members speak to concerns about air quality in relation to the health of caribou in the vicinity of 
the mine. Community members pointed out that air quality concerns from emissions and dust can 
extend further into caribou habitat than the distances that Agnico Eagle currently monitors. 

… the air sampling that they have right now, and if they have that in 
the calving ground and around the 80-mile radius, that would be 
good.124 
 
Dust is generated from the rock in the waste rock pile, and you have 
to assume that it has the same chemistry, composition, as the rock 
in the waste rock pile... and the dust will be carried well beyond 
what Agnico Eagle calls their "minimalistic footprint", which is just 
a bare outline of where the mine activity is. And I've suggested over 
the years that the footprint extends well beyond.125 

The Board heard Agnico Eagle confirm that the dust levels they have recorded since the 
construction of the mine are in line with the levels predicted in the 2014 FEIS. However, the Board 
has concerns that the FEIS Addendum did not fully address whether, even if dust levels remain 
within predicted levels, the deposition of dust for the extended duration of the Extension Proposal 
could have effects, particularly on wildlife, such as caribou spending more time interacting with 
the Project area for an additional 11 years. 

 
124 J. Laban, Community Member, Black Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1062, lines 8-10. 
125 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at pp. 1157 and 1158, lines 21-24 and 2-6. 
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5.1.5.2 Noise  

During the Public Hearing, the Board heard from multiple Intervenors about noise concerns related 
to the Meliadine Extension Proposal (further detail in Section 3.1.5.2). The Board understands that 
the Sayisi Dene and Northlands Denesuline First Nations have concerns with Agnico Eagle’s noise 
monitoring program being sufficient to detect impacts on caribou. The Government of Nunavut 
expressed concerns with noise emanating from the mine even during caribou shutdown periods. 
The Board heard concerns from Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO) about marine noise 
associated with shipping and from Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) about 
noise emanating from the Discovery Waterline. The Board understands that Agnico Eagle’s FEIS 
Addendum predictions do not indicate that noise from any activities within the scope of the 
Extension Proposal will reach levels that are harmful to humans. The Board also understands that 
Health Canada (HC) agrees with Agnico Eagle’s assessment. The Board accepts Agnico Eagle’s 
effects predictions for noise as described in the FEIS Addendum. 

5.1.5.3 Marine Environment 

As detailed in Section 3.1.5.3, the Board heard requests from DFO that an aquatic invasive species 
monitoring program be created and that Agnico Eagle monitor and model their noise footprint 
from shipping activities. In response, the Board asked DFO to advise why these changes to the 
monitoring program should be considered within the assessment of the Extension Proposal as 
Agnico Eagle had not proposed any changes to existing project shipping other than a temporal 
increase for 11 years. DFO responded:  

Now, for aquatic invasive species and underwater noise monitoring, 
these impacts were not identified during the 2014 FEIS.· And no 
monitoring or terms and conditions identify clearly that those 
impacts exist.  So they are not new, but they have never been 
identified. 

We also consider that adding 11 years to the mining operations 
means additional impacts which need be reviewed as part of this 
process.126   

Agnico Eagle stated that DFO did not provide any evidence to support their recommendations 
regarding marine mammals and invasive species, and that accordingly, these requests for changes 
to the terms and conditions are outside the scope of the Extension Proposal. The Board considers 
that insufficient information was provided by DFO to provide a rationale for their recommended 
amendments to the monitoring program to require invasive species monitoring. The Board was not 
provided with sufficient evidence by either Agnico Eagle or DFO to properly assess whether an 
additional 11 years of project shipping may have significant impacts on the marine environment.  

 
126 J. Audet-Lecouffe, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 5 
September 16, 2023, at p. 721, lines 3-11. 
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In addition, the Board, in reviewing the information provided by Agnico Eagle in the FEIS 
Addendum was unable to determine the extent to which the marine environment (water quality, 
marine wildlife/fish and fish habitat) could be negatively impacted by the Extension Proposal’s 
continued (and therefore increased) volume of discharge of saline effluent into the marine 
environment. The Board is concerned that this aspect of Agnico Eagle’s assessment does not 
adequately take into account that the Extension Proposal constitutes the 11-year increase to the 
duration of previously-assessed activities, and this reduces the Board’s confidence in Agnico 
Eagle’s effects predictions for this Valued Ecosystemic Component. The Board notes that, as 
discharge from the dual waterlines being installed along the AWAR has not begun, Agnico Eagle 
does not yet have monitoring data to help inform impact predictions of extended discharge of up 
to 20,000 m3/day of saline effluent/contact water into the marine environment.    

5.1.6 Conclusions and Recommendations of the Board 

Based on all oral and written submissions received by the Board during the assessment addressing 
the potential for the Extension Proposal to have negative ecosystemic effects and as summarized 
above, the Board has concluded the following:  

▪ The Board and communities are generally supportive of the switch to alternative energy 
sources and away from fossil fuel-based power generation. However, the Board agrees with 
the concerns of many of the Intervenors, community representatives and members of the 
public that due to the uncertainty about potentially significant effects on caribou, this 
windfarm, in this location, at this time, is not the right alternative energy project to proceed;  

▪ There is considerable uncertainty in relation to the predictions of the effects of the 
intensification of mining and extension of the mine life on caribou movement, abundance, 
individual and population health, and with an apparent shift in the caribou calving and post-
calving grounds closer to the mine site the Board should apply a higher level of the 
precautionary principle to the assessment of potential effects on caribou;  

▪ With this level of uncertainty it is unclear if the current and proposed mitigations would be 
sufficiently protective of caribou at the highly sensitive time of calving and post-calving; 

▪ There is lack of information on the current status of the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd and also 
the factors leading to changes to migration and caribou movement at the site, which made 
it difficult to understand the extent to which the existing mine may be impacting caribou 
movement and migration (such as whether caribou crossing at the Sadlik or Narrows is 
being affected); 

▪ Important components of the existing caribou monitoring for the approved-Project have 
only recently been established (e.g., the Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) and the 
commencement of the Hunter Harvest Study), so it is unclear the extent to which existing 
mitigations and the TAG will be sufficient to prevent and/or adaptively manage any 
unpredicted effects on caribou resulting from the Extension Proposal;  

▪ It remains unclear the extent to which potential negative effects on water quality in 
Meliadine Lake are fully understood in the context of the extended duration of the 
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discharges and potential increased volumes (over current discharge volumes, but still 
within the volumes assessed during the original Meliadine Gold Mine Project); 

▪ It is also unclear whether the commitment to the KIA to discharge only the “cleanest” water 
would be sufficient to mitigate the potential negative effects on water quality, and 
perception of water quality, in Meliadine Lake associated with the continued discharges 
into the Lake; and 

▪ Insufficient information has been provided about the extent to which increased volume and 
extended duration of discharges of saline effluent into the marine environment could 
negatively impact marine water quality, fish and fish habitat, and no additional mitigation 
measures were proposed to adaptively manage the potential for unpredicted effects.  

On this basis, the Board has concluded that the Extension Proposal should not be approved to 
proceed, due to the uncertainty and potential for negative effects arising from the Extension 
Proposal on the following valued ecosystem components related to the intensification of mining 
activities, addition of 11 years to the mine life and windfarm in the location assessed: 

▪ Terrestrial wildlife (in particular the movement, abundance and health of the Qamanirjuaq 
caribou herd); 

▪ Air quality;  
▪ Water quality in Meliadine Lake (freshwater) and Itivia Harbour (marine environment); 

and 
▪ Fish and fish habitat (in the freshwater and marine environments). 

5.1.6.1 Board Recommendations 

As the Board is not recommending that the Extension Proposal be allowed to proceed to the 
permitting stage at this time, the Board has not prepared recommended revisions to the terms and 
conditions of Project Certificate No. 006. However, recognizing that additional regional and 
project-specific monitoring may become available that would reduce the significant uncertainty in 
respect of potential for effects on the items noted above, and that a subsequent application for 
modification of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project may be submitted, the Board has provided the 
following recommendations to the Proponent and parties as follows: 

▪ Applications for future modifications should include: 
o Evidence that mitigation measures are currently protective of caribou and that the 

current Project is not impacting changes to migration; 
o Evidence that mitigation measures would be sufficiently protective of caribou even 

if caribou post-calving and calving grounds shift closer to the mine;  
o Reporting that demonstrates the TAG is an effective and functional group that 

collects and applies Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, Indigenous Knowledge and western 
science to design, implement, monitor, and assess the effectiveness of mitigation 
and adaptive management strategies; 
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o Information regarding how Agnico Eagle is continuing to address the public 
perception that drinking water quality in Meliadine Lake and Meliadine River has 
been affected by discharges from the approved Project; and 

o Information regarding how Agnico Eagle is incorporating what is heard from the 
community into its Water Management Plan and how Agnico Eagle plans to report 
this information back to the community. 

 

▪ An application for a future windfarm should include: 
o A comprehensive summary of impacts to all VECs and VSECs (although caribou 

was of great importance in the currently proposed location, migratory birds or 
positive/negative effects to land use, employment/procurement and/or community 
wellness may be of greater importance in another location); 

o More detail on the phased approach of construction and operation with explanation 
on how monitoring of the first phase would inform design or mitigation measures 
for later phases; and 

o Information regarding Intervenor and community consultation undertaken by 
Agnico Eagle to select the windfarm location, including a summary of how feedback 
was incorporated into the location, design, and mitigation/management measures 
for the new proposal. 

5.2 Socio-Economic Effects  

5.2.1 Employment and Training 

The Board recognizes that a central positive effect of the Extension Proposal would be the 
economic benefits offered to potentially affected communities through employment and local 
contracting/business opportunities, as outlined in Table 4. In their FEIS Addendum, Agnico Eagle 
predicted an increase of 40 new positions for Inuit as a result of the Meliadine Extension Proposal. 
In Agnico Eagle’s written submissions, the Board was provided with details about Agnico Eagle’s 
new initiatives and studies designed to increase Inuit employment and retention. The Board heard 
comments during the Community Roundtable portion of the Public Hearing about the importance 
of Inuit employment targets being reached or exceeded for positions related to Agnico Eagle’s 
Extension Proposal.  

Inuit need the jobs… you better make darn sure we get the jobs and 
the ability to continue to live in our area where we choose to live in 
not force us to move somewhere else, and you better make sure you 
invest in the communities that are 28 kilometres from your mine site, 
not just an arena...127  
 

 
127 A. Tattuinee, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1193, lines 1-2 and 6-11. 
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…we need [Agnico Eagle’s] support for economic, job training, 
employment opportunity, and train our people.128  
 
…people in Whale Cove often say they want employment 
opportunities in the community… if the project proposal is 
approved, we would like to see employment opportunities for our 
community members.129  

The Board also heard statements from Agnico Eagle at the Public Hearing about the benefits of 
employment and training opportunities offered to the community, the impacts of which would be 
predicted to remain positive as a result of the increased employment and extension of 11 years to 
the mine life proposed in the Extension Proposal.  

They have been provided jobs which otherwise they may not have 
anywhere else in town. And because they're working for Agnico, 
they have been provided training, and now they have a means to 
sustain themselves which we are really proud of.130  

The Board heard concerns from some community members at the Public Hearing that Inuit may 
not be realizing the predicted positive changes in employment, as some communities have not seen 
the benefits of employment associated with the current Meliadine Gold Mine, and that poverty 
continues to be an issue in affected communities.  

… from what I can see, we're not making such progress when it 
comes to Inuit employment and Inuit impact. And, yes, we're putting 
up arenas and we're doing family days. But every day I don't see a 
boost in economy.131 

As described in section 3.2.2, the Board heard from the Government of Nunavut (GN) that they 
are now satisfied with Agnico Eagle’s efforts to study and address female employment barriers at 
the Meliadine Gold Mine. The Board expects that regardless of whether the Extension Proposal 
proceeds, that Agnico Eagle will follow through on their intent to bring the report on barriers to 
female employment prepared during the assessment to the regional Socio-Economic Committee 
with the Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA) and produce recommendations in order to improve 
female employment outcomes. The Board notes that it is time to move beyond an 
acknowledgement of the issues affecting female employment and into actions. 

 
128 D.  Bigeye, Community Member, Black Lake, NIRB Public Hearing, File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1087, lines 4-5. 
129 P. Kabloona. Community Member, Chesterfield Inlet, Vol. 7, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 998, lines 12-14 and 16-17. 
130 P. Kusugak, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing, File No. 11MN024 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at 
p. 1100, lines 12-16. 
131 A. Tattuinee, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1195, lines 22-26. 
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During the Public Hearing, the Board sought clarity from Agnico Eagle on the extent to which 
Kivalliq communities would benefit from employment associated with the Extension Proposal. In 
order to understand whether the proposed windfarm would produce benefits for Inuit, the Board 
asked Agnico Eagle “whether the turbines requires specialized technicians other than the ordinary 
electrician that every community has.”132 Agnico Eagle responded that civil work would be 
involved during the construction phase and that “this is work similar to what we're doing already 
at site, so we could work with our existing local partners and contractors.”133 During operations, 
however, Agnico Eagle stated that employment would be limited to a small number of specialized 
technicians and that these positions would likely be filled by southern workers. Based on Agnico 
Eagle’s statements, the Board understands that there would be limited long-term employment 
opportunities filled by local Inuit as a result of the proposed windfarm component. It was also 
unclear to the Board the extent to which the reduction in fuel truck trips that would occur once the 
windfarm is operational would eliminate fuel truck driver positions available to Inuit employees 
and could result in a reduction in available Inuit employment once the windfarm is operational. 

In general, the Board recognizes that there would be positive socio-economic effects associated 
with the additional employment opportunities for affected communities as a result of the 
intensification of mining and extension of the life of mine by 11 years as proposed in the Extension 
Proposal. However, the Board notes that, to date, the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project has 
not met Inuit employment targets. This creates uncertainty that the positive effects predicted in the 
assessment will turn into actual gains in Inuit employment over the life of the Extension Proposal. 

5.2.2 Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge 

Throughout the Public Hearing, the Board asked numerous questions to Agnico Eagle about the 
incorporation of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge into their research, 
monitoring, and mitigation plans. The Board heard Agnico Eagle refer to the newly established 
Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) and their Elders’ Advisory Committee as the primary 
mechanism used to seek out, consider and apply Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous 
Knowledge. The Board heard from the Chairperson of the Elder’s Advisory Committee, Harry 
Aggark, about his positive view of the Elders’ Advisory Committee and their efforts to help Agnico 
Eagle incorporate Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit into their plans. The Board also heard from Agnico 
Eagle about their reliance on the Elders Advisory Committee as a source of Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit. 

…the Elder advisory committees are put together for the Agnico 
Eagle so that they -- they comply with Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit. And 
if they have some concerns, they include the Elders to know more 

 
132 P. Kadlun, NIRB Board Member, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, 
at p. 142, lines 5-7. 
133 M. Turmel, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 
142, lines 24-26. 
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about the land, the archaeology of the land. They include the Elders 
in that way.134  
 

Agnico Eagle is not influencing the Elders advisory committee, and 
Agnico Eagle does not suggest to the Elders advisory committee… 
the Elders advisory committee's focus is to collaborate and work 
with Agnico Eagle.135 

Other community members raised concerns with the research methodology used by Agnico Eagle 
in their collection of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, as well as their reliance on the Elder’s Advisory 
Committee.  

… it's easy to mention the word "Elders" in documents or when we 
are speaking when you don't mention the name of the Elder.136 
 
You have said you draw on the expertise of Elders through your 
Elders advisory committee yet you have not provided details on what 
members of that group have said about the wind farm and proposed 
extension and whether they expressed concerns with the proposal.137 

The Board echoed this sentiment, stating: 

…even though we say ‘Elders’, there are more Elders that we cannot 
see. They should be involved and also the youth. That youth are our 
future generation; they should be involved. Please invite them. … 
And when you just say ‘Elders’, it makes you wonder because there's 
Elders out there. We should involve and consult with them and plan 
with them and inform them.138  

In response to comments about the inclusion of youth, the Board heard about Agnico Eagle’s 
initiatives to speak to youth in schools, as well as the creation of Inuit-only summer intern positions 
to help bring Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit into their monitoring programs. The Board encourages 
Agnico Eagle to continue undertaking these initiatives.  

The Board heard concerns from community members about the use of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit in 
Agnico Eagle’s research practices. Concerns included whether the required research permits and 

 
134 H. Aggark, Community Member, Chesterfield Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 993, lines 7-13. 
135 D. Kritterdlik, Agnico Eagle, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, September 18, 2023, at 
p. 971, lines 11-17 and 17-19. 
136 B. Dean, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at p. 1179, lines 18-20. 
137 K. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN024 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 1026, lines 16-20 
138 G. Alikut, NIRB Board Member, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, 
at p. 1198, lines 13-22. 
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permissions are obtained, a lack of integration of Inuit societal values into research practices, and 
use of western science to invalidate Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit shared by community members. 

Inuit know about tuktu [caribou] by watching and learning and 
sharing stories of what we have observed… I would hope that you 
would take a broader approach than what you have done as your 
methods are narrow-minded and rooted in western methodologies 
without considering how Inuit do research… I'm not hearing enough 
about how Inuit are included. Did you get local permission to 
conduct your research projects? If not, you are disregarding and 
disrespecting proper protocols on Inuit land.139 

During the closing statements in the Public Hearing, the Board heard the Kangiqliniq Hunters and 
Trappers Organization remind Agnico Eagle about their responsibilities to incorporate Inuit 
Qaujimajatuqangit into the Project and to take care of the land, while also recognizing the 
important financial role that the Proponent plays in the Kivalliq:  

… keep working with us to learn from our ways and learn from other 
organizations to keep the land and animals from contamination. 
Thank you for providing funding for our organizations around the 
community and the Kivalliq, but at the same time, we encourage 
them to keep working hard from contaminating our land and 
animals.140 

5.2.3 Individual, Family, and Community Wellbeing 

The Board recognizes the positive impacts that the existing Meliadine Gold Mine Project has had 
on Individual, Family, and Community Wellbeing as outlined in Table 4, and understands that 
Agnico Eagle predicts that these impacts would continue throughout the extended mine life 
proposed in the Extension Proposal. In response to Agnico Eagle’s presentation on the socio-
economic effects of the Proposal, the Board stated:  

…what I would like to understand is if there is any studies done or 
planned to be done, whether it's through Agnico Eagle or through 
the socioeconomic monitoring committee or another body, to 
understand the impacts on the quality of life in Nunavut communities 
or local communities that have seen changes in employment from 
the mine.141  

 
139 K. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, at p. 1025, lines 4-5, 9-12, and 15-18. 
140 N. Kaludjak, Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, 
Vol. 8, September 20, 2023, at p. 1325, lines 10-16. 
141 K. Kaluraq, NIRB Board Chair, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, 
at pp.368 and 369, lines 22-26 and 1-2. 
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In response, Agnico Eagle noted that they have recently launched a survey on Inuit employment 
to evaluate the effects on mental, family, and financial health. The Board expects that Agnico 
Eagle will share outcomes of this survey in their future annual reporting of their monitoring results 
and outline their methodology for incorporating the results into any relevant programs or policies 
under the existing Project Certificate.  

5.2.4 Health, Livelihood and Culture 

The potential for effects on caribou and the vital role of caribou as a determinant of the health, 
livelihood and culture of Inuit, Dene and Denesuline in the region was emphasized to the Board 
throughout this assessment. As detailed in the Board’s views and conclusion in Sections 5.1.1 and 
5.1.6, due to significant uncertainty and concern about the potential for negative, unpredicted and 
unmitigable effects on caribou the Board did not recommend approving the Extension Proposal at 
this time. In coming to this conclusion, the Board also recognized that if negative impacts on 
caribou did occur, there would be associated negative effects on the health, livelihood and culture 
of the Inuit, Dene and Denesuline who rely on the health, abundance and access to the Qamanirjuaq 
herd that could be significant and could not be mitigated.    

5.2.5 Traditional Land Use  

Throughout the assessment, the NIRB heard from community members from potentially affected 
Kivalliq communities and the Northern Manitoba, and Northern Saskatchewan communities with 
asserted rights in the area, about the risks posed to traditional land use and country food access by 
various activities proposed in the Meliadine Extension, specifically due to their potential adverse 
affects on caribou. The Board also heard similar concerns from the Intervenors, Nunavut 
Tunngavik Incorporate (NTI), Kivalliq Inuit Association (KIA), Government of Nunavut (GN), 
Sayisi Dene First Nation (SDFN), Northlands Denesuline First Nation (NDFN), and Athabasca 
Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) during the technical sessions of the Public Hearing. 
Throughout the Community Roundtable, community members continued to reiterate their reliance 
on country foods and express concerns about the shifting calving grounds of the Qamanirjuaq 
caribou herd, which are causing them to have increased interaction with the existing Meliadine 
Gold Mine. A summary of caribou-related discussions and concerns heard by the Board can be 
found in Section 3.1.1, Section 4 5.1.1 and Section 5.1.1. 

The Board also heard from community members about other land use activities that have the 
potential to be disrupted by the windfarm component of the Extension Proposal, such as hunting 
and fishing areas and sightlines from hunting grounds. The Board heard concerns that the current 
visual footprint of the mine is already having an impact on caribou hunting, and that the added 
visual disturbance from the windfarm may increase this impact. 

The hunters take pictures as we can see that mill from a great 
distance. We don't have any caribou in the winter now that would 
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hang around here. We don't -- they are far away now in the winter 
and in the summer. We have to go very far to harvest caribou.142  
 

When we went to the mine tour, we were brought to the location 
where they want to put the wind turbines. One of my Elder relatives, 
David Oolooyuk, was with us. And when he saw the location of 
where the proposed wind farms are, he looked at me and he said 
(INUKTITUT SPOKEN), seal [sic] [real] hunting ground. And his 
words stayed with me for a few days.143  

The Board sought clarity from the Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization (KHTO) about 
any changes they have noticed in the harvesting practices around Meliadine Lake, and learned that 
hunters have observed many changes in respect of caribou movement around Rankin Inlet in recent 
years.  

The Board understands Agnico Eagle’s prediction that country food access is expected to increase 
for mine employees due to increased financial means for accessing the land. However, from the 
Board’s perspective, with considerable uncertainty surrounding the nature and extent of potential 
negative effects on caribou, the Board does not have confidence that this potential benefit to 
increase country food access would be offset by the potential negative effects that could reduce 
caribou abundance, health and access to harvesters in the region.  

As described in Section 2.3, Agnico Eagle stated that there could be a noticeable change in land 
use opportunities for local residents with the extended duration of the AWAR. Through Agnico 
Eagle’s monitoring of the existing Meliadine Gold Mine Project, the Board recognizes that the 
Proponent recently began the Hunter Harvest Study in 2021, to better understand caribou 
harvesting and to what extent the AWAR may increase access to caribou. As this monitoring 
program has only recently begun, the Hunter Harvest Study has not yet informed updates to 
monitoring plans and analyses are not yet sufficient for the Board to have confidence in effects 
predictions for the temporal increase in land use opportunities for local residents with the extended 
duration of the AWAR. 

5.2.6 Conclusion and Recommendations of the Board 

The Board has reached the following conclusions: 

▪ The Board accepts that the increased and extended employment and contracting 
opportunities associated with the Extension Proposal represents a significant positive 
economic benefit to the Kivalliq region; 

 
142 P. Kabloona, Whale Cove, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, September 19, 2023, at  p. 
1147, lines 1-5. 
143 B. Dean, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 7, 
September 19, 2023, at pp. 1179 and 1180, lines 20-26 and 1. 
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▪ However, the Board notes that there appear to be barriers to Agnico Eagle achieving their 
Inuit employment targets for the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, and it is unclear 
to the Board that the predicted increases in employment opportunities would actually 
benefit the Inuit workforce in the region; 

▪ The Board commends Agnico Eagle for conducting the Barriers to Female Employment 
Study and urges the Government of Nunavut, Agnico Eagle and the regional Socio-
Economic Committee to leverage the Study to develop and implement new practices for 
the existing Meliadine Gold Mine Project to increase female employment amongst existing 
positions;  

▪ The Board expects to see results from the Inuit Employment survey in relation to 
Individual, Family, and Community Wellbeing provided in future Annual Reports to the 
NIRB and incorporated into Agnico Eagle’s plans and programs; and 

▪ The Board has concluded that if the Extension Proposal were to have negative effects on 
caribou, there would be associated negative effects on health, livelihood and culture for 
Inuit, Dene and Denesuline reliant on the Qamanirjuaq herd that could not be mitigated, as 
well as negative effects on the availability and access to country food.  

5.2.6.1 Board Recommendations 

As the Board is not recommending that the Extension Proposal be allowed to proceed to the 
permitting stage at this time, the Board has not prepared recommended revisions to the terms and 
conditions of Project Certificate No. 006. However, recognizing that a subsequent application for 
a modification of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project may be submitted, the Board has provided the 
following recommendations to the Proponent and parties as follows: 

▪ The Board recommends that Agnico Eagle review the feedback heard by Intervenors, 
community members, and the Board on the subject of Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and 
Indigenous Knowledge, with the expectation that Agnico Eagle would provide the 
following details in any future application: 

o Information that such knowledge has been collected with care and diligence; 
o Information regarding how Inuit values have been considered in the Proponent’s 

research methodology; 
o Evidence that Inuit and Indigenous groups have been consulted to develop research 

plans and procedures; and 
o Providing evidence that the knowledge shared has been applied effectively and 

transparently in the design of the Proposal and is incorporated into all relevant 
monitoring and management plans. 
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5.3 Other 

5.3.1 Accidents and Malfunctions 

Recognizing that for the Extension Proposal many of the activities would be similar to existing 
activities but occurring at a greater magnitude, or activities would remain the same but continue 
for the extended life of mine, the Board does not expect the potential impacts from accidents and 
malfunctions to be significantly different from those assessed in 2014. The Board does understand, 
however, that the potential for accidents and malfunctions to occur may increase solely as a result 
of the extended timeline for operations, which could also impact cumulative effects of accidents 
and malfunctions. 

Agnico Eagle has been in operations for several years and has developed and applied mitigation 
and management measures for accidents and malfunctions (such as the development of Spill 
Contingency Plans to address spills into the marine, freshwater, or terrestrial environments). 
Through annual monitoring of the Project these measures appear to be generally effective and 
protective of the environment. Agnico Eagle had also committed to implement the same spill 
contingency measures for the Discovery waterline as was prescribed for the dual waterlines along 
the All-weather Access Road (AWAR) during the Board’s assessment of the Waterlines Proposal. 
The Board considers that these measures would be sufficient to protect the environment from 
saline effluent spills. However, the Board notes that the AWAR waterlines are currently being 
installed and not yet operational, therefore there is no monitoring data demonstrating the 
effectiveness of these mitigation measures. The Board expects that monitoring information from 
the AWAR waterlines could help inform Agnico Eagle and the Board if other measures or updates 
to existing plans are necessary.  

The Board expects that the current mitigation and management measures applicable to accidents 
and malfunctions would continue to be applied to the activities, works and undertakings of the 
Extension Proposal, and that these measures would be sufficiently protective of human health, 
wildlife, the terrestrial environment, the freshwater environment, and the marine environment.   

5.3.2 Transboundary Effects 

As discussed in Section 3.3.2.1, the Board’s assessment of transboundary effects focused on the 
potential for effects on caribou. The Qamanirjuaq caribou herd has a large range that spans over 
Nunavut, Northwest Territories, Manitoba and Saskatchewan. The herd calves in Nunavut and 
then migrates south over winter into Northern Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan. The Board 
understands that the range of this herd connects communities and people outside of Nunavut to the 
proposed Project and that impacts to the caribou within Nunavut could result in transboundary 
effects.  

One of the most important aspects to us is the caribou and the lands 
that sustain them.· The barren-ground herds have their calves in 
Nunavut and travel into our territories for fall and winter. Through 
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these migrations of the caribou, we are connected to the lands and 
people across Nunavut.144  

Throughout the Extension Proposal Assessment, the Board heard from the Intervenors and 
community members from Northern Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan about the importance 
of caribou to their way of life:  

Our homes, our families, our communities are built on a foundation 
of our relationship with the caribou. Our bodies, mind, spirits are 
fed by the caribou. We are the caribou, so having the opportunity to 
speak today is very important to all of us. 

We are all fortunate to be here today to plan for our future.· A future 
where we want to see large healthy herds of caribou following their 
ancient migration routes and shaping the lands with their 
movement.· A future where our great great grandchildren continue -
- will continue to follow our cultural tradition in a relationship with 
the caribou, a caribou where the -- a future where the caribou may 
once again be flourishing enough to come into our communities.145 

Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) discussed how they have already lost 
access to the Bathurst and Beverly caribou herds, making continued access to the Qamanirjuaq 
herd of utmost importance to them:  

Athabasca Denesuline communities have already experienced loss due 
to the declining Bathurst, the herd from the west, and Beverly caribou 
herds -- herd from the north. 

The Qamanirjuaq herd is the last and only herd that the Athabasca 
Denesuline people can depend on.· We must ensure that the 
precautionary approach is used when considering developments that 
may impact the caribou.146  

The Board recognizes the importance of protecting this valuable resource not only for 
Nunavummiut but for all who rely on the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd throughout the herd’s range. 

For more information on the Board’s views of caribou see Section 5.1.1, for health, livelihood and 
culture Section 5.2.4,for traditional land use Section 5.2.5, for cumulative effects see Sections 
5.3.3.  

 
144 C. Sayazie, Community Member, Black Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 1015, lines 3-8. 
145 C. Sayazie, Community Member, Black Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 1015, lines 9-22. 
146 D. Bigeye, Community Member, Black Lake, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 6, 
September 18, 2023, at p. 884, lines 13-21. 
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5.3.3 Cumulative Effects 

In its assessment of the Extension Proposal, the Board considered the potential for additional 
cumulative effects to result from the Extension Proposal interacting with, extending and/or 
becoming additive to the effects of the existing Meliadine Gold Mine Project. In the Board’s view, 
Agnico Eagle did not sufficiently consider the cumulative effects of the temporal changes to the 
approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project under the auspices of the Extension Proposal. However, in 
the Board’s assessment of cumulative effects the Board has considered the 11-year extension to 
the duration of existing effects to be a relevant consideration. For example, Agnico Eagle indicated 
that because the annual project shipping would not be changing, the potential impacts of project 
shipping would not change. While the Board acknowledges the annual project shipping may 
remain unchanged, as that level of project shipping and related interactions would continue for an 
additional 11 years beyond what was assessed for the original project, the Board considers the 
potential cumulative effects of shipping to change from those as assessed in 2014.  

Consequently, the Board understands that several parties expressed dissatisfaction with Agnico 
Eagle’s evaluation of cumulative effects and predictions in their FEIS Addendum as summarized 
in section 3.3.2.1. In response to the Government of Nunavut’s (GN) presentation on animations 
of caribou movement based on the GN’s collared caribou data at the Public Hearing, the Board 
sought to understand if any other sources of disturbance (i.e. cumulative effects on caribou) could 
be identified in the data: “in terms of understanding cumulative effects, are there other activities 
that may be contributing to what you're seeing in the collaring data?”147 In response, the GN 
stated that other sources of disturbance such as exploration camps, land users, and the community 
of Rankin Inlet all contribute to the cumulative effects on caribou along with the mine.  

The Board also heard from community members about their concerns with the number of 
cumulative effects that may be impacting caribou along the migration route of the Qamanirjuaq 
caribou herd and the potential for the Extension Proposal to exacerbate existing disturbances by 
increasing mining intensity, mine footprint, and mine lifespan. 

… development of more borrow pits and quarries and areas outside 
the existing approvals will have a cumulative negative impact.148 
 
… caribou are exposed in the bigger picture -- all the way from 
northern Manitoba and Saskatchewan to here, they're exposed to 
power lines, fires, climate change, new predation. We have grizzlies 
showing up now that we didn't have before. Exploration, mines, 
roads. And there's exploration going on east of here, west of here, 
south of here. All these impacts the caribou. So any small increase 

 
147 K. Kaluraq, NIRB Board Chair, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, September 14, 2023, 
at p. 412, lines 17-20. 
148 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 3, 
September 14, 2023, at p. 1168, lines 17-20. 
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in activity at this mine will add to the effects on the caribou 
population.149 
 
Agnico Eagle says that they believe that there's no negative 
cumulative effects. I don't believe that to be true. We need to take a 
very conservative approach…150 

As expressed by the Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) during the Public 
Hearing:  

So that would be 11 more years of potential impacts to caribou and 
to the land and people using the land. It's 11 more years of potential 
risk and cumulative impacts using current monitoring. So I think I'm 
trying to understand your [Agnico Eagle’s] perspective. If you think 
that we should not be reviewing current monitoring in the scope of 
this extension, how can we possibly review potential impacts, 
monitoring, and mitigation for the 11-year extension of the mine 
life?151 

In response to parties’ questions on this point, Agnico Eagle continued to state that their adaptive 
management plans can handle any increasing or changing impacts over the extended duration of 
the Extension Proposal. Agnico Eagle also indicated that parties’ requests would essentially 
require Agnico Eagle to take on the responsibility to undertake a regional cumulative effects study 
that is more appropriate for the Government of Nunavut to lead with Agnico Eagle being willing 
to share their monitoring data with the GN for such an undertaking. 

5.3.4 Conclusion and Recommendations of the Board 

The Board has concluded the following: 

▪ Agnico Eagle’s cumulative effects analysis was insufficient to adequately assess the 
cumulative effects that intensifying and extending the mine life by 11 years would have 
with respect to key issues such as: 

o the continued effects of land disturbance and noise on wildlife, particularly 
caribou, from the continuation of road usage and intensification of project activity 
for an extended timeline; 

o the continued release of dust from the continuation of road usage and 
intensification of project activity for an extended timeline; 

 
149 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034, Vol. 7, September 19, 
2023, at p. 1175, lines 3-11. 
150 B. Zawadski, Community Member, Rankin Inlet, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034, Vol. 7, September 19, 
2023, at p. 1174, lines 19-22. 
151 K. Rasmussen, Athabasca Denesuł̨iné NéNé Land Corporation, NIRB Public Hearing File No. 11MN034 
Transcript, Vol. 2, September 13, 2023, at p. 126, lines 11-19. 
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o the continued release of surface contact water and treated sewage into Meliadine 
Lake; 

o the continued release of saline effluent via the waterlines into Itivia Harbour; and,  
o the continued interaction of project-related shipping with the marine environment 

for an extended timeline. 

▪ Consequently, the Board is not confident that Agnico Eagle’s predictions with respect to 
the magnitude of these extended effects over time is accurate or that the current and 
proposed mitigation measures would be sufficient to address the potential adverse effects 
over the extended timeline. 
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6 Recommendation to the Minister  
After due consideration and in accordance with the requirements of Article 12, Section 12.8.2 of 
the Nunavut Agreement, and s. 112 of the NuPPAA and for the reasons provided in the Board’s 
Reconsideration and Recommendations Report, the Board has determined that even if Agnico 
Eagle Mine Limited’s modification of the Meliadine Gold Mine Project as proposed in the 
Extension Proposal, NIRB File No. 11MN034, is carried out in accordance with the revised limits, 
mitigation and monitoring requirements as proposed in additional and revised terms and conditions 
of Project Certificate No.: 006, the potential for significant adverse ecosystemic and socio-
economic effects associated with the Proposal cannot be effectively managed. Consequently, the 
Board recommends to the Responsible Minister(s) that the Extension Proposal, as currently 
proposed, should not be allowed to proceed to the regulatory phase. 
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7 Recommendations for Regulatory Agencies, Land and Mineral Holders 
Throughout the assessment, especially during the Public Hearing, information was received from 
Agnico Eagle and Regulatory Authorities about their predictions of effects (both positive and 
negative) and plans for current and proposed mitigation and monitoring measures for the existing 
Meliadine Gold Mine Project and the Extension Proposal. The Board also heard from Intervenors 
and community representatives that any potential adverse impact to the caribou would have an 
immediate and negative impact on the communities of Nunavut, Northern Manitoba and Northern 
Saskatchewan. The Board especially noted that while the Project has been in operations for several 
years, there are limitations in terms of what is known about the effects of the Meliadine Gold Mine 
Project as currently approved, including the following: 

• The Terrestrial Advisory Group has only recently been established, and not all members 
have been able to participate as of yet;  

• The Hunter Harvest Study is within the early reporting of data (too early for meaningful 
results or trends to be identified); and  

• While the Board is appreciative that a data-sharing agreement is now signed between the 
Government of Nunavut and Agnico Eagle, the monitoring and regional data has just 
recently become available and as such considerable uncertainty remains, because: 

• Regional data indicates that there is likely a key change occurring that is increasing 
the herd’s interaction with the Meliadine Gold Mine Project during more sensitive 
times of the lifecycle than previously assessed in 2014, with recent monitoring 
indicating that the herd is shifting closer to the Project in the calving and post-
calving seasons (see for example the discussion in Sections 3.1.1.3 and 5.1.1.1). 

• Notable limitations in the data supplied by the Government of Nunavut were 
identified as the information was inferred from a limited number of individuals 
tracked through collar data and may not provide a truly representative picture of 
herd behavioural changes or show movement of vulnerable groups in the herd such 
as cow/calf groups.  

During the Public Hearing, the Board appreciated the efforts of parties to share updated 
information as it became available. However, the Board understands that with data being shared 
and updated close to the Public Hearing, many parties were only able to complete very preliminary 
analysis, and could not provide the Board with clear conclusions or express confidence with 
respect to what the data is telling us.  

The Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge shared with the Board during the 
Community Information Sessions and Community Roundtables conducted during the assessment 
clearly established that a high level of caution must be exercised for all activities in the area of the 
crossing (Sadlik/Narrows), and calving areas. Community members shared that they are concerned 
that even if caribou continue to use the crossing at Sadlik/Narrows, the current monitoring is 
insufficient to understand whether caribou that are continuing to cross are under increased stress 
due to the increased mining activities and recent shifts in land use over time. As a result, parties 
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were unable to verify if current mitigation measures for the Project were sufficiently protective in 
the current circumstances. These data gaps and limitations with respect to current monitoring 
programs limited the extent to which the Board and members of the potentially affected 
communities can be confident that current and proposed mitigation and adaptive management 
measures, such as work suspension triggered by proximity and group size, would continue to be 
protective enough when the shift of key calving and post calving grounds towards the Project is 
taken into account. As the Board heard several times throughout the Hearing the GN stated that 
more research is needed to understand changes to caribou migration and calving distribution (also 
see Section 5.1.1.1).  

…the changes that are illustrated on the animations do -- do suggest 
that there is further work that needs to be done to examine the shift 
that has under -- has occurred in the calving and the post-calving 
distribution of the herd.152 

As stated in Section 5.1.6, the Board concluded there is a lack of information on the status of the 
Qamanirjuaq caribou herd and the factors leading to changes to migration and caribou movement. 
This made it very difficult for the Board to draw conclusions regarding the extent to which the 
existing mine may be impacting caribou movement and migration, and limited the extent to which 
the Board could have confidence in the predictions of the effects of the intensification and 
extension of the mine life on caribou movement, abundance and individual health.  

The Board recognizes that the Proponent may choose to resubmit a similar or modified proposal 
to the Board for consideration when regional and project monitoring efforts increase certainty 
regarding effects predictions. Given the importance of more certainty on caribou movement, 
abundance and individual health to aid in the Board’s and parties’ understanding of potential 
impacts and overall assessment, and recognizing that Agnico Eagle is not solely responsible to 
improve regional understating of the Qamanirjuaq herd, the Board has made the following 
recommendations regarding how some of these key data gaps and/or areas of uncertainty may be 
addressed by parties in future applications in respect of the Meliadine Gold Mine. 

The Government of Nunavut should provide their own analysis either directly or through the 
Terrestrial Advisory Group (TAG) to develop clear conclusions about how caribou are using the 
land around the Project. Agnico Eagle should work with parties via the TAG and community 
organizations involved in community-led monitoring efforts to determine if behavioural 
monitoring or other additional information will be required to supplement the data from GN’s 
caribou collar monitoring program. For example, parties’ discussions at the Public Hearing 
indicated that the limits of relying solely on caribou collar data could be addressed through 
additional measures such as enhanced behavioural monitoring of the herd, and the Board urges 
Agnico Eagle and all parties with responsibilities/rights/interests linked to caribou health, 

 
152 S. Atkinson, Government of Nunavut, NIRB Public Hearing File No.: 11MN034 Transcript, Vol. 4, September 15, 
2023, at p. 462, lines 22-26. 
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abundance and distribution to identify supplementary monitoring measures required to address 
current data limitations. Further, the Board recommends that Agnico Eagle and the Government 
of Nunavut continue to work together to inform regional monitoring of the Qamanirjuaq caribou 
herd to better understand the extent to which the existing mine may be impacting caribou 
movement and migration. In this regard, the Board also believes that the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq 
Caribou Management Board has vital information on the health and abundance of the herd to 
inform monitoring of the Project and/or to provide important baseline for future assessments as 
the regional conservation authority for the Qamanirjuaq herd, with representation from the 
Intervenors and communities that participated in the NIRB's Hearing (as also identified in Section 
5.1.1.1). 

Finally, the Board appreciates the efforts of regulators to coordinate information between the 
NIRB and Nunavut Water Board process, and notes that additional detail is often received after 
the NIRB’s assessment is complete, but before the Nunavut Water Board’s processing of an 
application is complete. However, where the assessment information provided to the NIRB has 
notable gaps in site-specific information (as was the case with respect to the in-pit tailings storage 
disposal option) Agnico Eagle is reminded that while the level of detail in information required by 
the NIRB may differ markedly from the Nunavut Water Board, the NIRB requires sufficient 
information about all activities, works and undertakings included within the scope of a Proposal 
to understand the prediction of potential impacts and assess the likely effectiveness of the 
Proponent’s proposed mitigation, adaptive management and  monitoring mechanisms, and this 
important information cannot be deferred to the subsequent licensing/permitting process.  

8 Recommendations Regarding Changes to Project Certificate Terms and 
Conditions  

As the Board is not recommending that the Extension Proposal be allowed to proceed to the 
permitting stage at this time, the Board has not prepared recommended revisions to the terms and 
conditions of Project Certificate No. 006 that would govern the Extension Proposal if it were 
approved to proceed. However, the Board noted that during the Board’s assessment the Athabasca 
Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation (ADNLC) requested to be added to the Terrestrial Advisory 
Group (TAG) established under Term and Condition 132 of Project Certificate 006, Amendment 
2 for the purpose of providing technical oversight on the Project’s impact management, mitigation 
and monitoring measures related to the protection of terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat. Other 
existing members of the TAG supported this request, but the NIRB recognizes that the membership 
of the TAG is determined by its members. The Board requests that if the TAG Members do agree 
to add the ADNLC as a TAG member that Agnico Eagle advise the Board’s Monitoring Officer 
of this change.  
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APPENDIX A SITE VISIT REPORT 

 

1. Background 

During the Nunavut Impact Review Board’s (NIRB or Board) Pre-Hearing Conference held in 
Rankin Inlet from November 23-25, 2023 as a part of the NIRB’s assessment of the Meliadine 
Extension Proposal, Agnico Eagle indicated that it would be beneficial for the Public Hearing to 
include a site visit to the existing Meliadine Mine site. During the second Pre-Hearing Conference 
held virtually on March 16, 2023, Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada 
(CIRNAC), on behalf of the Government of Canada (GoC) Departments, indicated that they were 
supportive of a site visit being included as a part of the Public Hearing. Sayisi Dene First Nation 
(SDFN), Northlands Denesuline First Nation (NDFN), and Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land 
Corporation (ADNLC) indicated that Dene interpretation may be required for their community 
representatives to participate fully in the site visit. Therefore, as requested during both Pre-Hearing 
Conferences, the Board agreed that, as permitted under Rule 27.1 of the Board’s Rules of 
Procedure, the understanding of the Board, parties and Community Representatives regarding the 
changes proposed in the Extension Proposal to the Meliadine Gold Mine Project, as previously 
approved by the Board, would be greatly enhanced by a site visit.  

The Board ultimately determined that it was reasonable to schedule a site visit as a part of the in-
person Public Hearing in Rankin Inlet, facilitated by Agnico Eagle, and stressed that the focus of 
the site visit should be on the changes, including new infrastructure, that are proposed under the 
Extension Proposal. The Board requested that the Board, Intervenors and Community 
Representatives attending the Public Hearing be able to participate.  

2. Advanced Notice Regarding the Site Visit 

In the NIRB’s correspondence issued on April 14, 2023 enclosing the Board’s formal Notice of 
Public Hearing,153 the NIRB provided Intervenors and members of the public with notice of the 
Board’s intention to conduct a site visit at Meliadine Mine Site for the purpose of enhancing the 
understanding of the Extension Proposal for the Board, Intervenors, and Community 
Representatives. The tentative date of the site visit was provided in the Notice of Public Hearing 
as September 12, 2023. The Board’s notice also indicated that the NIRB would coordinate with 
Agnico Eagle to plan the site visit and provide further details to parties once arrangements were 
made with Agnico Eagle. The NIRB proceeded to work with Agnico Eagle staff to coordinate and 
confirm the logistical details of the site visit before issuing final correspondence to parties.  

 
153 Public Registry ID: 344276 (English), 345497 (Inuktitut)  



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 134 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

In the NIRB’s Draft Agenda for the Public Hearing issued on August 21, 2023, the NIRB 
confirmed the date and time of the site visit.154 Within the correspondence, the NIRB advised that 
all Community Representatives and one (1) representative from each Intervenor would be invited 
to attend the site visit. Intervenors were instructed to provide the name, email, and phone number 
for the representative that they would like to attend the site visit to the NIRB by August 28, 2023. 
In the Final Agenda155 for the Public Hearing, issued by the NIRB on September 1, 2023, parties 
were advised that the site visit would depart via bus from the Singiituq Complex Recreation Hall 
in Rankin Inlet at 12:45pm on September 12, 2023. Participants were informed that Inuktitut and 
Dene interpretation would be provided to the extent practicable.  

3. The Purpose of the Site Visit 

The purpose of the site visit was to provide the Board, Intervenors, and Community 
Representatives in attendance with an opportunity to: 

▪ Increase their understanding and familiarity with the existing infrastructure at the 
Meliadine Mine site; 

▪ Understand the physical setting of the proposed windfarm in the context of the already-
approved Project infrastructure; and 

▪ Get a first-hand view of the site features, area and the general location of both existing and 
proposed infrastructure and activities within the scope of the Extension Proposal. 

4. Safety Considerations 

In the NIRB’s Draft Agenda for the Public Hearing issued on August 21, 2023 and Final Agenda 
for the Public Hearing issued on September 1, 2023, parties were advised to wear closed-toed 
shoes, long sleeves, and full-length pants to the site visit. Participants were informed that all 
medications or other necessities required for an afternoon away from town amenities would be at 
the responsibility of the participant. They were also advised to consider accessibility concerns, as 
the site visit would include boarding a bus, using stairs, and navigating uneven terrain. In regard 
to this, participants were asked to contact the NIRB in advance of the site visit to request any 
accessibility supports.  

On the morning of September 12, 2023, Agnico Eagle staff provided a safety demonstration to all 
participants in order to prepare for the site visit.156 In the NIRB’s Final Agenda for the Public 
Hearing, parties were advised that attendance at the safety demonstration was mandatory for 
anyone planning on attending the site visit. During the safety demonstration, Agnico Eagle staff 
advised participants that they could bring their own Person Protective Equipment (PPE) such as 
high-visibility vests on the site visit, and that PPE would be provided for all other participants.  

 
154 Public Registry ID: 346737 
155 Public Registry ID: 347029 
156 Public Registry ID: 347359  
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While on the site visit, Agnico Eagle provided high-visibility vests to all participants as they exited 
the buses to view site infrastructure.  

5. Itinerary 

The site visit took place on Tuesday, September 12, 2023, from approximately 12:45pm to 5:00pm, 
and consisted of the following itinerary: 

1. The Board, Intervenors, and Community Representatives checked in with 
NIRB staff at the Singiituq Complex Recreation Hall and were assigned to one 
(1) of two (2) school buses. Participants were also provided with snack bags by 
NIRB staff; 

2. The Board, Intervenors, and Community Representatives, accompanied by 
Agnico Eagle staff, NIRB staff, and interpreters, were driven from the Singiituq 
Complex Recreation Hall to Itivia Harbour to observe the local facilities; 

3. The Board, Intervenors, and Community Representatives, accompanied by 
Agnico Eagle staff, NIRB staff, and interpreters were then driven along the 
bypass road and the AWAR to arrive at the Meliadine Site. Agnico Eagle staff 
provided commentary and answered questions throughout the drive; 

4. Upon arrival at the mine site, one bus was taken to the Meliadine camp 
gymnasium and provided with coffee, tea, and snacks. The other bus was taken 
to the site of the proposed windfarm, where participants were provided with 
PPE and given the opportunity to view the location of several proposed wind 
turbines; 

5. The groups then switched activities - participants at the Meliadine camp 
gymnasium were driven to the proposed windfarm site, while participants that 
started at the proposed windfarm site were driven to the Meliadine camp 
gymnasium for coffee, tea, and snacks; and 

6. All participants were driven back to Rankin Inlet on the AWAR and dropped 
off at the Singiituq Complex Recreation Hall. 

Consecutive interpretation was provided in both Inuktitut and Dene throughout the site visit.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

Nunavut Impact Review Board File No. 11MN034 Page 136 
NIRB Reconsideration Report and Recommendations for Agnico Eagle’s Extension Proposal 

Table 1: Project Components Viewed by Attendees During the September 12, 2023 Site Visit 

Project Component Notes/Items Highlighted 

Itivia Harbour Viewed the laydown area and Rankin Inlet 
facilities. 

Bypass Road Agnico Eagle staff noted that this road is used to 
keep traffic out of Rankin Inlet by diverting 
mine-related vehicles to the Bypass Road.  

All-weather Access Road (AWAR) Viewed the gatehouse, dust sampling transects, 
bridges, road flags, and waterlines being installed 
and covered.  
Agnico Eagle pointed out the general area where 
the Discovery site would be constructed.  

Mine Site  Agnico Eagle pointed out current infrastructure at 
the mine site including the waste rock storage 
facilities, and Tiriganiaq Pit. 

Camp Infrastructure  Viewed the front desk, recreation spaces, and 
gymnasium area. 

Site of Proposed Windfarm Viewed the proposed locations of three wind 
turbines, denoted with green sticks in buckets. 
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6. Attendees 

Table 2: Bus 1 – Inuktitut Interpretation Provided 

Name Party 

Colleen Prather Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Christine Kowbel Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Jen Range Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Luc Chouinard Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Pujjuut Kusugak Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Dan Coulton Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Sara Savoie Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Emily Koide Nunavut Impact Review Board - Staff 

Kelli Gillard Nunavut Impact Review Board - Staff 

Philip Kadlun Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Member 

Peter Kusugak Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Member 

Kaviq Kaluraq Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Chair 

Catherine Emrick Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Member 

Albert Ehaloak Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Member 

Guy Alikut Nunavut Impact Review Board – Board Member 

Teresa Meadows Nunavut Impact Review Board – Legal Counsel 

Mary-Rose Angoshadluk Inuktitut Interpreter 

Bernadette Dean Inuktitut Interpreter 

Martha Hickes Rankin Inlet Community Representative 
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Name Party 

David Owingayak Baker Lake Community Representative 

Eva Elytook  Baker Lake Community Representative 

Leah Nukik Baker Lake Community Representative 

Harry Aggark Chesterfield Inlet Community Representative 

Noel Kaludjak Kangiqliniq Hunter and Trappers Organization 

Gabriel Nirlungayuk Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

Adam Downing Transport Canada 

Pierre-Olivier Edmond Natural Resources Canada 

Daniel Haney Government of Nunavut 

Julie Anderson Health Canada 

Alex Ningark Nunavut Water Board 

David Oolooyook Nunavut Water Board 

Uriash Puqiqnak Nunavut Water Board 
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Table 3: Bus 2 – Dene Interpretation Provided 

Name Party 

Manon Turmel Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Matt Gillman Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Greg Sharam Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Victor Young Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Nicholas Allen Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Leah Klaassen Nunavut Impact Review Board - Staff 

Tara Arko Nunavut Impact Review Board - Staff 

Lootie Toomasie Nunavut Water Board  

Earle Baddaloo Nunavut Water Board  

Stephanie Autut Nunavut Water Board  

Ali Shaikh Nunavut Water Board  

Robert Hunter Nunavut Water Board  

Nancy Pacquette Dene Interpreter 

Daniel Alphonse Dene Interpreter 

Ernest Bussidor Tadoule Lake Community Representative 

Modest Antsanen Lac Brochet Community Representative 

Napoleon Denecheze Lac Brochet Community Representative 

Tom Shaoullie Lac Brochet Community Representative 

Bart Tsannie Hatchet Lake Community Representative 

Elizabeth Mary Denechezhe Hatchet Lake Community Representative 

Peter Gazandlare Hatchet Lake Community Representative 
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Name Party 

Coreen Sayazie Black Lake Community Representative 

James Laban Black Lake Community Representative 

David Bigeye Black Lake Community Representative 

Louie Mercredi Fond-du-Lac Community Representative 

Martin Napoleon Pacquette Fond-du-Lac Community Representative 

Diane McDonald Fond-du-Lac Community Representative 

Geoff Bussidor Sayisi Dene First Nation 

Benjamin Denechezhe Northlands Denesuline First Nation 

Dan Chranowski  Sayisi Dene/Northlands Denesuline First Nations 

Kelly Olson Sayisi Dene/Northlands Denesuline First Nations 

Katie Rasmussen Athabasca Denesųłine NéNé Land Corporation 

Natalie D'Souza Northern Projects Managements Office 

Paul Harper Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Victoria Shore Environment and Climate Change Canada 

Cesar Fernandes Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Dany Rodrigue Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

Michael Staniewski Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 
Canada 

Tony Brown Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs 
Canada 
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7. Questions Asked by Attendees During Site Visit 

The following is a list of the questions asked by the attendees during the site visit (as summarized 
by NIRB staff in attendance):  

• How often do you spray the road with dust suppressant and what is used? 
• Why do the waterlines have to be covered?  
• How accurate is the dust collection sample? 
• Why is the waste rock storage facility so high? 
• How far apart will the wind turbines be? (in meters and miles)  
• Why are the turbines so far apart? 
• To install a wind turbine you have to remember that you will be digging into the ground 

and there will be movement. The turbine site is close to the water (Meliadine Lake), what 
about the fish?   

• Vibrations go through the ground, will they affect the fish?  
• Explain the foundation that would be used for the turbines. 
• Have you thought about putting them in the lake? There are concerns with land animals 

and that would solve them. You see hundreds of them in the ocean in some places, why 
can’t you put them in the water here?  

• Closer to the mine site may be better because the proposed area is a real hunting ground 
and too close to the lake where there is fish.  

• Where have you seen caribou? Do they go in the tailings pile? Do they go in the waste rock 
storage facility?  

• How far away from the road are the furthest wind turbines? 
• Can you explain how tall the wind turbines are? Blade height vs total height?  
• Questions about equipment used to sample wind speed and direction. 
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8. Photos 

 

Photo 1: Site of proposed windfarm – three (3) wind turbine locations were denoted by 
buckets and pointed out by Agnico Eagle. 

Photo 2: The Board, Intervenors, and Community Representatives had the opportunity to 
exit the bus at the proposed windfarm site to view the area and ask questions to Agnico Eagle 
staff. 
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Photo 3: Agnico Eagle staff provided information about the Meliadine Mine Project during 
the bus rides and answered questions from the Board, Intervenors, and Community 
Representatives.  

9. Conclusion 

In closing, the Board thanks Agnico Eagle for making the arrangements, including providing the 
travel and logistical support necessary for the Board, Intervenors, and Community Representatives 
to participate in the site visit, and for ensuring the site visit was conducted in a manner that respects 
the Board’s limits and procedures for site visits. The Board, Intervenors, and Community 
Representatives were able to form a better understanding and familiarity with physical features, 
setting and location of key project components at the Meliadine Mine Site, including the site of 
the proposed windfarm. The Board appreciates the opportunities provided to the Board, 
Intervenors, and Community Representatives to ask questions to Agnico Eagle staff throughout 
the site visit.  
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APPENDIX B RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

Record of Proceedings   
  
Project Proponent: Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 
  
Positive Conformity Determination 
Received from the Nunavut Planning 
Commission: 

April 1, 2022 

  
Date Reconsideration Commenced  June 22, 2022 
  
Dates of Hearings: September 12-20, 2023 
  
Board Members Present: Kaviq Kaluraq, Chair of Hearing 

Guy Alikut, Member 
Albert Ehaloak, Member 
Catherine Emrick, Member 
Phillip (Omingmakyok) Kadlun, Member 
Peter Kusugak, Member 

  
NIRB Board Staff: R. Barry, Executive Director 

T. Arko, Director, Technical Services 
K. Gillard, Manager, Project Monitoring 
L. Klaassen, Technical Advisor II 
E. Koide, Technical Advisor III 
L. Atatahak, Administration Support 

  
Board Legal Counsel: T. Meadows, Meadows Law 
  
Interpreters: J. Tucktoo, Interpreter 

M.R. Angoshadluk, Interpreter 
B. Dean, Interpreter 
V. Strickland, Interpreter 
N. Pacquette, Dene Interpreter 
D. Alphonse, Dene Interpreter 

  
Court Reporters: D. Lopez, CSR(A), RPR, Official Court Reporter 

S. Burns, CSR(A), RPR, Official Court Reporter 
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Sound Technician: R. Dempster, Pido Production Ltd. 
  
PARTIES  
Proponent:  
Agnico Eagle Mines Limited M. Turmel, Permitting and Regulatory Affairs 

Superintendent 
C. Prather, Permitting Technical Advisor, Water 

Management 
J. Range, Regulatory Specialist 
E. Malindzak, Permitting Specialist, Aquatics 
S. Lacourse, Permitting Specialist, Social and Land 
D. Kritterdlik, IQ & Wildlife Advisor 
P. Kusugak, Director, Nunavut Affairs 
A. Buchan, Director Nunavut Affairs, Stakeholder 

Engagement 
L. Syvret, Director, Shared Services Nunavut 
L. Chouinard, Project Manager Meliadine Extension 
M. Gillman, Environmental Superintendent 
S. Savoie, Environmental General Supervisor 
J-C. Blais, General Manager, Meliadine Operations 
C. Fernandes, General Superintendent, Mining 

Operations 
D. Rodrigue, General Superintendent 
J. Aggark, Community Liaison Officer, Chesterfield 

Inlet 
N. Allen, Project Manager, Nunavut Decarbonization 
D. Coulton, Consultant, Senior Wildlife Biologist 
G. Sharam, Consultant, Senior Wildlife Biologist 
V. Young, Consultant, Acoustic Scientist 
J. Quesnel, Director, Permitting and Regulatory Affairs 
C. Paradis St-Onge, Nunavut Communication 

Coordinator 
K. Chenel-Fournier, Communication Counselor 
C. Kowbel, Legal Counsel 
B. Armstrong, Legal Counsel 

  
Intervenors:  
  
Nunavut Water Board A. Shaikh, Technical Advisor 
  
Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated P. Irngaut, Vice President 

G. Nirlungayuk, Director Wildlife and Environment 
B. Dean, Assistant Director Wildlife and Environment 
R. Mercer, Resource Management Coordinator 
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E. Greene, Senior Research and Technical Advisor 
H. Uniuqsaraq, Acting Chief Operations Officer 
D. Lee, Biologist 
N. Gonzalez, Legal Counsel 
D. Nouvet, Legal Counsel 

  
Kivalliq Inuit Association: G. Karlik, CEO 

L. Manzo, Director of Land 
D. Kusuk, Vice President 
J. Katz, Legal Counsel 
A. Sexton, Geologist 
Dr. M. McDougall, Aquatic Biologist 
A. Gunn, Aurora Research 

  
Government of Nunavut N. Pudluk, Assistant Deputy Minister  

D. Haney, Manager of Land Use and Environmental 
Assessment, Department of Environment 

D. Lapierre, Manager Environmental Assessment and 
Regulation, Department of EDT 

S. Atkinson, Wildlife Biologist 
A. Cyr-Parent, Director, Mineral and Petroleum Res.  
E. Carroll, Legal Counsel 

  
Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada: 

S. Dewar, Director, Resource Management 
F. Ngwa, Manager, Impact Assessment 
A. Roy, Senior Environmental Assessment Specialist 
J. Walsh, Senior Environmental Policy Analyst 
M. Staniewski, Environmental Policy Analyst 

  
Environment and Climate Change 
Canada: 

V. Shore, Senior Environmental Assessment Officer 
S. Forte, Technical Specialist, Water Quality 
S. Mallon, Acting, Senior Environmental Assessment 

Officer 
E. Walker, Acting, Head Environment Assessment 

  
Fisheries and Oceans Canada: J. Audet-Lecouffe, Senior Biologist Fish and Fish 

Habitat 
P. Harper, Biologist, Fish and Fish Habitat 
A. Beattie, Unit Head, Fish and Fish Habitat 

  
Health Canada J. Anderson, Impact Assessment Specialist 

J. Kaushansky, Impact Assessment Specialist 
W. Wilson, Senior Environmental Health Advisor 
N. Lyrette, Senior Environmental Health Advisor 
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Justice Canada S. Tielesh, Counsel 
  
Natural Resources Canada: P. Unger, Acting, Director Impact Assessment Division  

P-O. Edmond, Manager, Impact Assessment and 
Consultation 

R. Goulet, Manager, Lands and Minerals 
J. Cole, Senior Researcher, Lands and Minerals 

  
Transport Canada A. Downing, Regional Senior Environmental 

Supervisor, Technical and Environmental Services 
R. King, Indigenous Relations Unit 
J. McHattie, Legal Counsel 

  
Northern Project Management 
Office: 

K. Magee, Acting Senior Project Manager, 
Environmental Assessment 

N. D’Souza, Project Officer, Environmental 
Assessment 

  
Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers 
Organization 

N. Kaludjak, Board Member 
R. Pilakapsi, Board Member 

  
Sayisi Dene First Nation G. Bussidor, Sayisi Dene First Nation 

D. Chranowski, Northlands and Sayisi Denesuline First 
Nation 

K. Olson, Legal Counsel 
  
Northlands Denesuline First Nation 
 

B. Denechezhe, Northlands Denesuline First Nation 
D. Chranowski, Northlands and Sayisi Denesuline First 

Nation 
K. Olson, Legal Counsel 

  
Athabasca Denesųłine ́NeŃe ́Land 
Corporation 

K. Rasmussen, Ecological Consultant 
R. Robillard, President and Chief Negotiator 
D. McDonald, Councillor  
C. Sayazie, Chief 
K. Mercredi, Chief 

  
Community Representatives:  
Baker Lake   
 D. Owingayak, Hamlet of Baker Lake 

E. Elytook, Baker Lake HTO 
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L. Nukik, KIA Women 
Chesterfield Inlet  
 S. Sammurtok, Hamlet of Chesterfield Inlet 

H. Aggark, Aqigiq HTO 
L. Mimialik, KIA Elder 

Rankin Inlet (only representatives that attended are listed here) 
 M. Hickes, Hamlet of Rankin Inlet 

A. Kabvitok, Communty Rep. 
C. Tartak, Community Rep. 

Whale Cove  
 P. Kabloona, Hamlet of Whale Cove 
Tadoule Lake  
 E. Bussidor, Sayisi Dene First Nation 

K. Clipping, Sayisi Dene First Nation 
Lac Brochet  
 M. Antsanen, Northlands Denesuline First Nation 

N. Denechezhe, Northlands Denesuline First Nation 
T. Shaoullie, Northlands Denesuline First Nation 

Black Lake   
 C. Sayazie, Black Lake First Nation 

J. Laban, Black Lake First Nation 
D. Bigeye, Black Lake First Nation 

Fond Du Lac  
 L. Mercredi, Fond Du Lac First Nation 

M. N. Pacquette, Fond Du Lac First Nation 
D. McDonald, Fond Du Lac First Nation 

Hatchett Lake  
 B. Tsannie, Hatchett Lake First Nation 

E. M. Denechezhe, Hatchett Lake First Nation 
P. Gazandlare, Hatchett Lake First Nation 
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Online Par�cipa�on Summary 

NIRB-Ryan Barry 
jamie.quesnel 
Casey Paradis 
Kloée Chenel-Fournier 
ᕼᐋᓇ ᐅᓂᐅᖅᓵᒐᖅ ᕼannah Uniuqsaraq 
David Lee (NTI) 
Ezra Greene - NTI 
Dianne Lapierre GN 
Jenn Walsh 
Kim Pawley# CIRNAC 
Stephinie Mallon (she# her) - ECCC 
Eva Walker 
Alasdair Beattie 
Simone Tielesh - GoC DOJ (STielesh) 
José Audet-Lecouffe DFO 
Gabriel Antoine Côté 
Audet Lecouffe DFO 
Daniel Haney (GN-ENV) 
Michele Leblanc Havard GN Environment 
ACyr-Parent 
Roslyn 
gwiatzka 
KSameer1 
andrea.popoff 
PFuentes2 
Naomie Pudluk 
Sarah Forté - ECCC 
10-25 individuals per day accessed the Public Hearing online but were not individually identifiable 
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APPENDIX D LIST OF EXHIBITS FROM THE PUBLIC HEARING 

Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s “Meliadine Extension” Proposal (11MN034) 

Public Hearing September 12-20 (Rankin Inlet) 

Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

1.  September 
12, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
“Meliadine Extension Overview” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

346952 

 

347358 

2.  September 
12, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
“Site Tour Presentation” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

346955 

 

347359 

3.  September 
13, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
“Valued Ecosystem Components 
Assessment and Evaluation” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

346951 

 

347360 

4.  September 
14, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
“Valued Socio-Economic 
Components Assessment and 
Resolution” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

346951 

 

347361 

5.  

September 
14, 2023
  
  

Electronic Copy  
 

Animation clips of Caribou 
Movement Around the Meliadine 
Site 

Government of 
Nunavut 347071-347092 

6.  September 
14, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Caribou and Meliadine Mine—
Reply to the Government of 
Nunavut Animations” 
 
(English) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

347157 

 

347362 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

7.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
(AEM’s) 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal 
 

Nunavut 
Tunngavik 

Incorporated 

347020 

 

347363 

 

8.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Environmental Assessment of the 
Meliadine Extension Proposal:  
Technical Presentation of Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Addendum” 
 
(English) 

Kivalliq Inuit 
Association 

346957 

 

347364 

9.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Environmental Assessment of the 
Meliadine Extension Proposal:  
Technical Presentation of Final 
Environmental Impact Statement 
Addendum” 
 
(Inuktitut) 

Kivalliq Inuit 
Association 

346956 

 

347365 

10.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal” 
 
Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Crown-
Indigenous 

Relations and 
Northern Affairs 

Canada 

346966 

 

347366 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

11.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal” 
 
Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada 
 
(French) 

Crown-
Indigenous 

Relations and 
Northern Affairs 

Canada 

347116 

 

347367 

12.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal” 
 
Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada 
 
(Denesuline Roman Orthography) 

Crown-
Indigenous 

Relations and 
Northern Affairs 

Canada 

347118 

 

347368 

13.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal” 
 
Crown-Indigenous Relations and 
Northern Affairs Canada 
 
(Dene Sayisi Roman Orthography) 

Crown-
Indigenous 

Relations and 
Northern Affairs 

Canada 

347117 

 

347369 

14.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Final Hearing Comments -- 
Reconsideration of Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited’s “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Transport 
Canada 

346959 

 

347370 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

15.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Final Hearing Comments -- 
Reconsideration of Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited’s “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(French) 

Transport 
Canada 

346958 

 

347371 

16.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Final Hearing Comments -- 
Reconsideration of Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited’s “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(Dene Syllabics) 

Transport 
Canada 

346860 

 

347372 

17.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Final Hearing Comments -- 
Reconsideration of Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited’s “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(Dene Roman Orthography) 

Transport 
Canada 

346960 

 

347373 

18.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Ltd. 
Meliadine Extension Public Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Environment 
and Climate 

Change Canada 

346963 

 

347374 

19.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Ltd. 
Meliadine Extension Public Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(French) 

Environment 
and Climate 

Change Canada 

347115 

 

347375 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

20.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Agnico Eagle Mines Ltd. 
Meliadine Extension Public Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(Dene) 

Environment 
and Climate 

Change Canada 

346964 

 

347376 

21.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
Reconsideration” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 

346965 

 

347377 

22.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
Reconsideration” 
 
(English/French) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 

347194 

 

347378 

23.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
Reconsideration” 
 
(English/Sayisi Syllabics) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 

347170 

 

347379 

24.  September 
15, 2023 

Electronic Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
Reconsideration” 
 
(Dene Roman Orthography) 

Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada 347169 

25.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
– Health Canada’s Final Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Health Canada 

346961 

 

347380 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

26.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
– Health Canada’s Final Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(English/French) 

Health Canada 

346962 

 

347381 

27.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Mine Extension Project 
– Health Canada’s Final Hearing 
Presentation”  

 
(English/Dene) 

Health Canada 

347119 

 

347382 

28.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“For the Reconsideration Process of 
Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
“Meliadine Extension” Project 
Proposal” 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Natural 
Resources 

Canada 

346967 

 

347383 

29.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“For the Reconsideration Process of 
Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s 
“Meliadine Extension” Project 
Proposal” 
 
(English/Dene) 

Natural 
Resources 

Canada 

346968 

 

347384 

30.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard copy 
Final Written Submission 
(excerpted from the Government of 
Canada’s Final Written Submission) 
 
July 26, 2023 
 
(English) 

Government of 
Canada 

346397 

 

347385 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

31.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard copy 
Final Written Submission 
 
July 26, 2023 
 
(French) 

Government of 
Canada 

347045 

 

347386 

32.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard copy 
Final Written Submission 
 
July 26, 2023 
 
(Inuktitut) 

Government of 
Canada 

347046 

 

347387 

33.  September 
15, 2023 

Hard copy 
Final Written Submission 
 
July 26, 2023 
 
(Dene Syllabics) 

Government of 
Canada 

347047 

 

347388 

34.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“NIRB Public Hearing for Agnico 
Eagle Mines’ “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(English) 

Government of 
Nunavut 

347052 

 

347389 

35.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“NIRB Public Hearing for Agnico 
Eagle Mines’ “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(French) 

Government of 
Nunavut 

347173 

 

347390 

36.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“NIRB Public Hearing for Agnico 
Eagle Mines’ “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(Inuktitut) 

Government of 
Nunavut 

347174 

 

347391 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

37.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“NIRB Public Hearing for Agnico 
Eagle Mines’ “Meliadine 
Extension” Project Proposal” 
 
(Dene) 

Government of 
Nunavut 

347175 

 

347392 

38.  September 
16, 2023 

Electronic Copy Only 
 
Additional Slides “Calving 
Distribution Relative to Meliadine 
Mine” 
 

Government of 
Nunavut 347329 

39.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard copy 
 
A Calving Ground Photo Survey of 
the Qamanirjuaq Migratory Barren-
Ground Caribou (Rangifer tarandus 
groenlandicus) Population – June 
2008 
 
Technical Report Series 2010 – No. 
1-10 

 

Government of 
Nunavut 

347328 

 

347393 

40.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Sayisi Dene First Nation and 
Northlands Denesuline First Nation” 
 
(Dene/English) 

Sayisi Dene 
First Nation and 

Northlands 
Denesuline First 

Nation 

347327 

 

347394 

41.  September 
16, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Sayisi Dene First Nation and 
Northlands Denesuline First Nation” 
 
(Inuktitut/English) 

Sayisi Dene 
First Nation and 

Northlands 
Denesuline First 

Nation 

346969 

 

347395 
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Exhibit 
No. 

Date of 
Receipt Exhibit Description 

Party 
Tendering 

Exhibit 
NIRB Doc. ID 

42.  September 
18, 2023 

Hard Copy 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
Athabasca Denesuliné NéNé Land 
Corporation Technical Session 
Presentation for the NIRB Public 
Hearing for Agnico Eagle Mines’ 
Meliadine Extension Project 
Proposal 
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Athabasca 
Denesuliné 
NéNé Land 
Corporation 

347143 

 

347396 

43.  September 
18, 2023 

Hard Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Extension – Community 
Roundtable”  
 
(English/Inuktitut) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

346952 

 

347397 

44.  September 
18, 2023 

Hard Copy  
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
“Meliadine Extension – Community 
Roundtable”  
 
(Dene) 

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

347044 

 

347398 

45.  September 
20, 2023 

Hard copy  
 
Various Graphics (attributed) to 
indicate changes to the Qamanirjuaq 
herd over time 
 
(English)  

Agnico Eagle 
Mines Limited 

347330 

 

347399 

46.  September 
20, 2023  

Hard Copy  
 
Kivalliq Inuit Association Terms 
and Conditions for the 
Reconsideration of the Meliadine 
Extension Proposal 
 
(English) 

Kivalliq Inuit 
Association 

347348 

 

347400 
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APPENDIX E LIST OF ACRONYMS 

Acronym English Definition 

ADNLC Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation 

Agnico 
Eagle/AEM 

Agnico Eagle Mines Limited – otherwise referred to as the Proponent  

ATV All-Terrain Vehicles 

AWAR All-Weather Access Road 

BQCMB Beverly and Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board 

CAAQS Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards 

CIRNAC Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada 

CNWA Canadian Navigable Waters Act 

COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus  

CP Containment Pond 

DFO Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

EIS or IS Environmental Impact Statement or Impact Statement 

ECCC Environment and Climate Change Canada 

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement 

GDP Gross Domestic Product 

GHG Greenhouse Gas 

GKD Ghotelnene K’odtineh Dene – collective reference of the Sayisi Dene First 
Nation and Northlands Denesuline First Nation 

GN Government of Nunavut 

HC Health Canada 

HHERA Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment 
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HHRA Human Health Risk Assessment 

HTO Hunters and Trappers Organization 

ICRP Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan 

IIBA Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement 

IR Information Request  

IQ Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 

FWS Final Written Submissions 

KHTO Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization 

KIA Kivalliq Inuit Association 

LOM Life of Mine 

LSA Local Study Area 

NDFN Northlands Denesuline First Nation 

NIRB Nunavut Impact Review Board 

NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 

NPMO Northern Projects Management Office 

NPOR Noise Point of Reception 

NRCan Natural Resources Canada 

NTI Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated 

Nunavut 
Agreement 

Agreement Between the Inuit of the Nunavut Settlement Area and Her Majesty 
the Queen in right of Canada 

NuPPAA Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act 

NWB Nunavut Water Board 

PC Project Certificate 

PHC Pre-Hearing Conference 
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Proponent Project Proposal owner - Agnico Eagle Mines Limited 

RSA Regional Study Area 

SDFN Sayisi Dene First Nation 

SEMC Socio-Economic Monitoring Committee  

SO2 Sulphur Dioxide 

TAG Terrestrial Advisory Group 

TC Transport Canada 

T&C Term and Condition  

TDS Total Dissolved Solids 

TEMMP Terrestrial Environment Management and Monitoring Plan  

TSF Tailings Storage Facility 

VEC Valued Ecosystem Component 

VSEC Valued Socio-Economic Component 

WRSF Waste Rock Storage Facility 
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APPENDIX F THE NIRB HIGHLIGHTS DOCUMENT  



 

 1 
Meliadine Extension Proposal Report 
Highlights Document 

The Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB or Board) completed its assessment 

of Agnico Eagle Mines Limited’s Meliadine Gold Mine “Extension Proposal” and 

due to the considerable uncertainty of the potential for the Proposal to have 

negative, lasting effects on caribou, and the uncertainty of cumulative effects, 

the Board is recommending that: 

the Meliadine Extension Proposal should not be allowed to proceed at this 

time.  
 

The Board’s full report details the assessment completed  

in accordance with the Nunavut Agreement and the  

Nunavut Planning and Project Assessment Act (NuPPAA),  

how the Board considered the potential benefits and  

Impacts of the proposal, and the Board’s recommendation  

to the Ministers.  

 

Impact Assessment of  the Meliadine Extension Proposal  
By the Nunavut Impact Review Board  issued November 17, 2023 

Highlights Document 
This document is a summary of the Board’s Reconsideration 

Report and Recommendations (referred to in this document 

as “the Report”) and includes references to guide the reader 

to the applicable section of the Report that includes the full 

details. Please refer to the Report for the authoritative 

description of the topic and recommendations.  

Nunavut Impact Review Board Public Hearing in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut in September 2023 

Project Summary:  

Related Project:  

Meliadine Gold Mine 

Proposal:  

Meliadine Extension 

(Extension Proposal) 

Proponent:  

Agnico Eagle Mines Limited  

(Agnico Eagle) 

NIRB File No.: 11MN034 

Online Document Registry:  
www.nirb.ca/project/125684  

http://www.nirb.ca/project/125684
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Why was a new assessment required? - Report section 1 

Agnico Eagle proposed changes to the previously approved 

Meliadine Gold Mine, called the Meliadine Extension 

Proposal, and the Nunavut Planning Commission as well as 

Nunavut Impact Review Board determined that that these 

changes were a significant modification to the existing 

project, which required an updated impact assessment. 

The assessment requires the Board to assess the potential 

environmental and socio-economic impacts of the new 

proposed activities with participation of impacted 

communities, project regulators and government 

departments, Designated Inuit Organization, and any 

other interested parties.  

What is a Project Certificate? 
 

A list of conditions issued by 

the Board, that guide a 

Proponent and regulators   in 

implementing mitigation and 

monitoring of approved 

projects, to identify and 

reduce negative impacts to  

the environment and 

communities 

Project History - Report section 1.3 

The Meliadine Gold Mine was approved to proceed in 2015 
Agnico Eagle is currently operating the Meliadine Gold Mine Project located in the Kivalliq 

region of Nunavut. The approved mine plan is for the development of five separate mineral 

deposits: Tiriganiaq, Wesmeg, Pump, F-zone and Discovery. All deposits were approved for 

open pit mining with Tiriganiaq being the only deposit with underground mining as well. The 

three main mine components include the Mine site 25 kilometres (km) northwest of Rankin 

Inlet, the fuel storage and laydown facility at Itivia Harbour, and a bypass road and the All-

Weather Access Road (AWAR) to connect the components. 

Meliadine Gold Mine Location Main Mine Site 
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Amendment 1: Saline Effluent Discharge (approved in 2018) 

Additional Activities: 

• subsea waterline and diffuser 

installed into Melvin Bay 

• Discharge 800 cubic metres of 

saline water per day during open 

water season 

• Trucking saline water from mine to 

Itivia Harbour by 16 round trips per 

day 

Amendment 2: Waterlines (approved in 2020) 

Additional Activities: 

• Increase discharge of saline effluent into Melvin Bay 

to a maximum of 20,000 cubic metres per day still 

only during open water season 

• Instal 2 waterlines along the All Weather Access 

Road and bypass road, covered by rock 

• Instal a new line and diffuser into Melvin Bay 

Current Amendment: Meliadine Extension Proposal 
- Report section 1.4 

In July 2022, Agnico Eagle submitted a proposal to change various parts of the project:  

• Extending mine life by 11 years to 2043 by adding underground mining to specific targets 

• Increasing employment  

• Adding  11 wind turbines and associated infrastructure 

• Adding waterline along Discovery Road and additional water management infrastructure 

• Deposit waste rock and tailings in mined out pits and additional waste management 

infrastructure on site 

• Adding more fuel storage  

• Using new borrow pits and quarries for construction 

• Continued use of existing infrastructure including the main Mine Site, All Weather Access 

Road and bypass road, as well as Itivia Harbour development area 
 

*while originally proposed with the application, Agnico Eagle removed a proposed airstrip 

from the list of activities. 
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Extension Proposal: Proposed Plan at the Main Mine Site 

Extension Proposal: Proposed Plan at the Discovery Site 
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Agnico Eagle’s Assessment 

- see Report section 2 

Agnico Eagle’s Conclusions for the Extension Proposal: 

“Overall, the Meliadine Extension represents a negligible change from the 2014 FEIS and 

approved Meliadine Mine activities. Significant lasting impacts are not anticipated, aside 

from socio-economic benefits (e.g., training, jobs, business partnerships, tax revenue), as 

well as through the reduction of greenhouse gases. Cumulative effects are considered not 

significant for all wildlife (including caribou), birds, and marine components.”  

–Agnico Eagle 2022 FEIS Addendum 

Footprint Change to Main Mine Site 

Proposed Windfarm Location 

Agnico Eagle’s Final Environmental 
Impact Statement Addendum  
describes its assessment of the 
potential environmental and socio-
economic impacts of the proposed 
changes to the Meliadine Gold Mine:  

Minor Impacts: 

• Vegetation 

• Terrestrial Wildlife 

Positive Change:  

• Greenhouse Gases and Climate 

Change 

• Economic Development 

• Employment 

No Change/Negligible Change: 

• Air Quality 

• Noise 

• Permafrost 

• Water Quality 

• Fish  

• Birds 

• Marine  

• Education 

• Traditional 

Activity 

• Human Health  

• Accidents and 

Malfunctions 
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NIRB Community Information 

Sessions in Northern Saskatchewan 

and Manitoba 

Second Pre-Hearing Conference 

Whale Cove Information Session 

Baker Lake Information Session 

Hatchet Lake Information Session 

Procedural History of  the Project Proposal 

- see Report section 1.6 

The key procedural steps that occurred throughout the NIRB’s assessment: 

Nunavut Planning Commission refers 

project to NIRB 
April 

2022 

NIRB receives Final Environmental 

Impact Statement Addendum 

July 

2022 

Technical Review begins 
Aug 

2022 

NIRB Community Information 

Sessions in Nunavut (Kivalliq Region) 

Sept  

2022 

Technical Meetings, Community 

Roundtable/Pre-Hearing Conference 

Nov 

2022 

March 

2023 

Public Hearing and Community 

Roundtable in Rankin Inlet 

Sept 

2023 

Public Hearing Record Closed 
Oct 

2023 
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 In-person Engagement Opportunities 

- see Report section 1.6.2 

Black Lake Information Session 

Rankin Inlet Information Session 

Tadoule Lake Information Session 

 

Involvement of Intervenors and 

Regulators: 

Opportunities for written feedback: 

• Information Requests 

• Technical Review Comments 

• Final Written Submissions 

1 Technical Meeting 

2 Pre-Hearing Conferences 

1 Public Hearing 

Technical Meeting, Community Roundtable and Pre-Hearing Conference, November 2022 

Community Engagement: 

-Information Sessions 

(afternoon open house and 

evening meetings): 

• Kivalliq Region, Nunavut  

• Northern Manitoba 

• Northern Saskatchewan 

Community Roundtables:  

• Pre-Hearing Conference 

• Public Hearing 

Written comments accepted at all        

in-person meetings and digitally 

throughout the assessment 
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The Public Hearing 

- see Report section 1.6.2.4 and Appendix A 

Intervenors at the NIRB Public Hearing: 

Nunavut Tunngavik Incorporated  

Kivalliq Inuit Association  

Government of Nunavut 

Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern 

Affairs Canada  

Environment and Climate Change Canada  

Fisheries and Oceans Canada  

Health Canada  

Transport Canada  

Natural Resources Canada  

Kangiqliniq Hunters and Trappers Organization 

Sayisi Dene First Nation  

Northlands Denesuline First Nation  

Athabasca Denesųłiné NéNé Land Corporation  

The Public Hearing  was held in Rankin Inlet, Nunavut, from September 12-20, 2023. It 

included a site visit of Meliadine Gold Mine, technical sessions, and a community roundtable.  

Public Hearing Technical Sessions 

Public Hearing Site Visit 

Public Hearing Community Roundtable 

Public Hearing 
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 Invited Community Representatives:  

 Nunavut:  

Rankin Inlet 
Arviat 
Baker Lake 
Chesterfield Inlet 
Coral Harbour 
Naujaat 

Whale Cove 

Manitoba:  

Lac Brochet 

Tadoule Lake 

Saskatchewan:  

Black Lake  

Fond du Lac 

Hatchet Lake 

Public Hearing Community Roundtable 

Summary of  Comments from Community Members 

- see Report section 4 

The Community Roundtable helps the Board gain a better understanding of each community’s 
views, perspectives, and knowledge about the project proposal. The Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit, 
Indigenous Knowledge and Community Knowledge that is shared throughout the community 
roundtable is central in the Board’s final decision and recommendation.  

Comments 

Heard from 

Community 

Members 

Ecosystemic:  

Air Quality  

Water Quality 

Caribou 

Climate Change 

Monitoring 

 

Birds 

Fish 

Dust 

Windfarm 

Socio-economic:  

Employment 

Consultation 

Food Security 

Economic Opportunities 

Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit 

Traditional Land Use 

Youth 

Other:  

Alternative Energy 

Alternatives 

Terrestrial Advisory 

Group 

Working Together 

 

“Our homes, our families, our 

communities are built on a 

foundation of our relationship with 

the caribou. Our bodies, mind, 

spirits are fed by the caribou. We 

are the caribou, so having the 

opportunity to speak today is very 

important to all of us.” 

—C. Sayazie, Black Lake First 

Nation Community Representative 
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Issues the Board Heard on Benefits and Impacts of  

the Meliadine Extension– see Report sections 3, 4 and 5 

Communities 

• Emphasized the importance of 

protecting caribou and migration 

• Sensitivity of caribou especially young 

calves and their mothers 

• Communities in Nunavut, and Northern 

Manitoba and Saskatchewan have been 

seeing changes in caribou migration  

• Concerns with impacts of wind turbines 

(see next page) 

Intervenors 

• Concern with shift in caribou 

post-calving and calving grounds 

• Impacts from intensifying mining 

and mining for 11 more years 

• Questioned current mitigation 

measures in place 

• Concerns with impacts of wind 

turbines (see next page) 

Agnico Eagle  

• Mine has mitigation measures in 

place to protect caribou 

•  The mine shuts down when 

caribou are within 5 Km  

• Monitoring data of caribou 

migrating through site shows 

that current measures are 

protective of caribou 

Caribou 

“The same blood that spills in the calving grounds during calving is the same blood that flows 

and flows through my veins.· In order for our people to survive, we must protect the caribou 

and where the caribou calf.” -K. Mercredi, Fond Du Lac Community Representative 
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Communities 

• Sensitivity of caribou to sights, 

sounds, and vibrations 

• Concerns with the proposed location 

of the windfarm in the post-calving 

range of caribou 

• Request for wind turbines to provide 

energy to the nearest community of 

Rankin Inlet 

Intervenors 

• Support clean energy but do not 

support  proposed location at 

the mine site 

• Concern with shift in caribou 

post-calving and calving grounds 

• Questioned whether planned 

mitigation measures would be 

protective of caribou 

Agnico Eagle  

• Positive effects: Reduced 

emissions, improved air quality, 

and reduced traffic 

• Mitigation measures should be 

protective of caribou and can be 

adapted with information 

learned from monitoring  

Wind Turbines  

Relocation of the Windfarm  

• During the Public Hearing  Agnico Eagle proposed  to relocate the windfarm to a 

location chosen in the future in consultation with the Kivalliq Inuit Association. 

• Board determined that there could be different impacts at another location and not 

enough information was provided on alternate locations to allow for assessment in 

the current assessment.  
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Communities and Intervenors 

• Concern with water discharge into 

Meliadine Lake 

• There are Elders and community 

members no longer using water or ice 

from Meliadine Lake or Meliadine River 

due to concerns on water quality 

Agnico Eagle  

• Water quality monitoring shows water 

in Meliadine Lake is safe to drink  

• Discharge to Meliadine Lake is not 

increasing to more than has previously 

been approved 

Communities and Intervenors 

• More information required about 

areas being considered for storing 

waste rock and tailings  

• Some information can be 

provided prior to activity starting 

but site specific information will 

be required 

Agnico Eagle  

• Further analysis to be completed 

and information will be provided in 

the Nunavut Water Board licensing 

process 

Water Management 

In-pit Deposition 
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Socio-Economic 
Impacts 

Communities 

• Importance of country food including 

caribou and fish and food security  

• Employment must be maximized for 

Inuit 

• Communities need economic support 

and job training opportunities 

• Impacts to caribou will impact 

traditional land use  

Intervenors 

• Concerns about Inuit employment 

percentages and turnover  

• More information required about 

employment barriers for women 

• Importance of considering Inuit 

Qaujimajatuqangit and 

Indigenous Knowledge  

• Concerns about impacts to 

availability of country food  

Agnico Eagle  

• Positive effects: increased 

employment and employment for a 

longer period of time 

• New program, Sanajiksanut, to 

improve Inuit training and hiring 

• Terrestrial Advisory Group in place to 

provide Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit into 

monitoring and mitigation measures 

“Inuit need the jobs… you better make darn sure 

we get the jobs and the ability to continue to 

live in our area where we choose to live in not 

force us to move somewhere else, and you 

better make sure you invest in the communities 

that are 28 kilometres from your mine site…” 

-A Tattuinee, Rankin Inlet Community  Member 
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Other 

Transboundary Effects 

• Intervenors and community 

members from Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan discussed the 

importance of caribou for their food, 

culture, and spirit 

• They are connected to Nunavut and 

the Project area through the 

Qamanirjuaq caribou herd range 

Cumulative Effects 

• Intervenors and community members had 

concerns about cumulative effects on 

caribou , water quality, air quality and the 

marine environment 

• Agnico Eagle’s analysis concluded that 

there would be no added cumulative 

effects 

Accidents and Malfunctions 

• Spills from the proposed Discovery 

waterline would be controlled with the 

same leak detection and spill prevention 

plan in place for the approved 

waterlines  

“…caribou are exposed in the bigger picture -- all the way from northern Manitoba and 

Saskatchewan to here, they're exposed to power lines, fires, climate change, new predation. 

We have grizzlies showing up now that we didn't have before. Exploration, mines, roads. 

And there's exploration going on east of here, west of here, south of here. All these impacts 

the caribou. So any small increase in activity at this mine will add to the effects on the 

caribou population.”— B. Zawadski, Rankin Inlet Community Member 

“One of the most important aspects to us is the caribou and the lands that sustain them.· The 

barren-ground herds have their calves in Nunavut and travel into our territories for fall and 

winter. Through these migrations of the caribou, we are connected to the lands and people 

across Nunavut.”—C. Sayazie, Black Lake First Nation Community Representative 
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Conclusions and Recommendations of  the Board  
– see Report sections 5, 6, and 7  

 

The NIRB’s conclusions and recommendations after careful consideration of all the technical 

comments and information, Inuit Qaujimajatuqangit and Indigenous Knowledge provided 

throughout the assessment were that due to the considerable uncertainty remaining of the 

potential for the Proposal to have negative, lasting effects on caribou, and the uncertainty of 

cumulative effects, the Board recommended that the Extension Proposal should not be 

allowed to proceed at this time. 

Throughout the assessment the Board heard shared 
concern expressed by Intervenors as well as 
community members from the Kivalliq, Northern 
Manitoba and Northern Saskatchewan, that 
uncertainty remains regarding the nature and extent 
of potential negative impacts on caribou health, 
abundance and behaviour due to the intensification of 
mining, 11-year extension of the mine life and 
construction and operation of the windfarm as 
proposed in the Extension Proposal. The Board also 
heard from Intervenors and community members that 
there was concern about the potential for the 
Extension Proposal to have cumulative effects to 
freshwater quality, air quality, and the marine 
environment. 

The Precautionary Approach 

When data gaps or uncertainty 

exist in predicating effects 

during an impact assessment, it 

is Agnico Eagle’s responsibility 

to  demonstrate that proposed 

measures are designed to 

prevent or mitigate adverse 

impacts to the environment, 

people, and communities. 

Caribou 

• Uncertainty whether mitigation measures would be sufficiently protective    

  Proposed measures considered were for shutting down mining operations,  

  road, and wind turbines when caribou were in the area.  

• The Board is not confident that these mitigation measures and adaptive management 

plans would be sufficient to protect the caribou during critical calving and post-calving 

periods, especially if the herds continue to shift the primary use areas towards the mine.   

• Negative impacts on caribou would have immediate negative effects on the ability to 

harvest caribou, which could have devastating and lasting effects on the livelihood, 

health and culture of Inuit, Dene and Denesuline in the region. 
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Windfarm 

• The Board is not confident  that the potential negative 

effects on caribou due to the windfarm as proposed and 

assessed in the Extension Proposal, can be effectively 

prevented, mitigated or adaptively managed in the 

proposed location at this time.  

• The Board is generally supportive of alternative energy 

sources, reduction on the reliance on hydrocarbons, and 

reduction in greenhouse gas emissions.   

Cumulative Effects  

There is considerable uncertainty in relation to the scale and scope 

of cumulative effects that the proposed intensification of activities 

and addition of 11 years to the mine life will have on: 

• The movement, abundance and health of the Qamanirjuaq 

caribou herd 

• Air quality 

• Water quality in Meliadine Lake and Itivia Harbour 

• The health, livelihood, culture and traditional land use of 

people in the region 

“…We cannot risk the 

health of the herd by 

experimenting with 

wind turbines in an 

area so critical for 

caribou well-being .” 

—J. Katz, Kivalliq Inuit 

Association 

Future Applications 

With additional project and regional monitoring efforts, and operational experience with the 

operation of the approved Meliadine Gold Mine Project, there may be increased certainty 

regarding effects to caribou and cumulative effects. The additional experience and monitoring 

results may create a clearer picture of the abundance, health, and movement of caribou near 

the mine, and could provide an increased level of assurance that some or all of the activities, 

in the Extension Proposal could be conducted in a manner that would not unduly and 

adversely impact the ecosystemic integrity of the Nunavut Settlement Area.  

Recommendation to the Minister 

After considering all evidence heard throughout the assessment, the Board has determined 

that even with proposed mitigation, management, and revised terms and conditions, the 

potential for significant adverse ecosystemic and socio-economic effects associated with the 

Proposal cannot be effectively managed. Consequently, the Board recommends to the 

Responsible Ministers that the Extension Proposal, as currently proposed, should not be 

allowed to proceed. 
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The Board is grateful to all who actively participated in and who generously shared their 

knowledge, experience and expertise. The NIRB recognizes and appreciates the sacrifices all 

parties made to attend the Board’s in-person meetings, and thanks everyone for their 

willingness to meet and work together in a collaborative, and respectful manner during the 

assessment process. 

Recommendation for Regulatory Agencies 

The Board recognizes that it is not solely the responsibility of Agnico Eagle to improve 

understanding of the abundance, health and movement of caribou. Therefore, the Board 

encouraged regulators with jurisdiction over the Qamanirjuaq caribou herd to work together 

to reduce uncertainty of this herd on the regional level which will help to improve clarity for 

future assessments.    

Next Steps 

After receiving the Board’s Report and Recommendations, the 

Responsible Ministers will review the Report and issue their 

decision in respect of the Proposal. Because the Board’s 

recommendation for this assessment is that it should not proceed, 

within 90-180 days of the Ministers’ receipt of the Report, the 

Ministers must: 

Agree with the Board's reconsideration 

decision and recommendations 

 

Agree 

Reject or vary the Board's reconsideration 

decision and recommendations in any manner 

the Ministers consider appropriate 

 Reject  

or Vary 

OR 
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