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April 18, 2013 

Mr. Glen Koropchuk 
Chief Operating Officer 
Snap Lake Diamond Project 
DeBeers Canada Mining Inc. 
300, 5102-50th Avenue 
YELLOWKNIFE NT X1A 3S8 
FAX 867-766-734 7 

Dear Mr. Koropchuk: 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC), Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada, Environment Canada, the Government of the Northwest Territories 
(Department of Environment and Natural Resources), the Snap Lake Environmental 
Monitoring Agency, and the Aboriginal Parties were given the opportunity to review the 
2010 De Beers Snap Lake Diamond Project Environmental Agreement Annual Report 
(Annual Report) pursuant to Article 10.1 ( c)(i-xiii) of the Environmental Agreement. 

The Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency and the Government of the 
Northwest Territories have provided the attached comments on the 2010 Annual Report 
for your consideration (Attachments 1 and 2). Fisheries and Oceans Canada has 
indicated the Annual Report is satisfactory and may provide you with more details on 
the results at a later date. 

Pursuant to Article 10.1, AANDC is satisfied with the contents of the 2010 Annual 
Report and, therefore, deems this report to be satisfactory. 

AANDC requests that DeBeers Canada staff report on the issues addressed by the 
Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency and the Government of the Northwest 
Territories as quickly as possible and we look forward to reviewing these responses . 
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact Mr. Lionel Marcinkoski, 
Environmental Scientist, at (867) 669-2591. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn Bruce 
Regional Director General 
Northwest Territories Region 

Encl: Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency letter of AANDC 
GNWT, Environmental and Natural Resources letter to AANDC 

c.c.: Ernie Campbell 
David White 
Dora Enzoe 
Mike Tellis, Manager 
Alexandra Hood, 
Edward Sangris 
Ted Tsetta 
Bill Enge 
Arnold Enge 
Bruce Hanna 
Lisa Lowman 
Joel Holder, 
Patrick Clancy 
Marc Casas 
Zabey Nevitt 
Patrick Kramer 



Lionel Marcinkoski 
Environmental Scientist 

Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency 
Main Floor, Lahm Ridge Tower · 
4501 Franklin Avenue 
P.O. Box 95, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N1 
Phone: 867-765-0961 FAX: 867-765-0963 
Website: www.slema.ca 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
PO Box 1500 
Y ellowk:nife, NT 
X1A2R3 

File: DeBeers, Snap Lake Environmental Agreement Annual Report for 2010 

March 4, 2013 

RE: Environmental Agreement Annual Report 2010 

Dear Mr. Marcinkoski, 

Please accept this document as SLEMA's comments for the submission of the 2010 

Environmental Agreement Annual Report, submitted by De Beers. 

Before making comment on the content, SLEMA would like to address the issue of 

submission timeliness. The Environmental Agreement is somewhat ambiguous as to the 

required date, each annum, that the parties can expect this submission. A report is 

required for each calendar year as per direction of the agreement. Considering that a 

calendar year ends December 31st, SLEMA feels that it is reasonable to expect this report 

a considerable time before the end of the following calendar year. For the purpose of 

reasonable expectation, SLEMA would like to request that there be an agreement, 

between De Beers and the reviewing parties, that this submission have an expected 

submission date in August of the following year. 



Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency 
Main Floor, Lahm Ridge Tower 
4501 Franklin Avenue 
P.O. Box 95, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N1 
Phone: 867-765-0961 FAX: 867-765-0963 
Website: www.slema.ca 

Comments on Content: 

);> The title Environmental Monitoring Agreement Report: 201 0 is not consistent 
with the Environmental Agreement, the title should be "Environmental 
Agreement Annual Report". This would make it also consistent with past years 
document. 

);> In page ii, Compliance, it is stated that there were 12 inspections in 2010, but in 
Table 5-1 there are only II 

);> Section 1.2 2010 Annual Report: in the past, this section describe the previous 
year EAAR submission. For example, Section 1.2 of2009 EAAR describes the 
submission of2008 EAAR 

);> Section 4: in the past, this section summarizes the documents submitted in the 
current year. For example, Section 4 of2009 EAAR summarizes the reports 
submitted in 2009, i.e. Water Licence annual reports, Air Quality report, 
vegetation report, and wildlife report for 2008, and TDS and DO reports for 2009 

);> Table 5-1 Summary of Compliance, 2010 is incomplete. The following are 
missing 

• The areas of the Mine that were inspected during each inspection 
• Summary of De Beers responses to the Inspector concerns 

);> In the summary of mitigative measures on page 81, the author references the 
AEMP annual reports conclusion that," as results are in line with the 
Environmental Assessment, that mitigative measures are effective". This 
statement my be very true, but SLEMA feels that the Environmental Agreement 
Annual Report should be a "stand-alone" document, therefore details on 
mitigative measures should be more robust, and the reader should not be referred 
to other documents to establish performance. 

Conclusion 

The EAAR for 2010 fulfills the criteria established within the Environmental Agreement 

for a successful document, in fact De Beers wisely used the 13 articles as the backbone to 

produce its document, thereby ensuring the inclusion of all the requirements. Although 

the document conforms to all the articles, it does very little to go beyond the basic 
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Snap Lake Environmental Monitoring Agency 
Main Floor, Lahm Ridge Tower 
4501 Franklin Avenue 
P.O. Box 95, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2N1 
Phone: 867-765-0961 FAX: 867-765-0963 
Website: www.slema.ca 

requirements. The document is lacking in illustrative presentation. Apart from the cover 

page and one map there are no images to help the reader understand what the Snap Lake 

Mine is like and what type of footprint it exhibits. Although this is not required, it would 

be nice to see photographs and illustrations aiding and complimenting the text in future 

versions of this report. 

If you have any questions whatsoever please feel free to contact the undersigned or David 

White at 867-765-0961 ~~~~~~:.;:· 

Sincerely, 

Johnny Weyallon 
Chairperson 
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Northwest 
Territories Environment and Natural Resources 

Mr. Lionel Marcinkoski 
Environmental Scientist 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada 
POBOX 1500 
YELLOWKNIFE NT X1A 2R3 

Email: lionel.marcinkoski@aandc.gc.ca 

Dear Mr. Marcinkoski: 

DeBeers Canada Mining Inc. 
Review of the 2010 and 2011 Environment Agreement Annual Reports 

The Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT) has reviewed DeBeers Canada Mining 
Inc. (DCMI) 2010 and 2011 Environmental Agreement Annual Report (EAAR) as required 
and outlined in Article X, Annual Reports, Section 10.1(a) to (i) of the Environmental 
Agreement and finds them to be satisfactory. 

Environment and Natural Resources (ENR) recognizes, and appreciates the effort it takes for 
DeBeers to fulfill the multitude of reporting requirements. ENR has included a number of 
comments from Wildlife Division (y\10) and NS Region (NSR) for your consideration. ENR 
commits to continue working with DCMI in being proactive and adaptive at the mine site, in 
addition to working jointly with other operating diamond mines to collectively improve various 
management plans and programs. ENR also expects to see these efforts reflected in the 
2012 Environmental Agreement Annual Report. 

The following comments are for your consideration in subsequent reports and for appropriate 
action: 

1. Monitoring Program and Mitigation Plan Terminology 

A review of the listed objectives for the 2010 and 2011 EAAR (Section 4.1.5) has determined 
that DCMI has blended the concepts of what is now considered by the GNWT to be Wildlife 
and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WWHPP) and a Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program 
(WEMP). 

1.1. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Protection Pian (WWHPP) 

The VVWHPP outlines the steps necessary to protect personnel, wildlife and wildlife 
habitat within the Project Development Area (PDA), also commonly described as a 
project's direct "footprint." A WWHPP documents the day-to-day standard operating 
procedures including mitigations, reporting, and best practices for the Project site . 
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The WWHPP requires the development of clear protocols and standard operating 
procedures for project employees and contractors to ensure the implementation of 
site-specific mitigation. The WWHPP must include measures for both compliance 
monito\ing and reporting, and environmental monitoring and reporting. This helps 
ensure(human safety by reducing the potential for interaction between people and 
wildlife; and reduces or prevents any direct impacts to wildlife from the PDA. The 
plan is required to provide a set of instructions to mine staff, to show diligence on part 
of the developer and to comply with legal requirements. Typically, site-specific 
management data is not directly relevant to regional scale monitoring, but some 
information may be incorporated into a regional scale monitoring program (e.g. 
tracking of on-site wildlife mortalities). 

1.2. Wildlife Effects Monitoring Program fWEMP) 

A WEMP encompasses effects monitoring at a Local Study Area and Regional Study 
Area scale during the life of the project. In effect, it is a follow-up program as defined 
under the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act. A follow-up program is 
meant to evaluate (1) the soundness of an environmental assessment or 
environmental impact review for a proposed development; and/or (2) the 
effectiveness of mitigation measures or remedial measures imposed as conditions of 
approval of the proposal. 

A WEMP details larger scale monitoring objectives and methods (e.g., monitoring 
wildlife species threatened by potential increases in harvester access due to project 
roads). The WEMP provides an avenue to test the effectiveness of impact 
predictions made by a developer during a project's environmental assessment or 
Environmental Impact Review, including mitigation techniques employed during the 
construction, operation, closure and post-closure phase of a project. 

A WEMP does not include mitigation measures per se as it, by definition, is strictly a 
process for monitoring and testing specific effects questions. The results of this will 
be used to support adaptive management approaches if needed and to contribute to 
cumulative impact strategies. Results from a well-designed WEMP can also be used 
to inform best practices associated with future development projects in the NWT and 
the Slave Geological Province. 

An effective WEMP should: 
1. Be focused on key Valued Ecosystem Components (VEC) and other 

species of importance that are typically found in or near the area 
surrounding the project; 
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2. Be conducted at a project local study area and/or project regional 
study scale that is appropriate to the proposed predictions for the 
project VEC; 

3. Use tested standardized protocols/methods/approaches that are in use 
by other mines so that monitoring results can be combined at a 
regional scale; 

4. Be developed and reviewed in collaboration with Aboriginal partners, 
government, regulatory agencies, and other interest groups including 
other mines; and 

5. Be developed such that monitoring and mitigation techniques can be 
revisited and revised pending new information 
(i.e. developed using an adaptive management framework). 

The GNWT would propose that for the upcoming year, DCMI voluntarily apply the 
detailed outlines that will soon be provided by the GNWT for the WWHPP and 
WEMP. This will ensure minimal confusion between a wildlife mitigation and 
employee/contractor guidance manual {i.e. WWHPP) and a follow-up effects 
monitoring program {i.e. WEMP). Consistency and a common language when 
developing industry-wide best practices and guidelines will be beneficial to 
governments, regulators, and other future development projects. 

2. Cumulative Effects and Regional Scale Monitoring 

While an individual mine may have limited impact on wildlife distribution and abundance, its 
contribution to the overall amount of development on the landscape may be enough such 
that wildlife are significantly and adversely impacted (i.e. there may be a threshold of 
development disturbance above which a given species is negatively impacted). It Is the 
accumulated effects of all development that is of primary concern for all wildlife and it is 
consideration of these factors (in addition to natural factors and climate change) that are 
included in cumulative effects-type assessments. 

The GNWT is taking a lead role in coordinating collaborative cumulative effects programs for 
multiple species, including the Bathurst herd, but cannot do this alone. Developing and 
implementing a cumulative effects program is a shared responsibility among governments, 
co-management partners, land users and others who use wildlife. 

DCMI has committed to a joint grizzly bear DNA hair-snagging study, a wolverine DNA hair
snagging study and a North American Peregrine Falcon Survey to be conducted every five 
years. The GNWT has advocated for these programs in past workshops because they 
provide for standardized regional monitoring data and can be used to assess, monitor and 
mitigate cumulative effects on these species. 
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3. Reporting 

For the purposes of supporting an open and transparent process for wildlife management 
and to continue ensuring safety for both mine staff and surrounding wildlife, the GNWT wants 
to convey the importance of reporting to the GNWT. The accurate recording of wildlife 
incidents and occurrences by mine environmental personnel and timely reporting back to the 
GNWT will assist in developing and implementing current best management practices 

4. Protocols 

The GNWT requests an opportunity to discuss with DCMI options on developing and 
implementing a formal standard operating procedure or protocol between the two parties that 
will better streamline wildlife management actions that require the assistance of the GNWT. 
Such procedures or protocols might better address wildlife concerns that occur on the mine 
site, in particular wildlife concerns requiring the immediate attention of the GNWT. 

5. Air Quality Emissions Management and Monitoring Plan 

ENR, GNWT has reviewed the air quality component of the Snap Lake 2010 and 2011 
EAAR. ENR recognizes that the summary information provided in the EAAR on air quality 
monitoring and emissions management is also presented under separate cover in the Annual 
Air Quality-Meteorological and Emissions Report, and as such, has no comments at this 
time. ENR will continue to work with DCMI as they implement and refine their Air Quality 
Emissions Management and Monitoring Plan. 

ENR reiterates its commitment to working with DCMI and Snap Lake Environmental 
Monitoring Agency to ensure that adequate, effective and comprehensive Management and 
Monitoring Plans continue to be effective management tools for DCMI. 

Should you have any questions or concerns regarding ENR's comments, please contact 
Mr. Patrick Clancy, Environmental Regulatory Analyst, at 920-6118 or email at 
Patrick_ Clancy@gov .nt.ca. 

Sincerely, 



c. Mr. Robert Jenkins, A/Director 
Renewable Resources and Environment, AANDC 

Ms. Nicole McCutchen, Manager 
Wildlife Research and Management, Wildlife Division, ENR 

Ms. Erika Nyyssonen, Industrial Specialist-Mining 
Environment Division, ENR 


