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Minutes — December 10-11, 2024
Yellowknife Boardroom and by teleconference / Zoom

Present:

Charlie Catholique, Chair tutselk’e Dene First Nation
Marc Whitford, Vice-Chair North Slave Métis Alliance
Violet Camsell-Blondin, Secretary-Treasurer Thchg Government

Sean Erasmus, Director Yellowknives Dene First Nation
Baba Pedersen, Director Kitikmeot Inuit Association
Tara Marchiori, Director Diavik Diamond Mines
Sarah Elsasser, Director (by phone) GNWT-ECC

Staff:

John McCullum, Executive Director EMAB (minutes)

Allison McCabe, Environmental Specialist EMAB (minutes)

Guests:

Sean Sinclair, DDMI (Day 1, by phone)

Bill Slater, Slater Environmental (Day 1, by phone)
Megan Cooley, NSC (Day 1, by phone)

Jennifer Kirk, Arcadis (Day 1, by phone)

Nancy Njerere, ECC (Day 2)

Tuesday, December 10, 2024
Meeting started at 9:15 am at EMAB Boardroom and by teleconference

Chair opens meeting at 9:15
Opening Prayer — Charlie Catholique

Introductions
e Welcome new GNWT-appointed Board member, Dr. Sarah Elsasser

Item 1: Approval of Agenda
Chair reviews agenda.
e Item 5 —Inspector cancelled
e  Winter road discussion may come up

Motion: To approve the agenda for Dec 10-11'24 as amended
Moved: Marc Whitford

Seconded: Violet Camsell-Blondin

Carried
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Item 2: Conflict of Interest
No conflicts declared

Item 3: Minutes of Previous Meeting
ED presents draft minutes from Oct 16-18’24 meeting
e Request to add in Nicki, Elie, and Megan’s affiliations (SUNY)
e Added question of boron and barium to minutes (email request)

Motion: to approve the Oct 16-18’24 Board meeting minutes as amended
Moved: Baba Pedersen

Seconded: Marc Whitford

Carried

Action Items

ED presents Action Items

e  Baba spoke with Eric Hitkolok (Kugluktuk Hunters & Trappers Organization) who will provide information on
fish studies and water sampling programs in Coppermine River and Coronation Gulf

e Tarato follow up re: BOTG and NHX presentation to TKWG

e Recommendation for sending “investigating dust effects on water and sediment to the TK working group”
can be removed since TKWG will be dissolved soon

e Re: implementing proposed improvements to EMAB comment and recommendation review system for
technical water licence reports - DDMI member Tara to draft something and discuss at next board meeting.
EMAB discussed recommendations at October meeting; Board should convey to Diavik, then Diavik could
respond.

e Violet, Marc, and Baba get Board items emailed. Everyone else receives files via Dropbox. For large files,
can also put on a USB drive.

e ED to phone Nancy Kadlun.

Outstanding Recommendations

ES presents outstanding recommendations

Q. If DDMI doesn’t respond to recommendations, do we just ask again?

A. There is no big stick to require an adequate response. EMAB can also report on it in annual report, but
depends on situation. For the EAQMP, we went to Minister (in 2020) after going back and forth. So, it is a
big stick, but it was effective. With something like fish camp recommendations, we can submit comments
to the WLWB during the AEMP review. We could say, “we don’t think this component of AEQMP is
adequate” and bring to Minister.

e EMAB could also raise the issue at a conference.

e For a recommendation like the Fish Camp Recommendation #2 —first half should go, and second half
should stay. A recommendation about a specific facilitator is not appropriate. Understood that Natasha has
incredible experience; Diavik has used her for many contracts.

e Can word tenders in a way that favors one over another
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e Thereis quite a bit of context in the recommendation that newer Board members may not be aware of. That
recommendation has already gone to Diavik. The TK Panel was not involved in the discussion to change
facilitators. The recommendation has already been made; this letter just repeats it. Looking to have this
letter reviewed and improved, then send It out.

Motion: To approve TK fish camp letter as presented.
Moved: Baba Pedersen

Seconded: Charlie Catholique

Carried

ACTION ITEM: ES to finalize Fish Camp recommendations letter and send to DDMI.

BREAK

Item 4: Finance

Variance Report — to Nov’24
ED presents variance report

Update on Jack Kaniak scholarship
Diavik rep provides update
e 10 applicants, one recipient — Kaitlyn Porter ($2,000)
Who at DDMI does EMAB talk to about Diavik sending EMAB its share? Need to send invoice letter?
It will take too long for Diavik to send, EMAB will front Diavik the $1,000
Could Diavik send $3,000 at a time?
No, can we do a year at a time? Because EMAB has to send back unused funds.
EMAB will send 2k to Kaitlin, DDMI will send money later
Have to make sure Diavik pays ASAP, we don’t want accounts receivable

..>o..

Motion: to pay Jack Kaniak scholarship recipient $2,000 with understanding that DDMI will pay their share no
later than end of EMAB’s fiscal year (March 31, 2025).

Moved: Marc Whitford

Seconded: Baba Pedersen

Carried

ACTION ITEM: ED to organize payment to Jack Kaniak Scholarship recipient.

Item 5: Inspectors Update
Jan’24 fuel spill

Inspector cancelled this morning due to ill health
ES provides high-level overview of last two inspection reports received.

Discussion:
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No visible fuel on surface at January’24 spill site.

Q. How is water consumption measured? And is all water consumption measured eg. water for dust
suppression? What kind of flow meter is used, and where is flow meter located? Is DDMI within licence
limits and numbers reported accurate?

A. DDMI member will follow up

e  Water levels in Coppermine river appear to be going down drastically; this year was 2 feet; and we have a

six-inch tide

Does DDMI sample the Coppermine river?

No, just at end of LdG/headwaters of Coppermine

e  GNWT samples in the river; can request someone from GNWT give us an update of their water sampling

program

>0

Q. Where does DDMI do their water sampling?
A. Thisinfois all be in AEMP report
e Also want to know what’s going on with Ekati and cumulative effects in relation to water quality.

ACTION ITEM: ED to request GNWT water resources to provide update on water sampling in Coppermine
River

LUNCH

11. Annual Report Status Update

ED presents item

e Hope to have report text approved today, send to Canarctic by Dec 13%, and have an initial design by end of
December/mid-January

e ED presents comment on shortened WLWB timeframes to ask if Board wants to approve section/if
appropriate

e  Truthful statement, should go in report

e TK Panel piece is wrong; the TK Panel and TK Fish Camp participants are not the same. Just to be clear. The
Elders that participated in the camp were not part of the panel.

Q. Can we delete that sentence?

A. Yes, everyone agrees

Motion: Approve annual report as amended
Moved: Marc Whitford

Seconded: Baba Pedersen

Carried

ACTION ITEM: ES to submit Annual Report materials to Canarctic for design and print

Item 10: Update on WLWB Closure Workshop #2
ED presents item
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ACTION ITEM: ED to circulate Arcadis report on discharge criteria prepared ahead of closure workshop

ED notes that workshops were intended to help participants reach mutual understanding and agreement on

ways to address specific issues identified by WLWB in RFD for FCRP.

e Did not seem to accomplish this objective; mostly Diavik presenting its previous positions and same issues
being raised by participants

e Discharge criteria for collection ponds was new

e Diavik did not provide much indication of plans to change its approach to the issues.

Discussion
e Understood workshops were for WLWB to understand the issues better; not for Diavik to change its
positions

e Noted suggestion of screening hydrocarbon contaminated soil and burning any oil that comes out.

e Noted this approach would remove free product, but that some hydrocarbon stays bound to soil and needs
to be eaten by bacteria through landfarming

e Need to involve people who worked at the mines; they know what was done. Lots of small spills that were
not cleaned up.

e Need TK monitoring.

LUNCH

Item 6: Diavik Water Licence Renewal Presentation
Sean Sinclair (Diavik); Bill Slater (SEC), Megan Cooley (NSC) and Jennifer Kirk (Arcadis) join by phone.

ES introduces item

Sean Sinclair of DDMI presents background and update on upcoming WL renewal

e New licence proposed to last ten years. Will cover end of operations, through active closure, and into 5 yrs.
of post-closure monitoring.

e Target submission is first week of January 2025

e Have been through two water licence amendments recently; revised licence will reflect that work

e Reconnection of ponds 2 and 7 — completed but don’t expect discharges to monitor until spring

e Main ask for renewal is conditions to breach remaining 9 ponds; could be what we have for ponds 2 and 7
currently, but applied to other ponds

e Now have numeric criteria to breach ponds (discussed at Closure Workshop #1)

e Updated uranium guidelines from 33 pg/L to 98 pg/L as per GNWT suggestion

Proposing 10-year licence, expiring in 2035.

Will there be new WL after 2035?
Not planning on it.
Will monitoring go past 20357
Yes, monitoring ramps down over time. At 2035 everyone can reflect on the data and trends and develop a
proposal for a new licence.
e 2035 is not far away; would hope to see one that lasts a lot longer

>p > P
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Diavik will need a new licence after 2035.
How long can a WL last?
Up to 25 years, but preferred to be shorter so they don’t get outdated

What was new limit for uranium?
98 micrograms per liter. The GNWT did work to define that limit. There is a lot of work going on to update
the guidelines on a variety of parameters.

The current water sampling program and current sampling locations - will that continue in the next licence?
Yes, it will be done through the SWALF, there will be same sampling at breach location, lake, mixing zone,
and the AEMP for lake monitoring.

How far away from the mine is the furthest sample point?
50 km away, at the headwaters of Coppermine

And that location will stay?
Yes

If anything happens to water or fish, will you still get a licence renewal? Like dead fish

If anything happens, we still have to renew. Once Diavik is not an operating mine the effects of discharge
will stop. The main thing the new licence will authorize is the closure activities at Diavik, and monitoring,
and return of security moving forward

The uranium limit has tripled, that’s a concern

That’s a GNWT decision, they will provide the rationale for that

o DDMI did risk assessment based on that number, not anticipating any issues.

o One challenging aspect — DDMI to start WL renewal process in a month, then submit FCRP on April
15’25.

o There will be new evidence from sampling in April. FCRP might provide more evidence that could affect
WL renewal.

o  WLWB has asked about construction monitoring (e.g. breaching ponds, excavating rock from lake);
DDMI did a lot of this in 2015-17 (for A21 dike construction); will have turbidity curtains, and monitor
for total suspended solids (TSS)

o Will also update to conform with version 2.1 of WLWB’s Standard Licence Conditions

o Already provided updated Appendix X-27 on Oct 3™ — lots of historical data from all the ponds. DDMI
will also provide statistical summary and compare it to discharge criteria we’re proposing. Will also
provide map of mixing zones.

o TKMP will be a separate submission

o will put action level framework back in Closure AEMP (along with SWALF)

o expectation is that once pre-breach are approved, the inspector would allow breach. That’s what we
did for Ponds 2 and 7, and A21 dewatering.

= EMAB had expressed a desire for a public review prior to breach, but DDMI is firm on position
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o Diavik will keep all management plans (contingency, waste rock, etc.)

o Board also asked how Diavik could include cultural use criteria — don’t believe its feasible to put CUC as
pre-breach criteria; since it’s for site runoff, not drinking water. People won’t drink run-off.

o There’s a lot of little details because the WLWB has given a lot of direction, but the main things are
requesting approval to breach ponds with numerical discharge criteria (Board might call them EQC or
not);

Have pits been filled?
No

When pit starts getting filled with water —there’s been fueling, refueling, spills, driving, what are the plans
to make sure it’s all clean before Diavik lets water back in?

Diavik has already done this for A418 — through the PKMW Diavik knows what can stay and what has to go
(e.g. hazardous waste must be removed); any spills must be cleaned up; inspector do a lot of inspections as
equipment is removed. Inspection reviews each level and sequentially approves flooding. This is included
info on the inspector report. Once a level meets requirements, Diavik can flood.

What is procedure if pits are halfway filled and you see a sheen?

it will take 6-12 months to fill - but pit will still be separate from the lake. Diavik must meet the WQ
requirements before reconnecting to big lake; but that would be part of pre-breach requirements.
Encourage DDMI to clean up spills as soon as they are identified

Would you be able to describe the engagement process ahead of the water licence renewal?
Diavik has had 2 closure workshops. also discussions with a few other groups who requested them.

Once in the closure process, what hazardous material will be left on-site?

None planned to stay on site; hazardous materials get shipped south (e.g. chemicals, waste oil, glycol).
Landfarm is just starting. Strategies include: place a cap and cover the material; excavate; landfarm to
acceptable criteria. Diavik plans to landfill soils that meet industrial criteria, and place a cap, or ship off-site
—the decision will be on a case-by-case basis.

e Thisis an outstanding question; Diavik will update strategy in FCRP 1.1.

What about the land farm? Need heavy equipment to move soil.

Diavik doesn’t plan to landfarm after active closure is completed. Need excavator to turn soil
After 2035, when the renewal licence expires, will all the landfarms be closed and remediated?
Diavik won’t landfarm after 2030, unless something unexpected is discovered.

At the expiry of next licence (2035) will all landfarms be closed and remediated?
Yes. If there’s a large spill we might need a landfarm for longer, but not our plan
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Hope all hazardous are all 100% remediated by end of WL. Diavik would need a WL as long as there is
contamination on site.
Diavik will play this by ear.

For water sampling — has Diavik discussed with Kugluktuk HTO, who are doing Coppermine research?
Diavik hasn’t worked with them for a few years, but sounds like there’s lots of interest.
e We would encourage DDMI do to do that — lots of concerns for fish and water quality in Kugluktuk

Will data from Ponds 2 and 7 be shared in spring, after freshet, to help inform licence renewal?

No, renewal will be too far along — need two summers of data. Should have plume study results for Ponds 2
& 7. Will need two summers of data to draw conclusions; that’s why they tried to breach in 2021. But we’re
not in a situation like that anymore.

For the X-27 statistical summary table —will you show the range of data (e.g., min, max, # of samples that
exceeded the data, etc.)?

Yes, for each catchment, max avg, max grab, and column for model prediction, then SNP data, so only
planning to do model predictions: 50" percentile and 95" percentile.

e As much statistical info DDMI can provide, like min to max (5 to 95th, percentiles), would be valuable

The decision was monitoring would only be required during freshet?

No, monitoring will happen whenever there’s flow. Anticipating a lot during freshet but not a lot during the
summer

The monitoring data can inform the licencing process. It sounds like the uranium number is from work
being done somewhere else. Is CCME working on that?

I don’t know; GNWT expects it will filter into CCME at some point, but there won’t be an updated official
CCME in time for the licence renewal. GNWT would have more info.

Did GNWT look at human health protection with the new uranium number? Or just aquatic?
Don’t know, likely aquatic health.

KIA is not applying for participant funding for the licence renewal, relying on EMAB. Having capacity issues
but firmly believes in EMAB process.

Yes, isn’t that supposed to be what EMAB’s role is?

EMAB is supposed to be independent of all the Parties; EMAB shares reviews with them.

Any concerns with that? KIA says they’re comfortable and confident in the EMAB process.

EMAB will do a thorough review certainly, but can’t speak for KIA

X-27 statistical summaries — when can we expect that?
With the water licence renewal

a presentation to the community, and meeting with HTO — would be a good opportunity to get feedback
from that community — and if our EMAB Board member could attend, that would be great
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e  KIA member —would be very open to that
e Diavik could do this as part of a planned visit to Cambridge Bay.

Q. Could climate change and acid leaching, increase uranium in water?
A. CCME regularly reflects on some of these limits and update them. It’s not because of Diavik.

e The CCME guideline is from 2011. BC has a working guideline that divides by a factor of 2 for safety and
that’s from 2024. And couldn’t find any evidence CCME is updating.

e Diavik did a similar thing with copper during the last water licence amendment based on Environment
Canada data. Diavik will be doing acute toxicity tests. It’s really about this number and putting that in
the right place, Diavik’s position is that at the end of the day the acute toxicity tests will prove
assurance. Run-off can’t be acutely toxic.

Q. Are CCME limits acute or chronic?
A. The chronic ones are the AEMP benchmarks, these are acute ones.

e Sometimes there is an acute and chronic guideline that CCME has specified.

e CCME accumulate all the acute toxicity data for available species (plants, fish, benthics) then they
graph, find the most sensitive, and derive the guideline based on the most sensitive species that could
be in the water body. And that’s where acute/chronic or short term/long term come in. Confounding
parameters with uranium: temp, hardness, pH — there’s evidence that conditions in LdG would not
result in as much uranium toxicity with the organisms that are there. That’s likely why the GNWT is
comfortable with raising that number. They looked at all data with similar water chemistry to Lac de
Gras.

Q. Also, chronic toxicity number has to be met at end of mixing zone? And 98 ug/L is just within the mixing
zone?

A. Yes, exceedances may happen in mixing zone

Q. And there will be chronic toxicity limits at end of mixing zone?

A. We’re not proposing a change from the decision on Ponds 2 & 7.

BREAK

Item 7: TK Monitoring Plan Discussion

ED presents item and goes through proposed revisions:
e EMAB received comments from some Board members; were expecting comments from TG, but not receive
yet.
e two main areas of comments from Board members:
o Endorsement of ToR by Parties
o Governance, including representation and role of TK Panel
e  KIA wants each signatory to have the same number of representatives
e TG didn’t provide input. Will submit their comments, but have been busy.
e  Suggest going through revised document with everyone looking at it. The document dated Dec 9 is the
correct version.
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DDMI has attempted endorsement with Parties, but no response. The time for waiting for endorsement is

coming to an end as the deadline for submitting the TKMP to the WLWB approaches. Diavik may have to

undertake the work itself.

There will need to be TK criteria attached to some of those objectives, or new objectives

Not comfortable with TK Steering Committee; thought EMAB would be running program with TK Panel

need to be clear at the beginning, endorsed and supported by Elders.

IGOs — for some contexts (e.g., PKMW) consultation went beyond the Affected Communities listed in EA

(e.g., DKFN); so Diavik sometimes uses term “IGOs”

Require copyright (for TK knowledge) to make sure TK becomes property of project, not property of Diavik

o mentioned under “ethical guidelines” section. When the plan itself is developed, there will be

an opportunity to say how they each Party’s TK is documented and stored

change to “each community will decide how they want to handle their TK”

Q: Didn’t we decide to use consultant instead of TK coordinator?
A: Consultant could be faster but not what we want

Role would be very different if coordinator vs. contractor

Need to identify who is responsible for deliverables? Someone has to manage the project; might be the

board (e.g. managing budget, coordinating feedback, etc.). Don’t want to be six months into this and don’t

know if the project is over budget or going to meet deliverables

Need a reporting structure back to EMAB. E.g. probably important to the Board to hear updates

Need to identify timelines for updates — e.g. at each meeting, quarterly, annually, etc.?.

The TKWG wanted representation by community. Need to know if this representation is vital for preparing

the plan, or for just monitoring? Because this will get onerous, having 4 reps from each community. That

would be 20 participants. We’ve been waiting for TG to clarify. LKDFN, KIA, etc. wanted equal

representation as well.

Looking at previous TK panel meetings, each Party had a male, a female, and a youth, so up to 15 people on

the Panel. 15 is manageable, 20 is getting a bit unmanageable.

What about alternates?

Parties decided who would attend for them. Do we need four per community? Or is the idea a man, a

woman, and a youth?

Panel is Elders, and youth who do monitoring

The skills in developing the plan are different than the people who monitor.

Is this a management body or advisory? EMAB was going to be the steering committee and Panel would

provide Elder’s input. The group responsible for making it happen is EMAB.

TK Panel (Elders and harvesters) put stamp on everything. But EMAB is the “steering” committee

TK Panel must have the right TK skillset

o different terrain, landscape, water, animals, and geological. Select people who have general knowledge
of whole area.

community engagement is big part of budget. If workplan includes community engagement and TK Panel,

doesn’t the Panel provide community engagement?
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Thinking is the panel meets three times. Meet at beginning and go over stuff from previous TK Panel
recommendations; guardian plans, etc develop a preliminary draft monitoring plan to take to communities.
Then they would meet during community engagement to assess results, then at the end to pull all results
together

If they don’t have Elders, get middle age

The responsibility is on Diavik to submit the report? So should EMAB submit to Diavik?

Continued next day

Adjourn for the day — Board Christmas Dinner at 6:00pm

Wednesday, December 11, 2024
Meeting started at 9:00am at EMAB Boardroom and by teleconference

Q.
A:

Item 8. Two-Year Budget Discussion

ED presents item, and results of Dec 4 meeting between Executive Committee and Diavik.

Any notification from consultants indicating they plan to increase their rate?
No.
Noted TG has gotten notices from consultants (4% increase)

Did DDMI accept the rollover?

They asked questions, but wanted more information. We have set of business rules that says when

rollovers are acceptable.

e DDMI Board member: Diavik accepts WL renewal and FCRP rollovers. Diavik is not able to do a blanket
guarantee of funds, there’s a process for requesting additional funds

This WL renewal is most important in entire life of mine, we can’t skimp, have to do properly; we can’t back

down on this.

ED is providing reasonable case, need to support additional funds guarantee; crucial for entire ecosystem,

land, water of LdG

So, main point of contention is about the guarantee of additional funding if justified?

Yes; request is based on Diavik’s acceptance letter for 2023-25 budget from February 2023, where they set
the precedent.

Recommend EMAB not agree to finalizing first year of budget but not second (as per DDMI’s suggestion);
already have issues with the budget every 2 years; don’t want to have problems every year.

Diavik accepts not splitting the finalization of the budget.

Can you clarify the additional $20k for review of FCRP — how is that 75k?

EMAB would just be asking DDMI to provide up to $20k if review ends up being over 75k. Would be based
on consultant proposals. Right now we are just guessing based on review of first version of FCRP, since
nothing has been submitted.
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Okay so a buffer amount essentially if needed?

Yes, and DDMI would agree to provide to EMAB if needed. Recommend that if DDMI doesn’t agree to that,
EMAB add that amount into the budget

Why is $7,500 budgeted to review TKMP, if EMAB will be creating the plan?

EMAB hasn’t agreed to develop the Plan yet; still need to sort out ToR, workplan and budget.

Guaranteed extra funding reasonable on EMAB’s behalf; this does have a precedent and DDMI was the one
who proposed that approach in 2023-25.

Suggest we agree to meet with DDMI over next six months and discuss transition to closure to inform
second year budget/workplan

Indigenous parties are already well represented in the Budget development. Look at us sitting around the
table. We already have adequate input from Parties.

EMAB is independent from Parties

Letter from KIA we talked about yesterday, is evidence shows how important/representative EMAB is for
Indigenous Communities

Diavik agrees to EMAB submitting one budget

Diavik okay with rollover (approx. up to 75k but may be smaller now) but not comfortable with guaranteed
additional funds

Recommend we add additional funds back into budget if Diavik does not agree

Diavik recommends 4.8 process ie. EMAB submits a proposal and Diavik considers it.

if we don’t have enough money, we can ask Diavik as 4.8(f) is written, then they can say no. The way ED
proposed would cover it.

It’s asking for a budget increase.

No, it’s just asking for a contingency. So, we’re estimating it will cost 75k but it could be less. But if its more
we can request it and get it.

Diavik doesn’t have an additional pot of funds sitting there waiting

Refer to agreement on 2023-25 budget; there were additional funds available.

On the 26-27 budget, EMAB shouldn’t just accept DDMIs assertion that it doesn’t reflect transition to
closure. We don’t have FCRP yet, we offered DDMI to speak to at June mtg and they declined, we asked
DDMI about upcoming plan and addressed their responses in the budget and workplan.

Will there be a ‘25 onward strategic plan?

Yes, there’s 10k in the 2025-26 budget for that

Sounds like a lengthy closure workshop with EMAB might be helpful early in the year to nail all key points
and make sure everyone’s clear on what next two years means

Diavik and EMAB work together, land is really important; DDMI too worried about money. Seems like stuff
we do here [at EMAB] not budgeted for.

Canadas record for this...has not been favorable. Rod Davies, President (of DDMI) agreed during the EA that
mine would be closed properly, want a “good report card”, don’t want to be like other mines

Nowhere in Canada has environmental agreement like what we have here; reputation of Diavik on the line
Land is worth more than diamonds (food source, clothing, etc.) and we’re all witness to what they said at
the beginning, they exploited us and degraded us
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Q.
A.

History of mining in North for closure has not been good in any case. Giant — one of worst in world. Event of
profits is nowhere close to cost of cleanup. And we as taxpayers are paying for that. Lupin, Jericho, they
gave money to shareholders, but cost money to taxpayers. Diavik should be grateful, that we do a good job,
we need this budget, they made a commitment. We want to work WITH Diavik to do this properly, be an
example to all mines in the future.

Diavik has money to do that, were committed, that’s why we’re here. Diavik has accepted the budget. There
will always be 4.8(f) if additional funds are required.

Diavik is nitpicking over a small portion. We’re just saying we want money set aside if we need it. Don’t
agree with Diavik’s view that using 4.8(f) works better. It would be good on Diavik’s part to say “yes, we
agree, that will help with proper closure”. All we’re asking for money just in case, nothing else, want to see
this close in a good way.

There’s lithium in our area and that’s next. Difficulties with budget make it seem like industry will never
cooperate. Look at Rayrock still being remediated. This doesn’t look favorable for the future.

Q: what happens if no agreement by Dec 17t
A: If no agreement, letter goes to Minister

Would that stall budget?

It would in the sense sense that DDMI is supposed to pay 60 days before start of next fiscal year, but
sometimes a bit later. Not ideal, but what happened last time is GNWT convened both parties and we
worked something out (2023 letter). Minister prefers not to get involved.

The biggest output of EA WG is that there should be a collaborative approach to TK monitoring and that
EMAB should consider taking on TK. The EAWG wasn’t interested in trying to amend the EA at this time.

So FCRP has 79,000 in budget ask, PLUS 26 rollover
No, it’s cumulative, 79k includes rollover. If rollover’s guaranteed, we can stay within inflation. EMAB
looking for commitment from Diavik that they would provide extra $20k if needed

Continued after Item 9

BREAK

Q.

Item 9: EAQMP Investigation Update

GNWT'’s Nancy Njerere gives presentation

Diavik submitted revised EAQMP on December 2. GNWT is reviewing it.
Main points:
o Diavik to monitor TSP for three years of valid data
PM 2.5 is excluded due to reduction of activity at site
Dust — collect 5/12 containers monthly; other 7 collected quarterly
NO2 — monitor twice/week plus handheld monitor
No dispersion model update.
o Agreed on meteorological data and improved reporting.
When will internal review be complete?

O O O O
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Q.
A.

Jan 10, 2025 or earlier.

Will there be an opportunity for EMAB to provide comments?
This is part of internal GNWT discussions; they may send the draft back for revisions. There is nothing in the
EA that says what happens after Minister makes determination.

What about NPRI/GHG calculations? EMAB keeps getting pushback. Is that a requirement for the reporting
section? If not, could it be?
Nancy to check with Imran

For the closure objectives and criteria related to dust and TSP. Does this EAQMP address those?
Those criteria haven’t been approved. GNWT wants to align criteria with guideline. Imran is working on this.

Item 8 - Budget discussion con’t

ED Looking for approval of response letter

Seems the only disagreement is the guarantee of additional funds

Recommendation is that if there is no agreement the Board add those into the budget for next year and
submit that to the Minister

Once budget exceeds CPI there will likely be a dispute

Step one is to send to Diavik before making assumptions

Motion: to approve revised response letter, revised attachment 1, and revised budget description
Moved: Baba Pedersen

Seconded: Violet Camsell-Blondin

Carried

Item 7- TK Monitoring Program con’t
Board reviews and discusses draft ToR and makes changes where necessary

DDMI needs to be on steering committee; DDMI has never envisioned a version of this plan where it was not
involved

As it’s set up, EMAB would be directing, supporting, and advising on the TKMP

So, is Diavik’s involvement through EMAB adequate or does it want something beyond that?

TK Panel vs Steering Committee piece is important; there needs to be representation from Parties somehow
in this process

Still confused on whether TK Panel is leading development of the program or just advising

As written, Panel would be advising

Have to make sure Elders and harvesters’ views drive the plan forward

They would be like any other TK panel

shouldn’t lose sight that the TKMP will go to the WLWB and Parties need to be involved. Are Parties
comfortable with this? Would EMAB Board members be comfortable not being involved in the TK panel?
Parties will appoint people to TK Panel, there will be community engagement, etc.
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e Could DDMI be an observer at the Panel meetings?

e So EMAB Board would be like a management Board?

e Yes, asit’s structured; EMAB just delivers a draft and DDMI can change any way it likes

e TK Panel would be advising Coordinator/Consultant. They could go over past TK Panel recs, guardian
programs, then preliminary plan would go to communities for feedback.

e Natasha or Joanne would be good; facilitators for fish camp this year should not be considered

e The Elders liked working with Joanne and DDMI got rid of them. Diavik was controlling all TK

e Diavik will have to take over if no final decision by early January

e  RFP will take a month

e There will be a point where Diavik has to take over the process.

e Diavik would like to be able to observe the TK Panel when they meet

e Must clarify DDMI only has observer role, and not influence the group

e If Diavik has concerns, they send to EMAB, then EMAB gives direction

Continued after lunch

LUNCH 12:00-1:15

Item 7- TK Monitoring Program cont.

e Diavik concerned that budget for monitoring is not reasonable compared to other monitoring programs

e EMAB's point is that before there’s a plan, we can’t make a budget

e There have to be some limit/parameters

e expenses related to TKMP: how many people needed, wages, Elders fee, travel, accommodation, hall rental
— because 2-3 million, there’s no justification for that. For translators, transcribers, verification

e Suggest take out number, develop plan, and cost out after

e We don’t know if 2-3 million is reasonable. The TK working group estimate is 5 million

e DDMI doesn’t want a 50 million dollar plan

e  When (DDMI’s) 3-million-dollar figure was developed, where did it come from?
Anything Diavik can offer to substantiate for that number? But it reveals a bit of thought process
3 million may be low... but it depends on program breakdown, what’s the approach? Is it bare minimum? So,
if we can get that info. Can see that it can’t be $50 million too.

e Looking at NHX - 188,000 is their annual budget. TK AEMP Camp costs about 300,000 — have done that
during operations every 3 years

e Does that consider travel to remote communities? These increase the cost

e Diavik proposed 10 years of monitoring, TKWG proposed 25

e Diavik’s scientific monitoring, will go for five years, then prepare a Performance Assessment Report (PAR),
then do more if needed - iterative process. Some components will likely go much longer than 10 years.

e Inclosure plan, Diavik proposes 5 years of monitoring, but acknowledge it could be fifty years

e Every few years, bring all communities together, and evaluate results of TK MP.

e No agreement on duration of scientific monitoring either — that came up a lot at Oct workshop

e Long-term monitoring could focus on just one item too, if everything else is okay
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Q. Who makes the decision that TK monitoring is complete?
A. The WLWB. Also proposing that TK Monitors be involved

Q. Maybe delete part about expected cost (2-3 mil)

A. Diavik can’t allow that to be deleted.

e addin a sentence saying communities think it should be more.

e Don't like costing out before program is developed

e Isit possible we suggest to consultant that options are presented? Then people can see the different costs
and options/ If Diavik would prefer a number, could start at 3 million

YKDFN presents additional comments on ToR
e  Capacity Funding — Diavik notes there is no version of the TKMP that includes capacity funding for
engagement of external experts. This seems like a different pot of money would be provided to each party.
o Affected Communities need capacity funding for technical advice.
o Capacity funding is important
e  What if communities want to do their own investigations, like animals are sick or something and they want
to do an experiment
e That's getting into monitoring. This is just the ToR, which is about developing the plan itself, not
things that happen during the monitoring
The ToR can’t commit to capacity funding. Who would be responsible? EMAB?
e Can propose this as aspirational to Diavik; if Diavik thinks it doesn’t fit, maybe they could have ideas where
this could fit?
e In this context, based on objective, don’t know who would be responsible for meeting this objective. Who
will provide the money? Capacity building is important but is this the appropriate vehicle for it? This is
beyond the scope of the ToR

Agreed to conclude for today and have a conference call later.
e  Would like to be able to read all the revisions first
e This draft is EMAB submitting proposed revisions to Diavik; Diavik will decide whether they accept.

Motion: approve the revised ToR to Diavik as amended
Moved: Marc Whitford
Seconded: Sean Erasmus

e Prefer to read revisions line by line, then respond
e People would like another look at the revised version

Motion withdrawn

Action Item: ED to send around cleaned up draft revised version of ToR by 10am tomorrow (Dec 12).
Everyone to submit comments on draft ToR by 9:01 am Friday Dec 13, then circulate for approval via email
motion.

Environmental Monitoring Advisory Board
POBOX 1364  YELLOWKNIFE,NT  X1A2P1
Ph (867) 766 — 3682 E-mail: emabl@northwestel.net



WORKING WITH THE PEOPLE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT

4 e
e O
* e g e

Break

Item 12: Board Member Update and Community Concerns (Roundtable)

Marc Whitford (NSMA)

e New environmental staff

e Continuing work at Old Fort Rae

e Diavik has stopped buying cement, affects NSMA

Violet Camsell-Blondin (TG)

e Going to Vancouver in January for Roundup, Indigenous Consultation conference in Edmonton, PDAC in
March

e Went to Geoscience; presented with BOTG and fish/cultural program

e TK Expo this Friday

e  Working on various remediation projects including Rayrock, Colomac, other abandoned sites. Also
developing proposals.

Baba Pedersen (KIA)
e KIAis having a Board meeting in Jan; Baba to give EMAB update.
e EMAB staff to support with presentation/offered to attend

Tara Marchiori (Diavik)

e Going to Lutselke next week to meet with chief and counsel

e Made a big announcement we’ve put 350,000 k into Northern Foundation Legacy fund for community
projects

Sean Erasmus (YKDFN)
e Have been attending many workshops
e YKDFN office closing on 18 for Christmas

Charlie Catholique (LKDFN)

e Attended closure workshop in Dettah.

e Public meeting over weekend to remove Chief didn’t go anywhere.

e Lost two young people from the community this week, have a counsellor coming to community to support
e Need to sit down with Lands and wildlife manager.

e Ice not frozen yet

Closing
e  Next meeting will be Feb 11-12, 2025
e EMAB Office Christmas Closing from Dec 23-Jan 3, inclusive

Closing Prayer — Violet Camsell-Blondin

Meeting Adjourned
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