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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Touquoy Gold Project entails the construction and operation of a relatively small open pit 
gold mine including a process plant and waste management facilities.  Mining is expected to 
produce at least 9 Mt of ore containing 500,000 oz gold over a 5-7 year minelife.  Construction 
will take one year and closure another two years.  There may be potential to extend the project 
life although plans to do so are beyond the scope of this report. 

The Project site is located at Moose River Gold Mines in Halifax County, approximately 115 km 
from Halifax. The total property area is approximately 400 ha of which 265 ha will be disturbed 
as a result of the development. 

DDV Gold Limited, the project proponent, submitted an Environmental Assessment 
Registration Document (EARD) on March 15, 2007  As a result of the subsequent review, the 
Minister of Environment and Labour directed DDV Gold to prepare a Focus Report to provide 
additional details on certain specific aspects of the project.  The nature of the Focus Report was 
detailed in the Terms of Reference (TOR) in a public letter to DDV Gold dated April 15, 2007.     

The Focus Report Study Area (FRSA) as designated by the Minister encompasses an area of 
54,337 ha in the general area of Moose River Gold Mines in Halifax County. Geographic 
boundaries extend north to Caribou Mines, south to the community of Lake Charlotte, west to 
Shaw Little Lake, and east to Snowshoe Lake. 

The TOR specified that the proponent should examine the impact of the project on the 
surrounding area, in particular the downstream watershed, existing nearby wilderness areas, 
and undeveloped lands to the southwest.  The physical, biological, ecological, and cultural 
aspects of the FRSA were to be described.  The decisions underlying the project design were to 
be detailed and all measures employed to mitigate and monitor impacts were to be explained.   

The Focus Report is not organized in the manner of a typical technical document in order to 
make the information it contains more accessible to the non-technical reader.  There is 
traditional technical discussion of project design, the FRSA description, and potential project 
impacts in Sections 2, 3, and 4. 

Section 5 provides a description of the public engagement process undertaken and is linked to 
Section 6 where stakeholder concerns are addressed.  It is in Section 6 that the detailed 
explanation of impact mitigation measures can be found presented in a question and answer 
format.  Here, over 250 questions identified as being of greatest importance to the majority of 
stakeholders, are addressed. 

In Section 7 a complete listing of all the over 300 mitigation and monitoring measures designed 
into the Project can be found.  Also in Section 7 is additional detailed discussion of wildlife 
mitigation, compensation, contingency, and reclamation.  Section 8 provides conclusions. 
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Project Design 

The Project design was developed based on a number of guiding principles.  The most 
significant of these are (1) impacts can be limited to the property boundaries and (2) the mine 
can co-exist with the proposed adjacent wilderness area.  The design process addresses 
technical and financial viability initially and then determines if the proposed plan is consistent 
with sound management of environmental and socio-economic impacts. 

The project development scheme is dictated by the physical nature of the deposit in terms of 
size, location, geology, and metallurgy.  The implications of these factors on the adopted 
development plan can be summarized as follows: 

The value of the deposit presents as near surface, widespread, disseminated gold 
mineralization directing that development will be dependent on low cost open pit mining 
methods

Sufficient tonnage and grade exists to support relatively small scale, bulk mining extraction 
reinforcing the need to develop the orebody using surface mining methods 

Grade and style of mineralization is not concentrated enough to bear the capital and 
operating costs associated with underground development 

Flotation and direct cyanidation both offer similar recoveries 

Smelter penalties and transportation costs make it uneconomic to generate a flotation 
concentrate and ship it to a smelter for gold extraction 

A process plant milling 4,000-5,000 tpd employing gravity/CIL gold recovery would provide 
the best trade-off between throughput and capital cost  

Based on the above, a relatively small open pit supplying a 4,000-5,000 tpd process plant 
employing gravity/CIL gold recovery is the most viable means of developing the property. 

Once a technically feasible and economically attractive development plan has been identified, 
the design process assesses the impact on valued environmental components (VEC) on the 
Project site and in the surrounding area.  For the Touquoy Gold Project, these elements were 
identified as: 

Aesthetics: Noise and Visual impact 
Air and Water Quality 
Recreational Value and Wilderness Experience 
Flora/ Fauna and associated Habitat 
Access and Community 
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The design process assesses the impact of the development on each of these elements in the 
context of (1) regulatory standards, (2) best practice, and (3) sustainability.  Assessment of the 
environmental and socio-economic impacts for the various options available leads to the 
following conclusions: 

The most significant impact from the development of the open pit is the removal of the 
existing community, notwithstanding its declined state.

The selected waste rock storage pile (WRSP2) location avoids impact to fish habitat and 
facilitates effective management of site runoff, albeit at a higher operating cost than the 
alternative

The P3 plant location (P3) best addresses safety issues with regard to the proximity of the 
facility to the open pit and offers site specific opportunities to minimize disturbance and 
manage runoff, albeit at higher capital cost 

The TMF3 tailings facility location is superior to the alternatives as it presents no risk to 
Moose River, Square Lake, and the public road while avoiding destruction of fish habitat on 
site

Given the proposed operating plan and design standards, discharge to Scraggy lake does not 
present an undue risk for downstream impact nor diminish the value of the adjacent lands  

The final facility layout is not the lowest cost but represents the design which best mitigates 
environmental impacts for the chosen development scheme 

Study Area Description 

The TOR required a detailed description of the Valued Ecosystem Components (VECs) within 
the Touquoy Gold Project site and the greater FRSA. To meet this requirement the Focus Report 
characterizes flora and fauna/rare species and species-at-risk, aquatic resources, atmospheric 
conditions, surface waters and wetlands within the FRSA. Ambient light and noise levels, 
ecological value, and recreational value were also addressed in the course of examining the 
area.

An updated review of the Atlantic Canada Conservation Data Centre (ACCDC) database of 
uncommon to rare species was undertaken for flora and fauna in the FRSA.  One red-listed 
species and seven yellow-listed species of Plants of Special Status may be expected to occur 
within the FRSA, though none has been identified within the actual Project site.

Two red-listed and seven yellow-listed lichen species are known from the Project site.  These are 
all cyano-lichens.  Most of these occur in more than one location on the site.  The rare boreal felt 
lichen has never been reported on the site.  It is likely that the nine listed species also occur in 
the general area, outside the boundaries of the Project site. 

An area of elevated moose density lies within the FRSA.  Moose presence on the project site has 
been established by pellet surveys but sightings are few.  The project site itself is considered 
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non-critical moose habitat.  The development is not expected to affect moose wintering, calving 
or travel throughout the region. 

No rare birds have been identified on the project site although the Northern Goshawk may 
inhabit the area.  The FRSA provides vast tracts of alternative habitat in the event these species 
do live in the area planned for development.  The Wood Turtle is the only red-listed herpetile 
which occurs within the FRSA but no suitable habitat exists on the Project site itself.  Six red-
listed and six yellow-listed odonates also occur in the FRSA.  Again, however, the site lacks 
suitable habitat. 

Fish surveys were conducted in Scraggy and Square Lakes.  The surveys indicated no resident 
salmonids.  Fish collected were limited to suckers, bullhead, and perch.  The lake waters in the 
region are characterized by high acidity in the winter and high temperature and low oxygen in 
the summer.  Tissues samples of fish were analyzed for mercury and levels found to be in 
almost all cases below Health Canada guidelines. 

Baseline atmospheric and meteorological studies were performed.  The FRSA is characterized 
by moderate rainfall and temperatures and air quality typical of non-industrialized rural areas.  
The nearest sensitive receptors subject to the effects on air quality of site activities were 3 km 
(seasonal) and 5 km (permanent) distant. 

Wetlands in the FRSA were reviewed and classified.  Wetlands types present include bogs, fens, 
swamps, marshes, and shallow water wetlands.  All tolled these comprise less than 10% of the 
FRSA total area.  The Project site area is comprised of about 5% wetlands. 

The FRSA is centered on the Fish River watershed which includes Square Lake, Scraggy Lake, 
the Fish River, and Lake Charlotte.  Total contained water volume is on the order of 200 M m3

with average annual flows of 1 m3/s from Scraggy Lake.  A hydrologic model for the FRSA was 
created using Weather Service Canada data calibrated against three years of site data 
measurements and Environment Canada data from the discontinued monitoring site at 
Crawford Falls on the Musquodoboit River.  Ground water flows are predominantly near 
surface due to thin soils and impermeable, near-surface bedrock. 

Acoustic studies of the area were performed.  Ambient noise levels were found to be about 40 
dBA.  Ambient light levels at night were not measurable, even within the existing community. 

The FRSA was subject to a literature review to establish the ecological make-up of the region.  
Of the four ecodistricts represented, three, the Eastern Drumlins, Eastern Granite Uplands and 
Eastern Interior ecodistricts are the most significant.  The Project site and the FRSA share similar 
proportions of forest cover (70%), wetlands (10%), lakes and rivers (10%), and cleared areas 
(10%).  The Project site has somewhat more cleared land and less wetlands, however. 

The recreational value of the FRSA was assessed through existing literature, websites, 
interviews with area users, and field studies.  It was found that the FRSA contains valued 
existing parks and wilderness areas and present abundant, though not unique, recreational 
opportunities.  The predominant recreational uses of the area are fishing, canoeing, and 
hunting.  Usage is of low intensity due to the inaccessible nature of the terrain.  
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A comprehensive soil sampling program was conducted over the entire Project site.  Analyses 
show high levels of aluminum and arsenic, exceeding CCME guidelines but typical of the 
region.  An investigation conducted to determine the extent of historic mine tailings within the 
project area identified three separate areas that show anomalous levels of arsenic and mercury.  

Adverse Effects and Environmental Impacts 

Background light levels were below detection at the Project site.  Predicted light levels are all 
below applicable guidelines.  Talking into account that the surrounding forest will inhibit light 
migration, sensitive receptors in the FRSA will not be negatively affected. 

The worst case facility sound level measurement for a 1 hour period was estimated for each 
receptor to be 35-42 dBA or about equal to ambient.  Occasional equipment activity on the 
tailings dam would remain below the NSEL daytime sound level criteria for a receptor at the 
north end of Scraggy Lake.  In relative terms, the predicted noise levels in and around the 
Project site will not be louder than a moderate gust of wind blowing through the trees at 40 ft 

The proposed blast design for the site utilizes a maximum of 206.8 kg/delay and the concussion 
air blast noise is predicted to be 122 dB at the nearest sensitive receptor.  This is the equivalent 
of a car door slamming and of similar duration.  Predicted ground vibrations are also expected 
to be below the NSEL criteria of 12.5 mm/s and will not negatively effect the environment.  
Blasting was also determined not to have impact on fish habitat or fish spawning based on DFO 
guidelines.

The maximum ground level concentrations for each air contaminant at each of the sensitive 
receptors are predicted to be well below the established limits.  Greenhouse gas emissions are 
estimated at 8,100 tpa which places the site at a level equal to 0.05% of all mining GHG 
emissions in Canada.  The main source of sulphur dioxide is vehicle exhaust.  Emissions will 
not be sufficient to affect sensitive lichens on or off the project site. 

Visual impact analysis determined that the top of the waste rock stockpile would be visible 
from 2% of the FRSA at final height.  This would be dependent on circumstances including 
forest cover, atmospheric conditions, and disposition of the observer.  Also at final height, 
glimpses of the top of the tailings dam may be visible from Scraggy Lake but again this would 
depend on conditions. 

Start up of the mill could reduce the volume of Square Lake by 6% in the driest month but it 
would recover in the succeeding month.  Also, collection of runoff during construction of the 
tailings dam indicates that, depending on weather, it may not be necessary to withdraw any 
water from Square Lake for start-up.  Dewatering of the open pit is not expected to affect the 
Moose River although water levels will be monitored during operations.  Groundwater systems 
are near surface and local in nature.  There is no indication that activities at site will impact the 
quality of water in wells on the Eastern Shore 20-25 km distant. 

The quality of treated tailings effluent and its impact on downstream water quality was 
modeled.  Treated tailings water will exceed all MMER requirements for discharge.  Discharge 
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to an engineered wetland will ensure that upon mixing in Scraggy Lake, lake water 
contaminant loading will not exceed CCME guidelines for the protection of aquatic life.  Even 
prior to treatment, aged tailings effluent quality exceeds MMER standards for most parameters. 

A management plan was developed that determined that on-site containment in the tailings 
facility was the best option for disposal of historic tailings encountered during development.  A 
risk assessment process was recommended to determine whether to dispose of or leave in place 
historic tailings in the mine area which need not be removed. 

Public Engagement 

A broadened program of public engagement was undertaken in support of Focus Report 
activities.  Over 30 community, government, industry, and regulatory organizations were met 
in over 50 separate meetings.  In addition, the proponent held two additional open house 
information sessions on the Eastern Shore and in the Musquodoboit Valley bringing the total 
since 2004 to five and attended four public meetings hosted by Eastern Shore Forest Watch.  In 
all, the proponent met with and answered questions with over two hundred interested 
members of the general public. 

Answers to stakeholder concerns raised during the public engagement process are provided in 
detail in Section 6 in a question and answer format covering 24 separate topics.  In addition, the 
public engagement process provided the proponent with valuable feedback that was used to 
enhance the project design.  In all, 25 significant changes to the project design were made to 
address the concerns of the neighbouring communities and other stakeholders. 

Independent polling conducted on the Eastern Shore and affected areas of the Musquodoboit 
Valley and Guysborough county indicated that 67% of residents were aware of the project and 
that 66% were in favour of the development in some shape or form. 

The proponent felt that the public engagement process was highly beneficial for all parties 
involved.  The biggest challenge facing mine development in Nova Scotia appears to be the 
belief that mining and environmental protection are mutually exclusive.  The proponent 
recognizes the need to demonstrate that well-managed, environmentally responsible mine 
development can occur without adversely effecting nearby wilderness areas. 

Answers to Stakeholder Concerns 

The Focus Report answers over 250 questions posed during the public engagement process.  
The majority of these relate to the project benefits, the safety of the tailings facility, and water 
treatment. 

The mine will draw 90% of the required employees from the Eastern Shore and Musquodoboit 
Valley.  Training will be provided and wages commensurate with industry standards will be 
paid.  More than $200 M will be spent in capital and operating costs over the project life with a 
significant portion finding its way into the Nova Scotia economy.   As legislated, a  royalty will 
be paid on all gold produced and taxes will be payable after the project investment is recovered. 
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The tailings facility is designed with four barriers to contain a release of tailings into 
downstream areas in the highly unlikely event of a dam failure.  The dams themselves are 
designed to withstand a magnitude 8 earthquake, a standard more than 1,000x higher than that 
used for building and bridge construction in Nova Scotia.  An earthquake of this magnitude has 
never occurred in Nova Scotia. 

The dams have a clay core to inhibit seepage and are cemented into bedrock to prevent leaking.  
The tailings facility is sited in an area of low permeability bedrock to further prevent seepage.  
Any seepage which does occur will be collected and pumped back into the facility. 

The tailings impoundment is designed to contain the inflow from the 1/200 year storm.  In 
addition, the dams will be raised one year ahead of schedule so that at any given time there is a 
minimum surge capacity of 3x the maximum probable flood or 7x the inflow from the 1/200 
year storm.   

The effects of a tailings dam failure were simulated.  To do so, the study had to ignore the 
spillways and three of the four dams to generate a significant result.  A maximum of 10% of the 
contained tailings volume could be expected to be released.  The water in the tailings pond 
would already be at discharge quality at the time of release therefore minimum impact would 
be expected once initial mixing occurred in Scraggy Lake.  Emergency response procedures and 
contingency plans have been developed for tailings facility. 

Acid rock drainage is not anticipated to be an issue at the Project site.  The host rock contains 
excess neutralizing potential.  Static and kinetic testing has repeatedly shown that neutral and 
alkaline terminal pHs can be expected.  The existing mini-pit on the property sunk into the ore 
zone 18 years previously has a pH of 6.6-7.9 and hosts a fish population. 

The plant design will employ an SO2/Air cyanide destruction process to treat tailings prior to 
storage in the tailings impoundment.  The process will drop CNWAD from 170 ppm to 3 ppm.  
The cyanide concentration in the tailings water will further diminish to less than 1 ppm during 
its 30-60 day retention time in the tailings pond prior to recycle or treatment and discharge. 

Effluent treatment will remove the dissolved arsenic and metals from the tailings effluent prior 
to discharge.  Laboratory testing shows that dissolved arsenic concentration can be expected to 
be more than 80x below the MMER limit.  Waste from the effluent treatment process will be 
stored in a purpose-built containment cell at the north end of the tailings facility.  The cell will 
be clay-lined and earthquake resistant. 

Treated effluent quality will exceed all MMER standards.  However, despite the effectiveness of 
effluent treatment, DDV Gold’s self-imposed goal of achieving zero impact on downstream 
water quality requires that additional measures be taken.  As such, treated water will be 
discharged to an engineered wetland than will remove residual contaminants, mostly in the 
form of suspended solids, before flowing into Scraggy Lake. 

Water purification through a wetland is a highly effective and proven form of treatment 
recommended for the treatment of industrial wastes by Environment Canada.  Water quality 
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modeling indicates that the proposed series of treatment processes will preserve the 
downstream water quality and prevent harm to aquatic life. 

Mitigation and Monitoring 

The impact mitigation philosophy behind the Project plan is based on a complementary system 
of measures employing design, operating procedures, and monitoring supported by 
contingency plans in the event of a system breakdown.  The Focus Report details over 300 
mitigation and monitoring measures employed in the Project to protect the environment and 
address socio-economic issues. 

Monitoring will include measurements of water, air, and soil quality as well as the effects of 
noise, light, and dust generated by the Project.  The tailings facility will be a focus of monitoring 
activity that will ensure that the containment dams are operating within design parameters and 
that water treatment is effective.  Lastly, environmental effects monitoring as prescribed by 
MMER will confirm that no risk exists to the downstream watershed. 

Wildlife will be largely unaffected by the development.  A Moose Management Plan will be 
implemented to provide information and assist in the recovery of moose in the project area.  
Surveys for nesting birds will be conducted if nesting habitat is to be disturbed between April 
and September.  Periodic surveys of flora and fauna on and about the property will help 
determine if the project is having impacts which require management.    

Compensation will be provided for unavoidable impacts.  An interpretative centre will be 
established to replace the park and museum, both displaced by the open pit development.  
Wetlands disturbed by the construction of the tailings facility will be replaced within the same 
watershed at a ratio agreed to with NSDNR.  Studies will be undertaken to determine the extent 
of rare lichens which are similarly affected by the development. 

Contingency plans for the tailings facility have been developed.  These include actions to be 
taken in the event of a water treatment failure, excessive seepage, a dam overflow, or a dam 
failure.  Also, a conceptual reclamation plan for the Project site has been developed.  The open 
pit will be allowed to flood becoming a lake, the plant removed to foundations, and the waste 
rock stockpile and tailings facility re-sloped and vegetated.  Water draining through the site will 
be treated until its quality returns to that which existed prior to development.  

Conclusions 

The Focus Report concludes that the TOR, as directed by the Minister, have been fulfilled.  The 
study provides a thorough explanation of the rationale behind the project design and a detailed 
description of FRSA.  The impacts of the development are discussed and evidence provided in 
the form of modeling of air and water quality that effects will not extend beyond the property 
boundaries. 

The Project design entails world’s best design standards for the tailings facility which 
dramatically exceed those for civil construction elsewhere in the province.  The facility is also 
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engineered to manage the effects of extreme weather and employs a complementary program of 
operating procedures, monitoring, and contingency plans to ensure fail-safe operation.    

In the course of completing the Focus Report, the proponent has gone above and beyond 
expectations in engaging the public and employing feedback to enhance the Project plan.  The 
result is a project development that is both technically and economically sound while being 
responsive to community concerns.  Independent polling results attest to the fact that the public 
shares this view. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

DDV Gold Limited  submitted an Environmental Assessment Registration Document 
(EARD) on March 15, 2007 to the Minister of Environment and Labour.  This document 
provided project details and requested that an Environmental Assessment Approval be 
granted.  A review of the EARD was completed by the public and regulators over a 25 
day period and the Minister’s decision was issued on April 10, 2007.  The Minister 
directed DDV Gold in a letter that although “the adverse effects or significant 
environmental effects which may be caused by the undertaking are limited” a Focus 
Report was required to provide additional details on certain aspects of the project.  A 
copy of this letter has been provided in the Focus Report (Appendix A).  This letter 
outlined that Terms of Reference (TOR) for the Focus Report would be issued that 
would detail what DDV Gold was to provide and would include a Study Area for the 
Focus Report. The TOR is included in Appendix A.  It is important to note that the 
Province felt that only certain aspects of the Touquoy Gold Project required additional 
details.  DDV Gold has addressed these details in this Focus Report and has provided a 
Table of Concordance below to show how DDV Gold has addressed the requirements.  
It is imperative to read the Environmental Assessment Registration Document 
provided before reading the Focus Report. 

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The mine is planned as a surface operation with drill-and-blast, load-and-haul, process-
on-site type development.  Production is estimated at approximately 4,500 tonnes of ore 
per day with a total ore production estimate over the life of the mine of at least 9 million 
tonnes for recovery of almost 0.5 million ounces (oz) of gold.  Following a 12 month 
construction and commissioning phase, the mine life is estimated to be six years for 
production and two years for closure.  However, once in production Project economics 
are expected to allow additional reserves to be identified, developed and mined over a 
longer period.
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1.3 PROJECT LOCATION

The Project site is located at Moose River Gold Mines in Halifax County (Figure 1-1).
The proposed active surface footprint of the site is approximately 265 ha within a total 
property area of 400 ha and encompasses the settlement of Moose River Gold Mines, 
part of a small provincial park and undeveloped forest.  It is bounded to the west by the 
Moose River and surrounded on all other sides by forested land in varying degrees of 
re-growth due to logging. 

1.4 SCOPE OF THE FOCUS REPORT 

The Focus Report Study Area (FRSA) was designated by the government of Nova Scotia 
and encompasses an area of 54,337 ha in the general area of Moose River Gold Mines in 
Halifax County. Geographic boundaries extend north to Caribou Mines, south to the 
community of Lake Charlotte, west to Shaw Little Lake, and east to Snowshoe Lake 
(Figure 1-2). The FRSA encompasses the Fish River-Lake Charlotte Watershed (in part, 
the proposed Ship Habour Long Lake Wilderness Area) and the Tangier Grand Lake 
Wilderness Area (catchment areas 1EL-1, 1EL-2, 1EL-3, 1EL-4 and 1EL-SD9) (Figure 1-2). 
In addition to the communities mentioned above, Upper Lakeville, Ship Harbour and 
Markland are located within the FRSA. 

1.5 TERMS OF REFERENCE CONCORDANCE 

The table below cross references sections of the Focus Report with the Terms of 
Reference developed by NSEL and other relevant stakeholders. 

Table 1.5-1   Table of Concordance 

Focus Report Requirement 
(by section) 

Section where 
Requirement is 

Specifically Addressed 
in this Focus Report 

Location of 
Additional

Information Related 
to the Requirement 

1.0 Project Description 
Description of project location Section 1.3 EARD Section 2.3 
Identification of project boundaries Figure 1-2 Not applicable 
Assumptions underlying details of project design  Section 2.0 Not applicable 
Project temporal and spatial boundaries Section 1.0 EARD Section 2 
2.0 Other Methods for Carrying out the Undertaking 
Description of other methods for carrying out the 
undertaking

Section 2.0 EARD Section 3.2 
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