


 1 


 
 


 


Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society 
Nova Scotia Chapter 
P.O. Box 51086 Rockingham Ridge 
Halifax, NS 
B3M 4R8 
 
 
 
Re: Public consultation on Touquoy Gold Project Site Modifications 
 
 
 
 


April 22, 2022 
 
 
To: Nova Scotia Environment and Climate Change 
 


The Nova Scotia Chapter of the Canadian Parks and Wilderness Society (CPAWS-NS) is 
very concerned about the potential impacts of proposed modifications to the Touquoy Gold 
Project on nearby Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area. The Proposed Undertaking is in 
very close proximity to Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area and within the same 
watershed. Insufficient information is provided by the Proponent to reach their conclusion of 
negligeable impacts on the protected area.  
 
CPAWS-NS is a science-based, non-government organization that works to protect Nova 
Scotia’s rich natural heritage for the benefit and enjoyment of all Nova Scotians. We collaborate 
with governments, Indigenous peoples, local communities, academics, and other organizations 
on conservation initiatives. CPAWS-NS has contributed to the establishment of over 150 
protected areas, including Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area. We maintain considerable 
expertise on protected areas design, establishment, and management, and our comments for 
this environmental review are focused on potential impacts to protected areas. 
 
At over 16,500 hectares in size, Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area is the largest 
protected area in the Halifax Regional Municipality. This area contains intact forests, lakes, 
wetlands and waterways and provides habitat for species of conservation concern including 
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brook trout, endangered mainland moose, and rare boreal felt lichen. Ship Harbour Long Lake 
Wilderness Area is part of an important network of protected areas, lying between White Lake 
Wilderness Area and Tangier Grand Lake Wilderness Area, and offering a connected corridor for 
wildlife movements. Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area is used for outdoor recreational 
activities, including canoeing, kayaking, angling, hunting, hiking, and backcountry camping.  


 
CPAWS-NS has several key concerns, as it relates to potential impacts to Ship Harbour Long 
Lake Wilderness Area: 
 


1.) Proponent fails to consider future expansions to Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness 
Area 


 
Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area was established in 2009, following considerable efforts 
from the local community and Eastern Shore Forest Watch Association. Since its creation, the 
protected area has been expanded on several occasions, including in 2012, 2015, and 2020. An 
additional expansion from the Nova Scotia Our Parks and Protected Areas Plan is pending that 
will connect Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area to Tangier Grand Lake Wilderness Area. 
The Proponent acknowledges that several expansions have occurred over time, however, they 
fail to recognize that additional expansions to Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area are 
likely to occur in the future. The assessment is entirely silent on this point, which means we can 
only conclude that it has not been properly evaluated and that insufficient information is being 
presented to the Minister about potential impacts on the protected area. 
 
Additionally, in 2021, the Nova Scotia government passed the Environmental Goals and Climate 
Change Reduction Act which increased the protected areas target to ‘at least’ 20% of the 
provincial landmass by 2030. To achieve this target, additional lands will need to be identified 
and protected, beyond those listed in the Nova Scotia Our Parks and Protected Areas Plan. Ship 
Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area abuts several parcels of public lands that will form part of 
this provincewide conservation assessment. Despite this, however, the Proponent has failed to 
consider the higher protected areas target in Nova Scotia or how the Proposed Undertaking 
might limit opportunities for the Nova Scotia government to achieve the legislated target. It 
appears to be entirely overlooked in the review, which is quite shocking considering the 
importance of the higher protected areas target in stemming the loss of biodiversity in the 
province. By not including this information in the assessment, incomplete information is being 
presented to the Minister. It also draws into question the thoroughness of the review. 
 


2.) What is the status of previous land protection commitments by the Proponent? 
 
The original Environmental Assessment Approval for the Touquoy Gold Project was registered 
in 2008. Upon completion of the Focus Report, Nova Scotia Environment outlined several 
mitigation measures in which the Proponent must comply, in order to receive approvals. These 
requirements are contained in the Terms and Conditions document prepared by Nova Scotia 
Environment. Section 2.0 deals specifically with the required condition for land conservation: 
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 2.0 Protection of Lands 
 


2.1 Within four years of the date of this Approval, the Proponent shall develop and 
implement a plan for procuring conservation land with valued protected areas attributes 
in the vicinity of the Undertaking for statutory protection by the province. The plan shall 
be developed in consultation with NSEL, NSDNR, the Community Liaison Committee, and 
any other parties identified by NSEL. The plan must be approved by the Minister prior to 
implementation. (Terms and Conditions, p.2) 


 
According to this condition, the Proponent is required to procure lands in the vicinity of Ship 
Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area for conservation by the Nova Scotia government. This 
requirement needed to be implemented within 4 years, so by 2012. It is now 2022, 10 years 
since the 2012 deadline for the Proponent to purchase lands for the provincial government to 
protect. CPAWS-NS tracks every new protected area established in Nova Scotia. We are not 
aware of any lands purchased by the Proponent near Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area 
for conservation, nor are we aware of legal protection of such land purchases by the Nova 
Scotia government. It appears not to have been completed. If that is the case, this is a serious 
dereliction by the Proponent on a requirement by Nova Scotia Environment to mitigate 
environmental damages associated with the original mining project. This entirely undermines 
the stated mitigation measures that the Proponent is proposing for addressing potential 
impacts on Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area. If the Proponent has failed to follow 
through on the land conservation condition of the previous Environmental Assessment 
Approval, related to protected areas, we simply have no confidence that they will do any 
differently with the proposed mitigation measures this time. Saying you will do something is 
very different than actually doing it. 


 
The Minster should determine if the land conservation condition from 2008 has been 
satisfactorily completed by the Proponent. If it hasn’t, this absolutely must be considered when 
evaluating the proposed mitigation measures from the current project review. If the condition 
hasn’t been met, this should give the Minister pause for proceeding any further with this 
Proposed Undertaking. 
 


3.) Proponent fails to consider the most recent endangered Mainland Moose Recovery Plan 
 
Several species-at-risk occur in Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area and surrounding lands, 
including the endangered Mainland moose. This struggling species has suffered steep 
population declines due to human impacts and is protected under provincial legislation.  
 
In 2021, the Nova Scotia government released its updated Recovery Plan for Mainland moose. 
This plan identifies mining as a high-impact and serious threat to the Mainland moose 
population due to habitat loss and degradation caused by mine and road construction, 
operation and pollution. The Recovery Plan also identifies core habitat for Mainland moose 
across the province. Core habitat is defined as the ‘specific areas of habitat essential for the 



https://www.novascotia.ca/nse/ea/MooseRiver/MooseRiver_Conditions.pdf
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long-term survival and recovery of endangered and threatened species’1. Maps in this plan 
notably identify Mainland moose core habitat in the vicinity of Ship Harbour Long Lake 
Wilderness Area. The Recovery Plan provides recommendations to protect this core habitat 
through legal designation between 2021 and 2026: 
 


Action 1.1.2 Protect Mainland moose Core Habitat through designation under provincial 
and municipal legislation (e.g., protected areas) (Recovery Plan, p.49). 


 
Alarmingly, the Proponent fails to acknowledge the most recent Recovery Plan for Mainland 
moose (2021) and examine the potential implications of the Proposed Undertaking on newly 
identified core habitat. Instead, the Proponent points to their outdated Mainland Moose 
Management Plan and Wildlife Management Plan from 2017 to provide protocols for 
monitoring and minimizing moose-human interactions. These plans were developed prior to 
the updated Recovery Plan for Mainland Moose. Without considering the best available data 
and reporting on Mainland moose in their assessment, the Proponent has once again provided 
insufficient information to the Minister to proceed with a decision. 
 


4.) Potential impacts on Fish River – Lake Charlotte watershed 
 
Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area is located within the Fish River – Lake Charlotte 
watershed and contains a significant network of interconnected lakes and waterways. The 
Touquoy Gold Project sits at the top of this same watershed and discharges its treated effluent 
into Shaggy Lake, which is encompassed almost entirely by the protected area. 
 
One of the major risks associated with mining operations is the potential for contamination of 
watercourses and adverse effects on species in surrounding wetlands, riparian zones and other 
aquatic ecosystems2. As Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness shares a watershed with the 
Touquoy Gold Project, pollution originating at the Project site would be at risk of reaching the 
protected area and impacting the ecosystems and species within it.  
 
CPAWS-NS is concerned that these risks are not fully understood. The Proponent’s 
documentation seems to offer only minimal mitigation measures to prevent water 
contamination without considering the full extent of pollution impacts from expanded mining 
operations on Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area.  
 
Final remarks 
 
There are clear gaps in the Proponent’s assessment of Project modifications, as it pertains to 
nearby Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area. It’s evident that insufficient information has 
been provided to the Minister to make an informed decision on this Proposed Undertaking. 


 
1 Endangered Species Act 1998 (NS) s.3.b. (Canada) https://nslegislature.ca/legc/bills/57th_1st/3rd_read/b065.htm  
2 International Council on Mining and Metals. (2006). Good Practice Guidance for Mining and Biodiversity. 
Convention on Biological Diversity. https://www.cbd.int/development/doc/Minining-and-Biodiversity.pdf  



https://novascotia.ca/natr/wildlife/biodiversity/pdf/recoveryplans/mainlandmooserecoveryplan.pdf

https://nslegislature.ca/legc/bills/57th_1st/3rd_read/b065.htm

https://www.cbd.int/development/doc/Minining-and-Biodiversity.pdf
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CPAWS-NS respectfully requests that the Minister require further information to be provided 
before issuing any environmental approvals. This includes additional information about Ship 
Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area and endangered Mainland moose. Adequately protecting 
the significant ecological features and species of Ship Harbour Long Lake Wilderness Area 
cannot be put at risk due to an incomplete assessment provided by the Proponent. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this environmental assessment process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Caitlin Grady 
Conservation Campaigner 
CPAWS Nova Scotia 
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The Ecology Action Centre’s Comments on the Addendum to the 


Touquoy Gold Project Modifications – Environmental Assessment 


Registration 
 
The following submission in response to the Addendum to the Touquoy Gold Project 
Modifications – Environmental Assessment Registration is on behalf of the Ecology Action 
Centre. The Ecology Action Centre is a member-based environmental charity in Nova 
Scotia; we are the province’s oldest and largest environmental NGO. Since 1971, the 


Ecology Action Centre has been working at the local, regional, national and international 
level to build a healthier and more sustainable world.  
 


The Ecology Action Centre does not support the proposed modifications. Gold mining 
creates negative social, health, environmental and economic impacts on local communities 
and the natural environment. It is also an unnecessary industry. Gold can be recycled 


infinitely and there is more enough mined gold to sustain the needs of humans globally. 
Importantly, Natural Resources Canada’s list of critical minerals does not include gold. In 
addition, Atlantic Gold’s proposed projects, including this proposal for modification at their 
Touquoy site, infringes upon Treaty Rights and threatens traditional hunting grounds and 
gathering areas of the Mi’kmaq. Local Mi’kmaq community members rely on these 


important lands for food security and more; gold mining activities would severely damage 
these areas.  
 
Below are our comments and questions about specific points in the Addendum, referenced 
according to page number. 


 
Pg. 15- In Table 2.1, the proponent outlines % of Tailings Volume to be stored in the Touquoy 
Pit. This includes 100% of tailings from the proposed Beaver Dam site. Is the opening of Beaver 
Dam dependent on the approval of the Touquoy modifications? If so, why are these sites 
beings considered under the Environmental Assessment process as two separate projects?  


 
Pg. 17 – Please provide the actual rate of water treatment at the water treatment plant (do 
not refer to the CRA 2012 report).  
 
Pg. 18- The proponent states that the treatment of effluent will be treated until Year 30. Who 


will be conducting this treatment? How often will this treatment take place and what is the 
scope of this treatment?  
 
Pg. 19 – Water will be drawn off of the TMF and polishing ponds, creating a “near-zero 
discharge” environment from the TMF. Does this mean there will not be treatment of water 
coming off of the TMF after closure?  
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Pg. 32- The proponent writes that flows observed in 2021 were slightly higher than flows 
observed in 2019 and 2020 and had a similar response to precipitation events. According to 
Nova Scotia’s webpage on Climate Change Data, levels of annual precipitation in the 


province will continue to increase. Do the calculations of flows, precipitation, water levels 
and in the models provided by the proponent throughout the Addendum take into 
consideration the projected increases in precipitation?   
 
Pg. 48- The proponent writes that 0.62 ha of Wetland 15 is proposed for alteration. Wetland 


15 is a Wetland of Special Significance (WSS). The Nova Scotia Wetlands Conservation Policy 
states “Government will not support or approve alterations proposed for a WSS or any 
alterations that pose a substantial risk to a WSS, except 1) alterations that are required to 
maintain, restore, or enhance a WSS; 2) alterations deemed to provide necessary public 
function, based on an Environmental Assessment (if required) with public review or other 
approvals (e.g., Wetland Alteration Approval) as appropriate.” Because this project does not 


appear to align with the exceptions outlined in the Nova Scotia Wetlands Conservation 
Policy, this wetland should not be altered by the proponent.   
 
Pg. 56 – The proponent writes that the proposed modifications will not affect recreational 
users of the closest Wilderness Area. However, this statement is not properly justified. The 


proponent should provide rationale regarding how the modifications proposed could 
impact recreational users of the Wilderness Area, and how the proponent has determined 
that the potential impacts are not significant.  
 
Terms and Conditions 


 
If the Minister chooses to approve this project, the terms and conditions of the approval 
should include the requirement that all terms and conditions issued for the mine back in 2008 
should be completed BEFORE the modifications in 2022 commence. It is appalling that 
Atlantic Gold has not met all the terms and conditions issued in 2008 and is allowed to 
continue to operate, and even propose an expansion. It also shows that Nova Scotia 


Environment and Climate Change, and its Minister, are not serious about enforcing 
requirements that they issue. 
 



https://climatechange.novascotia.ca/climate-data?tid=10#climate-data-map

https://novascotia.ca/nse/ea/MooseRiver.asp
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East Coast Environmental Law Association 
6061 University Ave., PO Box 15000 


Halifax, NS  B3H 4R2 
 


Environmental Assessment Branch 
Nova Scotia Department of Environment and Climate Change 
PO Box 442 
Halifax, NS  B3J 2P8 
 
SENT BY EMAIL 
EA@novascotia.ca 
 
April 22, 2022 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
Re: Addendum to the Touquoy Gold Project Modifications – Environmental Assessment  


Registration 
 
East Coast Environmental Law appreciates the opportunity to submit comments on the Addendum to 
the Touquoy Gold Project Modifications – Environmental Assessment Registration, which Atlantic 
Mining Nova Scotia Inc. (“the proponent”) registered with Nova Scotia Environment and Climate 
Change (“NSECC”) on March 23, 2022. We have reviewed the Addendum Registration Document 
(“ARD”) and portions of its appendices, and we wish to make the following comments. 
 
We commend NSECC and the Minister of Environment and Climate Change for recognizing critical 
information gaps in the proponent’s Environmental Assessment Registration Document (“EARD”) 
and requiring additional information from the proponent. In particular, the requirement to commission 
a third-party review of key portions of the EARD strengthened this environmental assessment process 
by incorporating additional peer review of critical modelling and science. We appreciate these signs 
that serious concerns flagged by NSECC staff, members of the public, and other participants in the 
process were considered and taken into account when the Minister made his decision.  
 
Our review of the ARD and portions of its appendices indicates that the proponent has now provided 
some important new information to NSECC, along with some significant new proposals for 
mitigation measures. As you are aware, the proponent has described the proposed use of the Touquoy 
Mine open pit as a tailings repository in several ongoing environmental assessment processes. To our 
knowledge, the ARD’s contents are the first to propose that mitigation measures may be used to 
minimize groundwater seepage from the open pit once that pit is used to store tailings. Section 2.1.5 
proposes a “low permeability liner” for the western side of the open pit and “concentrated grouting” 
for “localized fault zones”. Notably, the proponent’s plans for some of these mitigation measures are 
not yet fully formed—the ARD and Appendix B.2 make it clear that specific plans for the grouting of 
localized fault zones have not yet been developed, and both documents suggest that such plans will be 
developed later, during a “detailed design” stage. Similarly, the ARD makes it clear that treatment 
plans for the effluent stored in the open pit are still undergoing design, and the document indicates 
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that the proponent intends to formalize such plans at a later date, apparently relying on an “adaptive 
management” approach. The underdevelopment of key project components continues to inspire 
concern. 
 
The third-party review report that appears in Appendix C expresses several concerns about the 
adequacy of the information that the proponent provided in its EARD. We recognize that the ARD 
acknowledges concerns raised by the third-party reviewer and suggests that the information being 
provided now addresses those concerns; however, as we do not have the technical capacity to assess 
whether the ARD and its appendices actually address all of the third-party reviewer’s concerns, it is 
difficult for us to assess the reliability of the proponent’s claims.  
 
We also remark that the ARD and its appendices contain several indications that relevant information 
has not yet been gathered. To add another example to the examples noted above, Stantec’s Factual 
Data Report: Hydrogeological Site Investigation, Touquoy In-Pit Tailings Disposal: Final Report 
states that some testing was not completed due to “scheduling and site logistics related to winter 
weather conditions” and indicates that this testing will be completed in the spring of 2022. 
 
For all of these reasons, East Coast Environmental Law remains concerned that significant aspects of 
the proponent’s plans are not yet clear enough to enable meaningful assessment of the adverse effects 
or significant environmental effects that could be caused by the proposed use of the open pit as a 
tailings repository. We therefore ask NSECC to carefully consider the sufficiency of the information 
that the proponent has provided to date, and we ask the Minister not to make a decision if the 
information provided remains insufficient. 
 
If the Minister chooses to approve the proponent’s proposed undertaking, we strongly recommend 
that the environmental assessment approval include several “conditions precedent” among its terms 
and conditions—specifically, conditions that would prohibit the proponent from commencing work 
on the undertaking until relevant studies have been completed and relevant information has been 
provided to NSECC’s satisfaction. Additionally, if an environmental assessment approval is granted, 
we strongly recommend that the approval require the proponent to employ mitigation measures to 
minimize groundwater seepage from the open pit. Currently, the mitigation measures proposed in the 
ARD are presented as mere possibilities. 
 
Finally, we note that the third-party review report made several recommendations concerning 
potential terms and conditions that could be imposed if this undertaking is approved, and we would 
highlight the reviewer’s strong expressions of concern about the performance record of the existing 
waste rock storage facility, the need for remedial measures, and the possibility that the proponent’s 
groundwater modelling for that portion of the site has been inadequate. If an environmental 
assessment approval is granted, we hope that it will include terms and conditions that take the third-
party reviewer’s concerns and recommendations into account. 
 
Sincerely, 
 


 
 
Kostantina Northrup 
Staff Lawyer 







