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PREAMBLE 

ARKTIS Solutions Inc. (ARKTIS) submits this Memorandum to the Environmental Impact Screening 
Committee (EISC) outlining its technical review of the Nunavut Impact Review Board (NIRB) Revised Draft 
Scope List and Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines1 for the West Kitikmeot Resources Corp.'s 
(Proponent) Grays Bay Road and Port Project (the Project; NIRB File No: 24XN038). This is the second 
review provided by ARKTIS to the EISC related to the Project, following the initial review of the Project 
Proposal2 (Proposal) and related Project documents.3  

The objective of this Memorandum is to provide a technical review of the Revised Draft Scope List and 
Revised Draft Impact Statement Guidelines to recommend comments EISC may submit to the NIRB before 
the NIRB’s comment deadline of November 4, 2025.  

A summary of ARKTIS’ review that leads to comments is as follows: 

1. The Regional Study Area needs to include the Inuvialuit Settlement Region (ISR).  
2. The ISR needs to be considered in transboundary impacts. 
3. The scope of the project should be more well defined to better understand this project, and how it 

can relate to possible induced developments. 
4. Induced development should include both a qualitative and quantitative component to better 

articulate possible impacts such as increases in shipping and trucking. 
5. Cumulative impact guidance is open for interpretation, leading to concerns the Proponent may 

under analyze the likely greatest impact to the ISR. 

This Memorandum is organized as follows: 

1. Introduction to the project. 
2. Concordance review to Project Proposal Review. 
3. Recommended comments from the EISC to the NIRB 

  

 

 

1 NIRB (2025). Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines for the Preparation of an Impact 
Statement for the “Grays Bay Road and Port” Project Proposal. September 12, 2025. 

2 West Kitikmeot Resources Corp., 2024. Grays Bay Road and Port Project – Project Proposal, Nunavut 
Impact Review Board. August. 

3 ARKTIS (2025). Grays Bay Road and Port Project – Technical Review of the Project Description and 
Other Related Project Documents. August 11, 2025. 



 

1 

1 INTRODUCTION 

The Project is called the Grays Bay Road and Port Project (the Project). The Proponent for the Project is 
West Kitikmeot Resources Corp. The proposed Project is located within the Kitikmeot Region of western 
Nunavut, directly bordering the Northwest Territories (NWT) and Inuvialuit Settlement Region (ISR). The 
Project is a 230 km all-season road from the proposed deep-water port at Grays Bay to the former Jericho 
Mine site, connecting seasonally to the national highway system via the Tibbitt to Contwoyto Winter Road. 
Additional details on the proposed project and the proposed development can be found in ARKTIS’ most 
recent report on the Project Proposal (Proposal) to the EISC3. 

Since ARKTIS’ previous report, two events of note have occurred: 

1. The EISC has sent a letter to the Proponent requiring a Project Description as required by the 
Inuvialuit Final Agreement (IFA)4. The EISC has also granted a 30-day extension to the original 
required timeline to submit a Project Description.5 

2. The NIRB has submitted for public review a Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft Impact 
Statement (IS) Guidelines1 for comment by November 4, 2025 to inform technical meetings 
scheduled later in November.1 

ARKTIS’ understanding of the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines is as follows: 

1. The Scope List outlines the thematic components of the assessment,  
2. The Guidelines provide procedural and content direction for the Proponent’s IS. 

Also included with the two documents is a concordance table of comments submitted to NIRB from 
intervenors on the original draft scope list and draft IS guidelines, outlining how NIRB has addressed these 
comments or if they require further discussion in an upcoming workshop. 

This Memorandum provides a technical review of the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines to develop comments for the EISC to submit to the NIRB. As the EISC has yet to comment on 
the NIRB process, it is assumed comments are to identify concerns that relate to the EISC and its mandate. 
ARKTIS has previously completed a review of the Project compared to EISC’s mandate which identified 
Valued Components (VC), if they may interact with the Inuvialuit Settlement Region (ISR), and summarized 
deficiencies in the documentation available. ARKTIS has used this previous review as the basis to compare 
and contrast the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines with the intention of developing 
comments from the EISC to the NIRB should updates not be sufficient to alleviate concerns. 

2 REVIEW 

ARKTIS reviewed the following materials provided by the NIRB: 

1. Revised Draft Scope List – outlines thematic components of the environmental assessment.  
2. Revised Draft IS Guidelines – provides procedural and content direction for the Proponent’s Impact 

Statement.  
3. Concordance Table – summarizes how NIRB addressed comments previously submitted on the 

original draft documents. 

The intended outcome of this review was to support the EISC in preparing comments for submission to 
NIRB, ensuring that potential impacts to the ISR are appropriately considered and reflected in the 
assessment process. 

 

 

4 EISC (2025). Grays Bay Road and Port Project – Request for Project Description. August 5, 2025. 

5 EISC (2025). Response to the Extension Request for the Grays Bay Road and Port Project – Request for 
Project Description. September 16, 2025. 
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To focus the review on issues relevant to the EISC’s mandate under the Inuvialuit Final Agreement (IFA), 
ARKTIS referenced its earlier technical review of the Project Proposal submitted to the EISC in August 
2025. This prior review helped identify: 

• VCs with potential interaction6 with the ISR. 

• Information deficiencies relevant to the EISC’s screening process. 

Given that the Project is located in the Kitikmeot Region of western Nunavut, many impacts are localized 
and unlikely to extend into the ISR. Therefore, the review concentrated on transboundary effects and ISR-
relevant concerns. 

The review was separated into two tables: 

• Table 1 summarizes the VCs that may interact with the ISR, including caribou, marine mammals, 
and traditional land use. It also evaluates how these VCs are addressed in the revised NIRB 
documents. 

 

• Table 2 outlines identified deficiencies in Project documentation, such as lack of spatial data, 
absence of ISR Community Conservation Plan references, and gaps in transboundary impact 
analysis – and evaluates whether and how these have been addressed in the Revised Draft Scope 
List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines. 

Section 3 compiles recommended comments from this review for EISC consideration to submit to the NIRB. 

 

 

6 As defined within ARKTIS (2025): a project interaction refers to any way in which the Project may cause 
a change—direct or indirect—in a VC within the ISR.  
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Table 1: ARKTIS notes based on VC’s evaluated as possible to interact with the ISR. 

VC Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

Caribou (e.g., 
Bathurst, 
Dolphin-Union) 

These herds migrate across regional 
boundaries; disruption to movement or 
population may affect harvesting. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes the Bathurst and Dolphin-Union Caribou as 
representative mammals, as well as caribou habitat, migration and behavior. 
Wildlife habitat connectivity including migration routes and crossings is 
included. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, caribou is mentioned to be included 
within the IS for multiple components, including project design considerations, 
holistic discussion of the project, transboundary impacts, noise and vibration, 
vegetation, terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat, traditional activity and 
knowledge, human health and safety, and managing confidential information. 

Although content within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines is fairly extensive for 
caribou, ARKTIS has included a recommended comment to include the ISR 
within the Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for caribou to 
ensure the likely interactions with the ISR are captured.  

Other Wildlife 
(e.g., muskox, 
grizzly bear, 
wolverine) 

Some land mammals impacted by the Project 
may have ranges that extend into or near the 
ISR; changes to habitat quality, disruption to 
movement or population may affect 
harvesting. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes other wildlife and expands the original list to 
include other key subsistence species although it does not identify which 
species. Wildlife habitat connectivity including migration routes and crossings 
is included. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.1.11 summarizes guidelines 
for terrestrial wildlife and wildlife habitat which includes Caribou as well as 
other wildlife. A change to the revised draft IS Guidelines is that that the 
description of wildlife should reference species having importance to Inuvialuit 
ways of life and culture. ARKTIS has included a recommended comment to 
include this change. 

ARKTIS has also included a recommended comment to include the ISR within 
the Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for other wildlife to ensure 
the possible interactions with the ISR are captured. 

Birds and Bird 
Habitat 

Birds nesting in western Nunavut may 
migrate through or overwinter near ISR; 
changes in habitat quality or noise/light could 
have minor effects. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes Birds and Bird Habitat. No changes from 
the original draft scope. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.1.12 summarizes guidelines 
for birds and bird habitat.  

ARKTIS has included a recommended comment to include the ISR within the 
Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for birds and bird habitat to 
ensure the possible interactions with the ISR are captured. 
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VC Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

Marine Water 
and Sediment 
Quality 

Port activity and vessel discharge may alter 
marine conditions, though unlikely marine 
water or sediment quality impacts extend 
past the localized area of the Port. However, 
increased shipping through ISR waters due 
to the Project could increase the risk of 
accidental spills from vessels, affecting 
marine water or sediment quality. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes marine environment adding sea ice, marine 
habitat including underwater acoustics, and aquatic invasive species. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.1.13 summarizes guidelines 
for the marine environment. Baseline information highlights the need for 
information at both the local study area and regional study area to inform 
seasonal ice cover and conditions, proposed shipping routes, locations for 
potential safe anchorage, among others. It infers the baseline comparison of 
marine mammals and fish in comparison to those marine impacts, as well as 
incorporating Indigenous Knowledge. 

The definition of ice breaking season, or when shipping season occurs is not 
clearly defined. GNWT comment 33 recommends having a clear shipping 
season to better understand impacts and also when ice breaking may occur. 
ARKTIS has included a comment similar to that of GNWT comment 33, which 
does not appear adequately addressed, to recommend additional clarity on 
shipping season, and if it may be different eastbound or westbound to better 
understand impacts within the ISR.  

ARKTIS has included a recommended comment to include the ISR within the 
Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for marine water and 
sediment quality to ensure the possible interactions with the ISR are captured. 

Marine Fish 
and Fish 
Habitat 

Port activity and vessel discharge may alter 
marine conditions; indirect effects on ISR 
fisheries or shared populations possible. 

Increased shipping via the port could pass 
through ISR waters (Amundsen Gulf), 
affecting fish via noise and accidental spills. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes marine environment that includes fish and 
invertebrates as an update to the original draft scope list. Underwater 
acoustics is included under the marine environment. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.1.13 summarizes guidelines 
for the marine environment that includes marine fish and fish habitat. Notes on 
section 8.1.13 is included within marine water and sediment quality VC. 

ARKTIS has included a recommended comment to include the ISR within the 
Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for marine fish and fish 
habitat to ensure the possible interactions with the ISR are captured. 

Marine 
Mammals 

Increased shipping via the port could pass 
through ISR waters (Amundsen Gulf), 
affecting marine mammals via noise, ship 
strikes or accidental spills. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes marine wildlife that identifies beluga, 
narwhal, bowhead whales, and ringed and bearded seals.  

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.1.14 summarizes guidelines 
for marine wildlife. Section 8.1.14.2 item i. identifies the impact assessment 
analysis shall include potential loss to or deterioration in the habitat of marine 
wildlife valued ecological components due to proposed shipping route(s). It 
does not note that special consideration should be provided to the importance 
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VC Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

for Inuvialuit life and culture. ARKTIS has a recommended comment to 
include the need to identify Inuvialuit life and culture to Section 8.1.14.2. 

ARKTIS has also included a recommended comment to include the ISR within 
the Regional Study Area for the impact assessment for marine mammals to 
ensure the possible interactions with the ISR are captured. 

Cumulative 
Effects 

ISR already hosts projects; adds regional 
pressure, notably on wildlife and marine 
corridors. For example, Vessels entering the 
Coronation Gulf may transit westward past 
Sachs Harbour and Tuktoyaktuk. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes cumulative effects section and identifies 
projects currently registered with NIRB. As stated by intervenors for the 
original draft, cumulative effects should not be limited to just NIRB projects. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes a newly added line on induced 
development specifically identifying projects in Nunavut. Given the nature of 
the project, as stated by multiple intervenors as an induced development 
project, additional detail to understand the expectations of the induced 
development analysis would support greater understanding of the possible 
project.  

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 7.4.3 details the guidelines for 
cumulative effects assessment. Within section 7.4.3, an edit in the revised 
version now includes the scope of cumulative impacts that are predicted to 
occur in the Regional Study Area. Therefore, so long as the ISR is included 
within the Regional Study Area, cumulative impacts assessment should 
consider impacts to the ISR. ARKTIS has included a recommended comment 
to include the ISR within the Regional Study Area for the impact assessment 
for cumulative effects to ensure the possible interactions with the ISR are 
captured. 

The guidelines for the cumulative effects assessment are not prescriptive, 
allowing the proponent to interpret and determine the scope of the cumulative 
effects assessment. This could lead to possible outcomes that do not fully 
capture the breadth of cumulative impacts. For example, the scope of the 
operational phase of the project could be misinterpreted that only one ship 
would call on port. To better understand the cumulative effects assessment, it 
would benefit intervenors for scenarios to be evaluated are defined. ARKTIS 
has developed three comments relating to traffic volumes and operational 
activity, cumulative effects, and induced development to develop a better 
understanding of the current project, possible effects, and induced effects. 

Traditional 
Land, Marine 

Inuvialuit use near shared caribou or other 
wildlife ranges, or marine zones could be 
affected. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes that the socio-economic environment 
assessment will include Nunavut, Northwest Territories, and ISR with the 
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VC Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

and Resource 
Use 

addition of community infrastructure, harvesting access and patterns, 
employment opportunities, and cultural impacts. 

Within the Revised Draft IS Guidelines, section 8.2.6 provides guidelines for 
traditional activity and knowledge. Edits include expanding Inuit to include 
potentially affected Indigenous groups that includes Inuvialuit. 

ARKTIS does not have any comments related to Traditional Land, Marine, 
and Resource Use given the inclusion of Inuvialuit into the considerations of 
the impact assessment. 

 

Table 2: Evaluation of previously identified deficiencies and how they are addressed in the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines. 

Deficiency Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

Community 
Conservation 
Plans 

Community conservation plans, such as the 
Paulatuk Community Conservation Plan, 
identify sensitive areas and activities that 
may overlap with project effects, highlighting 
the need to consider local harvesting, cultural 
practices, and environmental concerns in the 
impact assessment. 

Revised Draft Scope List does not include mention of any ISR communities. 

The Revised Draft IS Guidelines includes Section 7.4 Impact Assessment 
Approach that places emphasis on “Holistic Discussion” “to meaningfully and 
effectively understand potential impacts and the significance of these impacts, 
particularly on potentially impacted communities…” One of the identified 
considerations is the “Potential impacts to community objectives and desired 
outcomes and any associated mitigation measures or monitoring programs.” It 
would be prudent to identify the likely impact within the ISR and the availability 
of Community Conservation Plans. Therefore, ARKTIS has included details on 
the Community Conservation Plans within the comment recommending the 
Regional Study Area for select VCs include the ISR. 

Zones of 
Impact 

The Proposal lacks clearly defined spatial 
zones of impact within the Inuvialuit 
Settlement Region, limiting the ability to 
assess environmental and cultural overlaps 
and necessitating detailed mapping of valued 
components and sensitive areas. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes transboundary effects including road use 
estimates and marine areas. As identified from KitIA-01 on the original Draft 
Scope List, missing from the marine environment is the traffic volumes and 
operational activity. The addition of road use estimate and marine areas is not 
sufficiently explicit to ensure the Project being evaluated is understood. For 
example, the Revised Draft IS Guidelines includes marine traffic in the 
construction phase but is not clear for marine traffic within the operations 
phase. ARKTIS has included a comment to recommend the scope of the 
assessment is a reasonable maximum use scenario to capture what could 
occur within this Project without requiring an expansion of the Project.  

The Revised Draft IS Guidelines Section 7.2.2 Assessment Boundaries and 
specifically Section 7.2.2.1 Spatial Boundaries summarizes how spatial 
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Deficiency Description Notes from Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft IS Guidelines1  

boundaries are to be developed per VC. The revised version includes the 
need to engage and consider Inuvialuit in addition to Inuit perspectives, and 
that transboundary implications need to be duly considered when selecting 
the regional study area. Although this guidance is reasonable, ARKTIS has 
included a comment to recommend VCs likely to interact with the ISR are 
captured within the Regional Study Area, and therefore within the spatial 
boundaries of the Project. 

Section 7.4.4 of the Revised Draft IS Guidelines identifies Transboundary 
Impacts. Of note is an addition within the revised version that defines 
Transboundary Impacts as those impacts in the Regional Study Area. ARKTIS 
has included a comment to recommend VCs likely to interact with the ISR are 
captured within the Regional Study Area, and therefore within the 
transboundary impact assessment of the Project. 

EISC 
Environmental 
Impact 
Screening 
Guidelines 

The Proposal does not meet the 
completeness requirements of the EISC 
Guidelines due to missing key information 
and analysis, which would prevent it from 
passing a conformity check as a standalone 
Project Description. 

Revised Draft Scope List identifies the need to obtain ISR-specific permits for 
any project activities involving staging, storage or marine transport within the 
ISR. Applicable authorizations under the IFA is specifically mentioned. 

Appendix B of the Revised Draft IS Guidelines includes the EISC as well as 
other ISR groups as neighbouring jurisdictions with transboundary interests 
and claims. 

It is anticipated that the scope list and IS guidelines, once finalized, will be 
closer to the expectation of the EISC Environmental Impact Screening 
Guidelines. Comments suggested within this report align with expectations for 
EISC mandate to be captured on the public record within the NIRB process as 
EISC awaits a Project Description from the Proponent. 

Concerns from 
Inuvialuit 
Groups 

The Inuvialuit Game Council raised concerns 
about the Proposal’s potential impacts on 
marine and terrestrial wildlife, traditional 
activities, sea ice habitats, and protected 
areas, emphasizing the need for broader and 
more detailed scoping in the impact 
assessment. 

Revised Draft Scope List includes updates which now identify the ISR 
whereas the original draft did not. 

The NIRB has identified it has accommodated all IRC and IGC comments 
apart from comment 06 on the Assessment Scope Components; Review 
Process which has been identified as a discussion topic at a future workshop. 
This comment reflected the ongoing status of how the IFA requirements would 
be considered. As the EISC has requested the Proponent submit a Project 
Description, ARKTIS understands this comment can be considered satisfied. 
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3 RECOMMENDED COMMENTS 

The review of the Revised Draft Scope List and Draft IS Guidelines, along with comparison to ARKTIS’ 
previous review of the Proposal (see Section 2), was completed to identify where the IS may not sufficiently 
capture impacts within the ISR and EISC’s mandate. To address noted gaps, Table 3 summarizes 
recommended comments EISC may submit to NIRB. Comments are in a similar format to that which NIRB 
submitted as part of its update to the Revised Draft Scope List and Revised Draft Impact Statement 
Guidelines and may be submitted as part of the NIRB’s review process.  
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Table 3: Recommended draft comments and recommendations from the EISC to NIRB. 

# Subject Reference to draft 
documents 

Comment: issues or questions, including rationale Comment: recommendation or 
suggested revision 

1 Regional study 
area 

Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines Sections 
7.4.3, 7.4.4, 8.1.4, 
8.1.11, 8.1.12, 8.1.13, 
and 8.1.14. 

It is expected that of the VCs identified within the 
Revised Draft IS Guidelines: Caribou (e.g., Bathurst, 
Dolphin-Union) Other Wildlife (e.g., muskox, grizzly 
bear, wolverine), Birds and Bird Habitat, Marine Water 
and Sediment Quality, Marine Fish and Fish Habitat, 
and Marine Mammals may have a negative 
environmental effect and/or negative effect on wildlife 
or wildlife habitat, and could have a significant negative 
impact on present or future wildlife harvesting within 
the Inuvialuit Settlement Region. These VCs should 
consider impacts within the Inuvialuit Settlement 
Region. The community of Paulatuk is the closest 
community within the Inuvialuit Settlement Region to 
the Port which has a Community Conservation Plan 
that identifies sensitive timing and areas for harvesting. 
Although the Community Conservation Plan is a 
positive resource, it does not preclude engagement 
with impacted communities. 

The Regional Study Area for each 
of the following VCs includes, at 
minimum, the extent of the ISR for 
impact assessment: Caribou (e.g., 
Bathurst, Dolphin-Union) Other 
Wildlife (e.g., muskox, grizzly bear, 
wolverine), Birds and Bird Habitat, 
Marine Water and Sediment 
Quality, Marine Fish and Fish 
Habitat, Marine Mammals, and 
Cumulative Effects. 

2 Terrestrial 
Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat 

Section 8.1.11, page 71 
(79 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines 

Section 8.1.11.1 item i of the Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines includes that “description should include 
reference to species having significant ecological 
functions, and/or of importance for Inuit and/or 
Inuvialuit, First Nations, and Metis ways of life and 
culture”. However, item vi identifying key wildlife 
habitats and habitat connectivity with “related 
discussion should also include migration routes, water 
course crossings, travel corridors and areas important 
for Inuit harvesting” does not include areas important 
for Inuvialuit harvesting. 

Areas of importance to Inuvialuit 
harvesting should be added to 
Section 8.1.11.1 item vi of the 
Revised Draft IS Guidelines. 

3 Marine 
Environment 

Section 8.1.14, page 77 
(85 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines 

Section 8.1.14.2 item i of the Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines identifies the impact assessment analysis 
shall include potential loss to or deterioration in the 
habitat of marine wildlife VECs due to proposed 
shipping route(s). It does not note that special 

Inuvialuit life and culture should be 
added to Section 8.1.14.2 item i of 
the Revised Draft IS Guidelines. 
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# Subject Reference to draft 
documents 

Comment: issues or questions, including rationale Comment: recommendation or 
suggested revision 

consideration should be provided to the importance for 
Inuvialuit life and culture. Impacts to Inuvialuit must be 
considered. 

4 Ice Breaking Section 8.1.11.2, page 
72 (80 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines 

Section 8.1.12.2, page 
74 (82 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines 

Section 8.1.14.2, page 
77 (85 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines 

The Project’s marine operations may involve 
icebreaking activities, which have the potential to affect 
sea ice integrity, marine mammals, and traditional 
travel routes. However, the Revised Draft Scope List 
and Impact Statement Guidelines do not clearly define 
the anticipated timing, duration, or extent of 
icebreaking operations. 

Given the sensitivity of sea ice ecosystems and the 
importance of seasonal ice conditions to Indigenous 
land use and wildlife harvesting, the Impact Statement 
should explicitly characterize the icebreaking period. 
This includes identifying the months during which 
icebreaking is expected to occur, the geographic 
extent of icebreaking activities, and the frequency and 
type of vessels involved. 

The Impact Statement should 
include a clearly defined 
icebreaking operations scenario, 
including temporal boundaries 
(e.g., seasonal windows), spatial 
extent, and operational 
parameters. This scenario should 
be used to assess potential effects 
on sea ice habitat, marine wildlife, 
and traditional use, and inform 
mitigation and monitoring 
measures. 

5 Traffic volumes 
and 
operational 
activity 

Draft Scope List 

Party Comment KitIA-01 

The Grays Bay Road and Port Project is expected to 
function as enabling infrastructure that may induce 
future development. This introduces uncertainty in 
understanding the full scope of environmental effects, 
particularly when compared to future projects that may 
rely on the proposed infrastructure. To support a 
robust cumulative effects assessment, the scope 
should include quantitative expectations for operational 
use, including: 

• The number, type, and frequency of vessels 
expected to dock annually at the port 

• Types and volumes of materials to be handled 

• Frequency and type of vehicles expected to 
use the road 

• Nature of goods transported via the road 
corridor 

Where precise estimates of 
operational traffic (e.g., vessel 
calls or road vehicle volumes) are 
not currently available, the 
Proponent should develop and 
justify a reasonable maximum-use 
scenario. This scenario should be 
used to inform the assessment of 
potential environmental effects, 
including cumulative and 
transboundary impacts, to ensure 
that the full range of plausible 
operational conditions is 
considered. 
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# Subject Reference to draft 
documents 

Comment: issues or questions, including rationale Comment: recommendation or 
suggested revision 

For example, while page 2 of the Revised Draft Scope 
List includes approximate freighter and barge trips for 
construction, the operational phase is only described 
as involving a single sealift. This could be 
misinterpreted as the port being designed for minimal 
use. If only one sealift per year is intended, this should 
be explicitly stated. Otherwise, the Impact Statement 
should define a plausible operational scenario. 

For marine traffic, the Impact Statement should clearly 
identify the expected number and type of vessels 
traveling eastbound and westbound from the port to 
support the assessment of transboundary impacts. 

6 Cumulative 
Effects 

Section 7.4.3, page 46 
(54 of 125) of the 
Revised Draft IS 
Guidelines. 

Draft Scope List 

 

Both the Revised Draft Scope List and the Revised 
Draft Impact Statement Guidelines include 
requirements for a cumulative effects assessment. 
However, given the potential for the Project to induce 
or contribute to broader regional development across 
the Arctic, including increased land and marine traffic 
in both Nunavut and the Inuvialuit Settlement Region 
(ISR), additional clarity and rigour in the cumulative 
effects assessment is warranted.  

While the inclusion of NIRB-registered projects 
provides a useful starting point, it does not fully capture 
the range of reasonably foreseeable developments 
that may interact cumulatively with the Project. This is 
particularly relevant for potential future infrastructure or 
resource development projects in adjacent 
jurisdictions, such as the Northwest Territories and 
Yukon, which may be connected via a land-based 
transportation corridor to the proposed deep-water 
port. 

The cumulative effects 
assessment should be expanded 
to include, at minimum, relevant 
projects and activities reviewed by 
the Environmental Impact 
Screening Committee (EISC), 
Environmental Impact Review 
Board (EIRB), Mackenzie Valley 
Environmental Impact Review 
Board (MVEIRB), and Yukon 
Environmental and Socio-
economic Assessment Board 
(YESAB). This broader scope will 
ensure a more comprehensive 
understanding of potential 
cumulative interactions and 
regional-scale impacts. 

7 Induced 
Development 

Revised Draft Scope 
List and Revised Draft 
IS Guidelines 

The Grays Bay Road and Port Project is anticipated to 
act as an enabling infrastructure that may induce future 
development in the region. As noted in EISC 
Comments 3 and 4, the Impact Statement should 
clearly define expected operational traffic volumes and 

The Impact Statement should 
include a scenario-based analysis 
of induced development, informed 
by projected traffic volumes and 
operational activity. This analysis 
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# Subject Reference to draft 
documents 

Comment: issues or questions, including rationale Comment: recommendation or 
suggested revision 

consider known and reasonably foreseeable 
cumulative effects. However, the potential for 
additional induced development—particularly if the 
Project facilitates a continuous all-season 
transportation corridor from southern Canada to a 
northern deep-water port—warrants further analysis. 

While the Revised Draft Scope List excludes third-
party use and infrastructure from the current 
assessment, the enabling nature of the Project 
suggests that induced development is a reasonably 
foreseeable outcome. A more robust characterization 
of this potential is necessary to inform the cumulative 
effects assessment. 

should explore plausible future 
development pathways enabled by 
the Project and assess their 
potential cumulative environmental 
effects. Such an approach will 
support a more comprehensive 
understanding of the Project’s 
long-term regional implications. 
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4 DISCLAIMER AND CLOSURE 

This report has been prepared exclusively for the use of the Environmental Impact Screening Committee 
for the specific application described within this report. The details provided in this report are for general 
information purposes only. The information and recommendations contained in this report should not be 
used for any other purpose, at another location, or by any other parties. Any use of, or reliance on this 
report by any third party is at that party’s sole risk. ARKTIS assumes no responsibly for inappropriate use 
of the contents of this report, and disclaims all liability arising from negligence or otherwise.  

The analyses and recommendations submitted in this report are based in part upon information collected 
by others, and our experience with similar projects.  The nature and extent of variations across the site may 
not become evident until construction and are subject to change over time.  If variations then become 
apparent that could affect the proposed project, it may be necessary to re-evaluate some of the 
recommendations of this report. 

Our opinions and conclusions are made in accordance with generally accepted principles and practices.  
The contents of this report are valid as of the date of preparation. However, changes in the condition of the 
site can occur over time as a result of either natural processes or human activity.   

ARKTIS SOLUTIONS INC. 
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