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Forward Looking Information 
This presentation contains certain forward-looking information and statements as defined in applicable securities law (referred to herein as 
“forward-looking statements”). Forward-looking statements include, but are not limited to, statements with respect to strategic focus, 2016 
guidance (gold production, total cash costs, all-in sustaining costs, additional non-sustaining capital, capital expenditures, capitalized 
stripping, corporate G&A and exploration costs), repayment of $125 M and refinancing <$300 million of the Convertible Notes before due 
date, expected future production and mining activities, opportunities and objectives to optimize the operation, life of mine plan (gold 
production profile), testing plant capacity, filing an EA for West Detour in Q3’16, proceeding with a preliminary cost estimate and 
infrastructure design for Zone 58N, and continuation of exploration activities.  
 

Forward-looking statements involve known and unknown risks, uncertainties and other factors which may cause actual results, 
performance or achievements to be materially different from any of its future results, performance or achievements expressed or implied by 
forward-looking statements. These risks, uncertainties and other factors include, but are not limited to, assumptions and parameters 
underlying the life of mine plan not being realized, a decrease in the future gold price, discrepancies between actual and estimated 
production, changes in costs (including labour, supplies, fuel and equipment), changes to tax rates; environmental compliance and changes 
in environmental legislation and regulation, exchange rate fluctuations, general economic conditions and other risks involved in the gold 
exploration and development industry, as well as those risk factors discussed in the section entitled “Description of Business - Risk Factors” 
in Detour Gold’s 2015 AIF and in the continuous disclosure documents filed by Detour Gold on and available on SEDAR at 
www.sedar.com. 
 

Such forward-looking statements are also based on a number of assumptions which may prove to be incorrect, including, but not limited to, 
assumptions about the following: the availability of financing for exploration and development activities; operating and sustaining capital 
costs; the Company’s ability to attract and retain skilled staff; sensitivity to metal prices and other sensitivities; the supply and demand for, 
and the level and volatility of the price of, gold; the supply and availability of consumables and services; the exchange rates of the 
Canadian dollar to the U.S. dollar; energy and fuel costs; the accuracy of reserve and resource estimates and the assumptions on which 
the reserve and resource estimates are based; market competition; ongoing relations with employees and impacted communities and 
general business and economic conditions. Accordingly, readers should not place undue reliance on forward-looking statements. The 
forward-looking statements contained herein are made as of the date hereof, or such other date or dates specified in such statements.  
 

All forward-looking statements in this presentation are necessarily based on opinions and estimates made as of the date such statements 
are made and are subject to important risk factors and uncertainties, many of which cannot be controlled or predicted. Detour Gold 
undertakes no obligation to update publicly or otherwise revise any forward-looking statements contained herein whether as a result of new 
information or future events or otherwise, except as may be required by law. 
  All amounts are in US dollars except as noted. 
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1. Background, Geology and 
Geochemistry 
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•  Disseminated low percent level sulphide 
mineralization, no massive sulphide. Median 
S: 0.2% (pre-mine), 0.4% (operational). 

•  Simple sulphide mineralogy – pyrite and 
pyrrhotite. 

•  Widespread carbonate, no rock lacking 
carbonate. 

•  Lack of distinctive rock types. Basaltic host 
rocks showing textural rather than strong 
geochemical variability. 

 

Geological Context 
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•  Started production in January 2013. 
•  Ore processed – 55,000 to 75,000 tonnes per day 
•  Average gold grade – 0.9 g/t 
•  Ore processed by gravity and cyanidation achieving 91 % gold 

recovery 
•  Waste rock strip ratio – 2.5  waste rock/ore 
•  Projected mine life is 23 years, Main Pit -  16.4 M oz 
Other Exploration Potential. 
•  West Detour ; small pit to west – EA process – 2 Moz 
•  South Detour 58 N zone – active exploration 5 km south of plant 
•  Total Detour mineral claim and lease is 625 km2 

•  New  Abitibi Greenstone Belt south of Detour Mine 
!  Claims staked in summer 2016 – 494 km2 

 

Operating Information  
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Ore is hosted by basaltic volcanic rocks 
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Waste Rock has Low Sulphide Content 

!  Cumulative 
histogram of 
sulphide content of 
rock tested for EA. 

!  Median NP/AP = 3.2 
!  Lack of trace 

element enrichment 
correlates with 
simple sulphide 
mineralogy.  
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2. Waste Management, Closure 
and ARD Risks 
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•  17 to 20% PAG rock. 
•  Segregated by ARD potential. 
•  Separate PAG and non-PAG stockpiles. 
•  PAG rock stockpile closure considering 

oxygen entry and infiltration reduction 
measures. 

•  PAG rock drains towards open pit. 
•  Non-PAG rock also used as fill for 

infrastructure construction. 

Waste Rock Management Concepts 
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Essential considerations for geochemical 
segregation: 
1.  Mineralogically-based segregation parameters 
2.  Site specific segregation criterion 
3.  Feasibility of segregation 
4.  Practical operational implementation 
5.  Segregation risk factors 
6.  Long term water quality 

Waste Rock Geochemical Management 
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NP/AP used for segregation 
 
•  NP determined from total carbon which was 

demonstrated as a proxy for carbonate. 
•  The carbonate mineral at DLM is dominantly calcite. 
•  Use of carbonate to measure NP eliminates reliance on 

less reactive silicates. 

•  AP determined from total sulphur which quantifies pyrite 
and pyrrhotite. 

•  No sulphate minerals. 
 

1. Mineralogically-Based Segregation 
Parameters 
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•  Determined based on interpretation of relative 
rates of weathering and dissolution of sulphide 
and carbonate minerals in humidity cells. 

•  The selected site specific criterion to define PAG 
rock is: 

NP/AP≤1.5 
•  Due to lack of trace element enrichment, 

segregation by trace element content is not 
needed. 

 

2. Site Specific Segregation Criterion 
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3. Feasibility of Segregation 

•  Considered scale of downhole 
variability in PAG/non-PAG. 

•  Determined that PAG and non-PAG 
rock occur at scales that can practically 
be segregated using the mine 
equipment. 
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•  Total carbon and total sulphur determined on 
reverse circulation drill hole cuttings two 
benches ahead of mining. 

•  Analysis by induction furnace at dedicated 
laboratory operated by SGS in nearby 
Cochrane. 

•  Results transferred to geology department and 
used to define dig limits. 

•  Auditing of placed rock. 
 

4. Practical Operational Implementation 
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•  Does NP/AP≤1.5 increase risk that non-PAG rock will 
generate ARD? Compared to say NP/AP≤2.0 

•  Types of minerals contributing to NP and AP. 
•  NP is Ca and Mg carbonate – most reactive acid 

neutralizers. 
•  AP is iron sulphide. 
•  Minimal other sulphur forms and mineral types. 

•  Physical availability of minerals. 
•  AP and NP minerals exposed the same way by blasting 

(see also Day, Forsyth and DesJardins 2015) 
 

5. Segregation Risk Factors 
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5. Segregation Risk Factors 
Blending vs segregation 

NP/AP>1.5 

NP/
AP=1.

5 

Segregated Non-
PAG Pile 

NP/AP>>Criterion  
Segregated 

PAG Pile  

Blended Pile 
NP/AP<Criterion  

Segregation absorbs uncertainty in the criterion 
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5. Segregation Risk Factors 

!  Segregation 
absorbs 
uncertainty in the 
criterion, pit rock 
heterogeneity, and 
operational upsets 
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5. Segregation Risk Factors 

? 

With time, sulphide and calcite deplete in parallel 

Low level acidity neutralized by weathering 
silicates 

(see also Day and Kennedy 
2015) 
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Non PAG waste rock 
•  pH basic drainage, sulphate constrained by gypsum solubility, trace 

element concentrations controlled by pH. 

PAG waste rock 
•  Acidic drainage if it occurs will be many decades in the future (due 

to carbonate buffering), 
•  severity of ARD is expected to be limited by low residual 

sulphide content  
•  reactive silicates may moderate pH depression. 

6. Long Term Water Quality  
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•  Operational monitoring over mine life allows any corrective actions: 
•  Geochemical analysis of waste rock. 
•  Collection ditches around waste rock piles 
•  45 surface water sites for operating permit 
•  Over 100 groundwater wells for operating permit 
•  Fully integrated Earth FX surface and ground water model  

•  Ongoing research on old and new waste rock piles 
•  $ 1.14 M total 2012 to 2021 – with NSERC matchings grant 

with Universities of Waterloo/Alberta/Carleton 
•  3 masters theses completed &  2 masters and 2 PhD planned 
•  Numerous co-op students in past and future. 

. 

6. Long Term Water Quality – cont.  
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•  Waste management approach at DLM tailored to specific 
characteristics 

•  Non-distinctive rock types. 
•  Relatively low sulphide concentration in all waste rock. 
•  Widespread carbonate. 
•  Lack of enrichment of trace elements. 
•  Together these result in relatively low reactivity. 

•  Due to these features, an NP/AP segregation criterion of 1.5 is 
appropriate: 

•  Segregated non-PAG rock maintains NP/AP near 5. 
•  Small amounts of PAG rock can be included at low risk. 
•  Reduces need for management of PAG waste rock. 

Conclusions 



24 

Thanks for Listening! 
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Supporting Material 
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Production Monitoring Tailings  ABA 
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` Material Category 

  
2012 2013 2014 2015 Total to Date 

Ore 
Ore Processed 2,129 12,239 17,725 19,800 51,893 
Mineralized Waste (NAG) 547 5,740 6,930 3,123 16,340 
Mineralized Waste (PAG)  -  - -  836 836 
Total Ore and Mineralized Waste 2,676 17,979 24,655 23,759 69,069 
Waste Rock            
NAG Waste Rock 6,573 23,637 30,237 39,253 99,700 
PAG Waste Rock 1,042 891 6,151 17,433 25,517 
Total Waste Rock 7,615 24,528 36,388 56,686 125,217 
Strip Ratio 3.8 2.4 2.5 3.4 2.8 
% PAG vs all Waste rock 14% 4% 17% 31% 20% 

Production Statistics for Four Years (in tonnes 
x1000) 
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 Statistic Total C Total S NP (Total C) AP (Total S) NPR 
% % kg CaCO3/t kg CaCO3/t 

Number of Samples 160,416 160,391 160,416 160,391 160,391 
Average 0.64 0.61 52.9 19 4.6 

25th Percentile 0.32 0.241 26.7 7.5 1.8 

Median 0.49 0.48 40.4 15.0 3.2 

75th Percentile 0.87 0.84 72.2 26.3 5.1 

Number of Non PAG         80,350 
Median 0.50 0.39     3.8 

Summary of RC Core Analysis – 4 years (All 
Ore and Waste Rock Samples) 


