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Presentation Overview
• Introduction and GMOB’s Role.
• Intervention Topics:
• Freeze Program – Future Research and Reversibility;
• Pit Filling;
• Engagement Plan and Communication;
• Site Runoff;
• Effluent Quality Criteria;
• Aquatic Effects Monitoring Program;
• Plan Contents and Approvals; and
• Licence Term.
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Focus of our Research Program
GMOB’s research program is focused on finding a way to
permanently remove the risks posed by the 237,000 tonnes of
arsenic trioxide stored underground at the Giant Mine Site.

Arsenic Trioxide Dust
Until a permanent solution is found, the remediation plan is to freeze
the dust in place.

Freeze Program – Future Research and
Reversibility
Recommendation 1:
Additional arsenicimpacted waste is
proposed to be
placed in the freeze
zone during
remediation

The amount, type, and
placement of this
additional waste should
be fully documented,
including a conceptual
removal strategy, to allow
for permanent treatment
in future. Details to go
into the Waste
Management Plan.

Arsenic Trioxide Dust
(from historic
operations)

B1 Pit

Pit Filling
• There are advantages and disadvantages to
filling the pits.
• For example, some participants in Surface
Design Engagement supported filling the pits
to enhance public safety; however, a
substantial volume of fill material (borrow) will
be required.
• Public concern was voiced regarding borrow
sources.
Recommendation 2:
There should be further discussion and engagement regarding the closure of the
pits prior to the Project Team submitting its final Design Plan for this component.

Engagement Plan
• The Project Team has been regularly engaging with
stakeholders, but there are some additional topics where
input would be helpful:
• Minimizing impacts to user groups when remediating
the boat launch area;
• Borrow pit locations and reclamation;
• Finalizing closure criteria;
• Submission schedule for design plans and preengagement; and
• Construction schedule and public updates.
Recommendation 3:
The Engagement Plan should be re-submitted within six months to include specific
engagement triggers related to items that could influence the Design Plans.

Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA)
• The Project Team has been working with stakeholders to
look at all the potential project risks, including worst-case
scenarios, from the perspective of potential environmental,
social, health and financial consequences.
• The final remediation plan is meant to avoid or reduce any
predicted unacceptable risks identified in the QRA.
• The results of the QRA, which is required under Measure 5
of the Environmental Assessment, are not available yet.
Recommendation 4:
The results of the QRA should
be incorporated into the sitewide management plans.

Recommendation 5:
The results of the QRA should either be incorporated
into an updated Closure and Reclamation Plan or
required for submission as a standalone report.

Contaminated Soils
• Some soils will be removed while other
areas will be risk managed using fencing
and signs.
• Risk management of the soils that will be
left in place is based on assumptions of
how the public is likely to use the area in
future (i.e., up to 2 days/week for 10 weeks
a year).
Recommendation 6:
Additional engagement is needed to ensure the
public fully understands the types and duration
of activities that are assumed to be safe in the
area.

Contaminated Soils
• It is important to note that there are
also areas off-lease with elevated
arsenic concentrations in the soils.

Recommendation 7:
Efforts should be made to manage
contaminated soils consistently on and offlease. This approach should be described in
the CRP and in the Post-Closure Monitoring
and Maintenance Plan.

Construction Schedule
• Remediation work will negatively impact some local
activities.
• To date, we have heard mostly about the impacts of
construction at the Giant townsite and waterfront on the use
of the public boat launch and marina area. However, there
may be other impacts to residents in future.

• The Project Team has been meeting with resident groups
and making efforts to address concerns, and this should
continue during remediation.
Recommendation 8:
The Project Team should proactively engage
with residents and seek ways to minimize
negative impacts of construction on residents.

Recommendation 9:
The Project Team should provide
an updated construction
schedule annually.

Site Runoff
• Runoff from engineered structures
(e.g., tailings ponds) will be
collected and treated during
remediation.
• The remediation plan anticipates
that at some point after the
completion of remediation, the
water quality of that runoff will be
good enough without treatment so
it can be released directly to
Baker Creek or other waterbodies.
Recommendation 10:
Site-specific criteria are needed to assess whether
the quality of runoff water is good enough to be
released directly to the environment.

Recommendation 11:
Run-off from engineered
structures should be collected
and treated until criteria are met.

Effluent Quality Criteria
• Effluent Quality Criteria (EQC) have been
proposed by the Project Team for treated
effluent coming from the existing water
treatment plant and the new water treatment
plant that will be in place by 2026.

• The proposed EQC values are predicted to
protect human health and aquatic life in
Great Slave Lake and should be achievable.
Recommendations 12 and 13:
EQC for chloride, sulphate, nitrate and
ammonia should be added to the EQC
already proposed for the existing and new
water treatment plants.

Recommendation 14:
The proposed EQC for radium and
cyanide are not needed as there is
no concern about the amounts of
these parameters in the effluent.

Aquatic Effects Monitoring Program
• GMOB supports the requirement for an Aquatic
Effects Monitoring Program (AEMP) for this
Project.
• We recognize that the AEMP is only one of
several water-related monitoring programs that
the Project Team must conduct.
• We believe it would be useful if the AEMP Annual
Reports contain a summary of any relevant
results from other monitoring programs so
related information can be found in one place

Recommendation 15:
The AEMP design should be
revised over time as the effluent
discharge moves from Baker Creek
to Yellowknife Bay.

Recommendation 16:
The AEMP reports should include information
about any impacts of remediation as well as
any improvements to the aquatic
environment as the Project proceeds.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions
• There has not been much discussion
regarding impacts of Project activities on
greenhouse gas (GHGs) emissions
• Given global concerns about climate
change, GHG emissions should be
considered in future decisions.
Recommendation 17:
Future decisions related to closure options and activities should include an
assessment of the relative GHG emissions of different remediation scenarios.
Selected options should demonstrate that emissions have been minimized to the
extent feasible.

Design and Construction Plans
• While the Closure and Reclamation Plan describes closure
objectives, criteria and activities, the specific details of
remediation work will be provided in the Design Plans during
the term of the water licence.

Recommendation 18:
In addition to the content already proposed by the Project Team, the Design Plans
should contain summaries of:
• how results from the Quantitative Risk Assessment has been addressed in the
design of each Project component;
• comments from pre-engagement with stakeholders;
• opinions from the Independent Peer Review Panel; and,
• how the design considered minimizing perpetual care requirements.

Closure and Reclamation Plan (CRP)
• Uncertainty remains with regards to the final closure
activities for some Project components (e.g., pit filling). The
Project Team proposes to provide final details in the Design
Plans.

• Since decisions on how to remediate one component (e.g.,
partial vs. fully filled pits) have the potential to affect what is
possible with other components (e.g., borrow sources),
GMOB is concerned that the proposed approach could limit
the proper integration of activities.
Recommendation 19:
Consider approving portions of the CRP that are substantially complete or don’t rely
on other parts of the plan. For example: the Freeze program, the water treatment
plant, the buildings/site infrastructure, and the landfill.

Effluent Discharge Point - Research
• The overall scenario for the discharge of
treated effluent into Yellowknife Bay has
evolved since the Environmental
Assessment.
• Although not originally contemplated in the
Environmental Assessment, GMOB sees the
potential to improve water quality in Baker
Creek by discharging treated effluent into the
Creek during certain times of the year.
Recommendation 20:
A Reclamation Research Plan should be
developed to assess whether there would be
benefits to discharging WTP effluent upstream
in Baker Creek during portions of the year.

Site-wide Management Plans
• The site-wide management plans submitted with
the Project application contain information about
current care and maintenance activities (Phase
1).

• Descriptions of how the site will be managed
during active remediation (Phase 2) and postclosure (Phase 3) are also in the plans but not
fully fleshed out.
Recommendation 21:
It would be helpful to define the three
Project phases in the water licence.

Recommendation 22:
Only the Phase 1 portions of the existing
plans should be approved at this time.

Post-closure Monitoring and Maintenance Plan
• After construction activities are complete, the site will continue to be
monitored and maintained to ensure that the remediation design is working
as designed.
• The content of this Plan will be influenced by factors that are not resolved or
known yet - including remediation outcomes, the Perpetual Care Plan, long
term funding arrangements and research into a permanent solution for the
arsenic trioxide dust.
Recommendation 23:
A draft Table of
Contents for this Plan
should be submitted in
2025 for review and
approval. The Plan
should be finalized as
soon as practical.

Term of Water Licence
• The Project team requested a water licence term of 20 years.
• GMOB is recommending a shorter term for the following
reasons:
• The current plan is for 10 years of active remediation.
• A post-closure licence will be required once remediation is
complete.
• Renewal processes provide a useful “check-in” function on
the status of a project.

Recommendation 24:
The licence term should align with the active remediation of the site, and a new
licence should be required when the site transitions to post-closure (Phase 3).
This would mean a term of 12 to 15 years for MV2007L8-0031.

Thank you for your attention!
Questions?

