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Giant Mine Remediation Project
1.

INTRODUCTION

The Giant Mine Remediation Project (GMRP) Team organized a meeting of the Giant Mine Working
Group (GMWG, or simply WG). The meeting was held in the Basement Boardroom of Scotia Centre in
Yellowknife, NT, and was scheduled from 9:00 am to 12:00 pm MT on April 9, 2015. The meeting
adjourned at 3:00 pm.
Meeting participants included members of the GMRP team, as well as representatives from the
Interested Parties.
Giant Mine Remediation Project Team
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC)
Public Works and Government Services Canada
(PWGSC)
Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT) –
Department of Environment and Natural
Resources (ENR)
GMRP Interested Party
Environment Canada (EC)
Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)
City of Yellowknife (City)
Alternatives North (AN)
Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN)
North Slave Metis Alliance (NSMA)
Health Canada (HC)
Other
Bill Slater Environmental Consulting

Team Member
Natalie Plato
Sharon Low
Katharine Ross (on telephone)
Linda Pickett
Rob Girvan (briefly to present on dust
management)
Erika Nyyssonen
Matt Seaboyer
Representative
Amy Sparks
Morag McPherson
Chris Greencorn
Alison Ryan
Kevin O’Reilly
Gordon Hamre
Johanne Black
Shin Shiga
Asish Mohapatra (on telephone)
Representative
Bill Slater

*Notes were taken by Krista Amey, DPRA.

OBJECTIVES
The intent of this meeting:
• Review previous minutes and action items
• Provide a site update
• Review contracting options for the human health risk assessment
• Provide an update on air monitoring
• Discuss process for surface engagement
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MEETING MATERIALS (PROVIDED IN APPENDICES)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

2.

Appendix A: Meeting Agenda
Appendix B: Giant Mine Roaster Complex – Operation of Materials Storage Area – Summary of
Work
Appendix C: Parsons Giant Mine Materials Storage Area – Weekly Inspection Form
Appendix D: Air Quality Monitoring Station (Photograph and Schematic Diagram)
Appendix E: Current Contracting Tools and the Competitive Contracting Process (presentation
deck)
Appendix F: Dust Management Activities and Responses (presentation deck)
Appendix G: Ambient Air Quality Monitoring (presentation deck)
Appendix H: Surface Design Engagement (SDE) and Stakeholder Input/Requirements

ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

DISCUSSION OF MINUTES OF FEBRUARY MEETING
Natalie Plato (AANDC) tabled the minutes of the February 12th meeting. Morag McPherson (DFO) had
pointed out a date correction but otherwise, no comments were received and the meeting summary will
be finalized and circulated.

ACTION ITEMS FROM FEBRUARY MEETING
Natalie ran through the status of action items declared at the previous meeting.
1. Linda to provide Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for air monitoring response and dust
mitigation onsite.
Status: Outstanding.
Overview will be circulated next week, following today’s discussion.
2. Jane and Erika will continue to look into developing high-level summary work plans for
2015/16 and update the planning table of EA measures incorporating input from the parties.
Status: Ongoing
Erika indicated that these high-level summary work plans and the updated planning table close
to completion. The intention is to circulate the tables by next WG meeting.
3. Linda to check with Chris Doupe regarding the timing of presentation to the WG on the
monitoring results from 2014.
Status: Complete
Chris will present to the WG in June on the 2014 monitoring results.
4. Jane and Linda will look into feasibility of providing the percentages of employment / training
committed to under AOC by contractors. Clarify definitions.
Status: Outstanding
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Linda will review to determine what can be shared.

5. Katherine to follow up with the LWB to see if they have any representatives that could
regularly attend the WG meetings.
Status: Complete.
The Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (LWB) will not be sending a representative to
attend the WG meetings; however they will continue to be on the email distribution and receive
materials.
6. All Parties will report back on how and which members of their respective organizations will
participate in engagement activities, including the surface engagement process.
Status: On going.
7. Linda to determine if the scope of work for MSA management can be circulated to the WG in
advance of May, to allow for feedback to be incorporated into a finalized version
Status: Complete.
Linda distributed the scope of work for the MSA management. Discussion will occur at today’s
meeting.
8. Project to decide when is a good time for the Parties to have a site visit.
Status: Outstanding.
Natalie indicated that by next meeting, the Project will have a better idea when a site visit would
be most ideal. The Parties asked for the inclusion of the site stabilization component into the
tour.
9. Erika to send out the footprint size and location of the Niven Lake Air Quality Monitoring
Station
Status: Complete.
Erika passed out copies of the footprint size and location of the Niven Lake Air Quality
Monitoring Station during today’s meeting. She added that there are ongoing discussions with
the City. The property owner requested that trees be planted around the station and a fence
erected at her property line. The Parties asked if having trees around the station would impede
its performance; Erika and Matt Seaboyer (GNWT) assured the group that there will be no
interference from the trees.
Kevin O’Reilly (AN) requested an update on the C-shaft situation. Natalie indicated that she will provide
a summary next week (sent out April 17, 2015), but added that YKDFN have been very supportive,
providing directives and requests. Johanne Black (YKDFN) asked that the demolition occur in August
because it is generally wetter and is closer to snowfall (to dampen the dust).
Amy Sparks (EC) had asked if the Project would like to receive information on the timing of bird
migration and breeding, as she had provided in previous years. Natalie said that would be helpful.
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OPERATION OF THE MATERIAL STORAGE AREA

Kevin requested a discussion on the summary of work related to the material storage area (MSA) that
Linda Pickett (PWGSC) had circulated in advance of the meeting.
Bill asked for clarification about the relationships between the scopes of work to be conducted by
various parties. Linda indicated that Parsons will be on site and will be monitoring their own work until
they have completed the roaster demolition job. The new scope will be Nuna’s SOW and will be an
amendment to their existing contract. Nuna will be providing a proposal based on this SOW.
Kevin asked if there is an inventory of the MSA (# bags, the contents of each bag, whether or not they
are also containerized, etc.), so if a leak occurs, it will be easier to determine risk. Linda responded that
everything goes into bags (not itemized) and all bags are treated as if they contain arsenic-contaminated
material. Kevin asked if each bag has a unique identifier so that if a leak occurs, the exact bag can be
identified on the inspection form, facilitating clean-up and follow-up. Kevin stated his concern regarding
the containers/bags sitting on the surface for 5 to 8 years prior to freezing.
Bill presumed that the water licence and the land use permit will each have waste management and spill
contingency plans. He asked how these will interact with each other and if it will cause confusion having
more than one spill contingency plan. Kevin indicated that he had suggested in the past that perhaps
there should be a separate management plan for the MSA. He added that he hopes that the LWB will
provide some direction. Erika noted that a there is a requirement for a MSA Emergency Response Plan
under the SOW. Erika and Linda stated that Nuna has a site-wide response plan and that the MSA
response plan will be considered within that. Kevin and Chris Greencorn (City) said that if the current
plan does not currently include a MSA plan that it should be amended. Direction from the Board on the
process for its inclusion would be helpful.
Kevin asked about the air quality associated with C-shaft demolition. He added that he would like to see
a plan for the C-shaft demo and how it fits into the existing project and schedule. Kevin also asked how
this information will be communicated to the public. Natalie answered that the SOW for the C-shaft is
still under development and added that it is part of the development permit with the City.
Kevin commented in regards to the Emergency Response Plan, that it would be a good idea to work with
the City to have another mock emergency at some point. Johanne indicated that emergency response
personnel should know how many bags/containers are on site.
Chris inquired about the grading of the MSA site and asked if there are specifications/standards that are
being used. Bill said that there is grading information in the Roaster Management Plan.
Regarding 1.4.12 of the statement of work, Bill asked about the rationale of monthly versus weekly
inspections. Natalie responded that it depends on the activity and the time of year; for instance, June
and July are the busier months and therefore weekly inspections will occur, other months will see
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monthly inspections. Bill asked if this monitoring frequency is for this year only or for every year. Linda
said that this SOW is just for this fiscal year but subsequent SOWs can be amended if necessary.
In response to 1.4.13.2, Kevin asked how the Project will ensure that the containers stay dry inside for 5
to 8 years; for example will the containers be equipped with sensors or de-humidifiers on the inside.
Kevin indicated that he felt that the wrong containers were used and that they should be air-tight. He
added that he did not think that 1.4.13.2 contained all of the required mitigation and that more thought
should go into prevention of moisture build-up. Bill said that he understood that the moisture was
actually coming from the materials that were inside the containers and Chris said that the best way to
minimize moisture inside would be passive ventilation of the containers. He further suggested that it
should be a simple protocol whereby the first 20% of the containers are opened for 7 days and the next
20% for the next 7 days, and so on until all of the containers have been vented and then start the
rotation over.
Amy stated that she struggles to understand the concern over having the containers leak into the
tailings pond, which is an already-contaminated site. Kevin said that he is more concerned with the
amount of time it took for the containers to be inspected and reported. He added that he is also
concerned that the hundreds of containers will not fit into the pits. Bill said that it would be good to try
to rid the containers of moisture and Kevin asked if there will be any additional air quality monitoring
when the doors are open.
Regarding the inspection form, Kevin suggested that the form be signed by the inspector and that there
should be a map of the MSA on the form so the inspector can indicate where any potential leak may be.
Linda said that inspectors typically take photos and attach those to the form. Johanne stated that
perhaps inspector should count the number of bags inside the containers to ensure that the same
number are there as initially went in. Bill said that there is a place on the form to check off if there are
locks on the containers. Kevin said that the inspector should record where any leak is occurring and that
there should be follow-up. He added that the form is a good start, it just needs more detail.

4.

SITE UPDATE

Natalie provided an update of site activities.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Routine site and road maintenance
Freshet preparation and possibly pump deployment in the latter part of the week (heavy flows
are not anticipated)
Pick’s Steaming may be on site to open up culverts and pipes
Installation of fill fences underground
Continued watering of tailings areas to control dust
Continued work on ETP tank replacement
Nahanni to continue installation of fill fences and camera underground
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CURRENT CONTRACTING TOOLS AND PROCESSES

Natalie and Linda presented on the current available contracting tools and the competitive contracting
process, as it relates to the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA). This presentation deck is provided in
Appendix E.
Mark Richardson (Stantec) is currently developing the statement of work (SOW) for the HHRA.
Kevin asked if Stantec is automatically excluded from bidding on the HHRA work; the Project confirmed.
Bill Slater (technical advisor to the Parties) inquired into the possibility of going to three to four different
companies and conducting a mini competition. Johanne indicated the need for the consultants to have
experience with First Nations. Chris asked Johanne what she is hoping the engagement with YKDFN will
accomplish – quantification of issues or solutions; Johanne responded that both would be desirable.
Kevin asked about the level of detail that would need to be provided through the SOA versus the
competitive route.
Although the WG likely cannot be directly involved in the contracting process, as Amy pointed out, the
WG can help develop the criteria, against which the proposals will be evaluated. The Project indicated
that there may be ways to have a representative from the WG sign a confidentiality agreement and
observe or possibly participate in the evaluation process. This would have to be researched and
confirmed.
Kevin, Johanne and Chris indicated that they would prefer the competitive approach in order to expand
the search and hope that companies with much experience with HHRA bid on the work. Linda noted that
the competitive process would be a minimum of 10 weeks once the Tender Package had been posted on
Buy and Sell. Prior to that, evaluation criteria would need to be established. The WG members have the
opportunity to participate in the development of that criteria.
Kevin indicated that he grapples with figuring out how best to incorporate the stress component into
the HHRA work. Erika Nyyssonen (GNWT) and Natalie noted that an option would be to include the
exact wording of the Mackenzie Valley Review Board (RB) Measure, along with the background
information and allow the consultants present an appropriate approach. Kevin stated his hesitation
with this approach and said that it is too risky to leave it all up to the candidates’ proposals. Erika asked
if perhaps Bill knows someone who could write an appropriate SOW for the stress component and also
help review Stantec’s SOW for the main HHRA. Bill said that he would look into that and respond back to
the WG. He said that he would also let them know that if they review/develop the SOW, that it would
potentially exclude them from bidding on the actual work. He added that whomever he approaches may
decide to bid on the work rather than develop the SOW.
It was decided that the WG will pursue the competitive approach to procuring a consultant to conduct
the HHRA work. During the next meeting, the WG will review and discuss the SOW developed by Stantec
and Bill will report back on his pursuit to find someone to develop the stress component of the SOW.
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SOILS AND TAILINGS DUST PREVENTION

Rob Girvan (PWGSC) presented on Dust Management Activities and Responses at the Giant Mine site.
Rob’s presentation deck is provided in Appendix F.
Kevin asked how the soil cement is applied. Rob responded that it is blended with water and is either
sprayed down or applied with a hose.
Kevin asked what are the monitoring equipment triggers and thresholds. He stated that the visible dust
is very subjective, was wondering how visible dust is monitored and how do monitoring results feed
back into mitigation for the site. Kevin asked what is the purpose of air quality monitoring and how does
it fit back into mitigation? He added that perhaps it is just a matter of lowering the dust action level at
the fenceline. Bill added that this new level may act as a precursor to something more significant. Kevin
also agreed. Natalie indicated part of the consideration would be that that she would want justification
before lowering. Linda agreed with Natalie. Erika noted that SLR does provide a description within their
weekly air monitoring reports on monitoring and dust mitigation activities were taken in response to it.
Kevin noted that he hasn’t reviewed the latest reports. Project noted they would relay the importance
of this inclusion to the report to SLR.
Bill asked if protocols have changed following the May 2014 incident to mitigate similar incidents from
happening again. The Project confirmed that the handling of the disturbed area has changed and that
daily wetting occurs.
Kevin indicated the need for a site-wide air quality monitoring plan and a dust management plan. He
added that it would be helpful to have a document that has all of the WG’s questions and concerns
addressed.
Linda noted that there was arsenic material repackaging that was occurring in the hazardous waste area
in the NW Tailings Pond. There were questions regarding what exactly the material was. The Project
Team indicated that the repackaged material would remain within the same areas on the hazardous
waste area in the NW Tailings Pond.

7.

AIR QUALITY MONITORING

Linda presented on the Air Quality Monitoring Program for the Giant Mine Remediation Project. She
provided overviews of the community and fenceline programs as well as project-specific programs and
the overall air statement. Linda’s presentation deck can be found in Appendix G.

8.

SURFACE DESIGN ENGAGEMENT PROCESS

Prior to opening it up for discussion, Natalie provided a quick overview of the proposed draft schedule
and process for the Surface Design Engagement (Appendix H).
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The group wondered if there was interest on the part of the LWB in participating in the surface
engagement; the Project indicated that they would inquire with the LWB.
Gordon Hamre (AN) asked who designed the process. Bill indicated that it was SRK Consulting who came
up with the initial process. Discussion ensued regarding the configuration of the participating
stakeholders at each of the tables and whether it makes sense to combine them if they potentially have
different or conflicting interests. It was suggested that perhaps some stakeholders have their own table.
Natalie said that she would check with Darryl Hockley (SRK) to see if there will be a minimum number of
participants per table.
The discussion then centred on the approach to determine the objectives and options. Bill indicated that
it will be important to agree on a consolidate list of objectives at the beginning and everyone will need
to evaluate against the same range of objectives. Perspective of each of the stakeholders will enter
when they weigh in on the value of each objective. Kevin recommended a more collaborative approach
and proposed that they explore the compiled objectives together in a workshop setting or a working
group meeting. Because all of the major players are in the WG, Bill suggested that the WG spend half a
day working on the objectives together, following some initial work in advance by SRK and Bill.
Johanne said that she won’t know until after the Chief and Council meeting in May, if YKDFN will be
participating in the surface engagement process because Chief and Council need to sign off on all
consultation. She did note that GMAC is in support. Shin noted he was unclear on the final decision
making process and indicated that how that is done may influence whether or not NSMA members
participate.
Kevin asked how the handout on the proposed surface engagement schedule and process relates to the
memo submitted by SRK. Erika said that this handout is essentially Darryl’s memo summarized. Kevin
said that it is missing the scope, what this process will be feeding into, the constraints, and how the final
decision will be made etc. Erika noted that a comment/response table had been distributed to the
group. The Project agreed to consider further clarification on the process.
Kevin stated his uncertainty to the proposed approach to the stakeholder tables and added that he feels
it is inappropriate that the technical consultants have a table because their involvement has a different
purpose (the Project agreed). The Project noted that they were there to provide technical information,
not participate in the process of option evaluation.
Kevin asked why the options development (which is the phase is anticipated to take 5 months. Bill
noted that this phase will require a lot of technical review and considerations.

9.

NEXT WORKING GROUP MEETING

The next WG meeting will be held on Thursday May 14, 2015.
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ACTION ITEMS

Action Item
1.

Linda to provide Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) for air monitoring response and dust
mitigation onsite.
Jane and Erika will continue to look into developing high-level summary work plans for
2015/16 and update the planning table of EA measures incorporating input from the
parties. (ongoing)
Linda will look into feasibility of providing the percentages of employment / training
committed to under AOC by contractors. Clarify definitions
All Parties will report back on how and which members of their respective organizations will
participate in engagement activities, including the surface engagement process.
Project to decide when is a good time for the Parties to have a site visit.
Natalie to provide an update on the C-shaft demolition project during the week of April 13.
Amy will provide the Project with information on the timing of bird migration and breeding.
Project to provide additional information/detail on the MSA inventory.
Bill to try to identify someone who might be able to write a good statement of work for the
stress component of the human health impact assessment, as well as perform a review of
the HHRA statement of work.
Project relay the importance of the inclusion of monitoring/dust mitigation activity linkage
to SLR in their weekly monitoring reports.
Project to look into the contents of the Arsenic “repackage” containers.
Johanne to let Natalie know when she is available to participate in a site visit of the NW
Tailings Pond.
Project to check with the LWB to see if there is any interest in participating in the surface
engagement.
Natalie to check with Darryl Hockley regarding the minimum number of tables and the
number participating at each table.
Project to consider providing further clarity on SDE process

2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

11.

UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS

Date

Topic

May 2015

1. HHRA work completed by
Mark Richardson (Stantec)
2. Preparation on surface
design engangment (SRK)
3. Environmental Monitoring
Results from 2014 (Chris
Doupe)

June 2015

Status
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Agenda
Description

Giant Mine Remediation Project Working Group Meeting

Place

Scotia Center Basement Boardroom

Date

April 9, 2015 @ 9-12am

Organizer

Telephone No.

1-866-969-8429 #5569784

Participants
Johanne Black
Amy Sparks
Wenyan Yu
Chris Greencorn

Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN)
Environment Canada (EC)
City of Yellowknife (City)
City of Yellowknife (City)

Kevin O'Reilly
Gordon Hamre
Asish Mohapatra
Shin Shiga

Alternatives North (AN)
Alternatives North
Health Canada (HC)
North Slave Metis Alliance (NSMA)
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC)
Bill Slater Environmental Consulting
Government of Northwest Territories (GNWT)
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC)
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC)
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development
Canada (AANDC)
Public Works and Government Services
Canada (PWGSC)
Department of Fisheries and Oceans
DPRA

Sharon Low
Bill Slater
Erika Nyyssonen
Jane Amphlett
Katherine Ross
Natalie Plato
Linda Pickett
Morag McPherson
Secretary: Krista Amey

DOCUMENTS TO BE REVIEWED PRIOR
NO.
1

DESCRIPTION
Record of Discussion & Action Items – Meeting of February 12, 2015

CIDM Reference

SCHEDULE

Thursday February 12, 2014
TIME

AGENDA ITEM

OPI

9:00

Welcome and Review/Approve Previous Meeting Minutes

NP

9:15

Review Action Items

NP

9:45

Site Update

NP

10:00

Contracting Presentation/Path forward HHRA

10:45

Air Monitoring Presentation

11:30

Surface Engagement

LP/NP
LP
NP/EN

DOC #

SCHEDULE

Thursday February 12, 2014
TIME

AGENDA ITEM

OPI

DOC #

Giant Mine Remediation Project

APPENDIX B - ROASTER COMPLEX – OPERATION OF MATERIALS STORAGE AREA – SUMMARY
OF WORK
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GIANT MINE ROASTER COMPLEX
OPERATION OF MATERIAL STORAGE AREA
SUMMARY OF WORK
APRIL 1, 2015 – MARCH 31, 2016

1.0

SUMMARY OF WORK
1.1

Definitions
.1

Departmental Representative: Within the context of this Scope of Work, the term
Departmental Representative refers to the person exercising the roles and
attributes of Canada under the contract.

.2

Contractor: The Contractor responsible for completing this Scope of Work for the
duration of the contracting period (approximately April 1, 2015 March 31, 2016).

.3

Roaster Complex Contractor:
The contractor procured to haul shipping
containers and containerized Arsenic-Containing Hazardous Waste to the
Material Storage Area, place Arsenic-Containing Hazardous Waste bags in
shipping containers, stack filled shipping containers. The Roaster Complex
Contractor shall hold responsibility for health and safety within the MSA during
completion of their work, the schedule for which is estimated to be June 1, 2015
to August 1, 2015.

.4

Mine Manager: A contract is in place to fulfill the role of Mine Manager under the
NWT Mine Health and Safety Act for the overall Giant Mine Site. The Mine
Manager is responsible for all site Health and Safety and interactions with
Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJ).

.5

Material Storage Area (MSA): Secure, designated area for the storage of
containerized Arsenic-Containing Hazardous Waste generated from the
demolition of the Roaster Complex. The MSA is constructed at the Central
Tailings Pond.

.6

Hazardous Waste Materials: Materials that are designated as “hazardous” or
“dangerous goods” under Territorial or Federal legislation, as per identification
and testing completed by the Departmental Representative.

.7

Arsenic-Containing Hazardous Waste: Hazardous Waste that includes arsenic at
hazardous levels and that is stored on site, at the MSA. The following items,
identified at the site, are designated as “Arsenic Containing Hazardous Waste”:
.1
.2
.3
.4
.5
.6
.7
.8
.9

Arsenic-containing dust.
Asbestos-containing insulation coated with arsenic-containing dusts.
Asbestos-containing wall and ceiling insulation and exterior siding coated
with arsenic-containing dust.
Asbestos-containing pipe and process vessel insulation coated with
arsenic-containing dust.
Asbestos-containing floor products coated with arsenic-containing dust.
Sodium cyanide dusts co-mingled with arsenic-containing dust.
Building materials and process equipment (including wood and
fibreglass) contaminated with sodium cyanide and arsenic.
Refractory brick contaminated with arsenic.
Personal protective equipment (PPE) coated with asbestos and arseniccontaining dusts.

Doc. Control: 325-Roaster DR-2-SUM-0001-Rev2_20150311
Filed: 60302382 (400/MSA Summary of Work)
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.8

1.2

Departmental Representative Furnished Items
.1

1.3

1.4

Hazardous Waste Container: A container, of the appropriate type and size
necessary to contain the Hazardous Waste Material placed in it, as required by
the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act (TDGA) or the Canadian
Environmental Protection Act (CEPA).

Departmental Representative will provide the following for the Contractor's use
during the Work:
.1

The existing Waste Inventory and layout of containers, spill kits, and fire
extinguishers at the MSA.

.2

The weight and percent arsenic trioxide for Arsenic-Containing
Hazardous Waste stored at the MSA.

.3

Reports from previous inspections completed at the MSA.

References
.1

Guideline for the General Management of Hazardous Wastes in the NWT.
February 1998.

.2

Canadian Environmental Protection Act, 1999 (CEPA1999) (SOR/2003-307).

.3

Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act (TDGA) 1999, and amendments.

Description of Work
.1

The Work described in this document comprises the supply of all labour,
equipment and materials required to manage the MSA facility in a manner that is
consistent with the requirements of the GNWT Guideline for the General
Management of Hazardous Waste in the NWT and the CEPA Environmental
Emergency Regulations. The Work includes, but is not limited to the following:
1.

Provision of all personnel, equipment, support facilities and materials
required to complete the Work.

2.

Development and submission to the Departmental Representative of
Safe Work Plans (SWPs), consistent with the overall Site-Specific Health
and Safety Plan requirements of the Mine Manager, to complete general
MSA inspections, to open shipping containers and inspect within, and to
clean-up spills. The SWPs shall consider, but not be limited to, the
following:

3.

.1

Arsenic exposure.

.2

Asbestos exposure.

.3

Personnel hygiene.

.4

Protective equipment and clothing.

.5

Respiratory protection.

.6

Access restrictions and control zones.

.7

Working from heights.

.8

Medical monitoring requirements.

Review of the existing MSA location, inventory and layout, as well as
previous inspection records, with the Departmental Representative and
Mine Manager as required.
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4.

Development of an Emergency Response Plan (ERP) for the MSA that
meets all regulatory requirements and fits within the existing site-wide
Emergency Response Plan under the responsibility of the Mine
Manager.

5.

Updating the Environmental Emergency Regulations (SOR2003-307)
Notice of Substance and Place (NOSP) filed with Environment Canada
to include the Arsenic-Containing Hazardous Waste stored at the MSA,
in consultation with the Mine Manager.

6.

Submission of the ERP and the amended NOSP to the required AHJ
through the Mine Manager.

7.

Maintenance and management of the Contractor’s equipment and
materials, as required to complete the Work.

8.

Completion of all ongoing maintenance including, but not limited to:
.1

Snow clearance within the MSA, as required for access and
inspections and for drainage control during freshet.

.2

Fence and gate repairs, as needed.

.3

Replacement of locks on the containers or gate as necessary.

.4

Repair or replacement of signage, as necessary.

.5

Re-supply of spill kit materials at the MSA, as required.

.6

Inspection and/or replacement of fire extinguishers at the MSA.

.7

Spill clean-up, as required.

.8

Repairs to shipping containers, as required.

.9

Inspecting and supplying documentation to the Departmental
Representative for any additional waste containers placed at the MSA to
ensure that the containers used to containerize waste are TDGA
approved for the waste within, and are labelled in a manner consistent
with TDGA requirements, with the exception of waste containers placed
by the Roaster Complex Contractor.

.10

Updating and supplying to the Departmental Representative the MSA
inventory and container layout drawing, as required, if additional waste is
placed at the MSA, with the exception of waste containers placed by the
Roaster Complex Contractor.
1.

The Roaster Complex Contractor shall update and provide to the
C&M Contractor the MSA inventory and container layout drawing
within 30 days of completion of their work, scheduled for
August 1, 2015.

.11

Updating the ERP and NOSP, as required, to reflect revisions to the
MSA inventory.

.12

Completion of inspections and filing of an inspection report according to
the following schedule:
.1

Monthly inspections for the months of April, May, August,
September, October, November, December, January, February
and March.

.2

Weekly inspections during the months of June and July, in
coordination with the Roaster Complex Contractor.

.3

Up to twelve (12) additional, more frequent inspections, as
needed, during freshet, freeze-up, and following high
precipitation events.
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.13

1.5

1.6

Opening of all shipping containers to inspect the interiors for moisture as
follows:
.1

Commencing June 22, 2015, in coordination with the Roaster
Complex Contractor, open shipping container doors to inspect
interiors for condensation along floors, walls, and ceilings.

.2

Where condensation is noted, leave container doors open, in a
secure manner, for a period of 7 days to allow condensation to
evaporate. Limit the number of open containers at one time to
20% of the total number of containers.

.3

Ensure container doors are closed in advance of any
precipitation events. Re-open, as required, following the end of
precipitation.

.4

Complete inspection forms and provide photos documenting
shipping container conditions at the time of opening and the time
of re-sealing.

.14

The carrying out of Work in a manner that satisfies the AHJs, so as to
protect the environment and the general public.

.15

Note: the registration of the hazardous waste storage facility with GNWT
will be completed by others.

On-site Documents
.1

Maintain the following documents electronically and in a binder and store the
binder in a secure area at the job site:
.1
Waste Inventory and Container Layout. The inventory records for all
existing materials stored in the MSA will be supplied by the Departmental
Representative.
.2
Copies of all previously completed site inspections.
.3
Any relevant Health, Safety and Environmental documents required by
AHJ. These include, but are not limited to, the NOSP, incident reports
and environmental spill / response reports.
.4
Photographs of general conditions at the MSA and of any spills or
deficiencies observed.

.2

Make all above documents available upon request by the Departmental
Representative.

.3

Provide the Departmental Representative with electronic copies and a copy of
the site binder within one week of the end of the contract period.

Execution of Work
.1

Work is to be carried out in the following general sequence:
.1
Prepare SWPs and submit to the Departmental Representative and Mine
Manager for review and acceptance.
.2
Develop and submit the ERP to the Departmental Representative and
Mine Manager.
.3
Update and submit the amended NOSP to the Departmental
Representative and AHJ through the Mine Manager.
.4
Schedule inspections of the MSA in coordination with the Departmental
Representative and the Roaster Complex Contractor, as required.
.5
Develop a standardized inspection form, which, at minimum includes the
same information, as applicable, as previous reports.
.6
Complete inspections of the MSA using the standard inspection form,
along with photos. Integrate the completed inspection form and photos
into one electronic inspection report file.
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.7
.8

.9

.10
1.7

1.8

Send a copy of the inspection report to the Departmental Representative
within 48 hours of inspection completion.
Report all spills, accidents or deficiencies immediately to the
Departmental Representative, and AHJ through the Mine Manager, as
required. Clean-up all spills immediately and provide documentation of
clean-up to the Departmental Representative, the Mine Manager, and
AHJ, as required.
Complete all maintenance or repairs to address identified deficiencies as
necessary following the site inspection. All deficiencies are to be
corrected within one week of their identification.
Follow the ERP and report any corrective action taken.

Storage and Handling
.1

Do not store any additional materials at the MSA without approval by the
Departmental Representative, and provide confirmation that waste is stored and
labelled consistent with TDGA requirements. Update the Inventory, NOSP, and
ERP as required if additional materials are added.

.2

Maintain appropriate emergency spill response equipment within the MSA,
including personal protective equipment.

.3

Observe smoking regulations. Smoking is prohibited in areas where hazardous
materials are stored, used, or handled.

.4

Ensure the MSA is kept secure. Report any container, fencing or lock damage.

.5

Ensure all required signage and identifying labels are present and legible.
Replace labels as requested by DR.

Measurement for Payment
.1

.2

The completion of inspections, reporting, container opening, and snow clearing
shall be paid according to the existing Care and Maintenance Basis of Payment
section 3, Potential Additional Work. Provide a Request for Task Authorization
cost estimate for the following items:
.1

The development and submission to AHJ, through the Mine Manager, of
the ERP and NOSP.

.2

The preparation of SWPs to complete inspections, including of open
containers, and to complete spill clean-up.

.3

The provision of equipment and personnel for snow clearing to provide
access to the MSA and for drainage control during freshet.

.4

The provision of equipment and personnel for inspections, including
container opening, and generation of the inspection reports.

.5

The maintenance of site documents and provision of reports to the
Departmental Representative and AHJ as required.

The following work items shall also be paid according to the existing Care and
Maintenance Basis of Payment section 3, Potential Additional Work. Provide a
separate cost estimate for these items, for which the scope of work is not well
defined. For the purposes of the Request for Task Authorization, base the cost
estimate on the provided quantities.
.1

The completion of repairs or replacement for fencing: assume 15 m of
chain link fencing must be replaced.

.2

The replacement of shipping container TDG approved signage or MSA
fence signage: assume 10 shipping container signs must be replaced.
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.3

The replacement of keyed-alike locks for containers and/or the MSA
gate: assume 20 locks must be replaced.

.4

The replacement of spill kits and/or their contents: assume 1 complete
spill kit must be replaced.

.5

The replacement of fire extinguishers: assume 1 fire extinguisher must
be replaced.

.6

The clean-up of spills: assume 5 m3 of spill-impacted soil from 5 different
locations must be cleaned up, containerized, and added to the inventory;
and one spill report must be prepared and submitted to the AHJ as
required.

.7

The completion of repairs to shipping containers: assume 10 containers
have small holes (diameter of 2.5 cm or less) that need sealing.
END OF SUMMARY
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APPENDIX C - PARSONS GIANT MINE MATERIALS STORAGE AREA – WEEKLY INSPECTION
FORM
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Giant Mine Materials Storage Area
Weekly Inspection
Date:
Representative:

March 6, 2015
Brandon Fabien

Fencing surounds MSA and is intact
Gate Locked
Signage on fence
Four Spill Kits Present, including:
Booms
Sorbant for cleaup
ABC fire extinguisher
Overpack for contaminated materials
Hand shovels
containment barriers
12 Fire Extinguishers present
Mobile platform present
Signage and lock on each container
Are there leaks or spills?
Is there erosion?
Is there surface ponding present in area?
Are bags effectivley covered?
Photographs taken?
Comments:
- 1 to 3 feet of snow throughout the MSA
- No signs/tracks of wildlife in the area

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No

Yes

X

No

Yes

X

No

Yes

X

No

X

Yes

No

X

Yes

No
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APPENDIX D - AIR QUALITY MONITORING STATION (PHOTOGRAPH AND SCHEMATIC
DIAGRAM)
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Giant Mine Remediation Project

Air Quality Monitoring Station
Moyle Park, Niven Lake

Figure 1. Location of Monitoring Station and fencing (red outline) in proximity to 100 Haener Drive.

Figure 2. Depiction of monitoring station

Giant Mine Remediation Project

APPENDIX E - CURRENT CONTRACTING TOOLS AND THE COMPETITIVE CONTRACTING PROCESS
(PRESENTATION DECK)
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Giant Mine Working Group Meeting
April 9, 2015

Current Contracting Tools and the
Competitive Contracting Process

1

Current Contracting Mechanisms
Expert Engineering and Advice, Environmental Investigation and Remediation Related to Contaminated Site
Program in Nunavut and NWT (NU and NWT)
AMEC
WESA
Arcadis Senes
SLR
FRANZ (now merged with Arcadis)
Stantec
AECOM
Mining Engineering Support Services (MESS) (HQ Program)
Stantec
Senes Consultants
SRK Consulting
Tetra Tech
BGC Engineering
Deton ‘Cho Stantec

PWGSC- Environmental Consultant Services Task Authorization Contract – “Northern”
AMEC
WESA (Bluemetric)
Golder
Stantec
Senes
2

All companies have demonstrated experience in Human Health
and Ecological Risk Assessment as was specifically required in
the statement of work for the contract
All companies have demonstrated the following:
– Recent experience (<7 years) in all tasks identified
– Experience in working with First Nations
– Experience in working with various levels of government
– Experience in working in locations north of 60

3

AANDC Standing Offer Contracting Process
Stantec Present
Scope of Work
(SOW)
AANDC approach preferred companies
(those without a potential conflict of interest).

Companies provide
proposals.

Request Proposals based on SOW, which
includes ‘stress’ component.
WG Parties
provide input

~ 2 weeks or more

Project Team Present list of
Companies with current
standing offers with AANDC

4

AANDC Standing Offer Contracting Process

WG Parties provide
input

Review Company Proposals
(cost removed) against SOW
and Evaluation Criteria.

All components fully
addressed

With recommendations from the
WG, Project Team will make final
decision on proposal acceptance.

Call up will be put in
place. Contract will be
secured to begin to
carry out work.

Determine if ‘stress’ is fully
addressed

‘Stress’ not fully
addressed

Accept
Proposal to
carry out only
HHRA.

Expertise
advice to
develop SOW
for ‘stress’

Competitive bid
process

Work begins
5

Competitive Process for Professional Services Contract (~10 weeks)
Evaluation criteria established

Stantec Present
Scope of Work
•
•
•

provide a project team with FN experience (x years, depth, complexity),
have experience with completing HHRA (experience to be demonstrated by specific
project summaries, must be recent (<5 years), etc.
specific skill sets that may be wanted, etc

WG Parties
provide input

Tender Package
posted on the Buy &
Sell

Bid evaluation
•

Evaluations by PWGSC folks,
perhaps client rep?

Service Contract Award

Time period dependent on:
• team availability,
• number of packages,
• complexity of proposals

Minimum 2 weeks if multiple bids
Shorter, if only one compliant bid

(Public Works Tender Registry)

Based on expected value
(> 80K), this is subject to
NAFTA; therefore a
minimum 40 day tender
period

Work can
begin

6

Pros and Cons
Standing Offer / TA

Competitive Process

Can choose which company to
select from list

Open to all and any company and
evaluation of proposals completed
by an independent panel

Contract can be in place in
approximately 1 month after
proposal received

Process will take minimum of 10
weeks

Limited to only companies on
agreement

No input to decision

7
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APPENDIX F - DUST MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES AND RESPONSES (PRESENTATION DECK)
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Dust Management Activities
and Responses

1

Soils and Tailings Dust Prevention
•

Soils and tailings on the mine site are not disturbed unnecessarily. Tailings are
contoured as flatly as possible to prevent drying and wind erosion.

•

Tailings are left as wet as possible to prevent wind erosion. Water collected on site is
pumped onto the tailings containment areas as required and water levels are kept as
high as possible until just before freeze up.

•

Tailings are coated in a soil cementing compound in spring before they have a
chance to dry out. This environmentally safe coating prevents wind erosion.

•

Tailings are not disturbed once the coating has been applied.

•

When soil is disturbed, it is done while the soil is damp to prevent wind erosion.

•

Soil piles are kept low, or covered with other material to prevent them from drying out.

•

Soil is not excavated in high wind environments, and if wind becomes an issue soil
piles are watered to prevent windblown erosion.

2

Trigger - Tailings Dust
Level 1
De-stabilized tailings due to excavation or washing away
of Soil Sement.

Level 2
Visible airborne tailing dust creating a nuisance to
operations. Security Officers patrol the property 24 hours
a day and report any unusual dust occurrences.

Level 3
Excessive airborne tailings dust leading to potential
exceedances as reported from visual observations by
site personnel or work site monitoring
Level 4
Airborne tailings dust leading to exceedances of agreed
upon limits for airborne dust, as reported by the Air
Quality Monitoring Contractor at fence line or community
sampling stations.

Action required

Accountability

Have tailings re-contoured to prevent wind erosion and
spray Soil Cement on tailings as soon as practicably
possible.
Do not disturb tailings unnecessarily.

General Mine
Superintendent

Investigate source of dust.
Have Soil Sement applied to tailings or effected area as
soon as practicably possible, and/or limit work done in
area, and/or workers wear appropriate PPE

Investigate source of dust.
Suspend work in area immediately until dust subsides or
tailings can be stabilized using water or Soil Sement.

Contact PWGSC representative.
Investigate source of dust.
Suspend work in the vicinity immediately and initiate
emergency watering or Soil Sementing as necessary to
control dust.

General Mine
Superintendent

Mine Manager

Mine Manager

3

Road Use Dust Prevention
•

Prevention will be accomplished through the use of processes that will include the
following:

•

Application of a solution of Calcium Chloride (CaCl) on all commonly used gravel
roadways.

•

Watering of roads between applications of CaCl.

•

Minimizing road and surface disturbances through proper road maintenance.

•

Curtailing of road maintenance (grading and repair) during high wind conditions.

•

Controlling vehicle/equipment speeds to 40 km/hr on all roads..

•

Controlling vehicle/equipment speeds to 15 km/hr around buildings and work sites.

•

Restricting traffic to designated roads/corridors.

4

Trigger – Road Dust

Action Required

Level 1
Freshly disturbed gravel or soil which is dry, and has not
been stabilized with CaCl and water

Keep damp through watering and treat with CaCl and water
as soon as possible. Long term stabilization is preferred.

Level 2
Visible airborne road dust creating a nuisance to
operations. Security Officers, DCNJV employees or site
contractors report any unusual dust occurrences.

Level 3
Excessive airborne road dust leading to potential
exceedances as reported from visual observations by site
personnel or work site monitoring

Level 4
Airborne road dust leading to exceedances of
environmental alarms limits at fence line Air Quality (AQ)
or community monitoring stations.

Have water or CaCl applied to roads or effected area as
soon as practicably possible, and/or limit work done in area,
and/or workers wear appropriate PPE

Accountability

General Mine
Superintendent

General Mine
Superintendent

Suspend work in area immediately until source of
contamination can be controlled through watering, or
application of CaCL

Mine Manager

Suspend work in area immediately.
Initiate emergency watering immediately.
Notify Incident Reporting

Mine Manager

5
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APPENDIX G - AMBIENT AIR QUALITY MONITORING (PRESENTATION DECK)
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Giant Mine Remediation Project
Ambient Air Quality Monitoring
Working Group Presentation

Project Manager: Linda Pickett
Project Lead: Aaron Braumberger
Date: April 9, 2015

Agenda
•
•
•
•

Community Program Review
Fenceline Program Review
Project Specific Programs
Overall Air Statement

2

Community Program Overview
• The Air Quality Monitoring Consultant is SLR Consulting
• There are 3 community monitoring locations
• N’Dilo (NDL), Yellowknife Cruising Club (YCC), National
Air Pollution Surveillance location (NAPS – downtown
Yellowknife)
• PM10 & PM2.5 continuously (BAMs)
• PM10 arsenic filter sample (24-hour) – every 3rd day
• TSP arsenic filter sample (24-hour) – every 3rd day
• Integrated sampling from TSP for Iron, lead, antinomy, nickel,
asbestos – every 3rd day
• Sampling ongoing since June 24, 2013
3

Community Monitoring Station
Locations

4

Community Equipment

Hi-Vol filter sampler

Asbestos filter sampler

BAM sampler

Data Centre

PM10 Hi-vol filter
sampler
5

Community Shelters

Community Shelter

N’Dilo Shed
6

Community Air Criteria
Parameter

Averaging Time

Value

TSP

Annual

60 g/m3

TSP

24-hour

120 g/m3

PM10

24-hour

50 g/m3

Arsenic

Annual

0.011 g/m3

Arsenic

24-hour

0.3 g/m3

Antimony

24-hour

25 g/m3

Iron

24-hour

4 g/m3

Lead

24-hour

0.5 g/m3

Nickel

24-hour

0.2 g/m3

Asbestos

24-hour

0.04 g/m3

7

Community Data Results Summary
• The average respirable arsenic concentrations
for 2014 were well below the risk-based
criterion that is protective of chronic health
effects (increased risk of respiratory cancer)
for residents who might breathe the air every
day over a 10-year period (ARCADIS SENES
2015)
• This was also the case for 2013 data
8

Community Data Results Summary
for 2013 and 2014 for N’Dilo
Metals

Units

Mean

Mean

(full DL)

(1/2 DL)

Frequency
Maximum
of
Detect
Detection

% NDs

95% UCL
(full DL)

UCL
Method

(full ND)

95% UCL
(1/2 DL)

UCL
Method
(1/2 ND)

N'Dilo

TSP

µg/m 3

21.8

21.7

416

142/157

10%

36.57

PM10

µg/m 3

15.9

15.4

322

100/155

35%

28.61

PM10 As

µg/m 3

0.00438

0.00276

0.0928

10/155

94%

0.00537

TSP Sb

µg/m

3

0.00498

0.00261

0.0383

1/157

99%

0.00535

TSP As

µg/m

3

0.00477

0.00354

0.206

22/157

86%

0.00694

TSP Fe

µg/m 3

0.282

0.282

4.43

149/157

5%

0.46

TSP Pb

µg/m 3

0.00162

0.00099

0.0219

18/157

89%

0.00184

TSP Ni

µg/m 3

0.00154

0.00091

0.0061

20/157

87%

0.00161

9

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL

36.49

28.16

0.00377

0.003

0.00932

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
0.326
95%
Student's-t
UCL
0.00122
95%
Student's-t
UCL
0.000998

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Approxima
te Gamma
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL

Community Data Results Summary
for 2013 and 2014 for Marina
Metals

Units

Mean

Mean

(full DL)

(1/2 DL)

Frequency
Maximum
of
Detect
Detection

% NDs

95% UCL
(full DL)

UCL
Method

(full ND)

95% UCL
(1/2 DL)

UCL
Method
(1/2 ND)

YCC

TSP

µg/m

3

26.5

26.4

401

134/159

16%

43.56

PM10

µg/m

3

16.6

15.9

347

87/159

45%

29.24

PM10 As

µg/m

3

0.00442

0.00295

0.0267

29/159

82%

0.0048

TSP Sb

µg/m 3

0.005

0.00252

0.0051

1/159

99%

0.00528

TSP As

µg/m 3

0.00748

0.00653

0.0466

56/159

65%

0.0111

TSP Fe

µg/m 3

0.595

0.595

5.57

156/159

2%

0.931

TSP Pb

µg/m 3

0.00177

0.00119

0.0071

35/159

78%

0.00191

TSP Ni

µg/m

0.00197

0.00141

0.0106

41/159

74%

0.00215

3

10

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL

43.43

28.63

0.00409

0.00266

0.0102

0.931

0.00158

0.00193

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL

Community Data Results Summary
for 2013 and 2014 for NAPS
Metals

Units

Mean

Mean

(full DL)

(1/2 DL)

Frequency
Maximum
of
Detect
Detection

% NDs

95% UCL
(full DL)

UCL
Method

(full ND)

95% UCL
(1/2 DL)

UCL
Method
(1/2 ND)

NAPS

TSP

µg/m 3

35.3

35.3

470

151/155

3%

52.27

PM10

µg/m 3

19.2

18.8

455

118/158

25%

34.03

PM10 As

µg/m 3

0.00361

0.00199

0.0234

7/158

96%

0.00384

TSP Sb

µg/m

3

0.0053

0.00298

0.103

1/156

99%

0.00634

TSP As

µg/m

3

0.00345

0.00234

0.0255

32/156

79%

0.00375

TSP Fe

µg/m 3

0.638

0.638

4.52

155/156

1%

0.724

TSP Pb

µg/m 3

0.00184

0.00139

0.0157

58/156

63%

0.00201

TSP Ni

µg/m 3

0.00179

0.00132

0.0095

52/156

67%

0.00194
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95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Approxima
te Gamma
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL

52.25

33.7

0.00224

0.00405

0.00326

0.724

0.00192

0.00179

95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Student's-t
UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Approxima
te Gamma
UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL
95%
Chebyshe
v UCL

Community Analytical Results

Community station
Fenceline station

12

Community Data Summary 2013
Arsenic in TSP

13

Community Data Summary 2014
Arsenic in TSP

14

Fenceline Program Overview
• Six fenceline (property boundary) real time
monitors
• A (North Pond), B (Town), C (Northwest
Pond), D (Beach), E (A1C1 Pits), and F
(Marina)
• PM10 monitored continuously during work
day
• TSP monitored continuously during work day
15

Fenceline Monitoring Station
Locations

16

Fenceline Equipment

Dusttrak Real time monitors
17

Risk Based Action Level (RBAL)
• RBALs are considered a project management tool and is not
a criteria
• RBALs were developed by risk based approach
• Arcadis Senes model assumed
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

10 year project duration
12 hr work day
245 days/yr
Assumes level of arsenic in PM10
Assumes large source area
Dilution factor
Wind rose considered
Result PM10 159 g/m3 or TSP 333 g/m3

18

Fenceline Community Results

19

Onsite Meteorological Station

20

•
•
•
•
•
•

Project Specific Air Quality Monitoring Plans
(AQMPs)
Roaster Deconstruction 2013-14
Underground and Surface Drilling 2014
Interim Underground stabilization (IUS) 20142015
Asbestos removal Boneyard and Boilers 2014
Asbestos removal C-shaft, gantries and
transfer buildings 2014
Arsenic repackage 2014-2015
21

On-Site Roaster Ambient Program
• Arsenic monitors (Construction Contractor Parsons)
• 2 arsenic locations
• One upwind
• One downwind
• TSP arsenic (24-hour) – every 3rd day
• TSP (24-hour) – every 3rd day
• PM10 (24-hour) – every 3rd day
• Roaster construction camera
http://oxblue.com/open/parsons/giantmine
22

On-Site Roaster Area Varying Ambient
Monitors

23

Roaster 2014 Results

24

Drilling Underground and Surface
2014
• Air monitoring required during drilling as geotechnical drilling
could potentially encroach on arsenic stopes
• Parameters monitored: PM10 and Arsenic
• Equipment: E-sampler which monitors in real time and can
take filter samples as well. Good piece of equipment reduces
the need for several pieces

• Sample locations

25

Sampling location

138 Portal
Outside C-Shaft

UBC Portal

Site E - background
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Inside C-Shaft

C1 Manway and
Interior

Drilling Underground and Surface
Results

• There was one concentration above the RBAL
attributed to project activity on October 25, 2014
at the UBC portal.
• Real time PM10 concentrations were attributed to
equipment demobilizing from the site
• The resulting arsenic filter analysis result was
below the residential criteria of 0.3 ug/m3 and the
site specific arsenic RBAL of 10ug/m3.
• Fenceline concentrations were below the RBAL
27

Drilling Underground and Surface
Results

Arsenic filter sampling results

# Samples
# Samples with Measurable Concentrations
# Samples < RDL
% Samples with Measurable Concentrations
% Samples < RDL
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207
13
194
6.3
93.7

Interim Underground stabilization (IUS)
2014-2015
• Air monitoring required tailings contain arsenic
• Parameters monitored: PM10 and Arsenic
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Interim Underground stabilization
(IUS) 2014-2015
• There was one contractor RBAL exceedance
recorded on October 19, 2014
• This was attributed to ice fog interference with
the equipment
• Fenceline (property boundary) were at
background concentrations
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IUS Results
• Arsenic filter sampling results
# Samples
# Samples with Measurable Concentrations
# Samples < RDL
% Samples with Measurable Concentrations
% Samples < RDL
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197
6
191
3.0
97.0

Arsenic Repacking
• There were no exceedances RBAL for PM10
or arsenic for arsenic repackaging project
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Asbestos Removal Project
• Two asbestos removal project requiring
monitoring:
– Boneyard and Boilers
– C-shaft, gantries and transfer buildings

• There were no exceedances of asbestos criteria
for the following two projects. Residential and
worker safety values were used for comparison
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RBAL Exceedance Protocol
• AQMP developed a communication plan for contractor shut
down.
• First trigger is visible dust
• Second trigger is elevated readings at fenceline (real time
above RBAL)
• SLR determines if elevated dust related to site activities
• Mitigation implemented
• Recommendations (ie shut down)
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Challenges
• Originally the intention was to develop a
relationship between PM10 and arsenic. At
this point there is no correlation
• Equipment challenges – warm weather (fires)
cold weather (ice fog).

35

Questions?

36

Giant Mine Remediation Project

APPENDIX H - SURFACE DESIGN ENGAGEMENT (SDE) AND STAKEHOLDER
INPUT/REQUIREMENTS
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Proposed Draft
Schedule and
Process

April 2015

Surface Design Engagement (SDE)
Process
Preparation
Project: Development of poster-size plans of
site/components, summary sheets of surface site
components (history, data, results) and other materials

Stakeholder Input/Requirements
Identify organizational participants who will remain consistent
throughout the process
Identify how many, how long prep sessions are required

Stakeholders: Identification of members to participate and
availability and dates, review prep materials

May 11th15th, 2015

May 1829th, 2015

June 1618th, 2015

Prep Sessions (1 or 2 half days)

Facilitated by SRK: Prepare participants for the
surface design engagement (SDE) process by
reviewing site materials and taking them through an
example workshop session

Participate in prep sessions (1 or 2 half day)

Objectives Meeting (half day)

Facilitated by Bill Slater: Meet with all groups
individually to discuss high level objectives, and
expectations for future use

Options Definition Workshop with all
Stakeholder Groups (3 days)

Facilitated by SRK:
1)Brainstorm possible remediation methods
2) Classification of the methods into groups with
similar effects
3) Preliminary development of complete options
4) Initial review of the preliminary options
5) Development of recommendations for the options
to be carried through additional steps

Participate in objectives meetings (half day)

Participate in definition workshop (3 days)

**Proposed Stakeholder Tables
1) YKDFN- 2 tables
2) Project Team- 1 table
3) Technical consultants (AECOM, Senes etc) – 1 table
4) Gov’t (HC, GNWT Lands/Health, EC, DFO) – 1 table
5) City of Yellowknife- 1 table
6) NSMA- 1 table
7) Other Agencies- AN, Mining Heritage, Cruising Club,
Giant Mine Community Alliance, members of public

Proposed Draft Schedule and Process

JulyOctober
2015

November
2015

February
2016

March
2016

Options Development

1) A scoping level description supported by sketches
2) Identification of technical risks and uncertainties
3) Assessment of the effects on site wide human health
and ecological risks
4) Scoping level cost estimates

No participation required from stakeholders. Technical
Consultants and Project Team will develop.

Risk Rating Workshop with all Stakeholder
Groups (2-3 day)

Facilitated by SRK: Each developed option is presented
and meeting participants ‘poke holes in it’ using a risk
rating process. Where identified risks can be easily
mitigated, the options are modified.

Participate in risk rating workshop (2 or 3 days)

Options Evaluation Workshop (multi day)

Each stakeholder group will complete their own
evaluation of options against their objectives and desire
future land uses
The resulting discussions lead to consensus on many
issues, and a clear understanding of any remaining
disagreements.

Participate in options evaluation workshop (multi day)

Reporting

Project team: Present raw results of workshop. In case
of disagreements suggestions will be provided for any
changes
Draft Report circulated for comment to stakeholders
Final Report March 31, 2016

Provide comments on draft report

