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Water Licence MV2012L8-0010-Advanced Underground Site Stabilization Plan Request for Extension to January 31. 2019
In December 2012, the Giant Mine Remediation Project Team (Project Team)
requested a water licence from the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB)
to implement the Site Stabilization Plan (SSP) that included the deconstruction of the
Roaster Complex and stabilization of a number of underground stopes. The MVLWB
issued Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010 in March 2013. The licence was issued until
March 27, 2016. Since then, the Project Team has been working to reduce the risk to
workers, public and environment by safely dismantling the Roaster Complex and
stabilizing underground stopes. The Project Team is requesting the MVLWB extend
Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010 to January 31 , 2019 to allow for the completion of C509 stope.
In addition to the extension request the Project Team anticipates that it will benefit from
the use of foam as part of the backfilling plan (MSDS sheets for certain foam products
were previously approved under the Phase 2, Stage 3 Workplan), and requests the
addition of a new condition to the existing licence conditions from the Board's standard
list of standard conditions relating to the use of new chemicals. The condition states:
•

At least seven days prior to the use of any chemicals that were not identified in
the complete application, the MSDS sheets must be provided to an Inspector and
the Board.

Canada
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The inclusion of the condition will allow GMRP contractors the flexibility to source
products that are consistent within the MVLWB approved work plans without seeking an
amendment. In the past field seasons, the availability of the products listed in the work
plans has been problematic and delayed delivery of the Underground programs. The
inclusion of this condition will alleviate this problem .
Further rationale regarding the requested expiry date, including efforts to engage
interested parties and an update to the SSP program, are provided below.
On November 30, 2015 the Project Team sent a letter to a multi-party distribution list
inviting parties to meet on January 6, 2015 to discuss the extension request. The
meeting notes from this meeting are compiled within the attached Comment and
Response Table (Attachment 2); the presentation can be found in Appendix B.
Responses to questions received from interested parties during the in-person meeting
were circulated on January 15, 2016. A discussion was also held with the Yellowknives
Dene First Nations Giant Mine Advisory Committee (GMAC) in the evening of
December 1, 2015. No comments or concerns were noted at this meeting.

The following documents are included in this package to assist in the review of this
request:
1. Application for Extension to Water Licence MV2012L8-0010
2. Comments and Response Table For Extension request for Site Stabilization
Water Licence MV2012L8-0010
3. Appendix A: Giant Mine Regulatory Distribution List, January 6, 2016
4 . Appendix B: Presentation provided by Project Team on January 6, 2016.
5. Appendix C: INAC November 30, 2015 Letter to Interested Parties re, Water
Licence, MV2012L8-0010 Extension Request
6 . Appendix D: Bill Slater, Technical Support to Giant Mine Working Group,
January 11, 2016 Memo for MV2012L8-0010 Type B Water Licence Extension
Request.
7. Appendix E: Erica Janes, Alternatives North , Water Licence MV2012L8-0010 Advanced Underground Site Stabilization Plan Request for Extension, January
13, 2016.
8. Appendix F: Ashish Mahapatra, Heath Canada, General comments from Health
Canada Contaminated Sites: Water Licence extension request, January 13, 2016
email.
9. Appendix G: William Lines, YKDFN, e-mail for Giant Mine Site Stabilization
Program Water Licence, MV2012L8-0012 Extension Request, January 13, 2016
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As of the end of October 2015, extensive progress has been made in completing the
SSP Program. The following bullets outline these underground elements that were to
be stabilized and a brief update as to their status of completion:

•

Roaster Deconstruction - Deconstruction of the Roaster Complex began on
June 24, 2013 and spanned two field seasons (2013, 2014). Since the
completion of the deconstruction in October 2014, Roaster activities have been
limited to: monitoring , site cleanup, containerization of waste and hauling waste
to the Central Pond Materials Storage Area. In 2015, a temporary cap of gravel
was placed in the Roaster Complex area to prevent windblown dust. The Roaster
work is now complete pending the issuance of MV2007L8-0031 and the
implementation of the overall Remediation Program.

•

Arsenic filled stopes and chambers 82-08 and 82-12/13/14 (Including all
associated bulkheads) - Both 82-08 and 82-12/13/14 arsenic stopes/chambers
were completely filled with cemented paste backfill by mid-October 2015. As per
Schedule 1, Item (o), an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be
stamped by a professional engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the
mitigation efforts associated with these stopes.

•

Non-arsenic filled stopes 83-06, 83-10mid {formerly described as 82-02/18)
and C3-12/5-09 - Both 83-06 and B3-10mid non-arsenic stopes/chambers were
completely filled with cemented paste backfill in August 2015. As per Schedule
1, Item (o), an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be stamped by a
professional engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the mitigation efforts
associated with these stopes. Non-arsenic filled stope C3-12/C5-09 is discussed
in detail below.

•

Non-arsenic filled stopes A3-70, 81-18/19, 82-18/19, and 83-01/3-02 - Both
A3-70 and B 1-18/19 non-arsenic stopes/chambers were completely filled with
cemented paste backfill by mid-September 2015. As per Schedule 1, Item (o),
an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be stamped by a professional
engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the mitigation efforts associated with
these stopes. Further geotechnical assessment data gathered since the
issuance of this Water Licence has allowed for the risk profile associated with
non-arsenic stopes 82-18/19 and 83-01 /3-02 to be lessened to the point where
the immediate risk of rock failure in these stopes is minimal. It was therefore not
required to backfill these stopes as part of the current SSP and will become part
of the final underground stabilization for remediation.

•

Non-arsenic stopes A2-01 and 81-43 -A geotechnical risk drilling program
completed th is past summer concluded that the risk profile associated with non3

arsenic stope A2-01 and 81-43 has decreased to the point where the immediate
risk of rock failure in these stopes are minimal. It was recommended that these
stopes be included into the annual stope monitoring program, however there is
no requirement to backfill these stopes as part of the current SSP and will
become part of the final underground stabilization for remediation.
The remaining immediate risk mitigation described in the December 19, 2012
application is the C5-09 I C3-12 stope complex. Below is a summary of work conducted
to date on these items.
The C5-09 I C3-12 stope complex is made up of several interconnected partially
backfilled stopes that lie under and adjacent to arsenic stope C2-12 and arsenic
chambers 9 and 10. The area is commonly described as the C5-09 Complex in most of
the project literature. This stope is also connected to ~eeper stopes (7-12, 9-12, 11-9,
12-8) that have been reported by the mine operators to be backfilled with general waste
rock fill. Please see figures in Golder, 2014 attached to th is letter for more information.
Stope C5-09 was originally almost full of un-cemented waste rock fill, however during a
visual inspection of the stope in 2007, it was noted that a significant amount of fill had
been lost from the stope through settlement to lower areas of the mine. Subsequent
inspections observed fill in the 575 and 750 Levels where material had flowed out of
draw points. There is evidence that fill from this stope may have travelled lower than
the 750 Level, but levels below this are flooded and not accessible for inspection to
confirm .
Since 2007, various stability assessments, hazard assessments, risk assessments, and
mitigation/remediation plans for the C5-09 stope complex have been documented by
the Giant Mine Remediation Project. The assessments were included in the original
water licence application under Tab 9 (referenced below for consistency). These
assessments generally concluded that there was a heightened concern regarding the
stability of the C5-09 complex since the loss of this fill and should be considered for
inclusion in the SSP, however the project could potentially achieve a reduced risk rating
if they were to monitor the stope complex on an on-going basis until it could be
backfilled .
A re-assessment (Golder, 2012) of the stability of stopes adjacent to arsenic stopes and
chambers in 2012, including C5-09, concluded that in its current state, the stope is
predicted to be stable, however if additional fill were to leave the stope, conditions could
deteriorate. Also, due to the large size of the void (-87,000 m3), coupled with the
geotechnical characteristics of the rock mass, any rock failure could propagate rather
quickly. Project engineers were still convinced at that time that stabilization of the stope
complex could still be monitored and it was reprioritized for backfilling during the overall
4

remediation plan and could be removed from the SSP as one of the last stopes to fill
due to the fact that it could be monitored (Golder 2011b). The Project accepted this
recommendation until several of the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) experts
challenged the project team's position of backfilling the stope after the overall site
remediation had started . The IPRP specifically challenged the position that the
monitoring would provide suitable warning to implement a proposed "rapid" response of
cemented paste, backfilling the stope through pre-drilled delivery boreholes. They
recommended that the C5-09 stope complex continue to be monitored with the
possibility of backfilling prior to remediation once a suitable design for backfill material
and procedure for placement was in place. Therefore, it would remain part of the
current SSP (Brodie Consulting, 2014).
In June of 2015, additional project scoping definition centered on clarifying mine reflooding scenarios that led to the assertion that the mine could re-flood at some point in
time and mine water fluctuations of unknown frequency and magnitude could occur.
This has led to the requirement, as suggested by the IPRP, for a more robust mitigation
approach to the backfilling of C5-09. Ideally, the newly placed backfill could withstand
the loss of existing fills below, however it will require an engineered solution that may
require placement of a structural backfill including foam , or the strengthening of existing
fills , at a narrow stope span location , commonly referred to as a choke point. It is also
preferable to backfill this complex stope prior to implementation of the full-scale freeze
program, which also aligns with IPRP guidance.
Therefore, additional assessments of the complicated excavated mine geometry and
the location and type of existing stope fill material with associated stability assessments
are required to assess the feasibility of developing this engineering solution for this
stope. If the approach is deemed feasible, the amount and type of the backfill and any
other required enhancements such as the installation of additional ground support or
grouting of existing fill material can then be determined.
All of this required assessment work began in the Fall of 2015 and is currently
underway, with an eventual design and path forward on stabilizing C5-09 anticipated for
the Spring of 2016. As the current SSP water licence will expire on March 31, 2016, the
project will require an extension of the licence through to January 31, 2019 to allow for
this complicated design (by March 2016), procurement (April - September 2016),
engagement and MVLWB approval of the new work plan (August- October, 2016),
implementation (October 2016 - March 2018), and mitigation work and close out
reporting in order to complete the SSP (March 2018 - January 2019). Given the
complexities associated with C5-09, the Project Team is requesting an additional year
(2019) be added as contingency for implementation and monitoring. The requested
dated coincides with existing SSP reporting requirements for semi-annual reports . In
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the event that this additional year is not required the Project Team will submit a final
report prior to expiry of the Licence and request that the Licence be cancelled .
The remain ing management plans approved by the MVLWB for the underground
stabilization namely the Waste Management Plan (Part D, Item 3) and the General
Contingency and Emergency Spill Response Plan (Part F, Item 2) remain the same.
The Project Team does not envision any changes to these plans, but if any do arise as
the work progresses, the changes will be submitted as required by Part D, Item 6 and
Part F, Item 3 respectively in the current Licence. Lastly, the Communication Plan for
the Duration of the Site Stabilization Activities (Part B, Item 7) remains the same as
detailed in the accepted application.
We look forward to working through the approval process and to ensuring that this work
can proceed as required . If you have any questions or require additional information or
clarification, please contact the undersigned by telephone at 867-669-2425 or by email
at Adrian.Paradis@aandc-aadnc.gc.ca ..
Sincerely yours,

f uf<
Adrian Paradis
Manager of Regulatory
Giant Mine Remediation Project
Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada
c.c.:

Katherine Ross, Integration Manager, INAC
Chris Macinnis, Manager, Engineering, INAC
Natalie Plato, Giant Mine Project Manager, INAC
Tim Morton, Inspector, INAC
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Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board
7th Floor - 4910 SOth Avenue
P.O. Box 2130

YELLOWKNIFE NT XlA 2P6
Phone (867) 669-0506
FAX (867) 873-6610

APPLICATION FOR A NEW WATER LICENCE, AMENDMENT OF LICENCE, OR
RENEWAL OF LICENCE.
Application/Licence No: MV2012L8-001 O
(amendment or renewal only)

1.

Name and Mailing Address of
Applicant
Ms. Natalie Plato
Deputy Director, Giant Mine Remediation
Project
Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada
14923 52"d Street, Yellowknife, NT X1A 2R3

2.

Address of Head Office in Canada if
Incorporate
Same as applicant (Box 1)

Telephone:

867-669-2838

Telephone:

Same as applicant (Box 1) _

Fax:

867-669-2439

Fax:

Same as applicant (Box 1) _

3.

Location of Undertaking (describe and attach a map, indicating watercourses and
location of any proposed waste deposits).
Giant Mine is an abandoned gold mine located approximately five kilometres (km) north of
Yellowknife along Highway 4 (Ingraham Tra il). The Giant M ine Site (the Site) is considered to
include everything within the boundaries of the former lease during the operation of the mine (i.e.
Lease L-3668T, now designated as Reserve R662T). Two impacted areas immediately outside of the
lease area are also considered to be part of the site . They are the Giant Mine "Tow nsite", which
was removed from the surface lease in 1999, and the " Foreshore Tailings", an area of historic
tailings deposition along the North shore of Yellowknife Bay.
Geographic Coordinates of the Giant Mine Site (NAD83)
Maximum - 62°28' 54" N
Minimum longitude - 114°19' 12" W
Maximum latitude - 62°32' 38" N Minimum latitude -114° 22' 34" W
Location of the Underground Stabilization Work Area
The underground elements tha t w ill be stabilized include the underground stopes, chambers, and
bulkheads that are clustered near the Bl and 82 open pit s; on the west side of the Mill near the old
Highway 4 alignment; and at the north end of the roaste r complex as shown in the Underground
Stabilization Project Description provided under Tab 3 of the applicat ion package.

Stope
82-12/13/ 14
82-08
83-06
83-10
(Formerly 8202/18)
81-18/19
81-43
A3-70
A2-01

Geographic Coordinates of the Underground Stopes
Latitude
Longitude
62°30'17 .894"
114°21' 27 .277"
62°30'13.186"
114°21' 27.974"
114 °21' 27 .954"
62°30'13.412"
114°21' 30.713"
62°30' 20.158"

62°30'11.968"
62°30' 52.451"

114°21' 40.459"
114°21' 13.303"

62°30'30.312"
62°29'14.756"

114°22'3.784"
114°21' 53 .343"

and Chambers (NAD83)
Status
Backfilled I Complete
Backfilled I Complete
Backfilled I Complete
Backfilled I Complete

Backfilled I
Drilled and
Low ered
Backfilled I
Drilled and

Complete
Risk
Complete
Risk

C5-09
(Formerly C312/5-09)

4.

62°30'2.345"

114°21'35.966"

Description of Undertaking (describe and attach plans)
The C5-09 I C3-12 stope complex is made up of several interconnected partially backfilled stopes
that lie under and adjacent to arsenic stope C2-12 and arsenic chambers 9 and 10. The area is
commonly described as the C5-09 Complex in most of the project literature. This stope is also
connected to deeper stopes (7-12, 9-12, 11-9, 12-8) that have been reported by the mine
operators to be backfilled with general waste rock fill.
The proposed underground stabilization work will mitigate the potential failure of the
underground stopes and chambers and mitigation or arsenic trioxide stored in arsenic stope C2-12
and arsenic chambers 9 andlO through the following actions:
•
Reinforcing and constructing new bulkheads;
• Backfilling the non-arsenic stope (i.e. empty chamber) with a one or combination of the
following materials: lightly cemented tailings paste, mine waste rock and foam.

5.

Type of Undertaking.
1.
2.
3.
4.

6.

Industrial
Mining and Milling
Municipal
Power

5.
6.
7.
8.

Agriculture
Conservation
Recreation
Miscellaneous

x

Water Use
To obtain water X

Flood control

To cross a watercourse

To divert water

To modify the bed or bank of
a watercourse

To alter the flow of,
or store water

Other (describe): _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __

7.

Quantity of water involved (litres per second, litres per day or cubic meters per
year), including both quantity to be used and quantity to be returned to source.
Recycled and fresh water is required for the underground stabilization program as summarized
below.
Recycled Water Use
The Underground stabilization will primary use treated minewater recycled from the Polishing Pond
3
at a rate of less than 300 m per day (300,000 litres per day) for: dust control and the manufacturing
of tailings paste.
A limited amount of bleed water from the tailings paste has occurred through the program to date.
Bleed water, when encountered, will be returned to the Polishing Pond via the Northwest Tailings
Pond and Effluent Treatment Plant as part of the underground stabilization work. If any bleed water
is generated, it will be captured by the existing underground water management system and directed
to the Northwest Tailings Pond where it will mix with all waste water captured at the Giant Mine Site.
Waste water within the Northwest Tailings Pond is directed to the existing Effluent Treatment Plant
for treatment prior to discharge to Baker Creek via the Settling and Polishing Pond.
Fresh Water Use
Fresh water for the underground stabilization will be obtained from the onsite tanks filled with
trucked water from the City of Yellowknife for domestic purposes only (drinking, toilet use, washing
3
and showers). The maximum daily rate will be approximately 7m per day (7,000 litres per day).
None of the fresh water used in the proposed activities will be returned to the source as it will be
considered waste water after use. The waste water generated will be managed according to the
specific waste management plans previously approved by the MVLWB and provided under Tabs 2
and 3 in the application package.

8.

Waste deposited (quantity, quality, treatment and disposal)
A Waste Management Plan for the proposed activities is to be developed in accordance with the
Board's Guidelines for Developing a Waste Management Plan (accessible at www.mvlwb.com) and
submitted as an attachment to the application form. A template for this Plan is provided in the
Guidelines. Applications for a municipal licence do not need to include a Waste Management Plan
as this information is required under the Operation and Maintenance Plan.
In addition, applicants are referred to the Board's Water and Effluent Quality Management Policy
(accessible at www.mvlwb.com) to understand the Board's approach to managing the deposit of
waste into the receiving environment through enforceable terms and conditions set in water
licences.
Underground Stabilization: Other than waste rock generated by the underground mine development
needed to access certain bulkheads, very little waste material is expected to be generated as part of
this program . All waste rock will remain underground as it will be used to backfill non-arsenic
chambers and stopes in future programs. Further detail is described in the Underground Stabilization
Waste Management Plan provided under Table 3 in the application package.

9.

Other persons or properties affected by this Undertaking (give name, mailing
address and location). Attach a list if necessary.
No persons live at or adjacent to the underground stabilization area and no real estate properties
overlap the work area. However, the Giant Mine site is within the City of Yellowknife, and is situated
on Commissioner's Land administered by the Government of the Northwest Territories' (GNWT)
Department of Municipal and Community Affairs (MACA) . MACA established a Reserve R662T in
favor of Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) that covers the former lease area (L-3688T)
of Giant Mine to allow for the implementation of the Remediation Project.
In addition, the Giant Mine site falls within the Akaitcho Dene asserted territory and is in the near
vicinity of the Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN) communities of N' dilo and Dettah. Giant Mine
is also within the traditional land use area of the Tlicho, known as the Mowhi GoghaDi Niitlee, and it
falls within the provisions of the Tlicho Final Agreement.

10.

Predicted environmental impacts of Undertaking and proposed mitigation.
As part of the response to this section , a spill contingency plan for the proposed activities is to be
developed in accordance with INAC's Guidelines for Spill Contingency Planning, April 2007.
(accessible at http://www.ainc-inac.gc.ca/ai/scr/nt/pdf/S CP-EUD-eng.pdf) . This plan is to be
submitted as an attachment to the application form .
Predicted Environmental Impacts

The fundamental objective of the Giant Mine Remediation Project is to improve the environment and
prevent adverse effects that would otherwise occur if no remediation activities were undertaken. The
underground stabilization work will ultimately prevent emergencies from occurring at the Site that
could endanger human health and safety and the environment by addressing significant risks with
weakened or thin crown or sill pillars that could lead to failure of an underground element and
release arsenic trioxide deeper into the mine workings or the environment.
Although in the long term, carrying out the proposed activities are beneficial, the implementation of
the proposed decon struction and stabilization activities may result in short term and local effects to
the environment (including biophysical, cultural, social and economic aspects). A detailed discussion
of the predicted effects of the two proposed activities is provided in their respective detailed project
descriptions located under Tabs 2 and 3 in the amendment package.
Spill Contingency Planning

The current Emergency and Spill Response Plan (ESRP) prepared by the primary contractor on sit e,
Deton'Cho/Nuna Joint Venture (DCNJV), is included in the application package under Tab 5. Also
included under Tab 5 are specific preventative and emergency response procedures related to arsenic
trioxide.
The ESRP and associated procedures provided in the application package are comprehensive in
nature and the selected contractors for the proposed work will be required to prepare specific
emergency and spill contingency plans that align with but possib ly expa nd on as necessary the
documents prepared by the DCNJV. Any information that expands upon or is different from the
DCNJV ESRP will be provided to the MVLWB. All applicable legislation and guidelines will be taken
into consideration when the specific emergency and spill contingency plans are prepared.

11.

Contractors and sub-contractors (names, addresses and functions). Attach a list if
necessary.
The personnel directly involved in the underground stabilization will include a combination of
contractors, staff from INAC and Public Works and Government Services Canada (PWGSC), and the
Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT).
The bidding process for CS-09 is anticipated to begin in the summer of 2016.

12.

Studies undertaken to date. Attach a list if necessary.

13.

Proposed time schedule.
Start date:

March 28, 2013_

Completion date:

January 31. 2019

Name (print): Natalie Plato_ _ _ _ _ _Signature:
Title (print):

~B)~
Please make all cheques payable to "Receiver General of Canada"

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

Application Fee Amount:
Water Use Deposit Amount:

$._ _ _ __

Receipt No:

$_ _ _ _ __

Receipt No:

Organization

Email

AANDC
AANDC
AANDC

Name
Consultation and Accomodation
Unit
ATR
NT Lands

AANDC

Petroleum Resources Directorate

PDD@aandc.gc.ca

AANDC
AANDC

Mineral Development Division
Intergovermental

mdd@aandc.gc.ca
ntcard@aandc.gc.ca

Adventure Northwest

Boyd Warner

boydw@bathurstinlet.com

Akaitcho IMP Implementation
Office

Stephanie Poole

screeningofficer@eastarm.com

Bathurst Inlet Lodge

Taylor, Barry

barryt@arcticsafaris.ca

Boxxer Gold Corp.
Terrax Gold

White, Dave
David Connelly

dave.white@aurorageosciences.com
dconnelly@ileroyale.com

Canadian Northern Economic
Development Agency
CanNor NWT Region
CanNor NWT Region

Bertelsen, Christian
Adams, Marie
Alexander, David

christian.bertelsen@cannor.gc.ca
marie.adams@cannor.gc.ca
david.alexander@cannor.gc.ca

Environment Canada
Environment Canada

EA, Environment Canada
Amy Sparks

EC.EA.NWT@ec.gc.ca
Amy.Sparks@EC.gc.ca

Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Fisheries Protection Program,
Triage Group

fisheriesprotection@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada

Véronique D’Amours Gauthier
Morag McPherson

veronique.damours-gauthier@dfo-mpo.gc.ca
Morag.McPherson@dfo-mpo.gc.ca

CAU-UCA@aandc.gc.ca
consultationsupportunit@aandc.gc.ca
nwtlands@aandc.gc.ca

Fort Resolution Metis Council
Fort Resolution Metis Council

King, Trudy
King, Kara

fieldworker.frmc53@northwesttel.net
frmc@northwesttel.net

Fort Smith Metis Council

Hudson, Kenneth

fortsmithmetiscouncil@northwesttel.net

GNWT - DOT
GNWT - DOT

Posynick, Jon
Batchelor, Rhonda

jon_posynick@gov.nt.ca
rhonda_batchelor@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR
GNWT - ENR

Clancy, Patrick
GNWT, Central Email
McGregor, Laurie
Richea, Nathen
Central Email
Green, Paul
Jenkins, Robert
Bidwell, Wendy
Seaboyer, Matthes

patrick_clancy@gov.nt.ca
gnwt_ea@gov.nt.ca
laurie_mcgregor@gov.nt.ca
nathen_richea@gov.nt.ca
gnwt_ea@gov.nt.ca
paul_green@gov.nt.ca
robert_jenkins@gov.nt.ca
wendy_gov.nt.ca
Matthew_Seaboyer@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - Health
GNWT - Health
GNWT - Health

Carr, Doug
Roberts, Jememy
Shen, Steven

doug_carr@gov.nt.ca
jeremy_roberts@gov.nt.ca
Steven_shen@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - ITI
GNWT - ITI

Teed, Russell
Braun Rodriguez, Catherine

Russell_Teed@gov.nt.ca
catherine_braunrodriguez@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - Lands
GNWT - Lands

Coe, Charalene
Paulina Csicsai

Charlene_Coe@gov.nt.ca
paulina_csicsai@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - Lands
GNWT - MACA

Stewart, Scott
Davy, Mark

Scott_Stewart@gov.nt.ca
Mark_Davy@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - MACA

Arshad, Iqbal

iqbal_arshad@gov.nt.ca

GNWT - Prince of Wales Heritage
Mackay, Glen
Centre

glen_mackay@gov.nt.ca

Hamlet of Fort Resolution

Collins, Carol

Carolc.lands@gmail.com

Hay River Metis Council

Shuman, Wally

hrmc@northwesttel.net

Katlodeeche First Nation

Fabien, Roy

landsnresources@katlodeeche.com

Kivalliq Inuit Association

Tattuinee, Veronica

vtattuinee@kivalliqinuit.ca

Health Canada

Asish Mohapatra

asish.mohapatra@hc-sc.gc.ca

LKDFN, Wildlife, Lands and Env

Enzoe, Dora

chief.lkdfn@gmail.com

LKDFN, Wildlife, Lands and Env

Unger, Peter

lkdfnlands@gmail.com

Manitoba Denesuline

Wysocki, Wayne

ww.symbion@shawbiz.ca

MVLWB
MVLWB

Permits
Mullaney, Tyree

permits@mvlwb.com
tyree@mvlwb.com

NWTMN

Heron, Tim

rcc.nwtmn@northwestel.net

Salt River First Nation

Martselos, Frieda

chief.srfn@northwestel.net

Smith Landing First Nation
Smith Landing First Nation

Wandering Spirit, Andrew
Dixon, Jeff

chief@slfn196.com
lands@slfn196.com

SLEMA

de Pizzo, Philippe

exec@slema.ca

Town of Fort Smith
Town of Hay River

Hood, Jim
Steele, David

jhood@fortsmith.ca
dsteele@hayriver.com

Alternatives North
Alternatives North

Erica Janes
Gordon Hamre

ericahjanes@gmail.com
gordon.hamre@gmail.com

North Slave Metis Alliance

Shin Shiga

shin.shiga@nsma.net

Review Board
Review Board

Alan Ehlrich
Generic

aehrlich@reviewboard.ca
preliminaryscreening@reviewboard.ca

YKDFN
YKDFN
YKDFN
YKDFN

Ernest Sangris
William Lines
Johanne Black

ebetsina@ykdene.com
esangris@ykdene.com
wlines@ykdene.com
jblack@ykdene.com

City of Yellowknife
City of Yellowknife
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Underground Site Stabilization Plan Water License
Extension Request
January 2016

Outline of Presentation
• Status of work to date on Underground Site
Stabilization Plan (SSP)
• Prioritization in Backfilling C5‐09
• Challenges with C5‐09
• Challenges and Lessons Learned
• Questions / Comments

Scope and Status of Water Licence
Stope

Status

Date

B2‐12/13/14

Backfilled

October 2015

B2‐08

Backfilled

October 2015

B3‐06

Backfilled

October 2015

B3‐10mid (formerly B2‐ Backfilled
02/18)
B1‐18/19
Backfilled

September 2015

B1‐43

90% in 2013
Finalized in September
2015
Drilled and Risk Lowered 2015

A3‐70

Backfilled

A2‐01

Drilled and Risk Lowered 2015

C3‐12/5‐09

Pending

September 2015
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Prioritization of Stope C5‐09
• Originally almost full of un‐cemented waste rock fill
• An inspection in 2007 noted that most of this fill had
been lost via settlement to lower levels in the mine
• Stability assessments indicated an increased concern
but reduced risk rating if monitored
• IPRP endorsed monitoring of the stope, but also
recommended the possibility of backfilling the stope
once a suitable design and procedure was in place –
before long term implementation
4

Challenges with C5‐09
• Complex stope made up of several interconnected and
partially backfilled stopes extending through several levels
• Largest stope to date (~87,500 m3)
• Under and adjacent to arsenic stope C2‐12 and arsenic
chambers 9 and 10
• Partial and/or incomplete mine records
• Creating a ‘choke point’ based on the mine records is difficult
and conducting a visual inspection of levels below 750 feet is
not possible due to mine re‐flooding
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Location of C5‐09 Stope Void

C5‐09 Stope
Complex Void
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C5‐09 Stope Complex – Fill Volume Estimate
Volume #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

Description
C5‐09
C5‐09
C5‐09
C3‐12
C5‐08
C3‐12
C5‐08 Upper Drift
C5‐08
C5‐09‐11

Volume (m3)
30,539
30,944
2,831
3,370
3,164
3,288
4,027
5,088
4,154

Solid Color

87,405

Approximate Fill Volume = 87,500 m3 , or ~ 36 Olympic Sized Swimming Pools
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C5‐09 Stope Void ‐ Photo

Approximately 5m
wide by 4m high
opening

Open Void Height Here is
45m – Similar to Scotia
Centre in YK
8

Anticipated Schedule
• March 2016: Complete Conceptual Design of C5‐09
• April – September 2016: Procurement
• August – October 2016: Engagement and MVLWB
Approval of Management Plan (Part H, Item 3)
• October 2016 to March 2018: Implementation
• March 2018 – January 2019: Reporting and
Contingency
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Challenges and Lessons Learned – Unique Operating
Environment

• Backfilling targeted voids in an abandoned mine is
challenging
• Limited knowledge of certain areas of the UG workings
• Paste production in cold winter conditions not preferable
• Project has been able to consistently make a good quality
paste from the tailings ponds at the Giant Mine

Questions /Comments

• "**I
T

Aboriginal Affairs and
Northern Development Canada

Affaires autochtones et
Developpement du Nord Canada

PO BOX 1500
YELLOWKNIFE NT X1A 2R3

NT 783704

November 30, 2015
Distribution List
Water License MV2012L8-0010 - Advanced Underground Site Stabilization Plan Request for Extension to January 31 2 2019
The Giant Mine Remediation Project Team will be requesting approval from the
Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB) to extend the current Site
Stabilization Plan (SSP) Water License MV2012L8-0010 to January 31 , 2019 in order to
complete the C5-09 stope stabilization. The Project Team will be requesting the
MVLWB to approve the use of structural foam as part of the backfilling plan under Part
H, Conditions Applying to Construction, Item 3. Additionally, the Project Team will be
requesting a new condition allowing related products to be used with seven days'
notice. This will allow operational flexibility for backfill contractors. The condition states:
•

At least seven days prior to the use of any chemicals that were not identified in
the complete application, the MSDS sheets must be provided to an Inspector and
the Board.

The Project Team will be hosting a meeting on January 6, 2016 to discuss the extension
request of the water license and will give a presentation to interested parties outlining
the reasoning for requiring such an extension. Written comments on the extension are
requested by January 13, 2016. The Project Team will then apply to the MVLWB for an
amended licence.
As of the end of October 2015, extensive progress has been made in completing the
targeted underground stabilization work associated with this water license. The
following bullets outline these underground elements that were to be stabilized and a
brief update as to their status of completion :
•

Arsenic filled stopes and chambers 82-08 and 82-12/13/14 {Including all
associated bulkheads)- Both 82-08 and 82-12/13/14 arsenic stopes/chambers
were completely filled with cemented paste backfill by mid-October 2015. As per
Schedule 1, Item (o), an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be
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•

stamped by a professional engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the
mitigation efforts associated with these stopes.
Non-arsenic filled stopes 83-06, 83-10mid (formerly described as 82-02/18)
and C5-09/C3-12 - Both B3-06 and B3-1 Omid non-arsenic stopes/chambers
were completely filled with cemented paste backfill in August 2015. As per
Schedule 1, Item (o), an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be
stamped by a professional engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the
mitigation efforts associated with these stopes. Non-arsenic filled stope C509/C3-12 is discussed in detail below.

•

Non-arsenic filled stopes A3-70, 81-18/19, 82-18/19, and 83-01/3-02 - Both
A3-70 and B 1-18/19 non-arsenic stopes/chambers were completely filled with
cemented paste backfill by mid-September 2015. As per Schedule 1, Item (o),
an "As-built Statement of Risk Mitigation" letter will be stamped by a professional
engineer by March 2016 that will confirm the mitigation efforts associated with
these stopes. Further geotechnical assessment data gathered since the
issuance of this water license has allowed for the risk profile associated with nonarsenic stopes B2-18/19 and 83-01/3-02 to be lessened to the point where the
immediate risk of rock failure in these stopes is minimal. It was therefore not
required to backfill these stopes as part of the current SSP and will become part
of the final underground stabilization for remediation.

•

Non-arsenic stopes A2-01 and 81-43 - A geotechnical risk drilling program
completed this past summer concluded that the risk profile associated with nonarsenic slope A2-01 and B1-43 has decreased to the point where the immediate
risk of rock failure in these stopes are minimal. It was recommended that these
stopes be included into the annual slope monitoring program, however there is
no requirement to backfill these slopes as part of the current SSP and will
become part of the final underground stabilization for remediation.

The remaining immediate risk mitigation described in the December 19, 2012
application is the C5-09 I C3-12 slope complex. Below is a summary of work conducted
to date on these items.
The C5-09 I C3-12 stope complex is made up of several interconnected partially
backfilled slopes that lie under and adjacent to arsenic stope C2-12 and arsenic
chambers 9 and 10. The area is commonly described as the C5-09 Complex in most of
the project literature. This slope is also connected to deeper stopes (7-12, 9-12, 11-9,
12-8) that have been reported by the mine operators to be backfilled with general waste
rock fill. Please see figures in Golder, 2014 attached to this letter for more information.

-3Stope C5-09 was originally almost full of un-cemented waste rock fill, however during a
visual inspection of the stope in 2007, it was noted that a significant amount of fill had
been lost from the stope through settlement to lower areas of the mine. Subsequent
inspections observed fill in the 575 and 750 Levels where material had flowed out of
draw points. There is evidence that fill from this stope may have travelled lower than
the 750 Level, but levels below this are flooded and not accessible for inspection to
confirm.
Since 2007, various stability assessments, hazard assessments, risk assessments, and
mitigation/remediation plans for the C5-09 stope complex have been documented by
the Giant Mine Remediation Project. The assessments were included in the original
water license application under Tab 9 and have been included for consistency in this
package. These assessments generally concluded that there was a heightened concern
regarding the stability of the C5-09 complex since the loss of this fill and should be
considered for inclusion in the SSP, however the project could potentially achieve a
reduced risk rating if they were to monitor the stope complex on an on-going basis until
it could be backfilled.
A re-assessment of the stability of stopes adjacent to arsenic stopes and chambers in
2012, including C5-09, concluded that in its current state, the stope is predicted to be
stable, however if additional fill were to leave the stope, conditions could deteriorate.
Also, due to the large size of the void (-87,000 m3). coupled with the geotechnical
characteristics of the rock mass, any rock failure could propagate rather quickly. Project
engineers were still convinced at that time that stabilization of the stope complex could
still be monitored and it was reprioritized for backfilling during the overall remediation
plan and could be removed from the SSP as one of the last stopes to fill due to the fact
that it could be monitored (Golder 2011 b). The Project accepted this recommendation
until several of the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) experts challenged the
project team's position of backfilling the stope after the overall site remediation had
started. The IPRP specifically challenged the position that the monitoring would provide
suitable warning to implement a proposed "rapid" response of cemented paste,
backfilling the stope through pre-drilled delivery boreholes. They recommended that the
C5-09 stope complex continue to be monitored with the possibility of backfilling prior to
remediation once a suitable design for backfill material and procedure for placement
was in place. Therefore, it would remain part of the current SSP (Brodie Consulting,
2014).
In June of 2015, additional project scoping definition centered on clarifying mine reflooding scenarios that led to the assertion that the mine will likely re-flood at some point
in time and mine water fluctuations of unknown frequency and magnitude will occur.
This has led to the requirement, as suggested by the IPRP, for a more robust mitigation
approach to the backfilling of C5-09. Ideally, the newly placed backfill could withstand
the loss of existing fills below, however it will require an engineered solution that may
require placement of a structural backfill including foam, or the strengthening of existing
fills, at a narrow stope span location, commonly referred to as a choke point. It is also
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-4 preferable to backfill this complex stope prior to implementation of the full-scale freeze
program, which also aligns with IPRP guidance.
Therefore, additional assessments of the complicated excavated mine geometry and
the location and type of existing stope fill material with associated stability assessments
are required to assess the feasibility of developing this engineering solution for this
stope. If the approach is deemed feasible, the amount and type of the backfill and any
other required enhancements such as the installation of additional ground support or
grouting of existing fill material can then be determined.
All of this required assessment work began in the Fall of 2015 and is currently
underway, with an eventual design and path forward on stabilizing C5-09 anticipated for
the Spring of 2016. As the current SSP water license will expire on March 31, 2016, the
project will require an extension of the license through to January 31, 2019 to allow for
this complicated design (by March 2016), procurement (April - September 2016),
engagement and MVLWB approval of the new work plan (August - October, 2016),
implementation (October 2016 - March 2018) , and mitigation work and close out
reporting in order to complete the SSP (March 2018 - January 2019) . Given the
complexities associated with C5-09 the Project T earn is requesting an additional year
(2019) be added as contingency for implementation and monitoring. The requested
dated coincides with existing SSP reporting requirements for semi-annual reports. In
the event that this additional year is not required the Project Team will submit a final
report prior to expiry of the licence and request that the licence be cancelled.
We look forward to discussing the extension request. If you have any questions or
require additional information or clarification, please contact Adrian Paradis by
telephone at 867-669-2425 or by email at Adrian.Paradis @aandc-aadnc.gc.ca or
Katherine Ross at telephone at 819-934-9223 or by email at Katherine.Ross @aandcaadnc.gc.ca.
Sincerely yours,

Adrian Paradis
Regulatory Manager
Giant Mine Remediation Project
Encl.
Cc:
Katherine Ross, Integration Manager, Giant Mine Remediation Project
Chris Macinnis, Manager, Engineering, Giant Mine Remediation Project
Tyree Mullaney, Regulatory Officer, MVLWB
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Slater Environmental

Memorandum
To:

Giant Mine Working Group

From: Bill Slater, Principal Consultant
Date:

January 11, 2016

Re:

Giant Mine, Underground Stabilization
Type B Water Licence Extension Request

As requested by the Giant Mine Working Group (Working Group), I reviewed the
information provided by Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) in support of the
proposed extension and amendment of the Type B water licence for site stabilization work
at the Giant Mine. INAC convened a meeting on January 6, 2016 to discuss the extension
request and describe the rationale. I was unable to attend the meeting, but have reviewed
the presentation materials, along with the information provided by INAC on an FTP site.
INAC has requested input from working group members by January 13, 2016.
The purpose of this current review is to identify any issues and concerns about the
proposed application. As such, I have focused my review on whether the information
provided is sufficient to demonstrate the need for, and understand the implications of, the
proposed licence changes. This memo provides my review comments for consideration by
Working Group members as they prepare any responses to INAC’s request for comments.
INAC is proposing three changes to the licence:
1. Extension of the expiry date from March 27, 2016 to January 31, 2019, to
accommodate additional time required for planning, design and implementation of
backfill for C5‐09/C3‐12 stopes.
2. Amendment of Part H of the licence to authorize use of structural foam as part of the
backfilling plan. Part H, Item 7 currently authorizes use of only tailings paste, waste
rock or inert rock material, unless approved by the Board.
3. Addition of a new condition that would authorize use of “any chemicals not
identified in the complete application” after providing MSDS sheets to an inspector
and the Board at least 7 days prior to use.
Comments are provided below in relation to each of the three proposed changes.
1. Extension of Expiry Date
INAC has provided a strong rationale for the requested extension of the expiry date. While
opinions about the risks associated with the C5‐09/C3‐12 Complex have varied, the current
conclusion is that the risk warrants implementation of stabilization measures (i.e.,
structural backfill) before the final remediation plan proceeds. The planning, design,
Review of Proposed Type B Licence Amendments
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procurement and implementation of a backfilling plan for C5‐09/C3‐12 will clearly not be
complete before the current expiry date of March 27, 2016. INAC expects to complete the
stabilization work by March 2018, but has requested a licence expiry date of January 2019
to provide a contingency for implementation and monitoring. The proposed extension of
the expiry date appears to make sense and it supports mitigation of important risks.
2. Authorization for use of Structural Foam
The application would benefit from additional details and rationale related to the proposed
use of structural foam as part of the backfilling plan for C5‐09/C3‐12.





The November 30, 2015 INAC letter states that stabilization of C5‐09 will require an
“engineered solution that may require placement of a structural backfill including
foam.”
“Review and Update of Arsenic Stope and Chamber Stability Assessments.” (Golder
Associates. October 2012.) refers to placement of foam concrete.
“Investigation, Mitigation and Monitoring of Known High Risk Underground
Openings, Giant Mine Remediation Project.” (Golder Associates. December 2011.)
identifies foam concrete backfill as a possible “suitable interim solution.”

Aside from these general references, I was unable to find any information about what types
of foam products are proposed or how they would be used as part of the stabilization plan.
In my view, the lack of information leads to several outstanding questions. For example,






How will the foam material be used – e.g., temporary support to allow placement of
other structural fill, interim support until implementation of a final solution,
permanent structural fill, etc.?
What type of foam material is proposed – e.g., foam, foam concrete?
What is the expected life span of the foam material?
What are the physical properties of the material?

The water licence requires submission of a “Detailed Underground Work Stabilization Plan”
prior to initiating the stabilization work for C5‐09, and I assume this plan will provide
specific details. However, I recommend that the water licence application provide sufficient
information to generally answer the above questions. In the absence of this information, it
is difficult to evaluate the implications of the proposed amendment, or whether any
conditions should be applied to the approval of use of foam.
3. General Authorization for Use of Chemicals
The application would benefit from additional clarification and rationale for the proposed
general authorization for use of additional chemicals. INAC’s November 30, 2015 letter
states that the request is intended to allow use of “related products.” However, it is not clear
whether these are related to backfilling operations generally, or specifically to the proposed
use of foam. In any case, the proposed licence condition is much more general – authorizing
Review of Proposed Type B Licence Amendments
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use of any chemicals without limitation on purpose or relationship to any other activity. It
would be useful to understand what conditions and activities may lead to the use of
chemicals, and what general types and quantities of chemicals may be required. Based on
this information, it may be possible to refine the proposed licence condition so that it
provides a more focused authorization.
Despite concerns about the lack of information to support the proposed general
authorization for use of chemicals, I believe that potential effects of the proposed
authorization are likely minimal if the chemical use is limited to the underground
stabilization activities. From the perspective of potential water‐related effects, the use of
chemicals as part of underground stabilization activities is unlikely to be problematic, since
water from underground primarily receives treatment before any release to surface waters.
Any health and safety related effects should be adequately addressed through application of
appropriate handling and use procedures.

Review of Proposed Type B Licence Amendments
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13 January 2016
To:

Adrian Paradis, Regulatory Manager, Giant Mine Remediation Project

Sent via email: Adrian.Paradis@aandc-aadnc.gc.ca
Cc:

Katherine Ross, Integration Manager, Giant Mine Remediation Project
Chris MacInnis, Manager, Engineering, Giant Mine Remediation Project
Tyree Mullaney, Regulatory Office, MVLWB
Giant Mine Working Group

Re: Water Licence MV2012L8-0010 – Advanced Underground Site Stabilization Plan
– Request for Extension to January 31, 2019: Alternatives North Comments
On behalf of Alternatives North, I attended the Project Team’s presentation on the
abovementioned extension request on January 6th, 2016. Although little information was
provided about the plans for the C5-09 stope complex, Alternatives North understands the
need for additional time to design and implement an effective stabilization solution for C509 to mitigate significant risks. As such, we’re supportive of extending the Water Licence to
January 31, 2019.
Alternatives North endorses the comments submitted by independent Technical Advisor to
the Giant Mine Working Group, Bill Slater, and recommends that the Project Team consider
all of the comments and questions included in his memo (attached). We look forward to
having these questions clarified through the Water Licence extension process, and in
addition the questions posed here, so that we can more effectively comment on the
proposed plans.
When can we expect to receive answers to the questions raised here and in Bill
Slater’s commentary?
There are several additional topics we’d like to raise, which are of particular concern:
1. Use of structural foam
During the January 6th meeting, a number of questions were posed about the chemical
composition, long-term structural stability, potential for leaching, and water permeability
of structural foam. Although we understand that structural foam is commonly used in
mining operations, complete information about these and other properties of any
structural foam proposed for use in C5-09 will ultimately be necessary to evaluate the longterm effectiveness of any proposed engineering solution. This information would also be
helpful to determine whether any conditions should be applied for the use of structural
foam in the Water Licence amendment.
To be clear, we have reservations about the long-term effectiveness of structural foam
given the long time horizon of this project. What information can the Project Team
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provide regarding the long-term effectiveness of structural foam? Have any
alternatives to structural foam been considered for C5-09, and if so, what
information can be provided about them?
2. Long-term monitoring of C5-09 stabilization
We understand that the approved stabilization measures for C5-09 will be monitored
under the existing (amended) Water Licence, and following that, by Indigenous and
Northern Affairs Canada under the longer-term remediation program. Considering the
magnitude of work required to stabilize C5-09, Alternatives North would like to know
how this ultimate solution will be monitored in the long-term. For example: how will
we know that the structural foam continues to hold, or if the bottom of C5-09 has
fallen out in 60 years, and who will be responsible for developing any new
stabilization plans?
3. Mine flooding
At the January 6th meeting and in your letter of November 30, 2015, eventual mine flooding
was mentioned, along with the resulting need for a ‘more robust mitigation approach’ for
stabilizing C5-09, as recommended by the Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP).
Alternatives North was not aware that eventual mine flooding was still being considered by
the Project Team. Could you please provide information about when was this decision
on flooding was made, and by whom? We would also like to know what impact
planning for eventual flooding could have on how the current Water Licence
amendment conditions are written.
On a related note, up until this point, Alternatives North was not aware of the existence or
role of the IPRP. Can you please provide us with information about this group of
experts and how they advise the Project Team?
In closing, we look forward to better understanding the scope and content of the work
proposed to stabilize the C5-09 complex as this extension request makes its way through
the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board process.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to your response.

Erica Janes
Alternatives North Giant Mine Coordinator
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From:
Asish Mohapatra <asish.mohapatra@hc-sc.gc.ca>
Sent:
1/13/2016 4:32:29 PM
To:
Jane.Amphlett@aadnc-aandc.gc.ca;Chris.MacInnis@aadncaandc.gc.ca;Katherine.Ross@aadnc-aandc.gc.ca;Sharon.Low@aandcaadnc.gc.ca;Adrian.Paradis@aandc-aadnc.gc.ca;Natalie.Plato@aandcaadnc.gc.ca;bslater@bslater.ca;Morag.McPherson@dfompo.gc.ca;amy.sparks@ec.gc.ca;ericahjanes@gmail.com;gordon.hamre@gmail.com;Erika_Nyyss
onen@gov.nt.ca;tyree@mvlwb.com;shin.shiga@nsma.net;Linda.Pickett@pwgsctpsgc.gc.ca;cgreencorn@yellowknife.ca;wyu@yellowknife.ca;jblack@ykdene.com;wlines@ykden
e.com
CC:
BCC:
Subject:
General comments from Health Canada Contaminated Sitess: Water Licence
extension request

Dear Adrian:
I would like to take this opportunity to provide the following short list
of general comments and clarification questions pertaining to stabilization
issues and temporal (time sensitive) nature of some of the risk drivers. We
also have some clarification questions related to chemical use. We
understand that the MSDS (Material Safety Data Sheets) would primarily
provide worker related exposure, toxicology, and emergency medical
management and control measures related information.
1. Foam/Paste: Would it be possible to obtain additional information on
Foam from a previous report that might be available in the review
board/Giant Mine website? Are there reports available that describes use of
different types of pastes (e.g., lightly cemented pastes, cementitious
pastes?)
2..Additional chemicals: Do we know the nature, composition,
chemical/physical properties of these chemicals or are there some chemicals
with unknown toxicological properties? In the event of a release or
leaching of chemicals from it's contained area to other areas,would there
be additional concerns or risks related to exposure to these chemicals from
different environmental mediums (e.g., surface water/ground water?
3. Risk Rating (Powerpoint presentation, slide # 4): "Stability assessments
indicated an increased concern but reduced risk rating if monitored". We
are under the assumption that the risk rating in this context is
qualitative. However, would you be able to elaborate on this a little bit?
For example, are there specific "human health" ratings considered here?
What specific components will be monitored? In this qualitative risk
matrix, are both "best case" and "worst case" considered?
Thank you very much for engaging Health Canada Contaminated Sites (Prairie
region- Alberta) in this project.
Sincerely,
Asish Mohapatra
Regional Health Risk Assessment and Toxicology Specialist / Environmental
Health Program / Regions and Programs Bureau

Health Canada / Government of Canada
asish.mohapatra@hc-sc.gc.ca / Tel: 403-221-3284
Spécialiste régional en évaluation des risques à la santé et en
toxicologie / Programme de santé environnementale / Bureau des régions et
des programmes
Santé Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
asish.mohapatra@hc-sc.gc.ca / Tél: 403-221-3284
<<File: TEXT.htm>>
<<File: Mime.822>>

From:
William Lines <wlines@ykdene.com>
Sent:
1/13/2016 4:40:05 PM
To:
Jane.Amphlett@aadnc-aandc.gc.ca;Sharon.Low@aandcaadnc.gc.ca;Adrian.Paradis@aandc-aadnc.gc.ca;Erika_Nyyssonen@gov.nt.ca
CC:
Morag.McPherson@dfompo.gc.ca;Amy.Sparks@EC.gc.ca;gordon.hamre@gmail.com;asish.mohapatra@hcsc.gc.ca;shin.shiga@nsma.net;ebo_janes@yahoo.ca;wyu@yellowknife.ca;jblack@ykdene.com
BCC:
Subject:
Giant Mine Site Stabilization Program Water Licence, MV2012L8-0012 Extension
Request
Hello Project Team,
In regards to the Giant Mine Site Stabilization Program Water Licence, MV2012L8-0012 Extension
Request. YKDFN agrees with all of Bill Slaters comments in his Memorandum (see attachment).
The questions on foam need to be addressed. (Physical life properties, expected life span, type of
foam, etc.) YKDFN endorses all of the other questions raised by Bill Slater, and hopes that project
team looks at them thoroughly.
YKDFN also agrees with all of the comments made by Alternatives North (see attachment). YKDFN
would like to know who will be in charge of long term monitoring. The example Alternatives North
had given leads to valid questions that cannot be left unanswered. How will we know the foam is
still stable after 60+ years, and who will be responsible for developing any new stabilization plans
if need be? YKDFN endorses all other questions made by Alternatives North such as (but not
limited to) the flooding of the Mine.
YKDFN supports extending the Water License to January 31, 2019. However, the questions raised
by Bill Slater and Alternatives North need to be addressed and thoroughly looked at to fully grasp
what is being proposed.
Thanks,
William Lines
Community Liaison Technical Advisor
Department of Land & Environment
Yellowknives Dene First Nation
phone: 867-766-3496 (ext. 4)
fax: 867-766-3497
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Comments and Responses For Extension Request for Site Stabilization Water Licence MV2012L8-0010
Date: January 28, 2016
Attendees at January 6, 2016 meeting:
Interested Parties Present
Asish Mohapatra, Health Canada (AM) – teleconference
William Lines, Yellowknives Dene First Nation (WL) – in person
Erika Janes, Alternatives North (EJ) – in person
Paul Green – GNWT Waters (PG)- in person
Dr. Stephan Gabos – GMOB (SG) – teleconference
Ginger Stones – GMOB (GS) – teleconference
Dr. Kathy Racher – GMOB (KR) – teleconference
Tyree Mullaney – MVLWB (TM) – in person
Shin Shiga – NSMA (SS) – in person

Giant Mine Remediation Project Team
Adrian Paradis, INAC (AP) – in person
Katherine Ross, INAC (KR) – teleconference
Chris MacInnis, INAC (CM)- teleconference
Geneva Irwin, INAC (GI) – Note Taker – in person
Dave Colbourne, PWGSC (DC) – teleconference
Brad Thompson, PWGSC(BT) – teleconference

Summary:
An initial package was emailed to parties on November 30, 2015 regarding INAC’s intention to request an extension to the current Site Stabilization Plan (SSP) Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010
from the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board (MVLWB). A meeting was held with interested Parties on January 6, 2016 where the scope of the request was discussed. Parties participated
by teleconference and in person. Written questions were requested by January 13, 2016.
The meeting was scheduled from 10 MT to Noon MT and began shortly after 10 am MT. A short presentation was provided before a questions and answers and the scope of the extension
request was discussed. The meeting ended at 10:45 am MT at which time a delayed participant joined in person and a brief discussion continued with those in the room.
For ease of review a summary table has been created with the comments relating to the proposed extension request including oral and written comments. For clarity the presentation slides
that were given at the meeting can be found in Appendix A (attached to the package).

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

Table 1: Comments and Response from January 6, 2016 Meeting
Ref
No.
1

Topic

Question

Initial Feedback at January 6, 2016 Meeting

Additional Information (if applicable)

Choke Point

(WL) How and where will we try to create
the choke point?

Information on the specifics of the ongoing work for C5-09 will be included in a
detailed work plan to be submitted for review and approval to the MVLWB as
per Part H, Item 3 in the current licence, should the extension for the Water
Licence be approved.

2
3

Mine Water
Paste

(PG) Is the profile dry or is there water?
(?) What’s the difference between
summer and winter paste

(CM) - We don’t have that information right
now – We are currently completing
investigations and assessments of in-situ
conditions in order to present options on how
to backfill and mitigate the risk with the C5-09
stope complex.
(AP) - The profile is dry.
(CM) - It’s just more difficult to provide a
good quality paste in the winter. It can be
done, however it’s not cost effective.

4

Start of Work

(WL) When is the approx. start of the field
season?

5

Foam

(EJ) – What is the foam? Is it a standard
practice to use foam?

6

Foam

(EJ) - What is it made of?

7

Mine Reflooding

(EJ) - You talk about mine re-flooding Will the foam be an impermeable barrier

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

(BT) - You produce less paste at a higher cost
to deal with the lower temperatures. We
previously had to heat the water and heat the
paste to deliver it.
(AP) - Work typically begins in May through to
October. Mobilization may start in April or
earlier depending on contract award and
weather conditions. The end of the season is
also dictated by weather.
(AP)- Foam is used a lot in mining. It does
have some structural properties.

(AP) - It’s basically a product like you would
find to fill spaces in your home, but on a
larger scale.
(AP) This is still a preliminary conversation. If
and when it would be allowed to happen, we

Foam is a manufactured substance to substitute for natural rock and has been
used for remote barricades and/or placed in areas of the stope that the paste
can’t reach or form tightly to the rock. In the case of C5-09, it may be used in
conjunction with paste and other materials for this purpose, not as a standalone backfill solution.
There are many constituents to foam, depending on their application and the
desired properties. The MSDS sheets for the individual foam products identify
all of the ingredients that go in to a specific product.
This option is still at a conceptual stage, and would not eliminate the need for
ongoing treatment of the mine water. The foam is not intended to be an

Ref
No.

Topic

Question

Initial Feedback at January 6, 2016 Meeting

Additional Information (if applicable)

to water? I assume that there are holes.

need to ensure that the underground
stabilization accounts for it.

impermeable barrier to water, as it is being used as part of the site
stabilization process, not a specific remediation approach. The natural rock is
not impermeable to water as well, so even if the foam were impermeable,
groundwater would flow around it through the natural cracks in the rock.
Since all mine water is collected and treated prior to discharge, impermeable
foam is not a requirement for the project.

The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP)
suggests re-flooding should be allowed to
happen in the future. The Project Team is
starting to do more research at this point.
The design of the backfill approach to stope
complex C5-09 may examine the constraint of
the potential for re-flooding of the mine to
higher elevations, however on-going analysis
into the feasibility of mine re-flooding needs
to be assessed.
8

Foam

Is there any information on the long term
stability of the foams

Not sure? Foams are structurally sound and
It is important to note that foam may never be used in the backfilling of C5-09
generally don’t break down unless exposed to and that until the backfill approach has been designed, the project can only
UV light.
speculate. Furthermore, the use of foam, if at all, will likely be used for
remote barricades and/or placed in areas of the stope that the paste can’t
reach or form tightly to the rock. The updated work plan for C5-09 will be
engaged on with stakeholders and will outline the potential placement of all
types of material used in the backfilling process..
Since the stability of the stope will continue to be monitored as part of the
overall project and long-term monitoring program post remediation, we will
be able to determine if there is any change in the stability of the foam and
develop an action plan if and when required to address any issues.
Additionally, it should be noted that the use of certain foam products have
already been approved by the MVLWB for use as a temporary remote
barricade while lightly cemented paste is curing during backfilling under the
current SSP Water Licence (MSDS sheets can be found in the approved Phase
2, Stage 3 Workplan on the MVLWB registry).
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Ref
No.
9

Topic

Question

Initial Feedback at January 6, 2016 Meeting

Additional Information (if applicable)

Foam and
Mine Reflooding

(PG) If your initial designs weren’t for
flooding and now you’re thinking of it,
assume that there’s some info on
leaching?

(AP) - There has been some info provided in
the original licensing, but would have to look
for that.

See response to reference #7 above.

(AP) Many of the same groups as the SDE. The
list is made up of distribution lists provided by
the MVLWB and a list developed and
maintained by the Project. Yes, I will.
(AP) - Monitoring is included to a certain
point in the SSP licence and then it will expire.
At that point, INAC will continue to monitor.
The implementation licence may include
monitoring of the UG.
(AP) – No, we’ve looked at opening up areas
to access the UG and dispose of items but not
a controlled collapse of the UG stopes.

Please see appendix A (Giant Mine Regulatory Distribution List).

(TM) - The site stabilization plan did
discuss how the Project dealt with bleed
water. There would be a difference
between bleed water and leach water.

The information provided during the original licensing discussed the potential
leachate from the tailings paste. Similar to this, since all mine water is
collected and treated prior to discharge, any potential leaching can be
addressed by ensuring that any components can be treated by the new
effluent treatment plant.

(PG) - There may be some subtle
differences between bleed water and
mine flooding water.
10

Engagement

(WL) - Who will be included in
engagement work? Can you send the list?

11

Monitoring

(EJ) – What is the long term monitoring
solution on the licence?

12

Controlled
Collapse

(WL) – Have we looked at a controlled
collapse?

Monitoring will take place throughout the licence period, and during active
remediation to ensure the goals of the site stabilization continue to be met.
Long-term monitoring of the underground will be included as part of the
overall long-term monitoring plan following remediation, which will be part of
the overall amended water licence for the Giant Mine Remediation Project.
Assuming that the context of this question is related to the intentional blasting
of large pieces of rock into the stope for the purpose of filling the void to
stabilize it, or become wedged into lower portions to provide a stable platform
onto which void filling backfill could be placed, then the answer is yes, the
project has considered both of these concepts.
Both of these ideas are seen as less desirable stabilization options due to the
fact that any increase in the width of the existing void by blasting into it could
initiate caving of the roof or walls of adjacent arsenic stopes and chambers

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

Ref
No.

Topic

Question

Initial Feedback at January 6, 2016 Meeting

Additional Information (if applicable)
that could progress to surface, thus exposing the arsenic trioxide dust to the
environment.

13

Mine Access

(PG) - Can you access all areas you need?

14

Scope of
Water Licence

(PG) - How specific is the current stope to
the licence?

15

Water Licence

(SS) - This is in the body of the licence?

16

Stability of C509
Stability of C509

(WL) - Has the void changed since 2007?

Stability of C509

(SS) - Does water stabilize structures?

17

18

(EJ) - For C5-09 do you know how far it is
falling?

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

(AP) – Some areas we can access, some we
can’t – for the large part we can get to where
we need to.
(AP) – Discussing from slide 3, Scope and
Status of the Water Licence: these are the
stopes we’ve applied to stabilize.
(AP) – The stopes were listed in the
application itself.
(AP) - No, we haven’t seen any movement.
(AP) - No we don’t, we can inspect to 750
Level but we cannot inspect beyond due to
the mine pool at 800.
(AP) No, quite the opposite.

Table 2: Written Comments and Responses to Extension Request
Ref
No
19

Topic

Party

Extension of Bill Slater, Technical
Expiry Date
Support to Giant
Mine
Working
Group endorsed by
Alternatives North

INAC has provided a strong No question.
rationale for the requested
extension of the expiry date. While
opinions about the risks associated
with the C5‐09/C3‐12 Complex
have varied, the current conclusion
is that the risk warrants
implementation of stabilization
measures (i.e., structural backfill)
before the final remediation plan
proceeds. The planning, design,
procurement and implementation
of a backfilling plan for C5‐09/C3‐12
will clearly not be complete before
the current expiry date of March
27, 2016. INAC expects to complete
the stabilization work by March
2018, but has requested a licence
expiry date of January 2019 to
provide
a
contingency
for
implementation and monitoring.
The proposed extension of the
expiry date appears to make sense
and it supports mitigation of
important risks.

Noted.

20

Authorization
for use of
Structural
Foam

The application would benefit from
additional details and rationale
related to the proposed use of
structural foam as part of the

It is important to note that foam may never be used in the backfilling
of C5-09 and that until the backfill approach has been designed, the
project can only speculate. The use of foam, if at all, will likely be
used for remote barricades and/or placed in areas of the stope that

Bill Slater, Technical
Support to Giant
Mine
Working
Group endorsed by

Comment

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

Question

1. How will the foam material be used
– e.g., temporary support to allow
placement of other structural fill,
interim support until implementation

Response

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Alternatives North

backfilling plan for C5‐09/C3‐12.
 The November 30, 2015
INAC letter states that
stabilization of C5‐09 will
require an “engineered
solution that may require
placement of a structural
backfill including foam.”
 “Review and Update of
Arsenic Stope and Chamber
Stability
Assessments.”
(Golder Associates. October
2012.) refers to placement
of foam concrete.
 “Investigation, Mitigation
and Monitoring of Known
High Risk Underground
Openings, Giant Mine
Remediation
Project.”
(Golder
Associates.
December 2011.) identifies
foam concrete backfill as a
possible “suitable interim
solution.”
Aside
from
these
general
references, I was unable to find any
information about what types of
foam products are proposed or
how they would be used as part of
the stabilization plan. In my view,
the lack of information leads to
several outstanding questions. For

of a final solution,
structural fill, etc.?
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Response
permanent the paste can’t reach or form tightly to the rock. The updated work
plan for C5-09 will be engaged on with stakeholders and will outline
the potential placement of all types of material used in the backfilling
process..
The use of foam gives the project team another tool as part of the
backfilling process. For example, in areas that are not safe and/or not
readily accessible by underground mining personnel, alternative
remote drift barricade (structures built at the end of drifts to help
contain backfill material until it is cured) construction techniques are
required. The use of expanding foam placed into the drifts via
boreholes is a viable solution that has been used in several different
underground mines in Ontario and the Yukon. A number of products
are readily available for industrial use. Field tests of the efficacy of the
material occurred at Giant Mine in September 2013 and are described
in the Field Test Work Plan submitted to the MVLWB on July 26, 2013
(Hyperlink below).
(http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2012/MV2012L80010/MV2012L8-0010%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20%20Compiled%20Field%20Paste%20Testing%20WL%20Workplan%20%20Jul26-13.pdf).

The results of the field tests are available on the MVLWB registry in
the Reports and Studies section:
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2012/MV2012L80010/MV2012L8-0010%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20%20Giant%20Mine%20%20Results%20of%202013%20Fields%20Paste%20Test%20%20May22-14.pdf
2. What type of foam material is 2. The type of foam typically used as part of previous backfilling
proposed – e.g., foam, foam concrete? operations is a polyurethane sealant similar to those used to seal
cracks around a window. It is a very stable product that is insoluble in

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment
example,
1. How will the foam material
be used – e.g., temporary
support to allow placement
of other structural fill,
interim
support
until
implementation of a final
solution,
permanent
structural fill, etc.?
2. What type of foam material
is proposed – e.g., foam,
foam concrete?
3. What is the expected life
span of the foam material?
4. What are the physical
properties of the material?
The
water
licence
requires
submission
of
a
“Detailed
Underground Work Stabilization
Plan” prior to initiating the
stabilization work for C5‐09, and I
assume this plan will provide
specific
details. However, I
recommend that the water licence
application
provide
sufficient
information to generally answer
the above questions. In the
absence of this information, it is
difficult
to
evaluate
the
implications of the proposed
amendment, or whether any
conditions should be applied to the
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Question

Response
water once set, which occurs almost instantaneously upon delivery.

3. What is the expected life span of 3. The foam is expected to last for many years, however it is
the foam material?
important to note that the use of foam is limited to temporary
barricade design and placed to ensure uncured lightly cemented paste
backfill doesn’t leak out of targeted stopes while it is still liquid and
mobile. Once the paste has cured fully after a couple of weeks, the
foam has served its purpose and becomes redundant.
4. What are the physical properties of
the material?
4. MSDS sheets for currently approved foam products are available as
an Appendix to the approved SSP Phase 2 Stage 3 updated work plan
on the MVLWB registry. MSDS sheets for foam products related to
work on C5-09 will be included in a detailed work plan to be
submitted for review and approval to the MVLWB as per Part H, Item
3 in the current license. In the event that those products are unable to
be sourced when the work is scheduled to commence, the Project is
requesting that a clause is added to the licence to allow for a request
to be made directly to the Inspector and the MVLWB to substitute in a
new product seven days prior to its use.

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

approval of use of foam.
21

Clarification
Bill Slater, Technical
of
use Support to Giant
chemicals
Mine
Working
Group endorsed by
Alternatives North

The application would benefit from No question.
additional
clarification
and
rationale for the proposed general
authorization for use of additional
chemicals. INAC’s November 30,
2015 letter states that the request
is intended to allow use of “related
products.” However, it is not clear
whether these are related to
backfilling operations generally, or
specifically to the proposed use of
foam. In any case, the proposed
licence condition is much more
general – authorizing use of any
chemicals without limitation on
purpose or relationship to any
other activity. It would be useful to
understand what conditions and
activities may lead to the use of
chemicals, and what general types
and quantities of chemicals may be
required.
Based
on
this
information, it may be possible to
refine the proposed licence
condition so that it provides a more
focused authorization.
Despite concerns about the lack of
information to support the
proposed general authorization for
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The inclusion of the condition will allow the Project the flexibility to
source products that are consistent within the MVLWB approved work
plans (currently Part H, Item 3) without seeking an amendment to an
approved plan. This means that if the Project is unable to source the
products listed within the approved workplan, a request will be made
directly to the Inspector and the MVLWB to substitute in a similar
product seven days prior to its use. In the past field seasons, the
availability of the chemicals listed in the work plans has been
problematic and delayed delivery of the UG programs. The inclusion
of this condition will alleviate this problem.

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

use of chemicals, I believe that
potential effects of the proposed
authorization are likely minimal if
the chemical use is limited to the
underground stabilization activities.
From the perspective of potential
water‐related effects, the use of
chemicals as part of underground
stabilization activities is unlikely to
be problematic, since water from
underground primarily receives
treatment before any release to
surface waters. Any health and
safety related effects should be
adequately addressed through
application of appropriate handling
and use procedures.
22

Foam/Paste

23

Additional
chemicals

Ashish Mohapatra, Would it be possible to obtain
Heath Canada
additional information on Foam
from a previous report that might
be available in the review
board/Giant Mine website? Are
there reports available that
describes use of different types of
pastes (e.g., lightly cemented
pastes, cementitious pastes?)
Ashish Mohapatra, Do we know the nature,
Heath Canada
composition,
chemical/physical
properties of these chemicals or are
there some chemicals with
unknown toxicological properties?

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

Please refer to response to reference #20, question1, above.

The composition of the chemicals would be consistent with the
MVLWB approved work plan. Please refer to the response to
reference #21 above.

Ref
No

24

25

Topic

Party

Comment

In the event of a release or leaching
of chemicals from it's contained
area to other areas, would there be
additional concerns or risks related
to exposure to these chemicals
from
different
environmental
mediums
(e.g.,
surface
water/ground water?
Risk
Rating Ashish Mohapatra, "Stability assessments indicated an
(PowerPoint
Heath Canada
increased concern but reduced risk
presentation,
rating if monitored". We are under
slide # 4)
the assumption that the risk rating
in this context is qualitative.
However, would you be able to
elaborate on this a little bit? For
example, are there specific "human
health" ratings considered here?
What specific components will be
monitored? In this qualitative risk
matrix, are both "best case" and
"worst case" considered?
William
Lines, In regards to the Giant Mine Site
YKDFN
Stabilization
Program
Water
Licence, MV2012L8-0012 Extension
Request. YKDFN agrees with all of
Bill Slaters comments in his
Memorandum (see Appendix D).
The questions on foam need to be
addressed. (Physical life properties,
expected life span, type of foam,
etc.) YKDFN endorses all of the
other questions raised by Bill Slater,

Giant Mine Site Stabilization Plan Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010

Question

Response

The risk rating identified here refers to the risk of collapse of pillars
within the stope complex and is focused on stability. The “reduction
of risk if monitored” refers to the fact that the project now has the
ability to visually monitor those pillars and should movement start to
happen, the project could react.

Please refer to responses to references #19 to 21 above.

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

and hopes that project team looks
at them thoroughly.
YKDFN also agrees with all of the
comments made by Alternatives
North (see Appendix E). YKDFN
would like to know who will be in
charge of long term monitoring.
The example Alternatives North
had given leads to valid questions
that cannot be left unanswered.
How will we know the foam is still
stable after 60+ years, and who will
be responsible for developing any
new stabilization plans if need be?
YKDFN endorses all other questions
made by Alternatives North such as
(but not limited to) the flooding of
the Mine.

Noted. Please refer to responses to references #27-31, below.

YKDFN supports extending the
Water License to January 31, 2019.
However, the questions raised by
Bill Slater and Alternatives North
need to be addressed and
thoroughly looked at to fully grasp
what is being proposed.

26

Endorsement Erica
Janes, Alternatives North endorses the When can we expect to receive Please see above for responses to Bill Slater’s comments and below
of Bill Slaters Alternatives North
comments
submitted
by answers to the questions raised here for responses to Alternatives North questions.
Comments
independent Technical Advisor to
and in Bill Slater’s commentary?
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Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

the Giant Mine Working Group, Bill
Slater, and recommends that the
Project Team consider all of the
comments and questions included
in his memo (attached). We look
forward to having these questions
clarified through the Water Licence
extension process, and in addition
the questions posed here, so that
we can more effectively comment
on the proposed plans.
27

Erica
Janes, On behalf of Alternatives North, I
Alternatives North
attended the Project Team’s
presentation
on
the
abovementioned extension request
on January 6th, 2016. Although
little information was provided
about the plans for the C5-09 stope
complex,
Alternatives
North
understands
the
need
for
additional time to design and
implement an effective stabilization
solution for C5- 09 to mitigate
significant risks. As such, we’re
supportive of extending the Water
Licence to January 31, 2019.
Alternatives North endorses the
comments
submitted
by
independent Technical Advisor to
the Giant Mine Working Group, Bill
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Noted. Please refer to responses to references #19 to 21 above

Ref
No

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

Slater, and recommends that the
Project Team consider all of the
comments and questions included
in his memo (attached in Appendix
D). We look forward to having
these questions clarified through
the Water Licence extension
process, and in addition the
questions posed here, so that we
can more effectively comment on
the proposed plans.
28

Use
structural
foam

of Erica
Janes, During the January 6th meeting, a
Alternatives North
number of questions were posed
about the chemical composition,
long-term
structural
stability,
potential for leaching, and water
permeability of structural foam.
Although we understand that
structural foam is commonly used
in mining operations, complete
information about these and other
properties of any structural foam
proposed for use in C5-09 will
ultimately be necessary to evaluate
the longterm effectiveness of any
proposed engineering solution. This
information would also be helpful
to
determine
whether
any
conditions should be applied for
the use of structural foam in the
Water Licence amendment.
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1. What information can the Project 1. Please refer to response to reference #20, question 3, above.
Team provide regarding the long-term
effectiveness of structural foam?
2. Have any alternatives to structural 2. Please refer to the response in reference #20 above.
foam been considered for C5-09, and
if so, what information can be It is also important to note that the bulk of backfill that will likely fill
provided about them?
this stope complex will be cemented paste tailings. The use of foam,
if at all, will likely be used for remote barricades and/or placed in
areas of the stope that the paste can’t reach or form tightly to the
rock.

Ref
No

Topic

Party

29

Long-term
Erica Janes,
monitoring of Alternatives North
C5-09
stabilization

30

Mine flooding

Erica Janes,

Comment

Question

To be clear, we have reservations
about the long-term effectiveness
of structural foam given the long
time horizon of this project. What
information can the Project Team
provide regarding the long-term
effectiveness of structural foam?
Have any alternatives to structural
foam been considered for C5-09,
and if so, what information can be
provided about them?
We understand that the approved
stabilization measures for C5-09
will be monitored under the
existing (amended) Water Licence,
and following that, by Indigenous
and Northern Affairs Canada under
the
longer-term
remediation
program.
Considering
the
magnitude of work required to
stabilize C5-09, Alternatives North
would like to know how this
ultimate
solution
will
be
monitored in the long-term. For
example: how will we know that
the structural foam continues to
hold, or if the bottom of C5-09 has
fallen out in 60 years, and who will
be responsible for developing any
new stabilization plans?
At the January 6th meeting and in

Alternatives North would like to know
how this ultimate solution will be
monitored in the long-term. For
example: how will we know that the
structural foam continues to hold, or if
the bottom of C5-09 has fallen out in
60 years, and who will be responsible
for developing any new stabilization
plans?
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Response

Please refer to responses to references #8 and 11.

Could you please provide information It is important to note that there has been no decision by the Project

Ref
No

31

Topic

Party

Comment

Question

Response

Alternatives North

your letter of November 30, 2015,
eventual mine flooding was
mentioned, along with the resulting
need for a ‘more robust mitigation
approach’ for stabilizing C5-09, as
recommended by the Independent
Peer
Review
Panel
(IPRP).
Alternatives North was not aware
that eventual mine flooding was
still being considered by the Project
Team. Could you please provide
information about when was this
decision on flooding was made,
and by whom? We would also like
to know what impact planning for
eventual flooding could have on
how the current Water Licence
amendment
conditions
are
written.
On a related note, up until this
point, Alternatives North was not
aware of the existence or role of
the IPRP. Can you please provide
us with information about this
group of experts and how they
advise the Project Team?

about when was this decision on
flooding was made, and by whom? We
would also like to know what impact
planning for eventual flooding could
have on how the current Water
Licence amendment conditions are
written.

at this point to flood the mine to further elevations. This option is still
at a conceptual stage, and would not eliminate the need for ongoing
treatment of the mine water. If INAC determines that mine reflooding is desirable, both from an operational and ecological
perspective, separate regulatory authorizations would need to be
obtained.

Erica Janes,
Alternatives North

The existing water licence conditions through the approval of a
detailed work plan are sufficient to address any impacts of the current
work to stabilize the mine chambers.
Please also refer to the response to reference #7 for more
information.

Can you please provide us with
information about this group of
experts and how they advise the
Project Team?

The Independent Peer Review Panel (IPRP) has been discussed on
numerous occasions in the past, for instance in relation to the SSP
Water Licence, please refer to both the minutes of the Phase 1, Stage
3 pre-engagement session with Interested Parties, as well as the
minutes of the MVLWB approval engagement process for the same
Phase 1, Stage 3 updated work plan for this SSP Water License.
In addition, Alternatives North members were also provided a
package of information containing the CV's and Terms of Reference for
the IPRP as a participant in the Giant Mine Oversight Body negotiations
(January 8, 2015).
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More information can also be found in section 1.5.3 of the Developers
Assessment Report and online (hyperlink below) at INAC’s website.
http://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100027443/1100100027444

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Appendix A: Giant Mine Regulatory Distribution List, NT CIDM 600600 version 6, date January 6, 2016
Appendix B: Presentation provided by Project Team on January 6, 2016, NT CIDM 790505
Appendix C: INAC November 30, 2015 Letter to Interested Parties re, Water Licence, MV2012L8-0010 Extension Request
Appendix D: Bill Slater, Technical Support to Giant Mine Working Group, January 11, 2016 Memo, Giant Mine, Underground Stabilization Type B Water Licence Extension Request, NT
CIDM 790788
5. Appendix E: Erica Janes, Alternatives North, Water Licence MV2012L8-0010 – Advanced Underground Site Stabilization Plan Request for Extension to January 31, 2019: Alternatives
North Comments, January 13, 2016 email, NT CIDM 791209
6. Appendix F: Ashish Mohapatra, Heath Canada, General comments from Health Canada Contaminated Sites: Water Licence extension request, January 13, 2016 email, NT CIDM 791214
7. Appendix G: William Lines, YKDFN, Giant Mine Site Stabilization Program Water Licence, MV2012L8-0012 Extension Request, January 13, 2016 email, NT CIDM 791216
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