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Staff Report 

 
Company:  
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada – Contaminants and 
Remediation Directorate (CARD)  
Location: 
Outpost Island, Blanchet Island, Copper 
Pass, NT 

Application: 
MV2014X0002 

Date Prepared: 
February 20, 2014 

Meeting Date: 
February 27, 2014 

Subject: 
New Land Use Permit (LUP) for the Remediation of the Mine Sites at Outpost Island, 
Blanchet Island, and Copper Pass 

 
1. Purpose/Report Summary 

The purpose of this report is to present to the Mackenzie Valley Land and Water 
Board (MVLWB or the Board), the Type A LUP application submitted by CARD 
for remediation activities at Outpost Island, Blanchet Island, and Copper Pass 
Mine Sites. 
 

2. Background 

 January 9, 2014 – LUP submitted by CARD 
 January 17, 2014 – LUP deemed complete and sent out for review; 
 February 6, 2014 – reviewer comment deadline; 
 February 13, 2014 – Proponent response to comments due; CARD requests 

a 1-day extension; 
 February 14, 2014 – CARD submits responses to reviewer comments; and 
 February 27, 2014 – LUP Application presented to the Board and 42-day 

deadline. 
 

3. Discussion 

CARD has applied for a new Type A LUP to implement Remedial Action Plans 
(RAP) for three abandoned mine sites in or near Great Slave Lake: Outpost 
Island (Outpost), Blanchet Island (Blanchet) and Copper Pass. The RAP 
documents were submitted as attachments to the application and are included in 
the attachment list below.  

Proposed remediation work is summarized in the table below: 
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Remediation 
activities 

Outpost Island Blanchet Island Copper Pass 

Mine openings Cap larger opening, 
foam seals on 
smaller openings 

Seal adit with foam 
plug 

 

Surface 
trenches 

  For trench #1 and #2: 
pump out 
contaminated trench  
water to sump,  
Backfill with ore, waste 
rock, metal-impacted 
soil, and local granular 
material 

Building 
structures 

Remove dock, 
naturalize shoreline, 
demolish and burn 
structures 

demolish and burn  demolish and burn  

Non-hazardous 
waste 

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an 
approved off-site 
facility; milling 
equipment will remain 

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an 
approved off-site 
facility 

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an 
approved off-site 
facility 

Hazardous 
materials  

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an off-
site facility 

 Consolidate and 
dispose of at an off-
site facility 

Mixed tailings 
and waste rock 

Consolidate and re-
slope  

  

Waste rock Leave as is with  
monitoring, use as fill 
where necessary and 
accessible 

Re-slope and place 
under low 
permeability cover 

Place in trenches #1 
and #2 and cover 

Ore and ore 
concentrate 

 Consolidate and 
remove from site 
(drums and 
consolidated piles); 
place under low 
permeability cover 
(when mixed with 
waste rock or soil) 

Place in trenches #1 
and #2 and cover 

Metal impacted 
soil 

Off-site disposal for 
discrete areas 
impacted by batteries 
and metal refuse 
(excludes soil 
impacted by mine 
wastes) 

Excavate, 
consolidate and place 
under a low 
permeability cover 

Place in trenches #1 
and #2 and cover 

Hydrocarbon 
impacted soil 

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an off-
site facility 

Consolidate and 
dispose of at an off-
site facility 

Dispose of at an off-
site facility 

Surface water 
and sediments 

Leave as-is with 
monitoring 

Leave as-is with 
monitoring 
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Some of the project details are at the discretion of the remediation contractor, 
which CARD anticipates selecting following issuance of the LUP. Ancillary 
activities will include: 
 
 Site access: island sites will be accessed by barge, Copper Pass will be 

accessed via a winter road alignment from original mining operations that 
will be re-activated and cleared; 

 Borrow development: all sites will require borrow materials. Three potential 
borrow sites have been identified at Blanchet and will provide the majority of 
materials, one potential borrow site has been identified at Copper Pass; 

 Blasting: minor blasting may be necessary but no further details are 
provided;  

 Fuel storage at each project site; 
 Camp facilities: it is likely that camps on Outpost and Blanchet will be barge-

based and land-based at Copper Pass; 
 Hazardous and non-hazardous waste management and disposal; this will 

include incineration and disposal of greywater in sumps. 
 

The following equipment will be used (this list is a preliminary estimate and may 
be revised by the remediation contractor): 
- Outpost: main barge/camp, 2 transport barges, 2 small watercraft, 1 

wheeled loader, 1 wheeled excavator, 1 tracked dozer, 1 haul truck, 1 
skidsteer, 1 vacuum truck, 4 ATVs and trailers.  

- Blanchet: main barge/camp, 2 transport barges, 2 small watercraft, 1 
wheeled loader, 2 tracked excavators, 1 tracked dozer, 2 haul trucks, 1 
skidsteer, 1 vacuum truck, 4 ATVs and trailers.  

- Copper Pass: main barge/camp, hardwall camp, 2 transport barges, 2 small 
watercraft, 1 wheeled loader, 2 tracked excavators, 1 tracked dozer, 2 haul 
trucks, 1 skidsteer, 1 vacuum truck, 4 ATVs and trailers.; 

 
The following types of fuel will be used (numbers are preliminary estimates and 
may be revised by the remediation contractor): 

- diesel (250,100 L) 
- gasoline (4510 L) 
- aviation fuel (3690 L) 
- propane (30,000 lbs) 

 
The remediation is planned to span two years. Outpost and Blanchet sites are 
scheduled for remediation during the open water season of 2014. Copper Pass is 
scheduled for remediation during the open water season of 2015, while 
equipment will be mobilized to the base of the winter road access during open 
water 2014, and winter road reactivation will occur in February/March 2015. 
Demobilization will occur in 2016. The LUP is requested for a five-year period. 
 
No Water Licence (WL) application is associated with this Permit to date.  
 
CARD intends to service the camp with off-site water and deposit only treated 
greywater generated during camp operations. The AANDC Inspector agreed that 
the use of water for this project would not trigger the need for a water licence so 
long as waste does not enter surface waters directly or indirectly. CARD believes 
that waste will not enter surface waters directly or indirectly, and have committed 
to a monitoring program to confirm their predictions. Many comments were 
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received during the review relating to the specifics of the monitoring program, and 
ENR has recommended that CARD apply for a Water Licence for this operation.   
 
 

4. Comments 

n/a 
 

5. Review Comments 

Comments were received by Environment Canada (EC), Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada (DFO), Environment and Natural Resources (ENR), and Prince of Wales 
Northern Heritage Centre (PWNHC). AANDC submitted a letter stating they have 
no concerns and the Inspector submitted recommended conditions for the LUP. 
MVLWB staff submitted comments during the review for the proponent to respond 
to. Please see the attached Comment Summary Table for the details.   
 
On February 14, 2014 a letter from the Yellowknives Dene First Nation (YKDFN) 
was received stating that they intended to submit technical comments by 
February 26, 2014.  
 

6. Security 

As per section 94 of the Mackenzie Valley Resource Management Act, there is 
no security required for this operation. 

 
7. Conclusion 

This remediation project is being treated as a Miscellaneous Undertaking, as per 
Schedule VIII of the Northwest Territories Water Regulations. As such, “Any 
deposit of waste where there is no direct or indirect deposit to surface water” is 
considered a deposit of waste permitted without a WL. If waste does directly or 
indirectly enter surface waters the proponent will need a Water Licence to 
continue the operation. The Board will need to decide whether the Proponent has 
supplied adequate evidence to support their claim, whether additional evidence is 
needed, or whether the Proponent has failed to provide evidence that waste will 
not enter surface water and a WL is needed for the proposed project.  
 
The Proponent will be undertaking remediation activities where there is the 
potential that acid rock generation and metal leaching may occur. The proponent 
has made the argument that proposed remedial measures are designed to 
address point source contamination at each site, so that waste will not enter 
surface water, directly or indirectly. The draft LUP contains conditions relating to 
monitoring to check that surface water and other environmental receptors are not 
impacted, action levels or thresholds are defined, and contingency plans exist to 
address unforeseen results or events. These conditions are extensive and 
unusual for a Land Use Permit. Reviewers and the Proponent have not had the 
opportunity to review these conditions to assess if they will mitigate the concerns 
presented during the review, or to verify that they are in line with the proposed 
activities and timelines. Correspondence from CARD has confirmed that they are 
amenable to considering YKDFN’s recommendations and to having the 
opportunity to review a draft LUP (see attached email). 
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8. Recommendation 

 
Board staff recommend that the Board determine that, pursuant to paragraph 
22(2)(b) of the Mackenzie Valley Land Use Regulations, further study is needed 
on this LUP application. The rationale for invoking section 22(2)(b) could include 
one or more of: 
 

a) To review additional information to be submitted by YKDFN and allow the 
proponent time to respond;  
 

b) To circulate the draft LUP for review.  Numerous concerns were raised by 
reviewers regarding this application. A draft LUP was not circulated for 
review due to the unique nature of the application and the lack of 
adequate time to develop a draft LUP ahead of the review period. Sending 
the draft LUP out for review would help ensure the proposed conditions 
adequately address reviewer concerns and mitigate potential impacts;  
 

c) To request supplementary information to substantiate the proponent’s 
claim that waste will not enter surface waters directly or indirectly. In this 
scenario the Board has not been convinced that a WL is not needed and 
has requested more information in order to make a decision;  
 

d) For further study (reasons a) and/or b) above), and to receive a WL 
application. In this scenario the Board has decided that the proponent has 
not proven that there will not be a deposit of waste into surface waters, 
and therefore is requiring a WL for the project. Once a WL application is 
received the LUP and WL conditions could be developed concurrently; or 
 

e) Any other option the Board chooses. 
 

 
9. Attachments 

 LUP Application and supporting documents 
- LUP Application 
- Supporting documents part 1 
- Supporting documents part 2 
- Supporting documents part 3 

 Comment Summary Table 
 Email dated February 19, 2014 from Ron Breadmore 
 Draft 22.2.b letter 

 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Miki Ehrlich 
Regulatory Officer 

http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20New%20LUP%20Application%20-%20Great%20Slave%20Remediation%20Project%20-%20Jan9-14.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%201%20of%203.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%202%20of%203.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%203%20of%203.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20Correspondence%20regarding%20timelines%20-%20Feb19-14.pdf


Review Comment Table 

Board: MVLWB 
Review 

Item: 
AANDC-CARD - Great Slave Lake Remediation Project (MV2014X0002) 

File(s): MV20014X0002 

Proponent: AANDC 

Document(s

): 

MV2014X0002 - AANDC - New Land Use Permit Application (3 MB) 
MV2014X0002 - AANDC - Documents supporting LUP application - Part 1 of 3 (9 MB) 
MV2014X0002 - AANDC - Documents supporting LUP application - Part 2 of 3 (15 MB) 
MV2014X0002 - AANDC - Documents supporting LUP application - Part 3 of 3 (24 MB) 

Item For 

Review 

Distributed 

On: 

Jan 17 at 14:45 Distribution List  

Reviewer 

Comments 

Due By: 

Feb 6, 2014 

Proponent 

Responses 

Due By: 

Feb 13, 2014 

Item 

Description: 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development (AANDC) - Contaminants and Remediation Directorate (CARD) has 
submitted an application for a Land Use Permit (LUP) to cover activities under the Great Slave Lake Remediation 
Project at Outpost Island, Blanchet Island and Copper Pass. Please submit comments using the online review system by 
February 6, 2014. 

A draft LUP is not being circulated for review. Instead, please refer to the Standard Land Use Permit Conditions 
Template to identify standard conditions to recommend for inclusion in the LUP. This template can also be used as a 
basis for suggesting new conditions for inclusion. 

http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/MV/SitePages/search.aspx?app=
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20New%20LUP%20Application%20-%20Great%20Slave%20Remediation%20Project%20-%20Jan9-14.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%201%20of%203.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%202%20of%203.pdf
http://www.mvlwb.ca/Boards/mv/Registry/2014/MV2014X0002/MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC-CARD%20-%20LUP%20Application%20supporting%20docs%20-%20Part%203%20of%203.pdf
https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/347_Qhy7sPsD.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Oct%202013.doc
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Oct%202013.doc


Please note: sections of the document provided in the links below are quite large. To reduce the download time, right-
click on the file link and choose "Save link as..." to save the file directly to your computer. 

General 

Reviewer 

Information

: 

In addition to the email distribution list, the following organizations received review materials by fax: 

Fort Resolution Métis 
Council Trudy King   

(867)394-3322; 

Fieldworker.frmc53@northwestel.net; 

Hay River Metis Council Wally Shuman President 
(867)874-4472; 

hrmc@northwestel.net; 

NWT Metis Nation Tim Heron NWTMN IMA Coordinator 
(867)872-2772; 

rcc.nwtmn@northwestel.net; 

Smith Landing First 
Nation 

Andrew 
Wanderingspirit Chief 

(867)872-5154; 

chief@slfn196.com; 
 

Contact 

Information

: 

Miki Ehrlich 867-766-7469 
Rebecca Chouinard 867-766-7459 
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Comment Summary 

AANDC: Charlene Coe 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Formal Letter Comment (doc) No concerns  
Recommendation LUP be granted.  

Feb 14: (doc) Thank you for your 
comments and recommendations. 

 

AANDC: Norm McCowan 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 AANDC 
Comments 

Comment (doc) AANDC (South Mackenzie 
District) has reviewed the Great Slave Lake 
Remediation Project for Outpost Island, 
Blanchet Island and Copper Pass.  Attached are 
recommended permit conditions which will 
address all land related environmental concerns 
associated with this operation.  
Recommendation I recommend that the land 
use permit be issued as applied for.  

Feb 14: (doc) Thank you for your 
comments and recommendations. 

Recommended 
conditions were 
considered during 
the drafting of the 
LUP. 

Environment Canada: Loretta Ransom 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

2 Trench Water 
Discharge 

Comment The Copper Pass Site has several 
trenches which have filled up with water over 
time. Environment Canada (EC) understands 
the Proponent plans to pump this water out and 
then fill the trenches with waste rock which is 
on site.  
Recommendation Please confirm whether 
testing will be carried out prior to or during 
water discharge from the trenches and for what 
parameters? 
 

Feb 14: The water within the larger 
trenches (# 1 and #2) was tested for 
metals as part of the Phase II ESA 
sampling program. The trench water 
will be re-sampled prior to de-watering 
to the soak-away sump(s) to determine 
current contaminant levels and tested 
for the same parameters including: 
arsenic, cobalt, copper, nickel and 
uranium. 

Acceptable 
response. 

https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/BmU41_LUPA%20MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC%20-%20CARD%20-%20COMMENTS.pdf
https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/BmU41_LUPA%20MV2014X0002%20-%20AANDC%20-%20CARD%20-%20COMMENTS.pdf
https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/K3qXn_MV2014X0002%20-%20Inspector%20recommended%20LUP%20conditions.pdf
https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/K3qXn_MV2014X0002%20-%20Inspector%20recommended%20LUP%20conditions.pdf


3 Waste Rock Comment The Proponent has indicated a low 
permeability cover is going to be used at both 
the Blanchet and Copper Pass Sites to prevent 
any future Arsenic leaching from the waste 
rock. The Land Use Permit Application states, 
at the Outpost Site, there are several deposits of 
tailings but that there is no need to treat them 
(heading: Mixed Tailings and Waste Rock page 
7.)  
Recommendation Please clarify why a low 
permeability cover is not going to be used at 
the Outpost Site and why there is no need to 
treat several deposits of tailings at the site? 

Feb 14: The preferred option 
(consolidate and stabilize) was selected 
during the RAP Options workout with 
the stakeholder groups and validated 
during the site tour in July. Exposed 
tailings will be scraped up and 
consolidated well above the water line 
within North Bay, with the 
tailings/waste rock material being 
stabilized with rock/concrete armour 
and toe, sloped back to 3:1, graded with 
300mm till cover with final grade 
protected with erosion control measures 
(ESC matting, drainage diversion arond 
cap etc). To enhance run-off and limit 
infiltration, re-vegetation will be tested 
in the area using bio-engineering 
approaches (indigenous spp such as 
willow, alder); if the test-plots prove 
successful, the re-vegetation will be 
applied to the entire area. The 
"consolidate, re-slope and cover" option 
was ruled out due to: absence of 
suitable cover material on site 
(Blanchet borrow source is unsuitable - 
organics and cobble) required to bed in 
and cover a low-permeability cover 
system; impacts from an on-site 
quarrying and processing program 
would quickly exceed the intended 
benefit 
 
 

 
 
LUP conditions have 
been drafted for 
review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 



4 Requirements of 
the Fisheries Act 

Comment Subsection 36(3) of the Fisheries 
Act specifies that, unless authorized by federal 
regulation, no person shall deposit or permit 
the deposit of deleterious substances of any 
type in water frequented by fish, or in any 
place under any conditions where the 
deleterious substance, or any other deleterious 
substance that results from the deposit of the 
deleterious substance, may enter any such 
water. The definition of a deleterious substance 
(Subsection 34(1) of the Fisheries Act) 
includes "any water that contains a substance in 
such quantity or concentration, or that has been 
so treated, processed or changed, by heat or 
other means, from a natural state that it would, 
if added to any other water, degrade or alter or 
form part of a process of degradation or 
alteration of the quality of that water so that it 
is rendered or is likely to be rendered 
deleterious to fish or fish habitat or to the use 
by man of fish that frequent that water." 
Subsection 36(3) makes no allowance for a 
mixing or dilution zone at the point of deposit. 
Recommendation Comment for the 
Proponent's information. 

 Noted. 

5 General Comment All mitigation measures identified 
by the Proponent, and the additional measures 
suggested herein, should be strictly adhered to. 
This will require awareness on the part of the 
Proponents' representatives (including 
contractors) conducting operations in the field. 
Recommendation Environment Canada (EC) 
recommends that all field operations staff be 

Feb 14: The remediation contract will 
clearly define the mitigation measures 
and the Departmental Representative 
(who is based on site at all times) will 
monitor the Contractor's conformance 
with the contract requirements. 
AANDC's Environment, Health and 
Safety Management System (EHS-MS) 

Acceptable 
response. 



made aware of the Proponent’s commitments 
to these mitigation measures and provided with 
appropriate advice / training on how to 
implement these measures. 

requires that all project staff (and the 
Contractor's) possess the required 
awareness and training appropriate to 
the mitigation. As part of our project 
quality monitoring, site inspections will 
be conducted with the AHJs and 
FCSAP support group. 

1 General File Comment (doc) EC Cover Letter  
Recommendation  

  

Fisheries and Oceans Canada: Triage Group Fisheries Protection Program 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada- 
Fisheries 
Protection 
Program 

Comment DFO Fisheries Protection Program 
has reviewed the submitted information to 
determine whether it is likely to result in 
serious harm to fish which is prohibited under 
subsection 35(1) of the Fisheries Act. It 
appears based on the information provided it is 
likely that aspects relating to DFO mandate 
adhere to DFO self-assessment guidance and 
measures to avoid harm as posted on our 
website at www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/habitat.  
Recommendation Please follow self-
assessment guidance on the DFO website at 
www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/habitat. If your plans have 
changed or the description of your proposal 
does not meet self-assessment criteria, please 
identify which aspects of the works do not 
meet the criteria and measures to avoid harm 
for DFO to review in greater detail.  
 
 

Feb 14: Thank you for your comments 
and recommendations. As part of our 
project quality monitoring, site 
inspections will be conducted with the 
AHJs and FCSAP support group. 

Noted. 

https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/3EAjN_MV2014X0002%20AANDC%20LUP%20Applicationâ€
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/habitat
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/habitat


GNWT - Environment and Natural Resources: Central Email GNWT 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Topic 1: 
Conceptual 
Management Plans  

Comment Comment(s): ENR understands 
from the application that the proponent has 
provided conceptual management/mitigation 
plans as the final remedial operations are not 
finalized. All management plans in the 
application package, including the 
outstanding management plans indicated 
throughout the application (sediment and 
erosion, water management etc.), will require 
updating, stakeholder review and approval 
prior to beginning operations.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s): 1) 
ENR recommends that all management plans 
be submitted for review upon the finalization 
of remedial action plan. The Land Use Permit 
and potentially a Water Licence should be 
conditional on updated management plans. 
The management plans are key minimizing 
impacts on the environment. ENR requests 
that all plans be submitted and approved prior 
to beginning operations.  

Feb 14: The Contractor's management 
plans form an integral part of the 
contract submittals. The submittal 
schedule places priority on the 
development of: Mob-Demob Plan, 
Spill Contingency Plan, Waste 
Management Plan, Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan and Wildlife 
Management Plan and allows for plan 
submission and approval by MVLWB 
in advance of the commencement of 
project activities. 

LUP conditions have 
been drafted for 
review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 

2 Topic 2: Water 
Licence 
Requirement 

Comment ENR notes that the proponent has 
not applied for a Water Licence for this 
remediation project. ENR notes that the 
NWT Waters Act defines a waste as:  

"(a) any substance that, if added to 
water, would degrade or alter or form 
part of a process of degradation or 
alteration of the quality of the water 
to an extent that is detrimental to its 

Feb 14: During our permit application 
process, AANDC-CARD met with 
MVLWB staff and AANDC Land Use 
Inspector/Water Resource Officer 
regarding the GSL remedial activities 
and potential triggers for a Water 
License. No Water License triggers 
were identified has been identified by 
any parties during this process. The 

Remediation 
projects are treated 
as “Miscellaneous 
Undertakings”, and 
therefore fall under 
Schedule VIII of the 
Water Regulations. 
As such, “Any 
deposit of waste 



use by people or by any animal, fish 
or plant, or(b) water that contains a 
substance in such a quantity or 
concentration, or that has been so 
treated, processed or changed, by heat 
or other means, that it would, if added 
to any other water, degrade or alter or 
form part of a process of degradation 
or alteration of the quality of that 
water to the extent described in 
paragraph (a.  

In addition ENR notes in Section 14. (1) b) of 
the NWT Waters Act states: 

".(a) at the times and in the manner 
prescribed by any applicable regulations 
made under paragraph 33(1)(l), or (b) in 
the absence of such regulations, at the 
times and in the manner set out in the 
licence, to use waters or deposit waste, or 
both, in connection with the operation of 
the appurtenant undertaking and in 
accordance with the conditions specified 
in the licence."  

ENR understands from the application that 
the proponent has proposed the following 
remedial activities:  

 The containment on land and in water 
of known Acid Rock Drainage/Metal 
leaching Ore, Waste Rock and Metals 
Contaminated Soil on-site in 
engineered structures or left in-situ. 
ENR also understands that there is a 
long term potential for ARD/ML 

remedial measures are designed to 
address point source contamination at 
each site (thereby precluding the 
deposit of waste) and management 
plans will ensure that water use is 
limited to threshold volumes. If 
requested, AANDC-CARD can provide 
supplementary information that would 
assist in providing clarification in this 
regard.  

where there is no 
direct or indirect 
deposit to surface 
water” is considered 
a deposit of waste 
permitted without a 
Licence. The 
proponent has made 
the argument that 
waste will not enter 
surface water, 
directly or 
indirectly. The draft 
LUP for review 
contains conditions 
relating to 
monitoring to check 
that surface water 
and other 
environmental 
receptors are not 
impacted.  
 
The proponent is 
reminded that if 
waste was to enter 
surface waters, 
directly or 
indirectly, a Water 
Licence would be 
required. 



generation from these waste storage 
areas potentially affecting aquatic 
systems (specifically Outpost and 
Blanchet Island Mines);  

 That the proponent intends to leave 
contaminated sediment and tailings in 
an aquatic environment and monitor it 
long term;  

 That the proponent intends to deposit 
waste water into on-land sumps where 
there may be the potential to interact 
with down-stream water bodies (both 
grey water and metals elevated 
water);and  

 That the proponent intends to use 
Water for Dust Suppression and 
drinking water. The proponent has not 
indicated the volume of water 
required per day. The proponent may 
exceed the threshold volume of 
100m3 per day of surface water usage 
requiring a Water Licence.  

ENR believes that the above remedial 
activities fall under Schedule IV Item 3 
clause f of the NWT Water Act (as a 
minimum), would result in the need of a 
Water Licence for this remedial project. 
Schedule IV Item 3 Clause F states: " Deposit 
of Waste in conjunction with (f) other 
industrial undertakings"  
Recommendation Recommendation(s): 1) 
As understood by ENR, the above activities 
may require a Water Licence as dictated by 



the NWT Waters Act. ENR suggests that the 
Board consider requesting supplementary 
information to determine if there is a 
requirement for a Water Licence for this 
remedial project.  

3 Topic 3: Waste 
Management Plan: 

Comment Comment(s): ENR understands 
that the provided Waste Management Plan 
(WMP) is a conceptual model that will be 
developed further by the remedial contractor. 
ENR notes that as AANDC is the proponent 
it is ultimately responsible for waste 
management should be developing this with 
input from their contractors.  
 
AANDC CARD states that a "detailed site 
specific Waste Management Plan will be 
submitted by the Remediation Contractor 
shortly after contract award." The Waste 
Management Plan should provide additional 
details for the methods that will be used for 
procedures implemented for the project in 
regards to segregation, storage, treatment, 
transfer and disposal of wastes, amount of 
waste generated, contingencies measures, 
hazardous waste management, staff training 
and incineration.  
 
ENR has the following concerns with respect 
to waste management for the project based 
upon the supplied WMP:  

a) The WMP does not demonstrate 
that appropriate segregation methods 
and incinerator selection are in place 

Feb 14: On-site incineration would be 
limited to camp wastes as per past 
projects (as per LUP conditions and 
Inspector approval). Industry best 
management practice will be a 
requirement of the contract and only 
approved (fuel fired, forced air) units 
will be used, with waste stream 
management in accordance with 
Environment Canada and ENR 
guidelines and manufacturer 
recommendations for O&M. All ash 
produced from camp incineration will 
be tested for TCLP citeria prior to on-
site disposal; any ash exceeding that 
criteria will be considered haz mat and 
shipped off site for approved disposal. 
The site-specific Waste Management 
Plan will address the recommendations 
put forth by ENR and towards this, 
AANDC-CARD will ensure that the 
Contractor is provided with all reviewer 
comments prior to site specific 
management plan development. 

The draft LUP for 
review contains 
conditions for 
updated plans to be 
submitted for 
approval.  



for camp activities. The WMP should 
act as a written guidance document 
that can be followed by operators to 
ensure correct operation and 
segregation of waste prior to disposal 
to ensure environmental protection 
and operator safety. 
b) The proponent has not identified 
how camp waste will be stored on-site 
to ensure that it does not become a 
wildlife attractant.  
c) The proponent has described 
wastes to be incinerated, however the 
incinerator design has not been shown 
to meet the requirements for the 
intended application. Specific 
information on the incineration of 
waste oil and sewage is required 
including: i. The manufactures' 
guarantee that it can meet emissions 
standards with the intended load; and 
ii. Maximum batch amounts of each 
waste as specified by the 
manufacturer, while meeting the EC 
Technical Document for Batch Waste 
Incineration. Typically, portable batch 
waste incinerators are designed to 
incinerate Class I/II and III waste 
types only. Type I, II and III waste 
are defined as different combinations 
of rubbish, garbage and refuse. These 
classifications are devised in order to 
meet specific heating values to enable 



this unit to operate as it was intended, 
which will minimize harmful 
emissions. Waste oil and sanitary 
based waste streams are not Type I, 
II, and III waste, and ENR ED does 
not support the use of any mobile 
batch waste incinerators to treat 
wastes for which they are not 
designed.  
d) The proponent has not indicated if 
it will perform stack testing to ensure 
the equipment is meeting the Canada-
Wide Standards (CWS) standards. 
Stack testing is the most effective 
form of quantitative compliance 
testing available, and is important to 
ensure that efforts to operate and 
maintain the incinerator are effective 
and that the CWS standards are being 
achieved.  

While burning is a practice historically used 
in the Northwest Territories to dispose of 
food and food-contaminated waste that may 
attract wildlife, burning of waste produces 
and releases numerous toxic pollutants to the 
air, such as dioxins and furans and mercury, 
that can lead to direct and indirect hazards to 
human and environmental health. 
Contaminants in the air can be inhaled by 
those closest to or downwind from the 
source, or deposited to land and water, for 
example on leafy plants, that are then eaten 
by wildlife. Hence, waste incineration is an 



appropriate waste disposal method only when 
it is demonstrated to be the only 
technologically feasible and economically 
and environmentally viable alternative. 
 
It is important to mitigate toxic emissions by 
using an incinerator designed for the waste 
stream intended for treatment, and that can 
meet CWS for Dioxins and Furans and 
Mercury emissions criteria when operated in 
accordance with manufacturer's 
specifications and Environment Canada's 
Technical Document for Batch Waste 
Incineration.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR recommends that the proponent 
consider waste management options other 
than incineration until such time as it can 
demonstrate an appropriate approved waste 
specific incinerator is commissioned for use 
at the site. 
2) ENR recommends that the proponent 
identify its waste storage and transport 
mitigation measures to prevent wildlife 
attraction. Whether garbage is stored for the 
purpose of on-site or off-site disposal (i.e. 
road or air transport), it must be stored in an 
airtight sealed container to minimize the 
attraction of wildlife to odours. Storing refuse 
in a manner likely to attract wildlife is a 
violation of the Wildlife Act. Garbage stored 
in plywood boxes or in sheds develops a 
strong odour, which lingers for days. This 



odour will attract wildlife to the site;  
3) In the case the proponent continues to plan 
for the use of incineration as its main 
disposal method, it prepare and submit a 
revised WMP that commits to and 
demonstrates:  

a) Provide details in the WMP on how 
it intends to segregate waste streams 
prior to incineration, including the 
appropriate selection of an incinerator 
that is designed for the waste stream.  
b) That incineration of and in 
accordance with Environment 
Canada’s Technical Document for 
Batch Waste Incineration.  
c) ENR recommends that the 
proponent consider alternative options 
to the incineration of waste oil and 
sewage waste in its mobile batch 
waste incinerator. If it is proposed to 
incinerate waste fuel, oil, or sewage, 
it must be demonstrated it is done in 
an incinerator specifically designed 
for that purpose. This can be done by 
demonstrating manufacturer’s 
specifications and formal emissions 
testing of the device support its use in 
this manner in that it will meet the 
CWS for Dioxins and Furans and 
Mercury emissions.  
d) If it is proposed to burn waste fuel 
or oil for energy recovery, it is 
conducted only after the oil has been 



shown through laboratory analysis to 
meet the requirements of the GNWT 
Used Oil and Waste Fuel Regulations 
(GNWT 2004).  

To Note: The Used Oil and Waste Fuel 
Management Regulations[i] were developed 
to ensure that used oil and waste fuel is 
managed in a consistent and environmentally 
sound manner in the Northwest Territories 
(NWT). These regulations apply to the 
storage, handling, and disposal of these 
products. ENR registers used oil burners in 
the NWT. If the proponent burns used oil and 
waste fuel on site they register their used oil 
burners/incinerators with the Department of 
Environment and Natural Resources. Please 
contact Gerald Enns (867) 920-8044, 
gerald_enns@gov.nt.ca) to obtain the 
registration forms.  

4 Topic 4: Waste 
Management Plan-
Sewage Waste 

Comment Comment(s): The proponent has 
identified that sewage waste will be 
discharged into a surface sump or depression 
where it will disperse into soil. No further 
information has been provided as to the 
design, schematics or monitoring for this 
system.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR recommends that the proponent 
consider alternative options for camp sewage 
treatment that meet industry acceptable best 
practices.  
2) ENR recommends that proponents use 
onsite and/or portable sewage treatment 

Feb 14: As indicated in Section 9.b of 
the LUP Application, the sewage 
management option(s) will be finalized 
by the Contractor in their site-specific 
Waste Management Plan. It should be 
noted that land-based settline and 
clarification ponds, sumps, pit privies 
and incinerator-type toilets for 
grey/black water disposal have all been 
successfully used on past projects, 
meeting the conditions of the LUP and 
approval of the Inspector. These 
applications have been appropriately 
scaled to the small size of the work 

The draft LUP for 
review contains a 
condition requiring 
an updated WMP to 
be submitted for 
approval. This plan 
should provide detail 
on all of the specific 
waste management 
practices applicable 
to the operation, and 
will be sent for 
review upon receipt. 



plants, provided that they are operated and 
maintained by a qualified professional, and in 
a manner that is consistent with the 
manufacturer’s recommended operating 
conditions and procedures.  
To Note: In the event that the proponent has 
proposed anything other than a stationary or 
portable sewage treatment plant, the 
Proponent should prepare and submit a 
Sewage Waste Management proposal that is 
prepared and certified/stamped by a qualified 
professional. This proposal must demonstrate 
that the selection of equipment, procedures, 
and operating conditions are in place to 
ensure sewage waste and grey water is 
collected, treated, handled, and released in a 
manner that is acceptable to safety, 
sanitation, and for environmental protection. 
This proposal should be included as an 
amendment to the Proponent’s Waste 
Management Plan and submitted for review 
and approval.  

crews and work duration. Additional 
measures have been applied on past 
projects to ensure compliance with 
federal and territorial health and safey 
and public health legislation. Past 
project experience with small scale, 
portable sewage treatment plants 
(RBCs, UV and chemical treatment etc) 
have proven less successful due to 
O&M issues related to insufficent camp 
loading (requiring artifical 
enhancement to keep bacterial layer 
active), operator capacity (complexity 
of unit, training and operation transition 
to Contractor) and waste by-product 
generation (THMs from chlorination) 
resulting in non-compliant effluent. The 
site-specific Waste Management Plan 
will address the sewage management 
recommendations put forth by ENR and 
towards this, AANDC-CARD will 
ensure that the Contractor is provided 
with all reviewer comments prior to site 
specific management plan development. 

5 Topic 5: Spill 
Contingency Plan 

Comment Comment(s): Ensure provisions 
are in place for appropriate storage of fuel 
and disposal of fuel contaminated materials. 
Ensure mitigation measures are in place in 
the event of spills of fuel or any hazardous 
materials to reduce the release of 
contaminants into the environment. ENR is 
aware that the provided Spill Contingency 
Plan (SCP) is a draft that will be updated 

Feb 14: AANDC's EHS-MS requires 
that measures be in place for spill 
prevention and response, including the 
provision of appropriate engineered 
controls, training, equipment and 
supplies. AANDC-CARD will also 
provide the Contractor with AANDC's 
Guidelines for Spill Contingency 
Planning (2007) as part of the 

The draft LUP for 
review contains a 
condition requiring 
an updated plan to 
be submitted for 
approval. The 
updated Spill 
Contingency Plan 
should be in 



prior to operations. The following areas are 
required to be addressed and provided for 
approval prior to remedial activities: a) A 
SCP requires a facility description and map 
that clearly indicates roads, water bodies and 
the locations of where hazardous materials 
are stored. In addition, the volumes of stored 
hazardous substances must be clearly 
highlighted in the application, once known. 
b) The proponent has not provided a detailed 
design (including membranes, berm 
construction, cover and fill etc.) for its fuel 
storage and hazardous waste storage areas 
during operations. This must be provided 
prior to remedial activities.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) Update the SCP to follow the format and 
details required in the AANDC Guidelines 
for Spill Contingency Planning (INAC 2007) 
as noted for the items above. ENR requests 
that the proponent ensure that all designs are 
finalized and provided to the board for 
approval prior to remedial activities.  
2) The Proponent submit a Spill Contingency 
Plan to regulatory agencies for approval and 
implementation prior to commencement of 
operations which enact measures that 
minimize the release of contaminants and 
mitigate potential spills, including the 
establishment of designated fuel storage and 
refuelling areas that are:  

 At a distance greater than 30 meters 
from any local high water marks and 

development of their site-specific SCP 
under the contract will address the 
comments filed by ENR (OHWM set 
backs, containment, inventory, 
inspection, spill contingency equipment 
and supplies, reporting etc. ENR's 
comments will be provided to the 
Contractor as part of their SCP 
development.  

accordance with the 
AANDC Guidelines.  



away from drainage channels;  
 Stored within a secondary 

containment (i.e. berm, impermeable 
liner, double walled tank, etc.)  

 Daily examination of all fuel storage 
containers for leaks and immediate 
repair of all leaks;  

 Details on the types and volume of 
fuel stored on site;  

 Site map(s) with fuel storage and 
transfer areas clearly identified;  

 Details for the spill response 
equipment at all fuel storage and 
transfer areas;  

 Contact information for project and 
24 hours contact information for site 
manager;  

 Staff training; and  
 Report all spills immediately to the 24 

hour Spill Report Line (867) 920-
8130, which is in accordance with 
instructions contained in "Spill 
Report" form N.W.T. 1752/0593.  

3) The Proponent shall ensure any waste oils, 
including used filters, oily rags, used drums 
and contaminated soils are removed from site 
and disposed of at an approved disposal 
facility.  

6 Topic 6: 
Monitoring-Pre, 
During and Post 
Remediation  

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends on 
developing its remedial monitoring 
framework prior to undertaking the project. 

Feb 14: The remediation contract will 
require that site-specific monitoring be 
in place during all mob in, remediation 
and demob activities. This monitoring 

LUP conditions 
relating to 
monitoring have 
been drafted for 



As monitoring may mitigate potential 
environmental impacts (i.e. mobilization to 
the site, during remedial activities and post 
remediation/long term remediation etc.), 
ENR cannot evaluate the effectiveness of the 
monitoring plan at this time as limited 
information has been provided (zones of 
influence, sampling stations, frequency of 
monitoring etc.).  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent provide 
an Environmental Monitoring Framework 
and Adaptive Management Framework for 
the Site on a remedial option specific basis. 
In the adaptive management framework, the 
proponent should clearly indicate 
environmental impact threshold levels that 
may result from the proposed activities and 
provide low level thresholds that if achieved 
will result in operation/remedial activity 
alterations.  
2) ENR also requests that the proponent 
include, or develop separately, a management 
plan for the mobilization/demobilization 
(including staging, storage ice road 
development etc.) from site. As the 
proponent intends to utilize several methods 
of mobilization, a detailed mitigation plan 
should be created to minimize impacts prior 
to undertaking remedial activities.  

will include but not be limited to: 
barging and winter road operations, 
laydown and staging areas, marine 
docking/mooring areas, land-based 
equipment operations 
(parking/maintenance areas),fuel 
storage and transfer areas, fuel handing 
operations, camp operations (water 
intake, sewage, incineration, burning), 
site earthworks, quarrying, brushing 
(erosion and sediment control) and 
wildlife. Post remediation monitoring 
will be based on FCSAP guidance for 
Long Term Monitoring for Federal 
Contaminated Sites (2013) and will 
addressed in the Long Term Monitoring 
Plan. The plan will be modelled after 
the Colomac LTMP; that is, based on 
adaptive management approaches with 
established monitoring end points and 
action levels for contingency/response. 
The effectiveness of the remedial 
measures wil be confirmed through 
initial or short-term phase (5 years) 
which includes a Performance 
Assessment Report (PAR) of 
engineered structures and a review of 
water surface and ground water quality, 
hydrology, geotechnical and re-
vegetation monitoring data. This 
information will be used to determine 
the development of the next stage of 
long-term monitoring  

review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 



7 Topic 7: Site 
Specific 
Remediation 
Targets 

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends to 
developed site specific remedial targets for 
the project. As these remedial targets will 
define the standards of the remediation, this 
information is required to fully assess the 
effectiveness of preferred remedial options. 
ENR understands that the scale of 
remediation may change once these targets 
are established. ENR also understands that 
the proponent has conducted background 
sampling to determine non-impacted areas. 
The results of these studies have been 
inconclusive in determining whether impacts 
are associated with previous mining 
operations or if they are naturally elevated. 
ENR notes that several of these sampling 
events have resulted in analytical data that 
are below contamination levels on-site. The 
risk assessments concluded that these areas 
are naturally mineralized and would show 
elevated levels of metals. Best practice, and 
the most conservative approach, would be to 
use the background levels as the basis of the 
natural levels.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that if a land use permit is 
issued for this activity that it be conditional 
on the review and approval of site specific 
remedial targets by the board. 
2) ENR requests that the proponent provide a 
comparison of how site specific remedial 
targets would be altered (once calculated) if 

Feb 14: The site-specific target levels 
(SSTLs) have been developed through 
consultation with the Federal 
Contaminated Sites Action Plan - 
Expert Support group (Fisheries and 
Oceans Canada, Environment Canada, 
and Health Canada), FCSAP technical 
guidance documents for Human Health 
and Ecological Risk Assessments on 
Federal Contaminated Sites and the 
Crown's Technical Consultant. Section 
6.0 of the RAPs describes the risk 
assessment approach and methodology, 
as well as the issue of mineralized 
zones and background levels. The 
SSTLs were developed from this 
process and will be established in the 
remediation contract as a means of 
directing the excavation and delineation 
of the impacted zones. If requested, 
supplemental information could be 
provided on SSTL derivation for metal 
impacted soils and the application of 
CCME Tier 1 criteria for PHC impacted 
soils (F1-F4 fractions) at each site.  

LUP conditions 
relating to 
monitoring and 
SSTLs have been 
drafted for review to 
assess whether 
proposed conditions 
mitigate concerns. 
 
 



background conditions were used as the 
benchmark. ENR understands that the natural 
level is variable however in the background, 
however a median level should be established 
as a starting point in the calculation of site 
specific remedial objectives. 

8 Topic 8: Mine 
Openings  

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends to use 
foam caps to seal the underground workings 
at each site (expect in one instance at Outpost 
Island Mine). ENR understands that this is a 
relatively new application of technology in 
the NWT and the current life span of these 
foam caps is not known. ENR is aware that 
foam caps have been utilized at other sites by 
AANDC CARD in the NWT; however the 
life span is suspect in cold climates. In 
addition, no design specifications were 
provided for the caps (foam or concrete). 
Detailed designs are required to ensure that 
the mine openings are stabilized 
appropriately.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent provide 
detailed designs and specifications including 
written approval from Workers Safety 
Compensation and Commission that for 
approval by the board, for each mine 
opening.  
2) ENR suggests that the proponent use best 
practices when designing its remedial action 
plans. The current accepted practice in the 
NWT is to use concrete caps anchored to 

Feb 14: AANDC-CARD has met with 
the Chief Mine Safety Inspector 
regarding the application of foam at the 
GSL sites (foam cap for Outpost main 
raise and Shaft #2; foam plug at 
Blanchet; Copper Pass adit is not an 
adit by definition under NWTMHSA). 
Application will be made to WSCC for 
variance from enginnered concrete cap 
and plugs based on AANDC 
"Remediation Guidelines for 
Abandoned Mine Openings in Northern 
Canada" (2011) and past project (Port 
Radium) where 2 mine openings 
(raises) were succeccfully sealed in 
2008 and have been monitored for the 
past 5 years with no signs of failure. 
The technical rationale for using foam 
over concrete is based on overall NCSP 
program objective of minimizing site 
disturbance during remediation as well 
as constructability (ease of access) and 
H&S. As an example, bedrock 
conditions at Outpost (collar) may not 
be competent enough to allow for an 
engineered cap to be keyed in and the 
adit at Blanchet is situated very high in 

Acceptable 
response. 
 
LUP conditions to 
address geotechnical 
monitoring and post 
closure monitoring 
have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 



competent ground. ENR does not endorse the 
use of unproven technology for remediation. 
3) ENR suggests that the proponent develop a 
detailed geotechnical monitoring program to 
ensure that mine workings are stabilized over 
time. As there is uncertainty in the design, a 
geotechnical monitoring program would be 
consistent with industry best practices.  

the cliff wall, demanding a manual 
approach over mechanical (concrete 
pour). During the RAP workout, the 
stakeholder groups accepted the use of 
foam but expressed concerns about 
risks from forest fires, wildlfife 
atractant and aesthetics in general. It 
was agreed that the application of shot-
crete or a thin rock veneer would be an 
appropriate mitigation. Post closure 
monitoring of the mine seals will be 
captured under the geotechnical 
component of the LTMP.  

9 Topic 9: Disposal 
of Wood Waste  

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends to burn 
wood waste at each site. ENR does not 
endorse the open burning of treated wood or 
other combustible materials.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR recommends that the proponent 
consolidate and dispose off-site all non-
hazardous material, including combustible 
waste if to be conducted as an open burn. 
ENR only endorses the open burning of un-
treated wood (no paint, creosote etc.), paper 
and paper products as per our position paper 
“Municipal Solid Wastes Suitable for Open 
Burning” • ( GNWT 1993). All other 
combustible material is required to be 
incinerated in a device designed for this use 
that meets the Canada-Wide Standards 
(CWS) for Dioxins and Furans and Mercury 
emissions when operated in accordance with 

Feb 14: The remediation contract will 
require that the Contractor apply for a 
Burn Permit from ENR and AANDC-
CARD will ensure that open-burning 
will only be conducted for materials 
that are supported for open-burning by 
ENR in their position paper "Municipal 
Solid Wastes Suitable for Open 
Burning" (GNWT 1993). AANDC will 
provide this information to the 
Remediation Contractor for reference 
during the development of their site 
specific Waste Management Plan. 
During the RAP Workout, the 
stakeholder groups expressed concern 
over burning of contaminated material 
at the sites and the preferred option 
selected is based on the burning of 
clean wood only (no paint or 
PHC/metals impacts)  

Acceptable 
response. 
 
The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
for an updated WMP 
to be submitted for 
approval. This plan 
will be sent for 
review upon receipt. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



manufacturer’s specifications and 
Environment Canada’s Technical Document 
for Batch Waste Incineration. If the 
proponent intends to incinerate this waste in 
its camp incinerator, this information must be 
included in the waste management plan for 
the project.  

 
 
 
 

 

10 Topic 10: Disposal 
of Historic Fuel 
Barrels 

Comment ENR notes that the proponent has 
not indicated whether historic fuel barrels 
have been tested for lead and Polychlorinated 
Biphenyl (PCB) based paint. ENR 
understands that historically, prior to 1980, 
that lead based paint was used for fuel barrels 
as seen throughout the NWT.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent identify 
whether this analytical data is available and 
confirm whether these historic fuel barrels 
are hazardous or non-hazardous waste; and  
2) If the analytical data is not available, ENR 
requests that the proponent re-analyze paint 
samples from these fuel barrels and update its 
remedial action plans accordingly.  

Feb 14: The RAPs note that 
"Hazardous waste common to historic 
mine sites (e.g., friable asbestos, lead 
based paints, broken batteries) were not 
observed ..." at the mine sites and this 
due in large part to the initial site clean 
up conducted in 1994. It is possible that 
the paint on the fuel drums was not 
tested for lead during the ESA process; 
however, this may be moot point for 
waste disposal as all drums (and 
contents) will be removed off-site 
disposal for approved disposal. Still, 
because all materials being transported 
to an approved disposal facility need to 
be characterized under TDGA, the 
drum paint would be tested as part of 
the haz mat program.  

Acceptable 
response.  

11 OUTPOST 
ISLAND MINE: 
Topic 11: 
Consolidated 
Tailings, Waste 
Rock and 
Contaminated Soil 

Comment Comment(s): ENR notes that the 
proponent intends to consolidate and re-slope 
the tailings, waste rock and contaminated soil 
at the Outpost Mine. The proponent has 
justified this remedial action based upon the 
risk assessment that utilizes the theory that 
the site is naturally elevated. The presence of 

Feb 14: The preferred option 
(consolidate and stabilize) was selected 
during the RAP Options workout with 
the stakeholder groups and validated 
during the site tour in July. Exposed 
tailings will be scraped up and 
consolidated with the tailings/waste 

The draft LUP 
conditions including 
a monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) and the 
development of site 
specific target levels 



(on-land)  tailings and waste rock indicate that these 
areas have been impacted by mining 
activities. In addition, the proponent has 
stated that acid rock drainage (ARD) and 
metal leachate (ML) may be generated from 
the waste material on-site.  
ENR notes that the proponent has not 
provided sufficient information on how this 
limited cover will limit water and oxygen 
interaction with this consolidated waste 
storage area.  
ENR understands that it is best practice to 
also create drainage and diversion channels, 
describe in a water management plan, to limit 
water interaction with waste storage areas. 
The proponent has not indicated how the site 
will be contoured to achieve this goal.  
ENR notes that the common practice for all 
operating mines in the NWT is to use 
appropriate cover (engineering liner and/or 
sufficient cover) for ARD/ML mine waste 
rock and tailings. ENR notes that operating 
mines in the NWT, as approved by the Land 
and Water Boards, have consistently used 5 
m of clean overburden for cover ARD/ML 
material (EKATI) or an alternative that meets 
the same closure objective. ENR also notes 
that the waste rock being generated by the 
operation mines in the NWT have 
significantly lower analytical results 
compared to the data presented for the Great 
Slave Lake Sites. The operating mines also 
provide specific designs on how phreatic 

rock material, stabilized with 
rock/concrete armour and toe, sloped 
back to 3:1, graded with 300mm till 
cover with final grade protected with 
erosion control measures (ESC matting, 
drainage diversion arond cap etc). To 
enhance run-off and limit infiltration, 
re-vegetation will be tested in the area 
using bio-engineering approaches 
(indigenous spp such as willow, alder); 
if the test-plots prove successful, the re-
vegetation will be applied to the entire 
area. Current site hydro and 
hydrogeology conditions are desrcibed 
in sections 4.8-4.9 of the RAP and there 
is no indication of subsurface or 
phreatic flow through the proposed 
waste consolidation area. The cover 
design considers the need to shed 
surface runoff off away from the final 
grade of the cover and this will be 
achieved through shallow berms or 
swales placed upgradient of the facility. 
Cover depth considers the MEND 2013 
guidance document but is constrained 
by available borrow material and one of 
the overarching goals of the NCSP 
(limit the impacts of remediation). The 
"consolidate, re-slope and cover" option 
was ruled out due to: absence of 
suitable cover material on site 
(Blanchet borrow source is unsuitable - 
organics and cobble) required to bed in 

have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns.  
 
 



(groundwater) and meteoric (precipitation) 
water interactions are limited.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent redesign 
its covers to be consistent with the industry 
accepted best practices currently being used 
in the NWT. If it cannot be achieved by the 
proponent, ENR requests that the proponent 
revisit it remedial options and provide 
alternative options for consideration by the 
board.  
2) ENR requests that the proponent have a 
water management plan, and a complete 
design on how water will be 
diverted/managed to limit interaction with the 
waste rock storage area long term.  

and cover a low-permeability cover 
system; impacts from an on-site 
quarrying and processing program 
would quickly exceed the intended 
benefit 

12 Topic 12: Surface 
Water, 
Tailings/Sediment- 
Great Slave Lake 

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends to 
leave tailings and sediment elevated in 
contaminants of concern in-situ while 
monitoring its performance temporally. The 
rationale for leaving this material in-situ is 
that the main source of loading will have 
been removed from site. However, this 
contradicts the proponent's preferred 
remedial option of having a long term 
consolidated storage facility for tailings, 
waste rock and contaminated soil on-land. In 
addition, ENR notes that:  

 Aquatic systems 
(benthic/invertebrates) have been 
shown to be impacted;  

 There is no trend analysis spatially or 

Feb 14: The preferred option 
(consolidate and stabilize) was selected 
during the RAP Options workout with 
the stakeholder groups and validated 
during the site tour in July. Exposed 
tailings will be scraped up and 
consolidated well above the water line 
within North Bay, with the 
tailings/waste rock material being 
stabilized with rock/concrete armour 
and toe, sloped back to 3:1, graded with 
300mm till cover with final grade 
protected with erosion control measures 
(ESC matting, drainage diversion arond 
cap etc). To enhance run-off and limit 
infiltration, re-vegetation will be tested 
in the area using bio-engineering 

The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
including a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) and the 
development of site 
specific target levels 
have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 



temporally to demonstrate that further 
impacts are not occurring that are 
mine related (edge of mixing zone 
etc.);  

 There is remaining in-situ 
contamination (with a limited cap) 
on-site which may be a source of 
further loading on the aquatic 
environment (natural or mine related);  

 The proponent has indicated that the 
in-water storage areas are subject to 
ice scourging which will yearly 
disturb the sediment causing 
additional impacts;  

 Based upon the ESAs the background 
study did not, with reasonable 
confidence, indicate that exceedances 
were not caused by the mine.  

Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent clarify 
and provide further evidence on how this is 
the most appropriate remedial option. As a 
potential source will remain on the island 
there is the potential for further loading on 
the aquatic environment.  
2) ENR notes that due to the long term 
monitoring plan and site specific remedial 
options not being fully developed, the full 
scope of this remedial action for in-situ 
aquatic tailings/sediment cannot be fully 
assessed.  

approaches (indigenous spp such as 
willow, alder); if the test-plots prove 
successful, the re-vegetation will be 
applied to the entire area. Current site 
hydro and hydrogeology conditions are 
desrcibed in sections 4.8-4.9 of the 
RAP and there is no indication of 
subsurface or phreatic flow through the 
proposed waste consolidation area. The 
cover design considers the need to shed 
surface runoff off away from the final 
grade of the cover and this will be 
achieved through shallow berms or 
swales placed upgradient of the facility. 
Monitoring of the remedial measure 
will form part of the LTMP. The 
"consolidate, re-slope and cover" option 
was ruled out due to: absence of 
suitable cover material on site 
(Blanchet borrow source is unsuitable - 
organics and cobble) required to bed in 
and cover a low-permeability cover 
system; impacts from an on-site 
quarrying and processing program 
would quickly exceed the intended 
benefit 

13 BLANCHET Comment Comment(s): ENR understands Feb 14: The Blanchet cover design will The draft LUP 



ISLAND MINE: 
Topic 13: Low 
Permeability 
Cover  

from the application that the proponent 
intends to utilize a low permeability cover for 
the entrainment of contaminated soil, tailings 
and waste rock. ENR notes that the 
proponent has stated that the storage area will 
be constructed in accordance with the Cold 
Regions Cover System Design Technical 
Guidance Document (MEND 2012). ENR 
commends the proponent on committing to 
utilize best practices; however a detailed 
design is required for approval prior to the 
construction of the storage area.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s): 1) 
ENR requests that the proponent provide a 
detailed design and monitoring program for 
the waste rock, tailings and contaminated soil 
storage area for approval by the board.  

form part of the tender package 
("Drawings Issued for Tender") and 
will be finalized with contract award as 
part of the remediation contract 
("Drawings Issued for Construction"). 
The current design is based on the 
federal guidance document "Cold 
Regions Cover System Design 
Technical Guidance Document" 
(MEND, 2012) and includes a variety 
of materials intended to isolate the 
waste material from interaction with 
precipitation including: non-woven 
geotextile cloth, high density 
polyethylene (HDPE), geocomposite 
layer (GCL) and locally processed 
granualr material. Current site hydro 
and hydrogeology conditions are 
desrcibed in sections 4.8-4.9 of the 
RAP and there is no indication of 
subsurface or phreatic flow through the 
proposed waste consolidation area. The 
cover design considers the need to shed 
surface runoff off away from the final 
grade of the cover and this will be 
achieved through shallow berms or 
swales placed upgradient of the facility. 
Cover depth considers the MEND 2013 
guidance document and the 
effectiveness of a GCL over greater 
cover depths. Unlike current operating 
minesites, with readily accessible, 
significant volumes of cover material, 

contains conditions 
including a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) and the 
development of site 
specific target levels 
have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 
 
The draft LUP also 
contains conditions 
regarding 
construction 
drawings and as 
builts. 
 



these sites are constrained by available 
borrow material. One of the 
overarching goals of the NCSP is to 
limit the impacts of remediation and as 
such, the footprint of the project's 
quarrying operations will be kept as 
small as possible. The final design will 
form part of the Contractor's Waste 
Management Plan and will be 
submitted to the Board for approval 
prior to the commencement of site 
activities. Monitoring of the remedial 
measure will form part of the LTMP. 
NOTE: As a point of clarity, please 
note that there are no tailings at 
Blanchet as there was no processing at 
this site. There is residual waste ore 
from high-grading activities in the 
beach and mine (adit area) areas. 

14 Topic 14: Surface 
Water and 
Sediments 

Comment ENR understands from the 
application that the proponent intends to 
leave sediment, elevated in contaminants of 
concern, in-situ and monitor its performance 
temporally. The rationale for leaving this 
material in-situ is that the main source of 
loading will have been removed from site. 
However, this contradicts the proponents 
preferred remedial option of having a long 
term consolidated storage facility for tailings, 
waste rock and contaminated soil on land. In 
addition, ENR notes that:   

 Aquatic systems have been shown to 
be Impacted; 

Feb 14: As noted in Proponent's 
Response 12 and 13, the preferred 
remedial option (re-slope and stabilize) 
is considered an effective point-source 
mitigation for the residual 
tailings/waste rock material. The 
submerged tailings (sediments) within 
North Bay do not form part of the 
consolidated wastes to be managed 
under the preferred option and is 
therefore, not a contradiction on the 
part of the Proponent. As discussed 
with the stakeholder groups during the 
RAP workout, the risks inherrent with 

The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
including a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) and the 
development of site 
specific target levels 
have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 



 There is no trend analysis overtime to 
demonstrate that further impacts are 
not occurring that are mine related;  

 There is remaining in-situ 
contamination on-site which may be a 
source (natural or mine related)  

 The proponent has indicated that the 
in-water storage areas are subject to 
ice scourging which will yearly 
disturb the sediment causing 
additional impacts. 

 Based upon the ESAs the background 
study did not, with reasonable 
confidence, indicate that exceedances 
were not caused by the mine.  

Recommendation Recommendation(s): 1) 
ENR concurs that leaving the sediment in 
place may be the best remedial option for the 
sediment at site. However, as a potential 
source will remain on the island there is the 
potential for further loading on the aquatic 
environment. ENR notes that due to the long 
term monitoring plan and site specific 
remedial options not being fully developed, 
the full scope of this remedial action for in-
situ aquatic tailings/sediment cannot be fully 
assessed.  

impacted sediment removal can quickly 
exceed the intended benefits. This was 
a key driver behind impacted sediment 
management options on past projects 
(Giant Back Bay tailings and Colomac 
Steeves Lake shoreline). Even with the 
application of BMPs, any in-stream 
work (dredging or capping below 
waterline) would distrurb the natural 
siltation layer formed over time and 
release underlying impacted material 
into the isolation zone, or potentially 
beyond the engineered controls into 
receiving environment. With the point-
source cut-off, it is anticipated that the 
sediment quality will improve with time 
and the LTMP will monitor the 
effectiveness of the remedial measure 
and establish clear monitoring end 
points and action levels. This will be 
the same approach used for the 
impacted sediments at Blanchet. It 
should be noted that the concept of 
point source mitigation (by removal 
from drainage pathways or capping in 
place) is understood and supported by 
the communities.  

15 COPPER MINE: 
Topic 15: Trench 
Water 
Management and 
Cover Design  

Comment ENR notes that limited 
information is available on how water will be 
diverted around the trenches to minimize 
interactions with the ARD/ML waste rock, 
tailings and contaminated soil. ENR notes 

Feb 14: The preferred remedial option 
for the management of impacted waste 
rock metal impacted soil at Copper Pass 
(consolidation in trenches and capping) 
is considered by the Proponent to be an 

The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
including a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 



that the proponent intends to cover trenches 
with 300 mm (0.3m) of clean overburden to 
limit water and oxygen interaction with the 
deposited ARD/ML material. This 
contradicts the best practices being 
recommended for operating mines in the 
NWT. Currently, the Land and Water Boards 
have approved 5 m covers of clean 
overburden for ARD/PAG/ML waste rock 
(EKATI). ENR notes that these operating 
mines (EKATI, Diavik etc.) have 
significantly reduced ARD/ML potential in 
their waste rock storage areas compared with 
the levels seen at the Great Lake Mine Sites.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent redesign 
its covers to be consistent with the industry 
accepted best practices currently being used 
in the NWT. If it cannot be achieved by the 
proponent, ENR requests that the proponent 
revisit it remedial options and provide 
alternative options for consideration by the 
board.  
2) ENR requests that the proponent have a 
water management plan, and a complete 
design on how water will be 
diverted/managed to limit interaction with the 
waste rock storage in the trenches long term.  

effective point-source mitigation for the 
residual waste material. The current 
cover design is based on the "Cold 
Regions Cover System Design 
Technical Guidance Document" 
(MEND, 2012) and includes a variety 
of materials intended to isolate the 
waste material from interaction with 
precipitation including: non-woven 
geotextile cloth, high density 
polyethylene (HDPE), geocomposite 
layer (GCL) and locally processed 
granular material. Current site 
hydro/hydrogeology conditions are 
desrcibed in sections 4.8-4.9 of the 
RAP and there is no indication of 
subsurface (phreatic) flow through the 
proposed waste consolidation area. The 
cover design considers the need to shed 
surface runoff off away from the final 
grade of the trench covers and this will 
be achieved through shallow berms or 
swales placed upgradient of the areas. 
Please refer back to the Proponent's 
Response 12 and 13 for details related 
to selection of cover depth, borrow 
source accessibility and the NCSP's 
overarching goal of limiting the impacts 
of remediation. The final design will 
form part of the Contractor's Waste 
Management Plan and will be 
submitted to the Board for approval 
prior to the commencement of site 

monitoring) and the 
development of site 
specific target levels 
have been drafted 
for review to assess 
whether proposed 
conditions mitigate 
concerns. 
 
The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
for an updated WMP 
to be submitted for 
approval. These 
plans will be sent for 
review upon receipt 
and would allow for 
greater confidence 
that the closure 
goals are being met 
by the selected 
closure option. 
 



activities. Monitoring of the remedial 
measure will form part of the LTMP. 
NOTE: As a point of clarity, please 
note that there are no tailings at Copper 
Pass as there was no processing at this 
site. There is residual waste ore from 
high-grading activities in the main 
showing areas. 

16 Topic 16: Water 
Treatment  

Comment Comment(s): ENR understands 
from the application that the proponent 
intends to discharge water directly into the 
environment via sumps or natural surface 
depressions. In addition, the proponents 
memorandum provided by DCS indicates that 
water will be allowed to naturally attenuate 
before reaching water bodies. The pumping 
of contaminated water into sumps may 
elevate soil conditions to above closure 
remedial targets and due to the limited till 
veneer; water may still enter the aquatic 
environment through soil that has been 
shown to be elevated with contaminants of 
concern.  
ENR also understands from the application 
that there is limited soil veneer which 
potentially may have a greater potential for 
erosion into adjacent water bodies. The 
discharge of water from site may pose a risk 
to the downstream environment. Effluent 
Quality Criteria (EQC) must be established 
prior to discharge. In addition, this activity 
would constitute a potential deposit of waste 
into the environment.  

Feb 14: During the RAP Options 
workout, the management of the 
Copper Pass trench water was discussed 
with the communities and their 
Technical Advisors. Some community 
Elders suggested that the water be de-
watered overland without any form of 
treatment; however, after further round 
table discussion (including natural 
attentuation and chemical treatment) the 
preferred option was "backfilling (and 
treat water)". Followup discussions 
with the Land Use Inspector and Water 
Resource Officer and later, with the 
Technical Consultant, suggested that 
natural attentuation could be achieved 
by de-watering Trench #1 and #2 water 
(approx. 750 m3 and 450 m3 
respectively) to soak-away sump(s) 
sighted above elevation of valley floor, 
and in un-impacted soils, at a controlled 
rate. This approach would provide: 
primary attentuation through infiltration 
through soil veneer and further, along 
the soil-bedrock interface downgradient 

The proponent is 
reminded that if 
waste was to enter 
surface waters, 
directly or 
indirectly, a Water 
Licence would be 
required. Details on 
setting EQCs or 
water treatment 
options should be 
included in a WL 
application if the 
proponent triggers 
the need for a WL. 
 
LUP conditions 
drafted for review 
include a monitoring 
plan (including long 
term monitoring) 
and the development 
of site specific target 
levels have been 
drafted for review to 



Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) ENR requests that the proponent provide 
rationale on how the transfer of contaminated 
water to a surface sump is an appropriate 
method of water treatment. ENR does not 
endorse the transfer of contaminants from 
one source to another. Water should be 
treated to remove contaminants of concern, to 
applicable water criteria, prior to their 
discharge into the environment. In addition, 
the proponent has stated that soil is naturally 
elevated in contaminants of concern. If water 
is discharged into this limited till veneer, it 
may become further elevated in contaminants 
prior to reaching a water body.  
2) ENR requests that the proponent develop 
site specific effluent quality criteria that must 
be met prior to the discharge into the 
environment. In addition, the proponent 
should also develop a pre/during/ post 
monitoring program specific to this activity 
to ensure that the end use goals of the 
remediation are achieved.  

to valley floor (approx distance 50-75 
m); secondary attenuation through 
further lateral migration along valley 
floor towards Sachowia Lake (approx. 
distance 500m); final polishing of any 
residual metals would be achieved 
through final diffused flow through the 
natural boggy area (approx distance 
300m) towards Sachowia Lake. There 
is no direct discharge to receiving 
waters and therefore, no requirement 
for effluent discharge limits. Current 
soil quality data will be enhanced as 
required with additional samples along 
the discharge pathway to establish a 
solid baseline to which the LTMP will 
be monitored against. If conditions 
allow, groundwater monitoring wells 
will also be installed along the drainage 
pathway. Past project experience at the 
Great Bear Lake Project has shown 
successful metal uptake through a 
wetland system over much shorter 
distances.  

assess whether 
proposed conditions 
mitigate concerns. 
 
 

17 Wildlife 
Comments and 
Recommendations 
Topic 17: Storage, 
Handling and 
Disposal of Refuse 
or Sewage  

Comment Comment(s): The following 
recommendations for terms and conditions 
are suggested to help ensure the protection of 
project staff or clients and also to protect 
wildlife within their natural habitat by 
reducing or preventing human/bear conflicts 
that could lead to the destruction of nuisance 
bears.  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  

Feb 14: AANDC's EHS-MS requires 
that measures be in place for wildlife 
management; much of which includes 
preventive measures such as proper 
waste storage and disposal practices, 
equipment and supplies but 
additionally, wildlife protection such as 
perimeter bear fences and procedures 
for nuisance bears (non lethal and lethal 

Noted.  Wildlife 
habitat protection 
concerns are 
mitigated through 
standard LUP 
conditions drafted 
for review. If 
concerns persist, 
please review the 



1) The Proponent shall use food handling, as 
well as garbage collection, transfer, storage 
and disposal procedures that minimize the 
attraction of wildlife.  
2) The Proponent shall keep all waste, 
recyclables and debris in a central area within 
sealed animal proof metal containers until 
final disposal.  
3) The Proponent shall ensure that the sealed 
animal proof metal containers are cleaned 
once emptied.  
4) The Proponent shall remove all non-
combustible and recyclable garbage and 
debris, from the land use area, to an approved 
waste disposal site.  
5) The Proponent shall ensure that all grease 
and oils from the remediation activities are 
stored in a manner that reduces the release of 
odours and prevents wildlife from accessing 
the attractants.  
6) The Proponent shall ensure that any 
residue residue or ash from incineration is 
disposed of in a manner that will not attract 
wildlife.  
7) The Proponent shall remove scrap metal, 
discarded machinery parts, tires, drums to an 
approved waste disposal facility.  

deterrents through reporting to and 
consultationb with, ENR Wildlife 
Officer). The LUP will specify 
conditions for waste storage, disposal 
and incineration and the contract will 
require that the Contractor develop site-
specific Waste Management and 
Wildlife Management plans that 
address the concerns expressed by 
ENR.  

Standard Land Use 
Permit Conditions 
Template available 
on our website and 
propose new 
conditions as seen 
fit. 
 
Additionally, the 
draft LUP for review 
contains a condition 
requiring an updated 
WMP to be 
submitted for 
approval. This plan 
should provide detail 
on all of the specific 
waste management 
practices applicable 
to the operation, and 
will be sent for 
review upon receipt. 

18 Topic 18: 
Protection of 
Wildlife and Fish 
Habitat 

Comment Comment(s): There has been a 
growing concern over the protection of 
wildlife and wildlife habitat on project 
footprint including the all access and spur 
roads. A Wildlife & Wildlife Habitat 
Protection Plan (WWHPP) will outline in 

Feb 14: The Proponent's Response #17 
touches on the concerns expressed here 
and the Contractor's site specific 
Wildlife Management Plan will 
establish measures for protection of 
local habitat, local wildlife and in the 

Noted.  Wildlife 
habitat protection 
concerns are 
mitigated through 
standard LUP 
conditions drafted 

http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf


detail the steps deemed necessary to protect 
on site personnel, wildlife and wildlife 
habitat within the Project Development Area 
(PDA), also commonly described as a 
project's direct "footprint", including the road 
access  
Recommendation Recommendation(s):  
1) The Proponent shall submit a Wildlife & 
Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan (WWHPP) 
to the Board and it is recommended that the 
WWHPP requirement is contained in the 
conditions of the Land Use Permit.  
2) The WWHPP should be updated annually 
and submitted to the Board for review by the 
Board and ENR to ensure that disturbance 
and damage to wildlife habitat within the 
project footprint including access/spur roads 
is minimized. This requirement should also 
be included in the conditions of the Land Use 
Permit.  

case of large predators, the site workers 
themselves. The Contractor will hire 
community based wildlife and 
environment monitors and AANDC, 
through the GSL Elder's Committee 
(consisting of traditional land users 
from each of the four stakeholder 
communities) and periodic site 
inspections, will monitor the 
effectiveness of the WMP.  

for review. If 
concerns persist, 
please review the 
Standard Land Use 
Permit Conditions 
Template available 
on our website and 
propose new 
conditions as seen 
fit. 
 

19 Topic 19: Timing 
of Project 
Operations 

Comment Comment(s): Based on past and 
current knowledge of the distribution and 
movement of the barren ground caribou 
around the area, there is a possibility that 
barren ground caribou will use this area 
during the yearly operating periods. Water 
crossings are limited on the landscape and as 
such are very important in facilitating caribou 
movements across the landscape. Any 
diversion from a crossing could result in 
substantial increases in energy expenditures 
as caribou backtrack to find another 
appropriate route on their migratory path.  

Feb 14: The only site with any known 
barren ground caribou migration 
pathways would be the Copper Pass site 
and the timing of the winter road 
construction, mob and demob may 
correspond with spring/fall migration 
and local over-wintering. The Copper 
Pass winter road will be constructed 
along historic routes, as specified in the 
LUP, so as to limit impacts on local 
habitat. The Contractor's Wildlife 
Management Plan will describe 
measures for work stoppage in the 

Noted.  Wildlife 
habitat protection 
concerns are 
mitigated through 
standard LUP 
conditions drafted 
for review. If 
concerns persist, 
please review the 
Standard Land Use 
Permit Conditions 
Template available 
on our website and 

http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf
http://mvlwb.com/sites/default/files/documents/wg/MVLWB%20-%20Standard%20Land%20Use%20Permit%20Conditions%20Template%20-%20Public%20Version%20-%20Updated%20Jan%202014.pdf


Recommendation Recommendation(s): 1) 
The Proponent shall ensure that no operating 
activities will occur between the dates of 
May 15th to October 15th within 10 km of 
known caribou water crossings.  

event of caribou traffic along or across 
winter road alignment and as with the 
Colomac Winter Road, arrangements 
will be made for ENR Wildlife Officers 
to stay at winter road camps during 
patrols if requested. Site mob in is 
expected to occur in mid-late June with 
ice out of all bays and site remediation 
is expected to occur between July and 
mid October. Winter road construction 
will occur in February-March with 
mob/demob activities occuring in 
March-April. ENR Wildlife will be 
consulted with for known or potential 
caribou water crossings and this 
information will be shared with the 
Contractor for incorporated into their 
WMP.  

propose new 
conditions as seen 
fit. 
 

20 General File Comment (doc) ENR Comments and 
Recommendations  
Recommendation  

  

GNWT - Prince of Wales Northern Heritage Centre: Glen Mackay 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Archaeological 
Site Protection 

Comment The PWNHC has reviewed the 
Archaeological Overview Assessment (AOA) of 
the three remediation sites provided by 
AANDC.  We concur with the site protection 
recommendations in the AOA report.  
Recommendation The PWNHC recommends 
that AANDC implement the recommendations 
in the AOA report prior to any new ground 
disturbance associated with remediation 

Feb 14: AANDC-CARD has completed 
a dbase access search through PWNHC 
and conducted a desk-top AOA that has 
recommended on-site AIA surveys at 
Outpost and Blanchet sites (borrow 
source areas) prior to the 
commencement of any remediation 
works. NWT Mine Heritage expressed 
interest in the power generation 

A full 
Archaeological 
Impact Assessment 
(AIA) has been 
recommended by 
PWNHC for Outpost 
and Blanchet mine 
sites. The 
application states 

https://rims.dpra.com/WebAccess/IMS_P1427_PDF/MVLWB/TwDdS_02-06-14%20-%20ENR%20Letter%20to%20the%20Board%20-%20%20AANDC%20CARD%20-%20MV2014X0002%20-%20ENR%20Comments.pdf


activities.  equipment at the Outpost site and 
through the RAP Workout and 
followup discussions with Mine Safety, 
it was determined that the equipment 
can remain in place to commerate the 
mine's heritage. Further consulation 
with PWNHC and Mine Heritage 
during remediation will determine if 
any smaller artifacts from site will be 
removed to Yellowknife 

that these will be 
conducted in 
May/June 2014. 
 
LUP conditions 
relating to 
archaeology have 
been drafted for 
review. 

MVLWB: Miki Ehrlich 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Remediation of 
metal impacted 
sediments - 
assessing 
success 

Comment The application states that Site 
Specific Target Levels (SSTL) were not 
developed for metal impacted sediments as it is 
anticipated that residual impacts within the 
sediments will improve with time by addressing 
the upgradient sources of contamination, and 
verifying sediment quality through long-term 
monitoring.  
Recommendation How will the proponent 
evaluate progress in the absence of SSTLs? At 
what point would the approach be deemed a 
success or failure? Proponent should 
demonstrate that the assessment of monitoring 
results can be effective without SSTLs, or 
propose SSTLs for this component. The 
response should include timelines for 
monitoring and assessment of progress. 

Feb 14: The Proponent requested that 
the Technical Consultant enhance 
existing sediment quality data with 
supplementary sampling in 2013, to 
enhance inputs into the HHERA and 
RAPs and to strengthen the baseline for 
risk managing the sediments through 
the Long Term Monitoring Plan. The 
LTMP will establish monitoring 
endpoints for sediment quality as well 
as action levels and contingencies if 
monitoring reveals that the anticipated 
results are not being achieved. The first 
phase of the LTMP will be 5 years at 
which time, a Performance Assessment 
Report (PAR) will be conducted to 
determine the effectiveness of the 
engineered structures and data collected 
over the intial phase will be asssessed 
and the next stage of monitoring 

The LUP drafted for 
review contains 
conditions requiring 
a long term 
monitoring plan that 
includes: endpoints 
for sediment quality 
as well as action 
levels and 
contingencies if 
monitoring reveals 
that the anticipated 
results are not being 
achieved (with 
timelines for 
monitoring and 
assessment of 
progress). 



determined.  
2 Remediation of 

metal impacted 
sediments - 
contingency 
plan 

Comment What process would the proponent 
follow if metal levels in sediments remain high 
in the long term? 
Recommendation A contingency plan should 
be developed to address metal impacted 
sediments if the proposed approach does not 
yield desired results. 

Feb 14: Further to the Proponent's 
Response 1 above, it is anticipated that 
the mitigation of the point source 
contamination at all three sites, will 
result in eventual sediment quality 
improvement. This has already been 
observed at Blanchet with the 
containerization of the waste ore at the 
beach in 2010 and reduction in some 
contaminant levels in local sediments. 
The LTMP will establish action levels 
and contingencies in the event that the 
antipated results are not achieved.  

The LUP drafted for 
review contains 
conditions requiring 
a long term 
monitoring plan that 
includes: endpoints 
for sediment quality 
as well as action 
levels and 
contingencies if 
monitoring reveals 
that the anticipated 
results are not being 
achieved (with 
timelines into the 
future). 

3 Treatment and 
decant of 
Copper Pass 
trench water 

Comment Trench water has been found to 
contain elevated metal concentrations. Section 
7.3.5 of the Copper Pass RAP and RAP Options 
Analysis Workout minutes state that this water 
will be treated. However, in a memo from 
Charles Gravelle to Jessie Hoyt dated Dec. 5, 
2013, draining trench 1 and 2 is proposed with 
no prior water treatment. 
Recommendation Clarification is needed on 
whether trench water is to be treated prior to 
decant. Details should be provided on the water 
treatment process and the SSTL to be achieved 
prior to decant. Additionally more detailed plans 
are needed to demonstrate that metals in water 
drained from trenches will not make their way 

Feb 14: The trench management option 
is still somewhat conceptual (ref. 
Appendix D of Copper Pass RAP) and 
the Proponent's Response # 17 above 
attempts to describe anticipated de-
watering , infiltration, attentuation and 
drainage processes/pathways as a 
purely natural attentuation process 
(without chemical treatment) which was 
discussed with the communities during 
the RAP workout and will be clarified 
during upcoming public information 
sessions in Lutsel K'e in March. The 
Board's comments will forwarded to the 
Contractor for incorporation into their 

The proponent is 
reminded that if 
waste was to enter 
surface waters, 
directly or 
indirectly, a Water 
Licence would be 
required.  
 
The LUP drafted for 
review contains 
conditions for a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) and the 



directly or indirectly into surface waters. This 
should include detailed descriptions of trench 
and sump performance in terms of capacity, 
water flow, and expected water quality, and a 
summary of contingency plans for run-off, 
water quality, unexpected flow, etc. 

Waste Management and Sediment and 
Erosion Control plans which will 
provide greater detail on sump design, 
siting, number and function. The 
Proponent will ensure that the concerns 
expressed by the Board are addressed 
within those plans and that monitoring 
and contingencies are clearly 
established.  

development of site 
specific target levels 
to be submitted for 
approval. This plan 
will be sent for 
review upon receipt 
and would allow for 
greater confidence 
that the closure 
goals (SSTLs) are 
being met by the 
selected closure 
option. 
 
The draft LUP also 
contains conditions 
for updated WMP 
and a Sediment and 
Erosion Control Plan 
for approval. These 
updates should 
include detailed 
descriptions of 
trench and sump 
performance in 
terms of capacity, 
water flow, and 
expected water 
quality, and a 
summary of 
contingency plans 
for run-off, water 
quality, and 



unexpected flow. 
4 Groundwater in 

Copper Pass 
trenches 

Comment The Copper Pass RAP states that 
Trench 1 has a depth of 10m and Trench 2 is up 
to 15m deep. No quantitative groundwater 
information is available. Remedial action for 
these trenches includes decanting contaminated 
water from trenches and backfilling with locally 
sourced borrow material and/or waste rock and 
ore. 
Recommendation Are trenches fed by 
groundwater? If groundwater infiltration may 
occur during part of the year, there is potential 
for seepage and metal leaching (including 
arsenic). Section 7.3.2.2 of the RAP says there 
is limited drainage from trenches - please 
expand. Has groundwater monitoring taken 
place at this site? Is groundwater monitoring 
planned? 

Feb 14: Site hydrology/hydrogelogy 
are described in sections 4.8 and 4.9 of 
the Copper Pass RAP. At the Main 
Showing, surrface drainage diverges to 
northeast (from northern portion of 
showing at Trench #1), and to the 
southwest from the southern portion of 
the showing at Trenches #2, 3&4. 
Trenches #1 and #2 at the Main 
Showing were observed to be filled 
with standing water; levels were higher 
in the Spring and lower in the Fall with 
obvious outflow observed. Water levels 
in the trenches have not yet been 
quantified but photos suggest that the 
drop would be a function of wind and 
evaporation. Shallow groundwater flow 
has been inferred from surface 
topography to drain north from the 
showings into Sachowia Lake, with 
deep grounwater flow expected to flow 
directly into Great Slave Lake (SENES 
2013). Piezometers and GW monitoring 
wells will be installed strategically to 
assist in the development of the LTMP. 

The LUP drafted for 
review contains 
conditions for a 
monitoring plan 
(including long term 
monitoring) that will 
include groundwater 
monitoring. 

5 Water 
withdrawal 

Comment The application states that water for 
the purposes of ablution, equipment 
decontamination, general washing, dust 
suppression, and emergency fire response will 
be withdrawn from Great Slave Lake (Outpost 
and Blanchet) and Sachowia Lake (Copper 

Feb 14: The GSL Project will be 
carried out by a single Remediation 
Contractor across all 3 sites, which will 
allow for a well coordinated water 
withdrawal program. Water withdrawal 
limits will be established within the 

Acceptable 
response. 



Pass). 
Recommendation Note: if water withdrawal 
exceeds 100 m3 per day then a Water Licence is 
required. All 3 sites should be considered 
collectively when determining total daily rate. 

remediation contract and will form part 
of the Contractor's Waste Management 
Plan. The Contractor will be required to 
track water usgae through in-line water 
meters or water truck tank counts. The 
Departmental Represetative will ensure 
that water use (including de-watering at 
Copper Pass) is tracked to ensure that 
the 100m3 per day withdrawal limit is 
not exceeded. It should be noted that 
the crew sizes are expected to be fairly 
small (<20 at each site) and there will 
be no more than two sites under active 
remediation at any given time. 

6 Off site waste 
disposal 

Comment The application states that several 
types of wastes will be taken off-site for 
disposal at an approved facility, including 
petroleum hydrocarbon impacted soil, Blanchet 
Island ore concentrate, hazardous waste, some 
metal impacted soils, etc. 
Recommendation The proponent should 
provide details on where this waste will be 
taken, and evidence that the facility can accept 
this type of waste. 

Feb 14: Details of the approved 
disposal facilities for the hazardous 
wastes identified for off-site disposal 
will be provided by the successful 
Contractor in their Waste Management 
Plan. AANDC will be the Waste 
Generator (WG number assigned by 
GNWT) and the remediation contract 
will require that cradle-grave 
documentation (including Certificates 
of Approval) be provided to the AHJs.  

Acceptable 
response. Details 
should be included 
in the updated WMP 
as required by the 
draft LUP. 

7 Remediation 
monitoring 
program 

Comment The application briefly mentions the 
need for monitoring of various components 
following remediation but does not provide 
details on timelines, monitoring during the 
operation, or contingency plans. 
Recommendation Further details are needed on 
the monitoring that will take place, including 

Feb 14: As previously desrcribed, the 
LTMP will be based on the Colomac 
example (adaptive management 
approach with monitoring end points, 
action levels and contingencies) and 
will monitor for the effectiveness of the 
remedial meaures through a 

The LUP drafted for 
review includes the 
requirement for a 
monitoring plan that 
includes end points, 
action levels, and 
contingencies for 



timelines, any action levels or triggers, and 
contingency plans. 

combination of surface water, 
groundwater, hydrology, geotechnical 
and re-vegtation monitoring. A LTMP 
framework (interim plan) will be 
developed in late Q1 2104/15 and 
submitted to the Board prior to 
commencement of site activities. The 
final LTMP will be developed over the 
course of the field season (when 
additional site information is collected) 
and submitted in late Q2 2014/15. 

surface water, 
groundwater 
hydrogeology, 
geotechnical, and re-
vegetation 
monitoring. The 
monitoring plan 
must also address 
monitoring 
schedules and 
frequencies. 
 
Timelines for 
submission of a 
preliminary, 
followed by a final 
monitoring plan are 
included in the draft 
LUP.  

8 Dock removal 
at Outpost 
Island 

Comment Dock removal will involve 
excavation of rock fill and relocation to land. 
Recommendation What is the estimated 
volume of rock to be diverted? Where will this 
rock be deposited? Is any geochemical testing 
planned for this rock? 

Feb 14: Section 7.3.9.3 of the RAP 
decribes the preferred option as "Metal 
and wood debris would be removed and 
rock fill excavated and/or graded to 
naturalize the shoreline." The word 
"excavated" suggests mechanical 
removal and this was missed during the 
Crown's review of the draft RAP. For 
clarity, all work at the former dock area 
will be completed manually with steel 
and wood being cut down to grade or 
pulled out if possible. Naturalization 
will involve movement and placement 
of rock by hand, needle bar etc  

Acceptable 
response. 



9 Geochemical 
characterization 
and analysis for 
all sites 

Comment Site samples (soil, waste rock, water, 
etc.) from all three project locations were 
compared with existing guidelines including the 
Metal Mining Effluent Regulations (MMER) 
and Canadian Council of Ministers of the 
Environment (CCME). However, if lab tests 
were not scaled to site conditions to account for 
differences in conditions (e.g. temperatures, 
water:rock ratio, flowpath), the comparison may 
not be appropriate and may lead to incorrect 
conclusions. 
Recommendation Did the proponent scale 
geochemical lab tests to site conditions? If not, 
what is the rationale for not scaling lab tests? 
How are possible inaccuracies being accounted 
for? 

Feb 14: The Phase IIIa ESAs were 
conducted in accordance with the 
"Federal Contaminated Sites Action 
Plan (FCSAP) Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance (2012). Waste 
rock and waste ore samples were 
collected from each Area of Concern 
(AEC) and field analyzed for paste pH 
and conductivity measurements as a 
preliminary measure of acid generating 
potential (AGP) of the waste material. 
The paste pH and conductivity results, 
morphology, and relative significance 
(or abundance) of the sample were used 
collectively to determine which samples 
should be submitted to the laboratory 
for geochemical analysis. At Copper 

Pass, results of ABA from the Main 
Showing indicate negligible to no 
potential for ARD from waste rock at 
Trench #1, #3 and #4. NNP was below 
20 kgCaCO3/tonne screening criteria 
for several samples, due to low 
carbonate concentrations, which is 
matched by similarly low sulphide 
sulphur concentrations. High NPRs 
confirm that acidic conditions are not 
likely to be created from waste rock 
surrounding these trenches. Results of 
ABA from waste rock sampled at 
Trench #2 was less conclusive and the 
three samples reported NNP and NPR 
values in the range of "possibly acid 

The proponent did 
not address whether 
sensitivity analysis 
was conducted (with 
rationale), as 
requested. It appears 
as though the lab 
results were not 
scaled to site, and 
this can lead to 
inaccuracies in 
predictions. 
 
The monitoring plan 
included in the draft 
LUP for review is 
intended to be used 
to verify predictions 
in the field, and 
contingencies should 
be developed if 
predictions prove to 
be inaccurate. 
 
 



generating". Potential for acid 
generation is attributable to the higher 
sulphide sulphur concentrations than 
observed. At Blanchet, two main 
sources of potential contamination are 
waste rock (AEC 3) and ore concentrate 
(AEC 1 and AEC 3). Waste rock in the 
Mine Area was non acid generating and 
primarily consisted of carbonate 
lithologies enriched in numerous metals 
(most notably arsenic, nickel, and 
cobalt). While the metal concentrations 
in solids were elevated, metal leaching 
was low for all elements, excluding 
arsenic (due to neutral to alkaline pH of 
mine waters). Shake flask extraction 
results showed arsenic was leaching 
from the weathered ore/ore products at 
the mine adit under neutral pH 
conditions, and concentrations were in 
exceedance of Metal Mining Effluent 
Regulations (MMER) levels by over 
two orders of magnitude. Elsewhere at 
the Main Showing (0.8-1.42%), and 
lower concentrations of buffering 
carbonates (NP values of 33-47 kg 
CaCO3/t). At Ouptost, paste pH values 
indicate the waste rock and tailings are 
possibly acid generating, as confirmed 
by the results of the 2009 ABA 
sampling program in which sulphide 
sulphur concentrations were measured 
at 0.2%-0.7% and NP/AP ratios <1. 



Metals acting as anthropogenic COCs 
from the tailings deposit are arsenic, 
copper, molybdenum, silver, and lead. 
Elevated concentrations of metals in 
tailings should not be viewed as a direct 
indication of contamination, as the 
availability of the metals is in part 
determined by the mineralogy and 
weathering rates. The solubility of 
metals in the waste rock and tailings are 
related to weathering and oxidation, 
generally reflecting sulphide oxidation 
to produce sulphate, metals, and a lower 
pH. The solubility of the metals was 
determined by shake flask extraction, 
with results indicating copper, nickel, 
and zinc are preferentially leached from 
the tailings and above MMER 
guidelines, most notably from sample 
A2-TA10-4 (slope between upper and 
lower tailings area).  If requested, full 
geochemical results and Sampling and 
Anmalysis PLans from the the Phase 
IIIa can be provided to the Board. 

10 Remediation 
Plan for Metals 

Comment The application describes soil 
exfiltration as a means of remediation for 
metals. This may capture total metal species, but 
may not address dissolved metals. 
Recommendation Please confirm that dissolved 
metals been accounted for in the analysis. 

Feb 14: During the ESA sampling, only 
total metals were analyzed within the 
trench water and soil media. It is 
anticipated that the total metals fraction 
of the trench water would be attentuated 
within the soil veneer. It is further 
anticipated that any dissolved metal 
fractions would be attenuated within the 
natural bog/wetland area described 

Inclusion of total 
and dissolved metal 
fractions analysis in 
GW wells within the 
drainage pathways 
should be included 
in the monitoring 
plan required in the 
draft LUP. 



under the Proponent's Response #17 
above. The installation of GW wells 
within this drainage pathway and 
anlayisis of total and dissovled metal 
fractions should serve to validate these 
assumptions and will form part of the 
LTMP.  

11 Blanchet Island 
borrow sources 

Comment Section 5.14 of the Blanchett Island 
RAP states that a supplemental borrow source 
characterization study is underway to determine 
whether this material is suitable for use at 
Outpost Island and Copper Pass. 
Recommendation Details of testing should be 
provided including the estimated timeline for 
results. 

Feb 14: The borrow source assessment 
was completed in August 2013 (total of 
6 test pits) to determine material type 
(grain size, organics, ice entrained etc). 
The results of the analysis are provided 
as an appendix to the Quarry permit 
application. The proposed borrow 
source areas at Blanchet (BBA-1 and 
BBA -3 at beach area and BBA-2 at 
main showing) were selected based on 
their being located upgradient of 
drainage pathways with associated 
impacted soils with AEC 1&2 (beach 
area) and AEC 3 (main showing).  

Acceptable 
response.  

12 Blanchet Island 
borrow sources 

Comment There are discrepancies between the 
RAP, the Quarry management and Operations 
Plan, and the technical memo in terms of the 
number of potential borrow sites and their 
estimated volume. 
Recommendation Clarification is needed on 
which sites are potential borrow sources and 
their estimated volumes. 

Feb 14: The discrepancies arose from 
the generic description in the RAP and 
the different breakouts of aggregate 
matrices within the Quarry Permit and 
Borrow Source Memo. For clarity: 
BBA-1 = estimated 12,000 m3 sands 
and gravels; BBA-2 = estimated 4,500 
m3 fine sand and silts; BBA-3 = 
estimated 6,000 m3 fine sand/silt and 
clay.  

Acceptable 
response. 

13 Quarrying on Comment A portion of the potential borrow Feb 14: More detailed site maps will be Detailed maps 



Blanchet Island area is located within 30 m of the lake. This area 
is low lying; there could be potential for water 
draining from higher ground to collect in 
borrow pits, and potential for lake water to enter 
borrow pits. 
Recommendation Clarification should be 
provided on drainage patterns in the vicinity of 
the proposed borrow sites in the near shore 
environment. 

developed as part of the Waste 
Management Plan, Sediment, Erosion 
and Control Plan and LTMP. The map 
provided unfortunately does not give 
good indication of contours and 
drainagem but the embankment along 
the southern boundary of BBA-1 and 
BBA-3 slopes back from the water line 
to a bench approximately 1 m above 
lake level, with the second bench 
approximately another 2m above that. 
The LUP will specify the set back and 
retention of a vegetative screen (mature 
white and black spruce) and these 
features will ensure that the southern 
boundary of the borrow areas does not 
encorach the 30m+1 setback.  

should be included 
in updates to the 
WMP, Sediment, 
Erosion and Control 
Plan, and the 
monitoring plan. 
 
The draft LUP 
contains conditions 
relating to setback 
distances that must 
be adhered to. 

14 Equipment list Comment Section 10 of the application requires 
a list of equipment to be used at the project site, 
including type, number and size. The 
application as submitted does not include 
estimated quantities of each type of equipment 
Recommendation Please provide the estimated 
number of each type of equipment that will be 
used, as well as which project site they will be 
located. 

Feb 14: The equipment list is 
inherrently generic and it is difficult to 
estimate types and numbers without 
seeing the Contractor's Mob-Demob 
Plan. Here's a breakout based on past 
projects of similar scale: Outpost: main 
barge/camp + 2 transport barges, 2 
small watercraft, 1 wheeled loader, 1 
wheeled excavtor, 1 tracked dozer, 1 
haul truck, 1 skidsteer, 1 vacuum truck, 
4 ATVs and trailers. Blanchet: main 
barge/camp + 2 transport barges, 2 
small watercraft, 1 wheeled loader, 2 
tracked excavators, 1 tracked dozer, 2 
haul trucks, 1 skidsteer, 1 vacuum 
truck, 4 ATVs and trailers. Copper 

The proponent is 
reminded that an 
amendment 
application may be 
required if additional 
equipment is added 
to the project in the 
future. 



Pass: main barge/camp + hardwall 
camp, 2 transport barges, 2 small 
watercraft, 1 wheeled loader, 2 tracked 
excavators, 1 tracked dozer, 2 haul 
trucks, 1 skidsteer, 1 vacuum truck, 4 
ATVs and trailers.  

Yellowknives Dene First Nation: Todd Slack 

ID Topic Reviewer Comment/Recommendation Proponent Response Board Response 

1 Technical 
comments to be 
submitted 

Comment (Submitted after Due Date) 
YKDFN will be submitted technical 
comments on CARD’s application on 
February 26th. Unfortunately there were 
some difficulties in the funding of our 
review, with the monies only being released 
this week.  
Recommendation The review will focus on 
suggestions and improvements of a technical 
nature – obviously YKDFN supports the 
remediation of abandoned mines, but we 
simply want to ensure that the remediation 
effort conforms to expectations.  

Feb 14: We look forward to responding 
to the YKDFN's comments 

 At the Board 
meeting the Board 
decided to consider 
this evidence. 

 


