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February 27th, 2014 
 
Rebecca Chouinard 
Mackenzie Valley Land and Water Board 
Yellowknife, NT 
X1A 2R3 
rchouinard@mvlwb.com 
 
Dear Ms. Chouinard: 
 
Re: Great Slave Lake Remediation Project 
 
YKDFN have reviewed the submission and have noted a number of areas that the plan could 
have been improved, both in terms of environmental stewardship and clarity of action. While we 
understand that this is an orphaned contaminated site, YKDFN still expect, and apply the same 
level of review associated with current reclamation plans. The Remedial Action Plan (RAP) must 
be coherent of thought, with straightforward linkages between planning, action and monitoring. 
Our focus here is simply to improve the RAP – to sharpen focus, remove uncertainty and to 
improve the likelihood of successful mitigation to the concerns.  
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. Sections 1 and 8 of each RAP highlights the regulatory system to address criteria for 
clean up and site monitoring (physical and water quality).  Throughout the RAPs, select 
details were provided regarding clean up criteria and site monitoring; however, in some 
instances this information was incomplete, as described below.  Further, additional 
documentation is necessary to execute the reclamation activities; these items are also 
addressed below.  For each of the topics that follow, recommendations are provided that 
aim to promote the success of reclamation. 

a. Criteria – Site Specific Target Levels (SSTLs) for use during remediation are 
currently under production.  The SSTLs will replace the Canadian Council of 
Ministers of the Environment (CCME) criteria currently employed.  It is stated 
that the results of the SSTLs will not alter the preferred remediation option, but 
rather reduce the volumes of material to remediate.  This is likely a valid point; 
however, as noted in the Copper Pass Mine RAP (Section 5.11), the SSTLs are 
being relied upon to also refine the borrow sources available for the project.   
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i. It is recommended that the construction specifications for each mine 
include the criteria used for cleanup of each mine component.  It is 
recommended that the construction specifications be submitted for review 
60 days prior to commencement of on-site reclamation activities. 

ii. It is recommended that the results of the SSTL study be provided for 
review and comment prior to adoption into the reclamation program.  It is 
recommended that a summary of the revisions to the reclamation program 
be accompanied with the SSTL study. 

iii. It is recommended that criteria for cleanup of soils at site be specified in 
the appropriate regulatory instrument (e.g., land use permit, potential 
water licence). 

b. Monitoring – As identified in Section 8 of the RAPs, various forms of monitoring 
are required to promote success of the reclamation, including: remediation 
monitoring, performance monitoring, and long-term monitoring.  Within Section 
8.2, it is stated that “a detailed Remediation Monitoring Plan be drafted in 
conjunction with the Long-Term Monitoring Plan and State of Environment 
Plan”.  Remediation monitoring was developed to a conceptual level throughout 
Section 7 of the RAP; however details were not provided regarding location(s), 
number of sample locations, frequency and schedule of monitoring, and 
parameters to monitor.   

i. There is insufficient information to permit the development of detailed 
recommended terms and conditions regarding monitoring for inclusion in 
regulatory/permit instruments (e.g., land use plan, water licence).  Without 
further information, it is generally recommended that remediation 
monitoring, performance monitoring, and long-term monitoring be a 
requirement of the regulatory/permit instrument. 

It is further stated in Section 8.2 that, “Prior to deciding how to implement any 
construction activity monitoring, the realities of operating at a remote field 
location need to be considered” and that it is “very difficult to anticipate when and 
what monitoring requirements will arise.”  As a result, the RAP recommends the 
Resident Engineer be given authority to request additional monitoring on an as 
and when needed basis.  Obviously, if the proponent feels it’s necessary 
additional monitoring should be done (and is standard practice), but there must 
first be a monitoring program that forms the basis of any construction 
specifications and satisfies regulatory/permitting requirements. 

ii. For each mine, it is recommended that a Remediation Monitoring Plan and 
Performance Monitoring Plan be submitted for review 90 days prior to the 
commencement of on-site reclamation activities. 

iii. Since the Remediation Monitoring Plan is to be “drafted in conjunction 
with the Long-Term Monitoring Plan and State of Environment Plan”, it is 



recommended that an advanced conceptual Long-Term Monitoring Plan 
be submitted for review at least 60 days prior to the commencement of on-
site reclamation activities.   

iv. It is recommended that the Long-Term Monitoring Plan be submitted for 
approval at least 60 days prior to the conclusion of on-site reclamation 
activities.  

v. Following the submission of the Long-Term Monitoring Plan, the project 
should be directed to include an Adaptive Management plan which links 
the long-term monitoring results to potential future actions should 
specified triggers/thresholds be exceeded. This should be submitted prior 
to March 31st, 2015.  

c. Other reclamation documentation – In addition to the RAPs, there are various 
other documentation that are required to execute the reclamation activities at each 
mine, as described below. 

i. The project includes the construction of winter roads.  Further, the camp 
operations will require a drinking water source and potentially water to 
assist with equipment cleaning.  The water used and the source(s) for these 
activities were not specified.  It is recommended that further detail 
regarding annual and daily water used be provided, in addition to, the 
water source(s). 

ii. Various reclamation activities involve movement of soil/rock.  It is 
recommended that a sedimentation and erosion control plan be submitted 
for review at least 60 days prior to the commencement of on-site 
reclamation activities. 

iii. A small camp will be in operation during reclamation that will generate 
various forms of waste (e.g, solid waste, sewage, grey water).  
Additionally, the reclamation activities require the transport of non-
hazardous and hazardous waste off site.  It is recommended that a waste 
management plan be submitted for review at least 60 days prior to the 
commencement of on-site reclamation activities. 

iv. Fuel storage and use at site, in addition to, management of waste at site 
necessitates the requirement for a spill contingency plan.  It is 
recommended that a spill contingency plan be submitted for review at 
least 60 days prior to the commencement of on-site reclamation activities. 

v. Each of the RAPs have reclamation activities that involve re-grading 
and/or capping ore, waste rock, or other waste materials at site.  Blanchet 
Island Mine also requires a cap that is of low permeability to limit 
infiltration.  As noted in the RAP, caps/covers can be used to perform 
different functions, such as sedimentation and erosion control or limit 
infiltration of water.  It is recommended that all caps and covers, 
regardless of function, be engineered structures to ensure the long-term 
integrity.  Thus, it is recommended that engineering design report(s) and 
associated for-construction drawings and construction specifications, 



signed and stamped by a qualified engineer, be submitted for review at 
least 60 days prior to the commencement of cap or cover construction.  It 
is recommended that as-built documentation be submitted within 90 days 
after completion of the cap or cover construction. YKDFN note that the 
long-term monitoring plan should include some manner for monitoring the 
effectiveness of these features.  

vi. The RAPs provide the preferred option for reclamation with select 
conceptual level details; however there is a need to document what was 
done in relation to the RAPs and to demonstrate that the construction 
specifications were fulfilled.  It is recommended that within 6 months of 
completion of on-site reclamation, a report be submitted for each mine that 
documents the reclamation completed at site and to demonstrate the 
construction specifications were achieved. 

2. At the time of the RAP production (August 2013), the following studies commenced, but 
were not yet complete. 

• Blanchet Island Mine RAP (Section 5.10) – surface and sediment sampling in 2013 to 
determine metal concentrations following the 2010 consolidation of ore in the Beach 
Area. 

• Copper Pass Mine RAP (Section 5.7) – small scale supplemental sampling program 
in 2013 to assess soil/vegetation samples collected at background locations and in the 
drainage pathway from the Main Showing Trench #2. 

• Outpost Island Mine RAP (Section 5.9) – supplemental surface water and sediment 
sampling conducted in 2013 that aimed to refine the spatial distribution of metal 
impacts. 

• Blanchet Island Mine RAP (Section 5.14) – supplemental borrow source 
characterization study initiated in 2013. 

Preliminary results from these studies were used to inform the RAPs.  Reliance on 
preliminary results increases the uncertainty in the remediation activities.  It is 
recommended that the reports associated with each of these studies be submitted at least 
60 days prior to commencement of on-site reclamation activities.  It is recommended that 
a summary memorandum be provided with report submissions that detail how study 
findings have further informed and/or resulted in revisions to the RAPs.  

3. For the Outpost Island Mine, the preferred remediation option for the tailings/waste rock 
is to consolidate and re-slope without a cover.  That RAP states that the added costs and 
complexities to construct a cover do not warrant the “relatively minor environmental 
risks”.  The specifics regarding costs and complexities were not further described, but it 
is obvious that construction of a cover would cost more than an approach without a cover. 
The phrasing “relatively minor environmental risks” is unclear and it is not understood 
what is being compared. On the face of it, a RAP which contains residual environmental 
risks needs to be heavily scrutinized.  



A tailings/waste rock area that is consolidated and re-sloped may not provide controls on 
sedimentation and erosion control or water infiltration and seepage from the waste.  
Limited details were provided regarding how these potential environmental impacts 
would be addressed to ensure a long-term physical and chemical stable site.   

The Blanchet Island Mine RAP (Section 5.14) references a supplemental borrow source 
characterization study to use Blanchet Island borrow sources for other remedial projects 
(i.e., Outpost Island Mine, Copper Pass Mine).  Thus, it appears that consideration may 
have been given to transport borrow material to Outpost Island Mine.  The results of the 
supplemental borrow source characterization study were not finalized at the time of the 
RAP publication; however, costs and complexities were two driving factors for not 
utilizing a cover in this application.  

To further justify the preferred remediation option, it is requested that further details are 
provided to: 

a. Address sedimentation and erosion control from the consolidated waste surface; 

b. Address the amount of water infiltration and seepage from the waste area or the 
resulting chemical loading to the environment over time; and, 

c. Updated information regarding cost and complexities that may now be realized 
after completion of the supplemental borrow source characterization study. 

4. The Copper Pass Mine RAP references a 3 m long adit associated with the west showing.  
Current conditions suggest that the trench (presumably inclusive of the adit) has no 
physical hazards.  It is further stated that the area is not easily accessed.  The preferred 
remediation approach is to leave the west showing as-is.  Confirmation is requested 
whether the adit was considered in the hazards assessment of the trench within the west 
showing.  Further details are requested regarding the long term physical stability of the 
adit and long term safety of the area to humans and wildlife. 

5. The Outpost Island Mine RAP (Section 5.2) describes that Shaft #1 could not be located 
and was presumed to be covered; however, condition or existence of a cap are unknown.  
At the same mine, Shaft #2 was located and the cap was observed to be in poor condition 
to the degree that it represented a safety hazard; logically this suggests that if a cap was 
installed at Shaft #1, it could also be in poor condition.  Long-term monitoring is needed 
at this site with regards to Shaft #1 area to ensure that a safety hazard does not develop in 
the future.  It is requested that further efforts aimed at location and evaluating the status 
of the cap should form the long-term monitoring program address this aspect. 

a. YKDFN have reviewed the submission and note that a foam cap (rather than 
concrete) is being planned for the site. YKDFN aren’t against the idea, but have a 
number of concerns, particularly related to physical stability in a northern 
environment. YKDFN believe that additional work must be completed/provided 
that provides comfort to these concerns. Secondly, additional monitoring and 



clear links to management actions must be contained in the long term monitoring 
and adaptive management plans. Lastly, YKDFN believe that a permit condition 
should be included that requires the project to provide the Board with any 
inspections, recommendations or certifications that they receive from the WSCC 
relating to the cap.    

6. The Outpost Island Mine RAP (Section 7.3.10) states that if the North Bay was 
hydraulically isolated then the metal concentrations in the surface water would rise 
considerably.  This was one reason why the preferred remedial option was “leave as-is 
with monitoring”.  Based on the information provided in the RAP, it is unknown if 
natural conditions could result in North Bay for it to behave in isolation (for example, 
during periods of low water levels in North Bay).  Additional discussion is requested 
regarding the potential for North Bay to behave in hydraulic isolation as a result of 
natural conditions.  If this condition can occur naturally, further discussion is warranted 
regarding the North Bay water quality and potential environmental impacts. 

a. If this is a residual concern, YKDFN believe that land and development 
constraints should be considered to ensure that future anthropogenic activities do 
not unwittingly result in this occurring.  

7. The Copper Pass Mine RAP (Section 7.3.2) has a preferred remedial option to leave the 
waste rock associated with the East Showing, West Showing and Upland Pond in place.  
The waste rock is small in volume, but has acid generating and metal leaching potential.  
No monitoring is proposed for these locations.  It is recommended that long-term 
environmental monitoring (with associated adaptive management thresholds) of these 
locations occur. 

8. The Blanchet Island Mine RAP (Section 7.3.6) has a preferred remedial approach to 
excavate metal contaminated soils and place under a low permeability cover.  The RAP 
states “It is not recommended that natural and/or revegetated areas are excavated to chase 
sub-surface contamination”.  The criteria to satisfy this recommendation is unclear for 
there may be reliance on-site to “judge” what is a natural area or the density/coverage of 
plants in a revegetated area that should not be excavated.  To reduce uncertainty in the 
remediation approach, it is requested that further details are provided to address the 
construction specification to achieve this recommendation. 

9. Throughout the submission there is a general approach to monitoring. Beyond the 
previously described limitations related to the methods, there is a disconnect between 
monitoring and management. Using the example discussed above (Point #7), YKDFN 
believe that there should be a pre-defined set of actions required should the long term 
monitoring at these sites reveal that Acid Rock Drainage was in fact occurring. These 
actions could either focus on source control, treatment or containment, but the trigger for 
management needs to be clearly established.   

 



Closing: 
YKDFN ask for the Board's understanding with this submission. We regret that it is being 
provided late in the process -but our capacity limitations during recent months have been severe 

and the funding agreed on to support the review was not provided until early February. 

YKDFN do not object to the project - in this submission, we have tried to focus on how the 
submission could have been improved. We hope that the Board finds these suggestions useful, 
but if there are any questions or need for additional clarification, please don't hesitate to contact 
the YKDFN Lands and Environment Department at (867) 766-3496. 

Sincerely, 

Todd Slack 

cc: Ron Breadmore (AANDC - CARD - by email ) 
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