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Environmental Protection Branch


Qimugjuk Building 969  P.O. Box 1870


Iqaluit, NU     X0A 0H0


Tel: (867) 975-4639


Fax: (867) 975-4645





April 24, 2003


	 					


Patrick Duxbury 						Our file:   4705 037 NANI


Mine Reclamation Coordinator


Nunavut Water Board


Arctic Bay, NU


Tel: (867) 439-8195


Email: nunavutwaterboard@nt.sympatico.ca			Via Email	





Dear Patrick:





 RE:	NWB1NAN0208 – 	Phase II Environmental Site Assessment


				Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment


				Emergency Response Plan





On behalf of Environment Canada (EC), I have reviewed the information submitted with the above-mentioned documents.  The following specialist advice has been provided pursuant to Environment Canada’s mandated responsibilities for the enforcement of the Canadian Environmental Protection Act, Section 36(3) of the Fisheries Act, the Migratory Birds Convention Act, and the Species at Risk Act.





Breakwater Resources Ltd. has submitted the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA II), the Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA), and the Emergency Response Plan (ERP) as required under the water license issued by the Nunavut Water Board (NWB) for their closure and reclamation plan.  While commenting on the HHERA is outside of the mandated responsibilities of EC, we offer the following comments and recommendations in regards to the ESA II and ERP.  These comments are based on the information provided in the above mentioned documents, as well as the Nanisivik Closure and Reclamation Plan (2002) Proposed 2002 Site Assessment Program, and the discussions held at the Technical Session held in Iqaluit, NU on March 29, 2003.





Phase II Environmental Site Assessment:


The overall objective of the Phase II ESA as outlined by Breakwater Resources Ltd. was to assess current environmental conditions to provide direction for future remedial planning.  In this regard, EC feels that the ESA II meets its objective.  However, EC offers the following comments to be considered during the final Closure and Reclamation Plan:





·	A more detailed discussion of the methodology used for the sediment sampling program is required.  The ESA II outlines the methodology used for test pit excavations, surficial soil sampling, and the installation of seepage sampling wells and water sampling, but does not detail the methodology used for sediment sampling.  This information is required in order to assess the validity of the results presented in the ESA II.





·	Environment Canada requests that a summary of the spills that have occurred to date be included in the report.  This information is necessary in order to determine which areas of the Nanisivik mine site need to be sampled.  For example, the ESA II identifies that hydrocarbon testing was completed at the location of one spill along the fuel pipeline; however, no indication is given as to whether other spills have occurred, and if testing is required at these locations as well.





·	Section 5.2.2 of the ESA II outlines the areas in the Industrial Complex and Related Facilities that were sampled.  However, this section does not make mention of the diesel fuel storage area or the refueling area.  Environment Canada requests clarification as to whether test pitting was completed in these areas.  If no test pitting was completed, EC recommends that the diesel fuel storage area and the refueling area be sampled for hydrocarbon contamination.





·	The ESA II does not indicate that water samples were taken in the dock area.  Environment Canada recommends that water samples be taken in the dock area in order to determine if any contamination of the surrounding environment (including the marine environment) has occurred and if remediation is necessary.  Samples should be analyzed for the “Contaminates of Environmental Concern” identified in the report, including metals and hydrocarbons.





·	Environment Canada recommends that PCB testing be conducted at the Industrial Complex, as this was the location of both the power plant and a former PCB storage site.  If testing reveals that PCB’s are present, they should be added to the list of “Contaminants of Concern”.





·	Breakwater Resources Ltd. needs to provide more justification regarding their comment in Section 5.3.3 that hydrocarbon impacts at the chemical and fuel storage areas will be confined to within 50 m of the highwater mark.  Further sampling of the area is required in order to substantiate this comment.





·	Environment Canada recommends that the proponent use an approved incinerator for the disposal of combustible wastes, rather than the current practice of simply “burning” the wastes.





·	Environment Canada recommends that further sampling for metals and hydrocarbons be undertaken at the solid waste facility.  For example, Section 5.2.5 of the ESA II indicates that a white crystalline substance was observed on surface at test pits TP02-94 and TP02-97.  However, since the vegetation in and surrounding the precipitate did not appear to be impacted, the precipitate was therefore not considered to be an environmental concern.  Additional sampling at this site should be conducted in order to verify this assumption.





·	Environment Canada notes that no acid base accounting or acid rock drainage analysis was completed as part of the ESA II.  The Nanisivik Closure and Reclamation Plan (2002), Proposed 2002 Site Assessment Program identified verification sampling of roadways as part of the ESA II.  This information will be required for the final Closure and Reclamation Plan.





·	The ESA II lacked a formal quality assurance and control program for the analytical program for the 2002 sampling program, which was identified in the Proposed 2002 Site Assessment Program as a component of the ESA II.  The quality assurance program should include a discussion on why the in-house laboratory was used for certain sample tests and an independent laboratory in Ottawa used for others, as well as an outline of both the in-house and external laboratory procedures and protocols.  This discussion is necessary in order to allow for a direct comparison between the two sets of results.








Emergency Response Plan


The Emergency Response Plan submitted by Breakwater Resources Inc. is a fairly straightforward document designed to be used as a module based plan, with each section intended to be usable as a stand alone document.   Given this, EC recommends that the requirement that all spills are to be documented and reported to the NWT Spill Response Line at (867) 920-8130 be included in each module of the plan, rather than only in the Reporting Procedure Section.  Furthermore, EC recommends that Breakwater Resources Ltd. ensure that any personnel listed in the document are still employed at the mine site and available for response if required.





If there are any changes to the ESA II or the ERP, EC should be notified, as further review may be necessary.  Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions or comments with regards to the foregoing at (867) 975-4639 or by email at colette.meloche@ec.gc.ca. 








Yours truly,





Original signed by:





Colette Meloche 


Environmental Assessment Specialist





cc:	(Mike Fournier, Northern Environmental Assessment Coordinator, Environment Canada, Yellowknife)


	(Stephen Harbicht, Head, Assessment and Monitoring, Environment Canada, Yellowknife)
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