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Overview 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ 

 
• Mandate 

• Relevant Acts and Legislation 

• Environment and Climate Change Canada’s Recommendations 

– Water Quality 

 

 

 

• ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

• ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᔪᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᓕᐊᙳᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᑦ 

• ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄ ᑲᓇᑕᐅᑉ ᐊᑐᓕᖁᔭᖏᑦ 

– ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖓ 
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Environment and Climate Change Canada’s Mandate  

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ 

ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 

• Monitoring air and water quality and emissions of greenhouse gases 

• Controlling the level of toxic substances in commercial products 

• Forecasting meteorological patterns and reporting on weather conditions 

• Consulting with Canadians, regulated stakeholders, researchers and 

governments 

 

 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᒧᐊᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓚᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ 

• ᓈᒻᒪᒃᓯᒪᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓚᒃᓴᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᓂᒃ 
ᑮᓇᐅᔭᓕᕆᐅᕈᑕᐅᕙᒃᑐᒃᑯᑦ 

• ᓯᓚᒧᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᐃᓂᖅ 

ᖃᓄᓐᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  

• ᖃᐅᔨᒃᑲᐃᓗᓂ ᑲᓇᑕᒥᐅᑕᓄᑦ, ᐊᖏᖅᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐱᖃᑕᐅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑎᓄᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒐᕙᒪᒃᑯᓐᓄᑦ  
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Environment and Climate Change Canada’s Mandate continued 

ᐊᕙᑎᒧᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐊᓯᙳᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓ ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐱᓕᕆᐊᒃᓴᕆᔭᐅᔪᑦ 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ 

• Researching and protecting the habitat of migratory birds and species at 

risk 

• Permitting and, when necessary, preventing international trade in 

hazardous waste, hazardous recyclable materials and endangered species 

• Promoting, inspecting and enforcing regulatory requirements 

 

 

• ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᓂᖅ ᓇᔪᕐᕕᐅᔪᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓪᓛᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖁᐸᓄᐊᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᓗᒃᓯᐅᑎᓂᒃ  

• ᐱᔪᓐᓇᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ, ᐊᔪᕐᓇᙱᓐᓂᖓᒍᑦ, ᐱᑦᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓯᓚᕐᔪᐊᒥ 

ᑕᐅᖅᓰᖃᑦᑕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ, ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᒃᑲᓐᓂᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᔪᓂᒃ ᐆᒪᔪᓂᒃ ᐊᔾᔨᒌᙱᑦᑐᓂᒃ 

• ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ, ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐱᕚᓪᓕᕐᓂᖅ ᐊᑐᐊᒐᓂᒃ ᐊᑐᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ 
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Relevant Acts and Regulations 

ᐊᒃᑐᐊᔪᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ ᒪᓕᒐᐃᓪᓗ  

  • Department of the Environment Act  

• Canadian Environmental Protection Act 

• Fisheries Act – Pollution Prevention Provisions 

• Migratory Birds Convention Act 

• Species at Risk Act 

• ᐱᓕᕆᕝᕕᖓ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ 

• ᑲᓇᑕᒥ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᓴᐳᔾᔨᓯᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ  

• ᐃᖃᓗᓕᕆᓂᕐᒧᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ − ᓱᕈᕐᓇᕐᑐᖃᕐᑕᐃᓕᒪᓂᕐᒧᑦ 

• ᑎᑭᑦᑕᕐᑐᑦ ᑎᖕᒥᐊᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐊᖏᖃᑎᒋᒍᑎ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ 

• ᐆᒪᔪᐃᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕐᑐᒦᑦᑐᑦ ᐱᖁᔭᐃᑦ 
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Water Quality – Summary  

ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᐃᑦᑑᓂᖓ - ᓇᐃᓈᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐅᓂᒃᑳᑦ 

 • Some issues ECCC had at the end of technical sessions were resolved 

prior to final submissions 

– AEM revised arsenic site-specific water quality objective (25ug/L total fraction), 

amphibian data excluded 

– AEM revised treatment objectives for arsenic and phosphorus 

▪ 0.10 mg/L for arsenic (total fraction) 

▪ 1.0 mg/L for phosphorus (total fraction) 

 

• ᐃᓚᒋᑦ ᐱᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᕆᔨᒃᑯᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓯᓚᐅᑉ ᐅᖂᓯᕙᓪᓕᐊᓂᖓᓄ ᑲᓇᑕ 

ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᑲᑎᒪᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᕿᒃᑕᐅᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᑐᓂᓯᓚᐅᓐᖏᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐱᔭᕇ6ᓯᔾᔪᑎᒥᖕᓂᒃ 

– AEM ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᐃᓂᖓᓂ ᐃᒪᖓᓂ ᑐᑭᓂᐅᕆᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ  
(25 ᐃᑎᔪᑦ/ᓖᑕ ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓ), ᖁᐱᕈᖏᑦ ᐆᒪᔪᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓂ ᐃᓚᓕᐅᑎᓯᒪᒐᑎᒃ  

– AEM ᐋᕿᒋᐊᖅᓯᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᓴᓗᒻᒪᖅᓴᐃᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑎᒋᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᓕᖕᓂᒃ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᕐᓗᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ 

▪ 0.10 ᒥᓚᒍᓚᒻ/ᓖᑕ 1.10 ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᑐᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᓄᑦ (ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᑦ) 

▪ 1.0 ᒥᓚᒍᓚᒻ/ᓖᑕ ᑖᒃᑯᓄᖓ ᐃᒪᕐᓗᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᓛᕐᓗᒃᓯᒪᔪᑦ (ᑲᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᓚᖓᓂᑦ) 
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North Wall Pushback of Whale Tail Pit 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᐊᖅ ᐊᕙᓗᐊ ᒍᐃᔪ ᐱᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃ 

 

 
• ECCC#4 

– Arsenic levels of north wall pushback scenario compared to base case: 

▪ Flooded pit water quality during post-closure 

– No noticeable difference (assuming arsenic diffusion occurs) 

– Minor improvement (assuming no arsenic diffusion) 

▪ Flooded North Whale Tail Lake water quality 

– Reduced by roughly 26-29% (assuming diffusion occurs) 

 

 

• ECCC#4 

– ᑐᑯᓐᓇᖅᑐᓖᑦ ᖃᓅᑎᒋᓂᖏ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᔭᐅᖅᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᓴᓂᐊᓄ ᑕᐅᑦᑐᐊ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓇᓂᐅᒃ 
ᐃᓂᒋᔭᐅᔪᓂ:  

▪ ᐃᕗᔪᖅ ᐃᓗᐊᓄ ᒪᑐᐃᖓᓂᖓᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᖅ ᒪᑐᓯᒪᓕᕈᓂ 

– ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᖃᓄᖅ ᐊᔾᔨᒋᓐᖏᓂᖓ (ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᓱᒋᔭᑦ ᓄᒧᑐᐃᓐᓈᔭᓪᓗᓂ) 

– ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ (ᑐᖁᓐᓇᖅᑐᖃᕋᓂ ᓄᒧᑐᐃᓐᓈᔭᑦᑐᒥᒃ) 

▪ ᐃᕗᔪᑦ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᒍᐃ ᑕᐃᔪ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᖅᑕᐅᓐᖏᓐᓂᑯᑦ ᑯᕕᖅᑕᕐᕕᒃ  

– ᐊᑦᑎᒃᓯᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᖃᓂᒋᔮᓂ 26-ᓂᑦ 29-ᓄᑦ % (ᓇᒧᑐᐃᓐᓈᕋᓱᒋᔭᐅᔪᖅ) 
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North Wall Pushback of Whale Tail Pit continued 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᐊᖅ ᐊᕙᓗᐊ ᒍᐃᔪ ᐱᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ 

 

 

• ECCC#4 
▪ Waste rock storage facility pond water quality during operations 

– Small improvement; does not benefit aquatic receiving environment 

▪ Waste rock storage facility pond water quality during closure and post-closure 

– Unchanged 

– Concern that environmental risks and benefits have not been fully quantified or 

discussed 

 

 

• ECCC#4 

▪ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑕᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 

– ᒥᑭᔪᒥᒃ ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᕐᓗᑎᒃ: ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒐᔭᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᐃᒫᓂ ᐃᒻᒥᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᑦ 

▪ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑕᓯᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᐃᒪᑦᑎᐊᕙᒃ ᒪᑐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᒪᑐᓯᒪᔪᑐᖃᐅᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ 

– ᐊᓯᑦᔨᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ 

– ᐃᓱᒫᓘᑎᑦ ᐅᑯᐊ ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ 
ᐊᔪᕈᓐᓃᓪᓚᕆᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓚᐅᖅᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
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North Wall Pushback of Whale Tail Pit continued 

ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᐊᖅ ᐊᕙᓗᐊ ᒍᐃᔪ ᐱᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕐᕕᒃ 
ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ 

 

 

• ECCC#4 Recommends: 

– AEM conduct alternatives analysis of pit design with and without the north wall 

pushback scenario to assess potential risks and benefits to aquatic receiving 

environment. Alternatives analysis should consider the entire life of mine and 

through post-closure. 

 

 

 

• ECCC#4 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– AEM ᐱᓕᕆᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓇ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᕐᕕᐅᒧᑦ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᐊ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᑕᖃᕋᓂ ᐅᐊᖕᓇᖓᓂ ᐊᑭᐊ ᐊᔭᒃᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᑦᑕᕐᓇᕋᔭᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐃᑲᔫᑎᔪᑦ ᐃᑲᔫᑎᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᒫᓂ ᐃᒻᒥᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᕙᑎᓕᑦ. ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ 
ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᒃᑕᐅᒐᔭᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓱᒪᒋᔭᐅᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᒃ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓄᖃᓂᓕᒫᖓᓂ 

ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᔭᕇᖅᓯᒪᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ. 
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Sensitivity Analyses on Water Quality Modeling 

ᐱᑦᑎᐊᓕᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ   

 • ECCC#5 

– AEM provided sensitivity analyses for range of modeled conditions which 

highlight potential for problems to arise if conditions are not as predicted 

• ECCC#5 Recommends: 

– AEM submit detailed management plans to be implemented for: 

▪ waste rock segregation and testing, 

▪ thermal monitoring of waste rock, and 

▪ seepage management and monitoring. 
 

• ECCC#5 

– AEM ᑐᓂᓯᓄᑎᒃ ᐊᑦᑕᖅᓇᖅᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓄᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᓗ ᐅᑯᐊᓗ ᐊᖕᖏᔪᒥᒃ 
ᐃᓗᐊᖏᔾᔪᑎᓕᐅᕈᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑦᑕᕆᔭᐅᕙᒌᓐᖏᒃᑯᑎᑦᒃ.  

• ECCC#5 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– AEM ᑐᓂᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᔭᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᔪᒥᒃ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓄᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ 
ᐊᑐᓕᖅᑎᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᓄᖓ: 

▪ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᓯᐊᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓂᖓ, 

▪ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᒥ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᑯᕕᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖃᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒥᐊᓂᕆᓂᖅ. 
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Sensitivity Analyses on Water Quality Modeling continued 

ᐱᑦᑎᐊᓕᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐃᒪᐅᑉ ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓ 

ᓴᓇᓯᒪᓂᖓᑕ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ  

 • ECCC#5 Recommends: 

– Plans should include a schedule for reporting of results and periodic updating of 

predictions for waste rock storage facility pond quality, along with proactive 

planning for optimal cover conditions. Contingency measures should be 

identified as appropriate. 

– Monitoring results for receiving waters should be compared to model 

predictions and thresholds identified for management actions should trends 

indicate water quality objectives may be exceeded. 
 

• ECCC#5 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– ᐸᕐᓇᐅᑎᑦ ᐃᓚᖃᕐᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᓪᓗᖏᓂᒃ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᔭᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᖃᖓᐅᓕᕌᖓᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓕᕐᒪᖔᑕ ᖃᐅᔨᒋᐊᖅᑕᐅᖃᑦᑕᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᔪᒫᕐᒪᖔᑕᓗ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᑕᓯᖅ 

ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓂᖓ, ᑕᒪᒃᑯᐊᓗ ᐱᓕᕆᕙᒌᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᑦ ᐸᕐᓇᐃᖅ ᖄᖓᑕ 

ᖃᓄᕆᑑᓕᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ. ᐊᑲᐅᓐᖏᓕᐅᕈᑎᖃᑳᓪᓚᒃᐸᑦ ᓇᐅᑎᐅᒪᔭᖅ ᓴᓂᖅᕙᒃᓯᒪᔭᖅ 

ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᓈᒻᒪᓈᓕᕌᖓ. 

– ᒥᐊᓂᕆᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐃᒥᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂ ᐃᒥᕐᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓇᖅᓯᓗᑎᒃ ᒫᓐᓇᓕᓴᐅᔪᓄᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᑎᑦᑎᒐᔭᕐᒪᖔᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐹᖏᑦ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᕐᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᓗᑦ 
ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᓂᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐊᓯᑦᔨᖅᑐᖃᕐᓂᕐᐸ5 ᐃᒪᖓᓂᒃ ᑐᑭᓕᐅᕈᑕᐅ>ᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄ 

ᑕᑕᓗᐊᕐᓂᕈᑎᒃ. 
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Effluent Quality Criteria 

ᑰᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᓇᖅᑕᐆᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ 

 

 
• ECCC#6 

– AEM provided proposed effluent quality criteria 

– Several limits should be reduced to reflect achievable and protective levels 

• ECCC#6 Recommends: 

– Effluent quality criteria be set based on concentrations that are achievable and 

that minimize discharge levels to receiving waters. Criteria should be applicable 

to all mine-related discharges to surface waters. 

 

• ECCC#6 

– AEM ᑐᓂᓯᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᑰᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᓇᖅᑕᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ 
ᖃᓄᐃᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓᓄᑦ  

– ᐊᒥᓱᑦ ᐊᔪᕈᑎᒋᔪᑦ ᐅᓄᕈᓐᓃᖅᑎᓯᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᑲᔪᓯᑦᑎᐊᕈ8ᓴᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓴᐳᒻᒥᔭᒃᓴᐅᓗᑎᒃ 

• ECCC#6 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– ᑰᒃᑐᖅ ᐊᓇᖅᑕᐅᑎᒥᑦ ᑕᕆᐅᕐᒧᑦ ᖃᓄᐃᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐋᕿᒃᓯᒪᓗᓂ ᑭᓱᕈᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᐃᓗᐊᓂ ᐋᕿᑦᑎᐊᖅᓯᒪᐃᓐᓇᖁᓪᓗᒋᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐊᓯᐊᓄᑦ ᑯᕕᖅᑕᖁᓇᒋ ᐃᒻᒥᖅᐸᓪᓕᐊᔪᓄᑦ. 
ᖃᓄᕆᑑᔭᕆᐊᖃᕐᓂᖓ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᖅ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓄᑦ ᐅᔭᕋᖕᓂᐊᕐᕕᖕᒥ- ᐱᓯᒪᔪᑦ ᑯᕕᑎᑕᐅᔪᑦ 
ᖄᖏᓐᓄᑦ ᐃᒪᐃᑦ. 
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Sludge Management 

ᐃᔾᔪᖅᑎᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᕋᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ 

 

 
• ECCC#7 

– Sludge management options identified by AEM: 

▪ sludge dewatering, and  

▪ thickened sludge disposal locations: 

– waste rock storage facility, or 

– attenuation pond (encapsulated sludge) 

– Potential environmental effects if sludge disposed into attenuation pond (i.e. 

migration of contaminants from sludge into Whale Tail Lake) 

 

• ECCC#7 

– ᒪᕋᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᖓᓂᐊᕐᓂᖓ ᓇᓗᓇᐃᖅᑕᐅᓗᓂ ᑖᒃᑯᓇᖓᑦ AEM: 

▪ ᒪᕋᕐᒥᒃ ᑯᕕᔪᖅ, ᐃᒪᐃᔭᐃᔪᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

▪ ᐃᔾᔪᓂᖅᓴᐅᔪᖅ ᒪᕋᖅ ᐃᒋᐅᖃᕐᕕᖏᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ: 

– ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ, ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ 

– ᑕᑕᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᑕᓯᕐᒥᒃ (ᐴᖅᓯᒪᔪᖅ ᒪᕋᖅ) 

– ᐊᕙᑎᑦᑎᓂᒃ ᐊᒃᑐᐃᔪᓐᓇᖅᑐᑦ ᑕᐃᒪᓗ ᒪᕋᖅ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᒍᓂ ᑕᑕᓄᐊᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᒧᑦ (ᓲᕐᓗ 

ᐊᒃᑐᓗᐊᖅᑕᐃᓕᑎᑦᑎᓂᖅ ᓱᕈᖅᓯᒪᔪᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᒪᕋᐅᑉ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᒍᐃᔪ ᑕᐃᔪ ᑕᓯᖅ)  
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Sludge Management continued 

ᐃᔾᔪᖅᑎᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ ᒪᕋᕐᓄᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ 

 

 
• ECCC#7 Recommends: 

– Sludge be disposed using methods demonstrated to provide effective 

containment and isolation under Northern conditions 

– Disposing of sludge into the waste rock storage facility or the tailings storage 

facility at Meadowbank, rather than into the attenuation pond/Whale Tail Lake 

 

 

 

• ECCC#7 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– ᒪᕋᖅ ᐃᒋᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᖅ ᐊᑐᖅᖢᑎᒃ ᓴᓇᕐᕈᑎᑦᑎᒍᑦ ᐊᑑᑎᖃᖅᑐᒧᑦ ᐴᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᑦ 
ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᐃᓄᖃᓐᖏᑦᑐᓃᑦᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᓂᒡᓚᓱᖕᓂᖓᓂ 

– ᐃᒋᓪᓗᒍ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᓗᒍ ᒪᕋᖅ ᑕᒪᑐᒧᖓ ᐅᔭᖃᑦ ᐊᑐᖅᑕᐅᔮᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ ᐃᓂᖏᑦ ᐊᒃᑕᕐᕕᖏᑦ 
ᐅᒡᕙᓘᓐᓃᑦ ᐅᕕᕕᐅᔪᖅ ᐅᔭᕋᒃᑕᖅᑕᐅᕙᓪᓕᐊᔪᓂᑦ ᑕᓯᕐᓘᑦ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐊᐳᖅᑎᓈᑦᑑᖅ 

[Meadowbank], ᑯᕕᑎᑕᐅᓐᖏᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᓯᕐᒧᑦ/ ᒍᐃᔪ ᑕᐃᔪ ᑕᓯᖅ   
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Mercury Study 

ᐊᕿᕐᕉᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ 

 

 
• ECCC#8 

– Key uncertainties for northern impoundment: 

▪ Arctic environment, ice rafting, tundra soils, ice cover, interrupted discharge, cold 

water, slow fish growth, and shortened reservoir life 

– Key uncertainties should be studied to inform and improve mercury modeling 

and adaptive management 

 

 

• ECCC#8 

– ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᒥ ᐴᖅᓯᒪᔪᓄᑦ: 

▪ ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ, ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ, ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᖄᓕᒃ, 
ᖁᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕕᔪᓂᒃ, ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒥᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᖃᑦᓯᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ. 

– ᖃᐅᔨᒪᓇᓐᖏᓗᐊᖅᑐᑦ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᑦᑎᐊᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᖃᐅᓕᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐱᐅᓯᕚᓪᓕᖅᑎᓐᓗᒋ ᐊᕿᕉᔭᖅᑖᔭᑦᑐᑦ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᓱᖏᐅᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ 
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Mercury Study continued 

ᐊᕿᕐᕉᔭᒃᓴᖅ ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᑲᔪᓯᔪᖅ 

 

 
• ECCC#8 Recommends: 

– Conducting a separate study during construction, operations, and closure of the 

flooded areas to address key uncertainties (Arctic environment, ice rafting, 

tundra soils, ice cover, interrupted discharge, cold water, slow fish growth, and 

shortened reservoir life) to inform mercury modeling. Adaptive management 

actions should be considered based on the results from this study. 

 

 

 

• ECCC#8 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– ᐱᓕᕆᓗᑎᒃ ᐊᓯᐊᒍᑦ ᐃᓕᑦᑎᓇᓱᒡᓗᑎᒃ ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᐃᒡᓗᓕᐅᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ, ᐃᖏᕐᕋᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒋᑦ 
ᐃᓄᖃᓕᖅᑎᓪᓗᒍ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ ᒪᑐᑎᓪᓗᒍ ᐃᕗᓂᑯᐃᑦ ᐅᖃᐅᓯᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᒪᔭᐅᓗᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᑦ 
(ᐅᑭᐅᖅᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᐊᕙᑎᖓ, ᓯᑯᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ, ᓄᓇᑐᐃᓐᓇᒥ ᐃᔾᔪᖅ, ᓯᑯᒥᒃ ᖄᓕᒃ, 
ᖁᐊᖅᑎᑦᑎᖃᑦᑕᖅᑐᖅ ᖁᕕᔪᓂᒃ, ᓂᒡᓚᓱᒃᑐᖅ ᐃᒥᖓ, ᐃᖃᓗᖃᑦᓯᐊᓐᖏᑦᑐᖅ, ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐴᖅᓯᒪᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ ᕿᓚᒻᒥᐅᔭᕆᐊᓕᑦ) ᖃᐅᔨᒪᑦᑎᐊᕐᓂᐊᕐᒪᑕ ᐊᕿᕐᕉᔭᒃᓴᖅ. 

ᓱᖏᐅᓴᐅᑎᒃᓴᐃᑦ ᐊᐅᓚᑦᑎᔾᔪᑕᐅᔪᑦ ᐱᓕᕆᔭᐅᔪᒪᓗᑎᒃ ᒪᓕᒡᓗᒋᑦ ᐋᕿᐅᑎᓯᒪᔪᓂᒃ 
ᐃᓕᑕᐅᓇᓱᒃᓯᒪᔪᓂᑦ.  
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Sediment Core Analyses 

ᐃᖃᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᕐᓂᖅ  

 

 
• ECCC#9 

– At the technical session, AEM indicated there was insufficient material to permit 

full suite of testing and did not agree to full sediment core analysis 

• ECCC#9 Recommends: 

– A full suite of testing be conducted on sediment core samples 

 

 

 

• ECCC#9 

– ᑕᐃᑲᓂ ᖃᓄᐃᓕᐅᕆᐊᖃᖅᑐᓂ ᑲᑎᒪᓪᓗᑎᒃ ᐅᑯᐊ AEM ᐅᖃᓚᐅᖅᑐᑦ 
ᐅᓄᓐᖏᓗᐊᕐᓂᖏᓐᓂᒃ ᑎᑎᖃᑦ ᐱᔪᓐᓇᐅᑎᑖᕈᓐᓇᕐᓗᓂᓂ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᒃᓴᓄᖅ ᐊᒻᒪᓗ 

ᐊᖕᖏᓚᓐᖑᑦᑐᑦ ᑕᒪᐃᓐᓂᒃ ᐃᖃᖓᓂᑦ ᐊᑯᓯᒪᓐᖏᑦᑐᓂᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᕆᐊᒃᓴᖅ 

• ECCC#9 ᐃᓱᒪᒃᓴᖅᓯᐅᕈᑕᐅᔪᑦ: 

– ᑕᒪᕐᒥᒃ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᖅᑕᐅᓗᑎᒃ ᐃᖃᖓᓂᑦ ᖃᐅᔨᓴᕈᑎᑖᕐᓗᑎᒃ 
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Thank you ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ 


