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Your file - Votre référence
December 19, 2001






Our file - Notre référence
9545-1-1BOSR

Mr. Hugh Wilson

Hope Bay Joint Venture

Miramar Hope Bay Ltd. -

Hope Bay Gold Corporation Inc.

311 West First Street

North Vancouver, B.C. 

V7M 1B5

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Re: Inspection Follow-up
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As you may be aware, Philippe Lavallee resigned from his position as Water Resources Officer in November of this year.  As such, Philippe did not receive your letter dated October 31, 2001 thus, I have taken the responsibility of responding to the best of my understanding of the issues presented.  A new Water Resources Officer has recently been appointed and you most likely meet him during the summer field season.

Although you raised numerous points in your letter, I will only address those for which you requested further clarification.  On page two, you have requested further clarification regarding sewage disposal.  The Licence Condition the inspector is referring to states that “the average concentration of effluent from the Sewage Treatment Facilities to Spyder Lake at SNP station 1652-4 or 1652-5 shall not exceed . . . ” and the description of these SNP stations in Schedule One reads “sewage effluent point discharge into Spyder Lake.”  Therefore, the wording used in the inspection report is consistent with the Licence.  The purpose of this discussion was to encourage best management practices in sewage treatment and disposal rather than relying on natural attenuation between the point of discharge from the RBC and Spyder Lake.  If you object to the wording of the Licence, this should be addressed through an amendment application submitted to the Nunavut Water Board (NWB).

The second point states that recommendations to the Nunavut Water Board are inappropriate in an inspection report and that the mechanisms for changes to the SNP program are during a licence renewal.  In fact, Part B (General Conditions), item eight states that “the “Surveillance Network Program” and compliance dates specified in the Licence may be modified at the discretion of the Board.”  The Licence does not impose limitations as to when the NWB is entitled to make modifications and it is reasonable for the inspector to make recommendations.  After all, his role is to assess compliance with the Licence and he is in an appropriate position to make observations of site condition and communicate these to the NWB.  

In terms of a comparison of environmental samples to the Canadian Water Quality Guidelines for the Protection of Aquatic Life, I believe the intent here is to encourage best management practices and greater due diligence on behalf of the Licensee.  Compliance with the Licence is the true legal issue at hand; however, comparing the data to nationally accepted guidelines gives a further benchmark to assess environmental performance.  This should be considered useful information for the Licensee, KIA, and NWB and is not intended to cast a negative light on the management practices at the site.  If samples collected at the site exceed the Guidelines perhaps this is an early indication of potential environmental impact.  Recognition of this and the imposition of any required mitigative measures would presumably prevent that environmental impact.  I believe this is the ultimate goal for environmental management, using all available information and technology to minimize the impact of development. 

The Inspectors comments on the drill cuttings area are based on the observations made during the inspection.  The site was very wet and significant quantities of runoff were observed in the vicinity of the disposal area.  While recognizing that the inspection was conducted after heavy rainfall, I believe the Inspector noted a potential for the runoff to reach a waterbody.  This would constitute an indirect deposit of waste into water and would require NWB approval.  It should be understood that the Inspector is not able to visit the site on a regular basis and must err on the side of caution when making recommendations in a report.
The Inspector’s recommendation that “drainage prevention and leachate collection measurers be undertaken at the site” is intended as a precaution given that the sample exceeded the licence requirement.  The Licensee is not legally required to implement this recommendation; however, containing drainage would reduce the impact of this disposal area. An alternative may be for the Licensee to acknowledge that this sample exceeded the licence requirement and commit to visually monitoring this area to determine if mitigative steps would be beneficial.

As you have stated, clarification is required as to the verbal descriptions of the various waste treatment facilities, and waste disposal sites.  It would be beneficial for HBJV to provide a detailed site map that delineates the location and preferred name for each structure.  I hope that this has helped to clarify some of the inspection issues and apologize if some items have not been addressed to your satisfaction.  As we have a new Inspector, I am certain he will have questions regarding the history at this site and clarifying any misunderstandings during the preliminary site visits will be imperative.  Should you have any questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at the number above or by e-mail at johnsonmi@inac.gc.ca.
Sincerely,

Original signed by:
Michelle Johnson

Kivalliq/Kitikmeot Regional Coordinator

c.c.:
C. Bodykevich, Water Resource Officer

Nunavut Water Board
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