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Abstract

This report captures the proceedings of the National Orphaned/Abandoned Mines Initiative (NOAMI)
workshop on best emerging and innovative practices relating to the management of orphaned and
abandoned mines, held on October 26™ and 27", 2006 in Winnipeg, Manitoba. Over 100 participants
attended the workshop from Aboriginal groups, non-governmental and academic organizations from
Canada, the US and abroad, the mining industry, and federal and provincial governments.

The objective of the workshop was to explore and understand the best, emerging and innovative
practices relating to the management of orphaned and abandoned mines. Best practices in the areas of
setting priorities, public engagement and capacity building, and partnership approaches were examined
through Canadian and international case studies and presentations, which were discussed in plenary. A
breakout group exercise allowed participants to discuss and apply these best practices to a complex
abandoned mine case study.

In addition to capturing the workshop proceedings, this report lists possible elements that may constitute
a “tool kit” of best practices to address the legacy issues of orphaned/abandoned mine sites.

Résumé

Ce rapport contient les actes de I'atelier de I'Initiative nationale pour les mines orphelines/abandonnées
(INMOA) qui a porté sur les meilleures pratiques émergentes et novatrices quant a la gestion des mines
orphelines et abandonnées et qui a eu lieu les 26 et 27 octobre 2006, a Winnipeg, au Manitoba. Cet
atelier a attiré plus de 100 participants provenant de groupes Autochtones, d’organismes non
gouvernementaux et universitaires du Canada, des Etats-Unis et d’autres pays, de I'industrie miniere, et
des gouvernements fédéral et provinciaux.

L’'objectif de I'atelier consistait a examiner et a définir les meilleures pratigues émergentes et novatrices
qui ont trait a la gestion des mines orphelines et abandonnées. Les meilleures pratiques dans les
domaines de I'établissement des priorités, de la mobilisation du public et du renforcement des capacités
ainsi que des démarches axées sur des partenariats ont été examinées au moyen de présentations
d’études de cas canadiennes et étrangéres, qui ont fait I'objet d’'une discussion en séance pléniére.
Répartis en de petits groupes, les participants ont analysé ces meilleures pratiques et ils les ont

appliquées a I'étude d’'un cas complexe de mines abandonnées.

En plus de renfermer les actes de I'atelier, ce rapport énumeére les éléments d’'une « boite a outils » des
meilleures pratiques qui pourrait servir a régler la problématique liée aux sites miniers orphelins et
abandonnés.
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Introduction

About this Report

This report captures the proceedings of the National Orphaned/Abandoned Mines Initiative (NOAMI)
workshop on best emerging and innovative practices relating to the management of orphaned and
abandoned mines, held on October 26"

and 27", 2006 in Winnipeg, Manitoba. | APOUt NOAMI
The report includes a brief summary of Created in 2001 based on recommendations put forth at a

th tati I | d multi-stakeholder workshop on abandoned mines, NOAMI is
€ presentations a_s we _as plenary an administered by an Advisory Committee that takes direction
breakout group discussions, and also from Mines Ministers and reports back to them via the

lists possible elements that may Intergovernmental Working Group on the Mineral Industry
constitute a “tool kit” of best practices to (IGWG). The NOAMI Advisory Committee’s role is to assess key
address the legacy issues of issues regarding orphaned and abandoned mines in Canada and
orphaned/abandoned mine sites. A CD- put forward recommendations to Mines Ministers. NOAMI is

guided by a work-plan that was endorsed by Mines Ministers in
2003, and outcomes of this workshop will assist NOAMI in
identifying areas for future work and future recommendations
to Mines Ministers. Additional information on NOAMI is
published. available on the NOAMI website (www.abandoned-mines.org)

ROM containing this report, the full
presentations, and relevant reports,
papers and information will also be

About this Workshop

The National Orphaned Abandoned Mines Initiative (NOAMI) Advisory Committee sponsored the
workshop. The workshop was planned and organized through the Best Practices Workshop Organizing
Team whose members included:

Elizabeth Gardiner, The Mining Association of Canada

Cindy Blancher-Smith, Ontario Ministry of Northern Development & Mines
John Fox, Manitoba - Science, Technology, Energy and Mines

Karla Heath, Stratos Inc.

Charlene Hogan, NOAMI Secretariat (NRCan)

Brennain Lloyd, Northwatch

Joan Kuyek, MiningWatch

David Markham, Mining Association of Manitoba

Barb McLean, Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines
John Robertson, Ontario Ministry of Northern Development & Mines
Adrianna Stech, Ontario Mining Association

Elaine Stevenson, Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines
Gilles Tremblay, NOAMI Secretariat (NRCan)

Michael van Aanhout, Stratos Inc.

In addition, Michael van Aanhout, Stratos Inc. provided facilitation services and Karla Heath, Stratos Inc.
provided reporting services for the workshop.

Special thanks to the Manitoba logistical team of Elaine Stevenson, Barb McLean, Kelly Proutt, Diana
Kircz, Kevin Liu and the break-out session recorders for their great organizational skills and creativity —
and for helping to make the workshop registration and activities run so smoothly!



http://www.abandoned-mines.org/
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Workshop Introduction

Elder Flora Zaharia opened the workshop with a brief opening ceremony and prayer, which was followed
by opening remarks from Jim Rondeau, Honourable Minister of Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and
Mines. Christine Kaszycki, NOAMI Chair (Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines), thanked
Elder Flora Zaharia and Minister Jim Rondeau for lending their support to the workshop, and proceeded to
welcome participants and provide a brief overview of the work of NOAMI over the past five years. She
noted that NOAMI’s track record over this time exemplifies the commitment to ensure real progress on
orphaned and abandoned mines (OAMs), and that NOAMI has garnered international attention as a
unique approach to dealing with OAM issues in a collective and multi-stakeholder fashion.

Michael van Aanhout, Workshop Facilitator (Stratos), reviewed the workshop agenda and the workshop
objective, which was to explore and understand the best, emerging and innovative practices relating to
the management of orphaned and abandoned mines.
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Keynote Address

Professor Paul Younger, of Newcastle University, provided an entertaining and enlightening keynote
address. His presentation focused on outlining the environmental and heritage dimensions of the OAM
issue and presented case studies pertaining to the three main themes of the workshop: setting priorities,
community engagement, and partnership approaches.

Dimensions of the OAM Issue
Professor Younger outlined the “lethal legacy” of OAMS Elancate o Wb e o
through long-term environmental impacts, and also Her‘ﬁage issues and
discussed the less common “precious patrimony” or O&AM - examples

. . K Cornish Mining District: the newest
heritage perspective whereby OAMs may be considered UNESCO World Heritage Site
something to be conserved as well as remediated. The Romantic mine remains o
earliest reliably-dated archaeological remains of mining
keep getting ever more ancient, and many communities
have developed a deep sense of identity and pride around
their mining histories. OAMs may also offer unique tourist
opportunities — the newest UNESCO World Heritage Site is
the Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape.

HSBC X Chair of Energy and Environment =

Priority Setting

Priority setting allows costs to be spread over time, encourages the development of “know-how” through
sequential experiences, and facilitates the availability of specialist contractors as requirements for their
services are staggered over time. Priority setting requires an integrated technical and social evaluation
and an assessment of “do-ability” — the feasibility of putting together a group of people that has enough
interest and understanding to pursue the project.

Community Engagement

Community engagement needs to be pursued at all scales, from a single village through to regions,
countries, and international arenas. However, defining a “community” can be a challenge - which people
constitute “the community” in any given case? Who decides who belongs to it? Who is excluded? If
anyone can “join”, do all have equal say-so? What about divided communities? There are also questions
about the sufficiency of engagement — for example, is it enough for public bodies or multi-stakeholder
groups to talk with elected representatives, or is there a need or responsibility to go beyond that?

Partnership Approaches

Partnership approaches require a creative approach to regulation — relevant laws are generally not
written with the peculiarities of OAMs in mind, and should avoid “dis-incentivising” voluntary actions.
Effective partnerships also require learning to listen, and earning confidence and trust.

Towards Best Practices

Implementing best practices in managing OAMs requires an acknowledgement of the dependencies
between climate, the type of mining, the socio-economic setting, and the legal framework. A best
practice approach to managing OAMs must be scientifically sound, culturally appropriate, ecologically and
hydrologically integrated, and cognisant of the full mining life cycle.
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Panel Presentations: Setting Priorities

Risk Management in the Contaminated Sites Program

Mike Nahir, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), presented on managing risk and setting priorities
in INAC’s Northern Contaminated Sites Program (CSP). CSP’s mandate is to manage contaminated sites
in a cost-effective and consistent manner, to reduce and eliminate, where possible, risk to human and
environmental health and liability associated with contaminated sites. The program’s current liability is
approximately $997 million, with an additional potential liability of $622 million, which provide a sense of
the scope of the challenge and the level of effort that is being focused on addressing these liabilities. In
2004, the Government of Canada committed $3.5 billion towards the clean up of federal contaminated
sites through the Federal Contaminated Sites Action Plan (FCSAP), and a number of INAC priority sites
are funded through this mechanism.

INAC developed a Risk Management Procedure to be in place for all sites by the end of 2004/2005. The
objectives of the risk management program are to provide a consistent methodology for developing an
inventory and evaluating the many different types of risk at contaminated sites; a process to ensure that
no high risk items are “falling through the cracks”; and a basis for prioritizing risk mitigation or control
activities within and among sites. INAC undertakes management, review and implementation of activities
at sites based on the outcomes of the risk management process.

Mr. Nahir provided an overview of the general risk Summary of Procedure

management process, discussed the application of _Sanel Ff"'::ifhcjzm Risk Matrix
consequence severity and likelihood ratings in the "'““’“"""‘”"’*"|
development of a risk matrix, and illustrated CSP’s

¥
« Identify risk events [
and assess In =]
Workshop I—
# Eslablish risk ey

application of the risk management procedure and tool. The Erobild R
risk management process allows INAC to separate legacy and o::l:‘r:;_;s?:h{ijg;rl-aﬁzlé = :
program activity risks and formulate appropriate responses ol amibiatd %
to these risks. For example, INAC has responded to program = | — -
risks by establishing a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC); §| O % 'é?:‘;':é;gi::iw”r l

addressing tenure issues; developing an Environment, Health + Conduct AM Update :
. : s » Report risk ] Al
& Safety Management System; and developing a el reduction :

procurement strategy and procedure.

Check residual risk

Risk Assessment at East Kemptville

Maxine Wiber, BHP Billiton, provided a case study on risk assessment at the East Kemptville mine. For
public mining companies, accounting for closure liabilities has been impacted by the changes in corporate
governance and disclosure rules. To best meet the intent of the new rules in the area of mine
environmental restoration liabilities, BHP Billiton is aiming for greater consistency in the approach to
planning and cost estimating for mine closure across the company. A Closure Standard was implemented
this year, complementing BHP Billiton’s Health, Safety, Environment and Community (HSEC)
Management Standard that requires mine closure plans be in place at all life stages of the mine cycle,
and that regular reviews be carried out throughout the mine life to test for good planning through risk
assessment, technical rigour and comprehensive cost estimating.
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BHP Billiton’s process for risk assessment in closure planning and cost estimating includes the following
steps:

] Select the risk assessment team.
] Conduct a site-specific risk assessment of the closure plan:
o ldentify risks for each major component of the plan; and
o Identify residual risks expected to remain after execution. For these, identify
likelihood, possible outcomes, and costs.
] Develop or update closure plan(s) and costs:
o Identify activities and costs to mitigate key risks to a tolerable level;
o Compliance with applicable State/Province and Federal regulations; and
o Compliance with BHP Billiton HSEC/EWRM Standards/Charter.
] Model the data to generate an “expected” cost estimate — including costs associated with known

risks and uncertainty in the revised plan. M
This process was implemented at the East Kemptville site, Key Risks Identified Risk Mar T
and identified a number of key risks to which appropriate e Enm;fs&,y:nm;‘
risk management activities could be applied. The risk ' v Tyears
management process in mine closure provides a rigorous m— ﬁmmﬂ?ﬂn"{
planning tool for future site closure and reclamation, allows Bons e G ergency geeratos o bciap
for risk-informed decision making and a strong technical ounAwSTer eects P‘M_m:;z"'“““’-"'"ﬂ*"""ﬁ""
basis for plans and costs, provides documentation for L;%?faiﬁ_ﬁ:emﬁam'm
review and audit purposes, and results in early Lanour eosts A —
identification of emerging trends and real risk reduction. :l b'ﬁé'?«‘éia‘ﬁéun';"ﬁr";‘.F.;'L”fa[ernrem.s;rnynull.:i{

Uncertainty and Risk in Reclamation Bonds — An Alaskan Example

Dave Chambers, Center for Science in Public Participation, discussed a detailed review of direct and
indirect reclamation costs at six large mines in Alaska, as estimated by the respective company or
State/Federal Regulatory Agencies. The study determined that while direct reclamation costs were well
estimated, a number of critical factors were not integrated into indirect reclamation costs, resulting in
significant underestimation of these costs. These factors include:

= Mobilization/demobilization;

] Engineering redesign;

] Engineering, procurement, and construction management;
] Contractor overhead;

= Contractor profit;

] Agency administration;

] Inflation; and

] Contingency.

The study concluded that reclamation sureties for Alaska large mines have been significantly
underestimated by both State and Federal Regulatory Agencies, and recommended that the Alaska
Department of Natural Resource (DNR) should set a high threshold for a company to qualify for the
corporate guarantee. In addition, with the availability of a corporate guarantee, Alaska DNR should not
be reluctant to calculate a conservative estimate for the reclamation surety, and should hire a
professional consulting firm to calculate mine reclamation sureties. Ultimately, the public is at risk for
either the cost of mine closure, or the cost of the impacts if the mine is not properly closed.
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Condition and Hazard Evaluation of Crown Owned Inactive Mine Sites in Manitoba

Caius Priscu, AMEC Earth and Environmental, discussed the results of a screening-level project initiated in
2005 by Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines to inspect Crown-owned abandoned mine sites
in Manitoba in order to review and asses their condition, evaluate hazards and liabilities, evaluate the
approximate costs for rehabilitation, and prepare a database of these sites to integrate with existing
federal and provincial databases.

There are currently 140-150 Crown-owned abandoned
mine sites in Manitoba, and the location, size, condition [ Manitoba $% | amec®
and liabilities of many of these sites were unknown when
the study began. The project methodology included

Methodology (cont'd) — Hazard Assessment

reviewing existing documentation for information as well = PUBLIC SAFETY = ENVIRONMENTAL
: : . . - Accessibility IMPACT

as conducting onsite evaluations according to hazard Closure stalus _ Proximity to water bodies
assessment criteria for public safety and environmental Physical stability (waste (lakes or sireams)
. . . ) ) rock dumps, tailings) = \Water accumulations or
impact. The criteria used in such evaluations could Condition of bulldings discharges

R . . and foundation — Scrap material and
be subjective in nature, and based on knowledge and Prasence of serap hazardous substances

. -g . . ape materials = Hazard to wildlife
experience specific to Manitoba sites and conditions. In Tamain morphology and Rl —
order to minimize biases in the evaluation process, a stability

point-based assessment was instead prepared for each
mine site in each category (safety and environment) that
allowed for ranking and prioritization.

Only openings deeper than 1.5 metres are considered in the evaluation, and any mine openings left
uncapped automatically triggered a high hazard rating. Proximity to public settings also triggered an
increase in assigned points. Onsite analytical testing of water quality was also conducted where water
bodies were present.

Dr. Priscu’s presentation included three examples of sites that were inspected in the project. To date,
about 10 to 15 sites have been designated as high hazards, 20 to 30 as moderate hazards, and over 100
as low hazards. The final report on the study is expected by December 2006. More than 75% of the high
hazard sites are classified as such due to public safety concerns.

Plenary Discussion

A participant asked whether INAC’s liability estimates account for long-term site maintenance. Mr. Nahir
responded that care and maintenance is factored into liability assessments, yearly work programs, and
project budgeting. Depending on the nature of the site, activities can be planned for over 100 years.
Another participant noted that Treasury Board has released updated guidance on accounting for liabilities.

A participant asked Mr. Chambers to comment on the risk of accepting mine assets for financial security.
Mr. Chambers noted that this practice includes a significant amount of risk and can pose a number of
problems. Mr. Chambers was also asked whether his study looked at single-mine companies vs. multi-
mine companies as a possible risk factor in bond viability. Mr. Chambers noted that all of the mines were
held by multi-mine companies, but the study looked at only the amount of the bond, not the viability.

There was some discussion among participants on the appropriate amount of surety to require from a
mining company, and whether it is more appropriate to adjust the bond amount every two-three years
depending on the stage of the mine rather than requiring a single large amount. One participant
referenced a recent CIM seminar held in May 2006 where a participant presented a graph demonstrating
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the life of a mine versus bond amounts. The bond amount would be reviewed every two-three years and
adjusted if necessary. Mr. Chambers pointed out some of the risks associated with partial bonding with
corporate guarantee (e.g. if you grant a corporate guarantee, what you will do five-ten years from now if
the company no longer meets its financial test criteria?) Another participant noted that this approach is
similar to the way B.C. collects bonding for mines. The risk is represented by the gap between the
liability and the security that is held. For long-term liabilities like water treatment, the question is when
do you start collecting security for that potential risk in the future. The system works best when the
regulator reviews that security to ensure that it is adequate. Another participant expressed that, from an
industry point of view, there is support for the idea of “negotiating” that number. For strong companies,
it is fair to say that there can be a gap between the full costs of closure and the financial guarantee, and
it is also fair for the government to decide on an acceptable level of risk.

A participant asked Ms. Wiber how the various monitoring programs underway at East Kemptville are
being implemented with a staff of only four people. Ms. Wiber noted that a number of consultants also
participate in the monitoring activities, and that full monitoring studies are not done every year.
Decisions regarding the frequency of monitoring activities are based on trends observed at the site.
There was also specific discussion on wildlife monitoring. One participant noted that many Aboriginal
communities are dealing with the legacy impacts of OAMs on wildlife (e.g. contaminated populations
resulting in hunting and fishing bans), and questioned what types of baseline studies have been done to
determine the impacts of OAM contamination on wildlife. Ms. Wiber noted that the type of wildlife
monitoring depends on the physical circumstances at the site. At East Kemptville, the main concern was
fish, and BHP Billiton conducted a baseline study and follow-up work on the issue. Much of the current
work pertaining to wildlife at the East Kemptville site is on wildlife sightings and tracking as a matter of
interest. Mr. Nahir also noted that INAC works with interested First Nations communities on wildlife
issues, such as shaping a site to have the least possible impact on caribou migration routes.

A participant commented that it is important to take an ecosystem approach on remediation design and
to consider the best available option according to economic, environmental and social factors, including
consideration of heritage issues and wildlife populations.
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Panel Presentations: Public Engagement and Capacity Building

Community-Based Decisions and Setting Priorities in Abandoned Mine Remediation

Sue Moodie, CCSG Associates, discussed challenges in community-based monitoring and decision
processes. The harmful impact of mining on the health of the environment and communities does not
cease when the mine stops operating. Many factors that change community health have generally fallen
outside the boundaries of the way mine clean-up decisions are currently made, but there is a
responsibility to consider health in its broadest terms when determining remediation criteria.

Mining developments affect all levels of individual and community health. Standard risk assessments do
not account for psycho-social health influences such as stress, violence, addiction or poverty. Risk
assessments may not paint a complete and accurate picture of the threats to ecosystems, and local and
traditional knowledge of how health has changed is not a component of typical risk assessment
processes. The state of health that is described by risk assessments is consequently a physiological
representation lacking the broader health context. Standard risk assessment approaches have not been
effective at efficiently targeting means to improve community health, and there is a need for new
precautionary approaches that aim for higher health goals.

Research related to mining contaminant exposures has generally focused on workplace health and safety,
while the health of the diverse range of individuals found within a community, of women, elderly, children
or people with sensitivities, are only accounted for with safety factors that have generally not been
ground-truthed with real data. Community experiences with long-term exposures to low concentrations
and complex mixtures of contaminants are also not well characterized. Because of these considerations,
risk assessments are an imprecise and potentially misleading tool for predicting the long-term impact to
the health of a community. Ms. Moodie suggested that a new approach for choosing remedial options
based on community health priorities is needed to increase community confidence in these decisions.

Communities increasingly require accessible methods to analyze and address critical community health
issues. Practical methods for a hazard-based community health analysis aimed at improving health need
to be developed. A range of qualitative and quantitative information can be used together to get a full
picture of individual and community health and the health of those at greatest risk can be more
adequately assessed. In this way, compelling links between cause and effect provide not only information
on health effects but also a focused analysis that gives direction to choose appropriate remediation
options and improve the health of mining-affected communities.

Remediation and maintenance of mine sites is expensive, and sound decisions for remedial options must
be made based on community priorities. Priorities should be set with both a short and a long-term view.
The short term should include a critical assessment of what key remediation choices will have the
greatest impact to immediately improve human and environmental health. In the long term, decisions
should be made based on consideration of ecological health, site stability and financial analysis that are
not based in engineering timelines.

Communities often have divided opinions on the benefits and impacts from the local mining operation.
However, one of the galvanizing issues can be concern for the health of their family, community and
future generations. The role of communities to decide their own health futures must be clearly mandated
to set criteria for making decisions at abandoned mines that are based on community priorities.

10
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Deloro Minesite Cleanup - Community Involvement and the Role of the Media

Louise Livingstone, The Community Press, discussed the role of the community and the media in the
Deloro Minesite cleanup. She provided a history of the project and of public involvement, reviewed the
role of the media in reporting, telling stories, communicating, and acting as a watchdog, and provided
advice on working with the media.

The history of the site has been tumultuous and stressful for local residents. The national press has
written dramatic articles about the “valley of death” — ironically, “Deloro” means “valley of gold”. The
Ontario Ministry of the Environment assumed responsibility for the Deloro Minesite in 1979 when the site
owner failed to comply with ministry orders to stop pollution. Between 1979 and 2004, the Ministry
conducted a number of activities to deal with the onsite contamination and also conducted two offsite
studies of Deloro village and of the Moira River system. Public consultation on the long-awaited final
cleanup plan was completed in January 2005 and the Deloro Cleanup is now in the middle of a federal
environmental assessment. The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission has to license the site as a low-
level radioactive waste site. The federal environmental assessment should be finished in the spring of
2007.

As a contributor to The Community Press, a local weekly newspaper that is distributed to nearly 60,000
homes in the area, Ms. Livingstone has been writing about the Deloro Mine for ten years. Her initial
involvement began with an invitation to the press launch of the current cleanup in 1997, and continued
with writing general articles as well as reporting on the meetings of the Deloro Public Liaison Committee
(PLC), which was established by the Ministry in 1997. As well as reporting on meetings, Ms. Livingstone
has told people’s stories as a way of commemorating what had happened at Deloro and also getting local
anecdotal evidence to the table. She followed this up with some investigative journalism to find
documentary evidence to back up what people were saying. Ms. Livingstone notes that the PLC is finally
working well together and there is a much higher level of trust and mutual respect than there was at the
beginning. Local members have made important contributions, including emergency preparedness
planning, upgrading the arsenic treatment plant and downstream monitoring.

In the Deloro case, the media helped keep the public up to date with what is happening, acted as a
watchdog or neutral observer, kept the project in the political spotlight, and acted as a sounding board.
Working with the local media was a good way of getting people involved in a mine cleanup. Around 72%
of Canadians read their community newspaper, and sources such as these can be a good place to publish
brief press releases about coming events or events that have happened. Inviting reporters out to events
and giving them all the information they need can go a long way to dispelling rumours and help build
mutual trust. Letters to the editor are also a good way of stimulating debate locally. There is also great
potential with e-journalism.

Ms. Livingstone made some suggestions based on observing the Deloro cleanup process for ten years:

= Don’t forget the small things. The PLC was told Deloro had a state-of-the-art arsenic treatment plant
only to find out the chemical analysis equipment had to be replaced because it was 20 years old;

= Set achievable goals with firm deadlines and meet them. Consider having incremental projects rather
than striving for the final perfect cleanup some time in the future;

= Improve communication between the province and the federal governments and between ministries
and departments;

= There needs to be a balance between alarming people and taking necessary precautions to protect
people; and
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= The results of environmental and health risk assessments at one site cannot be applied to another
site. Each site is unique.

Public Engagement in the Mt. Washington Mine Remediation

Father Charles Brandt, Tsolum River Restoration Society (TRRS), presented on public engagement in the
Mt. Washington Mine Remediation. After the Mt. Washington Mine was abandoned in 1967, the Tsolum
River, a critical coho and steelhead habitat, was decimated due to acid mine drainage and toxic levels of
copper contamination. The overall mission of the TRRS is to restore the Tsolum River to its historic levels
of health and productivity, and specific concern regarding fish populations has driven much of the
reclamation activity so far.

Father Brandt discussed the history of the contamination in the Tsolum River and mentioned a number of
previous attempts made to remediate the Mt. Washington Mine going back to 1988. It all started in 1982
when pink fry were introduced into Tsolum Creek, and in two years not a single salmon returned.
Monitoring studies found 90 micrograms/litre of copper — the lethal limit for fish is 20 micrograms/litre.
Public concern and outrage spurred government involvement, but after a series of remediation activities
from 1988 - 1995, the mine reclamation was deemed a failure. However, in 1999, it was discovered that
there was a 50% reduction in copper loadings in the river, and the TRRS, with the help of the Department
of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Ministry of Environment and local volunteers, began to restore the Pink
Salmon run.

In 2003, Pyrrhotite Creek, which transports the copper
loading from the mine site to the Tsolum River, was
detoured through wetlands, which further reduced copper
levels by another 50%. Now, for most of the year, copper
levels are less than 7 micrograms/litres, which is capable of
supporting pink and chum salmon.

A mine engineering study is now underway to help develop a
remediation plan for the Mt. Washington Mine. Partners in
the project include the Ministry of Environment, the Tsolum
River Restoration Society (TRRS), the Pacific Salmon
Foundation, Timber West, Fisheries and Oceans Canada and
the Ministry of Mines. The Mining Association of B.C.
continues their support in an advisory position.

Community Capacity: Best Practices and Pitfalls from Northern Canada

Chris Paci, Deep Consulting, outlined best practices and pitfalls regarding community capacity in northern
Canada. OAMs are often the cause for division and anxiety in the general public, confusion over what will
be cleaned up (by whom and to what extent), and who is responsible for costly remediation. The effective
remediation of a site depends a great deal on the capacity of the various communities involved, and
communities require human resource development to effectively participate in cleanup and development.
Indices of capacity include a governing First Nation, culturally appropriate economic development, and
other levels of support (e.g. complimentary governance).
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Best practices and pitfalls regarding community capacity in northern Canada include:

BEST PRACTICES PITFALLS
] Taking responsibility for OAMs ] Poor grasp of public risk perceptions
] National accounting of OAM costs and = Alienation of the public (e.g. only
risks those directly impacted are consulted)
] Definition around full and meaningful = Remediation isolated from economic
consultations development
] Clean up to agreed upon ] Poor communications
“independent” standard ] Underestimate of the capacity needs
. Engagement in capacity building so ] Poor project management
First Nations can participate in all ] Lack of effective evaluation and
levels of clean up accounting

] Land use planning to avoid the mess

Dr. Paci noted that it is important to learn from and talk about both successes and failures of project
management. He also pointed out that while Canada has seen considerable public investments to clean
up OAMSs, there are also a number of other prioritized projects underway that require critical attention.
Independent review (effectiveness evaluation and accounting) is required, and the public must be
engaged in all aspects of remediation.

Historical Overview of Community Involvement in Abandoned Mines

Joan Kuyek, MiningWatch Canada, provided a short history of community involvement in the issue of
mines abandoned in Canada. In the 1980’s, many single industry towns were faced with mine closures.
At this time, Queen’s university undertook a major study on mine economics in mining communities, and
highlighted the social issues of mine closures, including the

need for new economic opportunities, industrial adjustment

packages, and retraining. In addition to these social issues, C.‘.Olllnlllnit}' Ol'gallizes for

a growing list of environmental concerns and increasing Britannia Clean—up

public awareness of the issue of OAMs in the 1990’s left
many communities worried, and at the same time dealing
with the impacts of OAMs. Communities began to mobilize
to draw attention to the issue of mine abandonment and to
demand action at sites such as Britannia Mine, Mt.
Washington Mine, Colomac Mine, Giant Mine, Port Radium,
Deloro Mine, Hollinger Mine, and Kam Kotia. Internationally,
communities were also demanding change.

The Canadian government began to respond to these concerns. In 1993, the Canadian Council of
Ministry of the Environment issued a report on contaminated sites, and in 1996 the Auditor General
released a report on contaminated sites. In 1998, the Canada—Wide Accord on Environmental
Harmonization affirmed “polluter pays” principle, and in 2002 the Auditor General issued another report
on Abandoned Mines in the North, putting the price tag of remediation at $565 million. In June 2001,
NOAMI was formed, and in 2003 the federal government budget allocated $175 million to address
contaminated sites, which was increased to $4 billion in 2004.

Communities act as catalysts to advocate the clean up of sites that affect them and their families.
Without community pressure, there is no political will to act. It is in everyone’s interests to clean-up
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abandoned mines and to prevent new ones from occurring, and to build citizen capacity to play this
important role.

The principles of community involvement include representativeness and inclusivity; holding meetings in
affected communities; providing resources so communities can participate (e.g. childcare expenses);
providing financial resources for technical help; and integrating the full spectrum of concerns into
discussions and solutions (e.g. health, social, environmental, economic, cultural). Closure and post-
closure activities should allow for community monitoring with financial support for technicians/experts;
health and risk assessments; opportunities for community employment; development of skills and
education for environmental industries, including worker health and safety concerns; and relocation if
required.

Faro Mine Closure - A Community Perspective

Kathlene Suza, Closure Planning Coordinator for the Ross River Dena Council, Ellie Marcotte, Closure
Planning Coordinator for the Selkirk First Nation, and Stephen Mead, Yukon Government, presented a
community perspective on the Faro Mine closure.

The Faro Mine is 250 kilometres northeast of Whitehorse. Officially opened in 1969, the Faro Mine
quickly became the largest private sector employer in the Yukon Territory. It represented over a third of
the economy of Yukon, and by the mid 1970's was the largest lead/zinc mine in Canada. After 29 years
of intermittent operations, the last owner was placed into receivership in 1998. Current conditions onsite
include significant acid mine drainage issues; concerns regarding the stability and capacity of dams and
diversions; uncovered waste material; and land use issues, as the mine is in traditional Dena territory.

The Town of Faro, established to service the Faro Mine, is now home to 400 people. Pelly Crossing, home
to the Selkirk First Nation (SFN), is directly downstream of the mine site, and Ross River, home to the
Ross River Dena Council (RRDC) and part of the Kaska Nation, is upstream of the mine site.

The Faro Mine is moving towards closure, and the process

encourages community input. The Selkirk First Nation and :

Ross River Dena Council have a role on the Oversight Faro Mine — Moving towards closure
Committee, and have community offices and project
coordinators. They are funded by the government to
coordinate community input into planning process, to acquire
technical advice to support informed involvement and input
in development of a closure plan, and to coordinate
community meetings and information sessions. The Town of
Faro’'s Community Liaison Officer is funded by the
government to coordinate community input into the planning
process, to seek technical advice from the Closure Office and
Government departments, and to participate in community
meetings and workshops.

2004 Federal and territorial governments enter into Jolnt
agreement with RROC & SFN to work together on
davealopment of a closure & remediation plan

Establish Oversight Committee with representation from all
four governments to provide senior level leadership &
strategic direction - 1% meeting in Jan 2004

* Community offlces In Pallv Crossing & Ross River and

liaison officer in Faro to support public engagement in the
closure and ramedlation process

2005  Closure Planning Office established in Whitehorse
Ibla for actual P it of tha closurs plan

2006 Public consultation period to derive a preferred approach to
closure

. Faro Ming Closure
~ & community pers
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However, the closure process is not without its challenges for the Ross River Dena Council, the Selkirk
First Nation, and the town of Faro, as illustrated below:

L cmmomess

Ross River Dena Council
Ross River

Selkirk First Nation
Pelly Crossing

Town of Faro

Time — community and “closure
process” often works with a
different understanding of time.

Complexity of Project -
difficult for many people to
understand basics of the project
and makes it hard to keep up.

Lack of Continuity —
engagement with community
comes in flurries; challenging to
maintain and build on
knowledge in “downtimes”.

Levels of knowledge

. How to achieve balance
between traditional and
scientific knowledge.

L] How to balance what the
community “knows”
against what the
community is being “told”.

Lack of public attendance at
planning meetings.

Lack of capacity/training.

Scheduling issues - It is
always a task to try and get
everyone’s schedule together.

Ensuring people of the quality
of water in the Pelly River.

People don't speak up at
meetings due to the fact that
this project is very complex -
not sure if everyone fully
understands.

If the federal and/or territorial
government is in favor of a
completely different option than
the First Nations, it will be a
challenge explaining how the

Maintenance costs for the
Town's Infrastructure: created
for a community of 2,500+,
now funded by a population of
400.

Quality of well water
supplying Town of Faro,
specifically Vangorda Creek.

Cleanup of mine-related
contaminated sites in the town.

Future use of the Town for
purposes related to Mine
Closure, where such use could
be tied to closure operation.
Examples are:

= Educational opportunities
] Training facilities
= Tourism potential

Monitoring and tracking of

health issues for those
working at the mine before shut
down, during current phase,
and during reclamation process

FN decision was measured.

Plenary Discussion

Participants discussed the level of communication with the communities around Giant Mine. One
participant noted that while the Giant Mine is a complicated site and a unanimous decision regarding its
remediation will likely never be reached, there has been considerable effort by INAC to engage the
Yellowknives Dene First Nations and the community of Yellowknife. Another participant remarked that
according to a Yellowknives Dene First Nation Chief, the remediation approach being taken at Giant does
not satisfy the Yellowknives Dene First Nations, and thought that sound or effective communication
should result in some form of consensus. A third participant noted that there is a difference between a
lack of understanding and an actual difference in what people want to have happen, and the real issue
isn’t about better communications but about resolving serious differences of opinion about what needs to
be done.

With regard to community capacity building, a participant referred to good work being done by the
uranium industry in Saskatchewan, which has worked with communities on education and community
vitality as it pertains to uranium mining in northern Saskatchewan.

A participant questioned why OAMs are still being created, and why the government takes responsibility
for these sites so easily. A participant responded that proper reclamation bonding and responsible and
careful opening of mines would avoid the OAM problem. Another participant noted that policies have

15



NOAMI Best Practices Workshop — Final Report December 2006

changed over time, and what was acceptable a short time ago may now be considered unacceptable or
insufficient. Faro is an example of where problems were compounded because of decisions made by
regulators according to the policies of the time.

A participant made a number of observations about Aboriginal involvement and engagement in managing
OAMs. Communication with Aboriginal people must use culturally appropriate methods — many Aboriginal
communities do not have access to the Internet, but may have local radio or TV stations. There are also
issues around language and terminology, and many Aboriginal languages may not have the equivalent
words to translate complex mining terms. Even with the right language, the general public is not going
to understand mine closures because it is not part of their daily lives. Industry must strive to understand
Aboriginal communities and their unique communication needs, and take the time to communicate
properly and effectively.

There was some discussion around the role of third parties (e.g. NGOs) in offering technical assistance
and advice to communities. One participant commented that it can be challenging for third parties such
as NGOs to play this role if communities see them to be “carrying baggage”, imposing their own view, or
championing a particular cause that is not in line with the community’s cause, and the community may
reject them even if this perception is misled. It is important for people engaged in communicating with
communities to take the time to learn about the community and earn their trust.
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Panel Presentations: Partnership Approaches

Rehabilitating Abandoned Mines in Canada: A Toolkit of Funding Options

Dick Cowan, Cowan Minerals Ltd., presented the results of a study conducted for NOAMI that examined
five funding approaches to OAM rehabilitation as well as several related case studies. The five approaches
reviewed were:

1. Direct government funding from general revenues;

2. Government funding through tapping existing revenue streams generated by
mining (e.g. mining tax/royalties);

3. Government funding through the imposition of a levy on current and future mineral production;

4. Federal and provincial cost sharing arrangements from general revenues; and

5. Government-industry partnerships.

The intent of the project was to provide a plain language guidance document for politicians, bureaucrats,
municipal officials and other interested but non-technical persons or agencies. The study assessed the
pros and cons of each funding options, and also assessed the funding mechanisms for four site-specific
case studies and four federal-provincial case studies. The following recommendations were made on the
basis of these assessments:

1. With some exceptions, each jurisdiction is responsible for its’ own abandoned mines. Before
funding can be addressed in a meaningful way the problem must be defined and quantified
through site assessment; creation of an inventory; risk analysis; cost analysis, and prioritization;

2. Valuation of the liability is important in that auditors must be able to see the liability diminish as
funds are expended — use a sufficient contingency (e.g. 30%). The valuation of the cost to
rehabilitate must not be viewed as static;

3. Before redirecting existing mineral related revenue streams, jurisdictions must determine
whether sufficient revenues can be generated to support sustainable funding;

4. Jurisdictions considering imposition of a new levy on minerals production must determine whether
the levy could generate sufficient revenue to support the required funding level; determine the
impact on producers and consumers; and consider the overall fairness of the levy, i.e. who is
really responsible;

5. Jurisdictions should be entrepreneurial and take risks in entering partnerships with industry on a
site-specific basis so that each party gets something;

6. Jurisdictions contemplating partnership agreements must develop policies on indemnification
against future liability so that the rules are clear;

7. As part of the policy discussion, “Good Samaritan” legislation should be reviewed for
appropriateness;

8. Where jurisdictions introduce rehabilitation programs, adequate staff resources and management
must be put in place to ensure proper planning and inspection, value for money and emergency
planning; and

9. The funding mechanism should be legislated to provide greater certainty. However, seeking
legislation can cut both ways.

The study also highlighted a number of best practices regarding funding options:

= Evaluate liabilities — physical, chemical, financial, and legal;
= Evaluate sites for responsible parties;
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= Complete risk assessments and prioritize;

= Develop a long-term plan and realistic cost schedule to complete the work;
= Review funding options for viability and efficacy;

Ll Select workable funding option(s);

= Sell the option(s) to financial managers and ministry; and

= Be persistent and opportunistic.
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Jurisdictional Updates

Five presenters from various jurisdictions in Canada gave presentations on the legislative or policy
advances to address OAMs in their jurisdiction (e.g. funding issues, innovative partnership approaches).

Gregg Stewart, British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture and Lands

Gregg Stewart provided a jurisdictional update from B.C. regarding addressing OAMs. B.C. has a
relatively long history of mining and a significant OAM issue. However, the province has made significant
progress in addressing this issue over the past three years based on establishing a dedicated program
with a significant operating budget.

The mandate of the B.C. Ministry of Agriculture and Lands (MAL) is to manage provincial Crown lands,
which make up 94% of the provincial land base. MAL’s Crown Contaminated Sites Branch (CCSB),
established in 2003, addresses a broad range of contaminated sites, of which OAMs form a large subset.
An inter-agency committee of resource and central agency ministries assists CCSB’s work.

CCSB’s remediation of OAMs is subject to the provisions under the Environmental Management Act and
Contaminated Sites Regulation, which is based on a polluter pay principle and lays out a prescriptive
process for addressing and managing contamination based on the source-pathway-receptor model. The
legislation also prescribes the assignment of liability. Therefore, the government of B.C. will only
expense public funds on those sites where no responsible person can be found and the site in many
instances has escheated to the Crown. Since 2001, the B.C. government has committed $180 million for
the management of the province’s contaminated sites. An additional $47.2 million has been allocated to
the program for 2007-2009. The source of these funds is direct government funding from general
revenue. However, there are currently no partnership funding programs in B.C. with the mining industry,
and no “Good Samaritan” programs, but the work of NOAMI provides a starting point to advancing these
key policy areas. The program reports financial expenditures and liabilities on an annual basis and
program accomplishments in a Biennial Report. The program’s performance targets are to investigate 10
new sites on an annual basis, which presently happen to all be mines sites, with appropriate follow up
from field investigations and analytical results.

CCSB has developed a prioritization process specific to mines sites whereby sites are ranked based on
potential impacts to human health and the environment. The B.C. Historic Mines Sites Atlas, a joint effort
between the province of B.C. and Environment Canada, ranks sites based on specified criteria. CCSB is
currently refining the prioritization process and has negotiated a contract with a B.C.-based consulting
firm to undertake a review of risks and develop a science-based site ranking methodology for high-risk
sites. B.C. has also developed a Crown Contaminated Sites database. Significant program successes
have been achieved at the Britannia mine, the Yankee Girl mine tailings site, and the Pitt River landfill.
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Ernest Armitt, Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines

Ernie Armitt presented on the Manitoba Orphaned and

Abandoned Mine Sites Program. In the late 1990’s it was | Critical Sites:
brought to the attention of the Manitoba Mines Branch that

there were five sites in Manitoba that were of serious e bty Pxpeerl | Pnended |
environmental and safety concern. In 1999, Manitoba Mines e e o e T T
{1931-1953) | b
Branch developed a strategy document on OAMs that
addressed environmental degradation and public safety, and prostgndl It Sl 0 '"' fmom
environmental ssue
were given an initial $1 million to carry out environmental T — w | am
and health risk assessments at the five critical sites as well gom) i
as an additional $1 million to correct identified safety issues ate Ty T T
) ) ) ) . 200105 2006 2006 2016
and high-risk environmental concerns. Liabilities,
i . Srw Lake azsw.m"nte.r.-n. 455,000 M oM
expenditures, and the future budget for activities at these Gucencme | Coane $1a1t
sites are highlighted at the right. P e s
LynnLake 550 aores of falings; kil $l12M . $300 NJ
(1953 25M tonnes {pronice,
: - : : i o
Under the Mines and Minerals Act, the proponent is required e e e —
to file a mine closure plan 60 days before mining commences o safety; envranments

in accordance with the Regulation. A mine closure plan

should be submitted for all mines; non-aggregate quarries; private non-aggregate quarry; and advanced
exploration. Manitoba collects $0.10/tonne as a rehabilitation levy on private and Crown aggregate
quarries. The closure plan must address in detail the specific objectives of mine rehabilitation: protect
public health and safety, alleviate or eliminate environmental damage, and allow productive use of the
land similar to its original use or an acceptable alternative.

Manitoba has an aggressive schedule to move forward on addressing OAMs, and has also established a
$70 million environmental liability account. Financial assurance guidelines that were published a number
of years ago are currently under review.

Cindy Blanchard-Smith, Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines

Cindy Blanchard-Smith presented on the rehabilitation of Ontario’s abandoned mines. There are
approximately 16,400 mine features or hazards located on more than 5,600 known abandoned mine sites
within Ontario. Approximately 4,000 of these sites could potentially be hazardous to public health and
safety or to the environment. Thirty-forty percent of these sites have reverted to the provincial Crown.
Hazards range from sites containing a single unprotected, low rehabilitation cost mine shaft to large sites
that have greatly impacted on the surrounding area with acid mine drainage, metal leachates, etc. that
can cost millions of dollars to rehabilitate.

Ontario’s Mining Act requires that before any advanced exploration or mine production project may
proceed in Ontario, a certified closure plan must be filed, including sufficient financial assurance to
rehabilitate the site. All owners of abandoned mine sites are required to “take all reasonable steps to
progressively rehabilitate a site”. Owners of an abandoned mine site may also be ordered by the Director
to conduct rehabilitation on, or submit a closure plan for, their site.

It is currently estimated that it will cost about $500 million to rehabilitate all abandoned mine sites in
Ontario. Of this amount, it is estimated that it will cost $200 million or more to rehabilitate the Crown
held sites. Ontario’s Abandoned Mine Rehabilitation Program was established in 1999 as a four year, $27
million fund to rehabilitate Crown-held abandoned mine sites. The fund was extended in 2003 for
another four years, with an additional $41 million. In March 2006, the Ontario Government’'s budget
announced a further $60 million (i.e. $10 million per year), and the fund will now run until at least 2012.
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To date, more than $60 million has been spent on
rehabilitating 75 of the highest priority sites, mainly Crown-
held, abandoned mine sites. This includes more than $38
million that has been spent to date on the rehabilitation of
the Kam Kotia Mine (KKM) site. A further $12.3 million for
the next phase of rehabilitation on KKM was recently
awarded and will be completed by the winter of 2007-2008.
It is now expected that it will cost approximately $58 million
to completely rehabilitate the KKM site.

The Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines
(MNDM) has two partnership agreements in place that share

Kam Kotia Mine
Site -~ August 2005 "=

the funding of certain rehabilitation under the fund:

MNDM and the Ontario Mining Association: This Agreement allows for each party to equally

1.
share the cost of rehabilitation of various agreed to projects. One project has been completed to
date. Both parties have recently agreed to conduct their next project at the Kam Kotia Mine site
during the winter of 2006-2007.

2.

MNDM and PJV (formerly Kinross): This Agreement limits MNDM’s rehabilitation
responsibilities to a maximum of $12.5 million on the former Hollinger and MaclIntyre Mine sites.

New legislation provisions are currently being considered to allow “Good Samaritan” companies and
individuals to conduct abandoned mine rehabilitation on Crown-held mining-rights lands. Proposed
changes would allow companies to conduct the rehabilitation of abandoned mine hazards without
incurring any historical responsibility under the Province’s environmental legislation, as long as all of the
rehabilitative measures have been conducted according to the Mine Rehabilitation Code of Ontario.

Louis Bienvenu, Ministére des Ressources naturelles et de la Faune, Québec

Louis Bienvenu discussed case studies of five categories of partnerships in Quebec on rehabilitating
closed mines:

Partnership between ministries: The Sullivan Mine was retroceded to the government in
1978. At the beginning of the process, Ministére des Ressources naturelles et de la Faune
(MRNF) and Ministére de du Développement durable, de I'Environnement et Parcs (MDDEP)
signed a cooperative agreement to facilitate reclamation and permitting. The 2001 site
restoration plan included measures to restore the site’s natural environment and to encourage
the development of wildlife habitats at the cost of $1.5 million.

Partnership with mining industry: The government established a partnership with Barrick
Gold whereby Barrick rehabilitated government-owned tailings from the Malartic Goldfield Mine
at the same time it rehabilitated its own tailings from the Terrains Auriféres tailings site. This
arrangement saved the government $500,000.

Partnership with the forest industry: The East Sullivan rehabilitation plan proposed putting
a dyke around the tailings as well as covering the tailings to stop the acid mine drainage
problem. Since wood waste is an adequate cover and the forest industry needed a place to
stock its wood waste products, the tailings were covered with two metres of wood waste from
the forest industry (in addition to a six kilometre impervious dam). Without this cooperation,
remediation of the East Sullivan site would have cost the government $30 million. Instead, the
project cost $9.5 million.
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= Partnership with local organizations: The Albert Mine is owned by a non-profit organization
that wanted to develop the site as an historic, education and recreation area. A partnership was
struck between this organization, the paper industry (which needed somewhere to stock
residues) and the compost industry (which also needed somewhere to dispose of its products).
The site was rehabilitated for a total cost of $1.3 million, $450,000 of which came from the
government. This partnership saved the government $850,000.

= Partnership with native peoples: Blue Lake mineral exploration site is an abandoned
exploration site 70 kilometres north of Schefferville. A local Cree community conducted
rehabilitation work with support from MRNF. The m
Cree are now involved in an ongoing inventory of
all abandoned exploration sites with Environment

Native Partners
—— for a sustainable development
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Joanna Ankersmit, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

Joanna Ankersmit provided an overview of the Federal Contaminated Sites Action Plan and INAC’s
relationship to that program. INAC got involved in the abandoned mines issue in 1998-1999 when some
of the larger mines — Giant, Faro, Colomac and others went bankrupt. In 2002-2003, the Auditor
General’s report was critical of the lack of a federal inventory or path forward on contaminated sites, and
specifically highlighted northern abandoned mines. This attention allowed INAC to push the issue of
contaminated sites forward, and in 2003 the federal government budget allocated $175 million to address
contaminated sites, which in 2004 was rolled into a $3.5 billion commitment to address contaminated
sites over 15 years (to 2020). The fund, called the Federal Contaminated Sites Action Plan (FCSAP), is
available to federal government departments and crown corporations to implement the polluter pays
principle with the objective to reduce overall federal liability and address human health and
environmental risk through the application of risk management and remediation. The fund is managed
by an interdepartmental Assistant Deputy Minister Committee and the FCSAP Secretariat (co-chair by
Environment Canada and the Treasury Board Secretariat). An interdepartmental Contaminated Sites
Working Group provides advice and support to FCSAP secretariat.

INAC has received a considerable amount of funding from FCSAP, and their expenditures have increased
from $12 million in 1999 to a current budget of $85-$100 million. Priorities are dictated by FCSAP,
driven largely by human health and environmental risks, as well as the engineering risks of inaction.
Based on those priorities, INAC uses a number of tools (e.g. internal risk management tool) to ensure
investments are optimized and prioritized.

INAC faces a number of challenges in its work on contaminated sites. The pace of work on contaminated
sites must be as aggressive as possible while still allowing for effective community engagement. There
are also a number of constraints that limit the pace of work, such as weather, short seasons, and other
logistical challenges (e.g. winter roads). Remediation also has to be paced to take into consideration the
capacity of Northerners and Aboriginals to participate in those projects.
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INAC’s goal is to have 15 sites in active remediation by 2010. Success is contingent on the ability to
move forward in a way that recognizes the capacity issues in the northern environment, with a significant
emphasis on good project and program management. The program must achieve good value for money
with this considerable investment as well as be transparent, inclusive and deliver results.

United Keno Hill Mine Closure — A Partnership Approach

Hugh Copland, Yukon Government, discussed the partnership between government and industry in the
closure of the United Keno Hill Mine (UKHM). UKHM is located 60 kilometres northeast of the town of
Mayo, and has a long history of production dating back to the turn of the century. The site is 15,000
hectares and is on the traditional land of the Nacho Nyak Dun First Nation. When UKHM went bankrupt in
2001, there were still three-four years of reserves remaining on the site; however, there were also a
number of environmental and human health hazards, and site liabilities were estimated to be $40-75
million.

A decision had to be made to either close or sell the site. Two previous attempts to sell the site failed,
and though there was good exploration potential remaining, the site liabilities outweighed the known
economic potential. Nevertheless, industry had expressed interest in the site, and the Yukon was
interested in economic development in the area. The federal government decided it was willing to give
indemnity on historic environmental liabilities if it would promote a sale and possibly reduce their costs.

Nine purchase offers were received by the deadline of April 13, 2005 and were evaluated according to
strict criteria, including history and experience; management team; financial capacity; exploration and
mining plans; reclamation and environmental expertise; First Nation and local opportunities; historic
reclamation contribution; and care and maintenance contribution. The winning bid from Alexco
Resources included:

- $410,000 cash for secured creditors;

= $10 Million into a qualified environmental trust;

= 1.5% net smelter royalty on production into a reclamation securities trust with a $4 million cap;
= Assume care and maintenance for site under a fixed price eventually reducing to zero;

= Option for a guaranteed remediation program (GRiP) with Arcadis G&M Inc.;

. Obtain a care and maintenance water licence in three-four years of initial close;

= Commitment of at least $5.6 million in exploration on the site over three years; and

. Development of an impact benefit agreement with Nacho Nyak Dun First Nation.

Elsa Reclamation and Development Company Ltd. (ERDC — the company set up by Alexco to do work on
the site) took over the care and maintenance contract for fixed price on June 2006 and is developing site
work plans for closure research and site improvements. Governments and ERDC are cost-sharing the
development of a baseline environmental survey (to be completed and agreed to by March 31, 2007) and
are jointly developing a closure plan on a cost share basis (closure planning process to be completed by
late 2008). ERDC is conducting exploration on site prior to full ownership being granted, and will be
100% responsible for remediating any new areas brought into production. Federal funding approvals will
be conducted through the Treasury Board. The site will also have to undergo an environmental
assessment through the Yukon Environmental and Socio-Economic Assessment Act, and ERDC will have
to obtain all necessary water licences and other authorizations. Implementation of the closure plan is
expected around 2013-2014.
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The Churchill Copper Partnership

Garry Davies, Teck Cominco, presented on the Churchill Copper
Partnership between Teck Cominco, the B.C. Ministry of Sustainable
Resource Development, and the Muskwa Kechika Program. Teck
Cominco’s Churchill Copper Mine was shut down in 1972. The
original decommissioning and infrastructure was the responsibility of
the Churchill Copper Mine, but because of the “Roads to Riches”
program, it was decided that the transportation infrastructure
belonged to the public, and the mine was not permitted to remove
road or bridges. However, nobody was given responsibilities for
maintaining this infrastructure.

The Muskwa Kechika Special Management Area was created in 1998 and includes the former Churchill
Copper Mine. In 1999, it was decided by Teck Corporation Limited after consultation with the B.C.
Ministry of Energy and Mines that further remediation was required at the former Mine to meet the
requirements of the Muskwa Kechika Act, to address safety concerns, reclaim to current standards, and
rehabilitate the transportation corridor that had fallen into disrepair. However, Teck Cominco had no
right to enter the special management area with mechanized or heavy equipment and no right to perform
the work because they did not have tenure on the land. In 1999, a multi-agency committee was formed
between the Ministry of Environment (MOE), Land and Water B.C., the Ministry of Sustainable Resources,
the Ministry of Energy and Mines (MEM), and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) in order to
obtain the permits necessary to further rehabilitate the site:

. MEM Reclamation permit to allow work on Crown land;

= MOE and Land Water B.C. approval to allow landfills on Crown land;

. MEM landfills permit from Water and Air B.C./MOE;

= MOE permission to enter MK Special Management Area (Wildlife Act, Access Management Area
Regulations); and

] DFO approval to allow for fording river and creeks with heavy equipment and to remove bridge

pilings.

In 2004, the Muskwa Kechika Program and Teck Cominco approved a joint work plan and a 50/50 trust
fund. The plan included the removal of safety hazards and improvements to the Wokkpash Corridor road
and trails while making the smallest reclamation footprint possible. Activities undertaken at the site
included relocating a landfill, moving tailings from the north tailings pond to an area above the river flood
plain, and reclaiming the mill site area. Four adits were in-filled for public safety, and bridges and piers
were removed at the three river and creek crossings of the access road. Local and regional contractors
were employed to conduct the work, and local businesses were used for re-supply.

Tourism — A Viable Option for Abandoned Mines?

Peter Whitbread-Abrutat, the Post-Mining Alliance (www.postmining.org) and the Eden Project
(www.edenproject.com), discussed tourism as a viable option for OAMs. The vision of the Post-Mining
Alliance is to be a world leader in brokering solutions to catalyse action on mining legacies and in
promoting integrated mine closure good practice. Tourism is a common option for the sustainable
regeneration of mined lands and communities. Many mining regions have a strong cultural identity and
existing infrastructure to support tourism, which provides clean and safe employment. However, there is
a difference between maintaining cultural identity and trying to use that identity on a larger scale to
regenerate an entire economy.
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Categories of mining tourism include heritage, non-heritage, mixed (on-site), or integrated (beyond the
site), although these are not mutually exclusive:

Ll Heritage Tourism: typically includes a mining museum and a trip underground. While
heritage tourism is important for maintaining cultural identity, it is often economically
unsustainable in that it has a small regeneration impact and must compete with other, higher
priority public funding areas. However, heritage is a growing tourism market and provides
opportunities for cohesion, education and skills development, and branding. Examples include
the Geevor Tin Mine and the Cornwall and West Devon Mining Landscape World Heritage Site,
both in the UK.

= Non-Heritage Tourism: uses mining infrastructure, communities and landscapes to create
novel tourism opportunities. Both heritage and non-heritage attractions can benefit one
another. Non-heritage tourism in particular requires innovation and investment, and may
attract transient funding. Examples include the Eden Project in the UK.

= Mixed Tourism: combines heritage and non-heritage tourism elements on the same multi-
purpose site. While this approach broadens visitor appeal, there are trade-offs between
attracting revenue and maintaining cultural authenticity. Examples include the Wieliczka Salt
Mine in Poland.

= Integrated Tourism: maximizes regeneration opportunities by integrating tourism more fully
into the local economy via policies on local sourcing and local employment; attracting external
capital funds; strengthening links to the education sector; joint marketing initiatives; branding;
and the media.

Whichever options are chosen, it must be recognized that tourism has both positive and negative
impacts, and that it is critical to maximize tourism’s regeneration potential:

. Choose local solutions according to local Impacts of Tourism ‘F‘osl—Mining
Alliance

circumstances;

- Maximize funding options;

= Use creative partnership approaches and look
beyond the usual actors;

= Include critical and meaningful community
involvement;

= Create a high quality, unique venue with long-
lasting visitor appeal. Use the site for different
purposes to broaden its appeal, or change
regularly to attract return visitors (e.g. events,
performances);

= Implement policies to maximize the sustainable development footprint (e.g. local employment,
local sourcing);

= Staff training could include transferable skills and personal development;

= Integrate with other tourism (and non-tourism) opportunities;

= Communicate broadly and often of the work and its positive impacts; and

= Consider branding and marketing — understand the media, link to wider tourism strategies.
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Co-operating on the Giant Mine Closure

Bill Mitchell, Giant Mine, presented on the co-operation in the Giant Mine closure. When Royal Oak Mines
was assigned into receivership in 1999, the Giant Mine, located on the north shore of Great Slave Lake,
become an orphaned site. From 1999-2005, INAC had an agreement with Miramar Giant Mine Ltd to
provide care and maintenance at the Giant Mine. Miramar provided personnel skilled in maintaining mine
in environmental compliance including operating mine water management system and effluent treatment
plant, and operated the mine on a reduced scale. This agreement allowed INAC and a Technical Advisor
to assess liabilities and develop options with public input for the management of the underground arsenic
trioxide.

In 2005, the former lease of the mine reverted to the Government of the Northwest Territories (GNWT).
The remediation of the Giant Mine requires both surface and underground components. Since GNWT has
administrative authority for the surface of the mine and INAC has administrative authority for the
subsurface, a Cooperation Agreement was needed to allow GNWT and INAC to cooperate and coordinate

the care and maintenance of the site, and finalize and implement an integrated Remediation Plan.

the Agreement, the parties agree to:

= Implement an effective care and maintenance plan;
= Finalize, approve and implement a remediation plan (after appropriate regulatory approval);
= Protect human health, public safety and environment;
= Maximize northern economic opportunities; and

= Cooperate to achieve a timely and efficient regulatory review process.

Under

The main components of the Agreement address care and maintenance, an integrated remediation plan
(surface and underground), administration of the project, and financial cost sharing:

Interim office responsible
for managing care and
maintenance to maintain
the mine in environmental
compliance and provide site
security.

Cost shared between GNWT
and INAC.

In 2005 after a competitive
bid process, Public Works
and Government Services
Canada awarded a contract
for care and maintenance
to Deton’Cho Nuna, an
Aboriginal and northern
company joint venture.

Parties agree to finalize a
remediation plan
integrating surface and
subsurface components for
submission to regulatory
agencies. The plan will
include the former town
site.

Parties agree that in situ
freezing of arsenic trioxide
dust is the preferred option
for addressing the
underground arsenic
trioxide at the site.

Parties agree to cooperate
in all aspects of regulatory
filings and environmental
assessment.

Remediate surface of the
site to GNWT Industrial
Standards.

Parties will establish an
Oversight Committee with
equal federal and territorial
representation to
administer the Agreement
and Interim Project Office —
decisions by consensus.

Parties will jointly establish
an Interim Office to ensure
care and maintenance is
carried out, finalize an
integrated Remediation
Plan and submit the Plan
on behalf of both Parties to
the regulatory authorities.

Parties will jointly establish
a project management
structure to implement the
Approved Remediation
Plan.

GNWT to contribute $23m
over 10 years towards care
and maintenance and
remediation of the surface.

Canada acknowledges long-
term responsibility of
arsenic trioxide dust stored
underground.

GNWT to provide right of
access and possession by
appropriate land tenure
instrument at no cost to
Canada.

GNWT will contribute up to
$250,000 annually towards
the cost of the interim
office.

GNWT will make best
efforts to provide other in-
kind services.

The next steps at the Giant Mine are the application for a water license; continued care and maintenance,
risk mitigation and air, water and effluent monitoring; and continued communications and information

activities.
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Case Study Breakout Group Discussions

Workshop participants were divided into three breakout groups to discuss and apply best practices in
setting priorities, public engagement and capacity-building, and partnership approaches to a complex

abandoned mine case study.

The best practices highlighted through these discussions are summarized below:

Discuss and recommend a plan
incorporating best practice
approaches to setting priorities at the
Maycavin mine site. Include
consideration of site assessment;
risk/hazard assessment; reclamation;

Discuss and recommend a plan to
incorporate best practice approaches
to community involvement at the
Maycavin mine site. Include
consideration of Community and
Aboriginal involvement in the full life

Discuss and recommend best practice
partnership approaches for the
Maycavin mine site. Include
consideration of best available
funding options; regulatory
structures; and opportunities for

actually abandoned;

. Establish liability, determine
possibility of going after the
original owner;

L] Hold multi-stakeholder meetings
to identify and scope issues,
determine expectations,
establish objectives;

L] Set priorities (public safety,
ecological and human health
assessments) and take swift
action on key items;

L] Establish partnerships;

. Manage expectations; and

. Adaptive management —
continuous loop of review,
stakeholder communication/
consultation, re-evaluation of
priorities, post-construction
evaluation, etc.

assume you know who all the
stakeholders are;

. Delineate responsibility for
communicating, and be
transparent and consistent in
messaging to build trust;

] Acknowledge the need for
different strategies to work with
different stakeholders, and that
different stakeholders will have
different concerns;

. Conduct bilateral discussions
first, and identify health and
environmental issues;

] Recognize the importance of
good information (strive to fill
information gaps; learn about
the site and the community);

. Have acceptable timelines for
information transfer;
. Implement a two-way

communication plan and
establish clarity in information
needs on both sides. Consider
involving the media in this plan;
. Use appropriate communication
mechanisms — establish a
toolbox of approaches.
Recognize and respect that each
group or community has its own
distinct way of communicating;
. Involve the community in
setting priorities and setting

and monitoring. Consider community | cycle of the project including | collaboration.

involvement and Partnership consultation, monitoring and

Approaches in developing the plan. decision-making.

L] Determine whether the site is . Identify stakeholders - but don’'t | = Explore whether any residual

liabilities. Affected departments
would go through regulatory
structure to see if they can
provide more information on
existing liabilities;

. Explore different types of
partnership arrangements:

- Collaborate with local
academics from local
universities and
community colleges;

- Engage a “good
neighbour” mining
company and explore
possibility for
indemnification;

- Group interested in
maintaining the heritage
aspects of the site; and

- Various levels of
government.

. Conduct a review of different
communities/jurisdictions to
learn how other communities
have dealt with similar
situations;

. Divide partnerships into
different types and then draw
linkages between parties
involved in the partnerships:

- Partnerships that deal
with government;

- Partnerships that deal
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short and long-term goals;
Bring different groups together;
Recognize the need for capacity
building (e.g. technical capacity,
language/terminology);
Establish realistic timelines; and
Take an adaptive management
approach to getting
communities involved.

with businesses; and
- Partnerships that deal
with communities
Each partnership will have
different timeframes for dealing
with the various issues that they
face;
Identify what types of
partnerships are better for
getting certain jobs done (i.e.
smaller partnerships may be
better for smaller, more short-
term problems.);
Explore relationships that exists
between parties involved;
Explore idea of having a
consultation company involved
for communications between
parties;
Define what permits/licenses are
required for the process; and
Explore in-kind funding
opportunities (i.e. that
government can provide
academic institutions/
communities, vice versa).
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Closing Remarks

Elizabeth Gardiner, Chair of the Workshop Organizing Committee, wrapped up the workshop with closing
remarks and thanked all of the participants for their contributions to what she considered a very
successful workshop. Ms. Gardiner noted that the work of NOAMI has begun to coalesce and must now
move from theory to practice. Commitment from the Mines Ministers remains strong, and NOAMI has
been a driver in pushing the OAM issue at all levels. Ms. Gardiner stressed the importance of developing
a strategy for keeping OAMs on the national agenda, since NOAMI won’t be around forever, and
highlighted a number of potential work areas for 2007-2008, including:
= Taking the research on jurisdictional reviews and the funding options toolkit to create a
template or model that jurisdictions can use to generate their own pieces of OAM legislation
(recognizing that all jurisdictional are different);
= Using the OAM inventory and national database to inform each jurisdiction about what they’re
contending with in their own backyard, and to put that information to good use in developing a
legislative framework
= Putting together a communications strategy and tool to inform people about NOAMI and to
heighten awareness of legacy issues on a national basis.
] Discussing risk assessment and setting priorities with a real focus on risk assessment for OAMs.

Many workshop participants commented that they do not want to see an end to NOAMI, and spoke
positively about NOAMI’s strong contribution to addressing the issue of OAMs in Canada.
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APPENDIX A: AGENDA

National Orphaned/Abandoned Mines Initiative

Orphaned and Abandoned Mines: A Workshop to Explore Best Practices
October 26 — 27, 2006
Viscount Gort Hotel
Winnipeg, Manitoba

AGENDA
OBJECTIVE:
] To explore and understand the best, emerging and innovative practices relating to the

management of orphaned and abandoned mines.

ANTICIPATED OUTPUT:
= Report of workshop proceedings capturing presentations and resulting discussions, as well as a
listing of possible elements that may constitute a “tool kit” of best practices to address the
legacy issues of orphaned/abandoned mine sites.

TARGET AUDIENCE:
Approximately 100 individuals dealing with orphaned and abandoned mines including:

. Provincial, Territorial and Federal Government officials;
L] Communities of interest;

= Aboriginal peoples;

. NGOs;

. Academics;

. Consultants;

L] Scientists;

= Mining industry representatives; and

] Public engagement practitioners.

BACKGROUND MATERIAL:
] NOAMI backgrounder
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07:30 — 08:30

OCTOBER 26

Registration and Continental Breakfast (Muffins, Danishes and Juice)

08:30 — 09:00

WORKSHOP INTRODUCTION

8:30 — 8:35 Opening Ceremony
Elder Flora Zaharia
8:35 — 8:40 Minister’s Remarks
Jim Rondeau, Honourable Minister of Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines
8:40 — 8:50 Welcoming Remarks and NOAMI Background
Christine Kaszycki, NOAMI Chair, Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines
8:50 — 8:55 The Mining Association of Canada’s Remarks
Gordon Peeling, President and CEO
8:55 — 9:00 Objectives and Approach of Workshop
Michael van Aanhout, Facilitator, Stratos Inc.
9:00 — 9:45 Keynote Speaker
Professor Paul Younger, Newcastle University
9:45 — 10:00 Health and Coffee Break

10:00 — 12:30

10:00 — 10:25

10:25 — 10:50

10:50 — 11:15

11:15 - 11:40

11:40 — 12:30

SETTING PRIORITIES
Site assessment, risk/hazard assessment, monitoring, reclamation

Mike Nahir, Department of Indian and Northern Affairs
Risk Management in the Contaminated Sites Program

Maxine Wiber, BHP Billiton
Risk Assessment at East Kemptville

Caius Priscu, AMEC Earth and Environmental
Condition and Hazard Evaluation of Crown Owned Inactive Mine Sites in Manitoba

David Chambers, Center for Science in Public Participation
Uncertainty and Risk in Reclamation Bonds — An Alaskan Example

Plenary Discussion

12:30 — 13:30

LUNCH

13:30 — 16:30

13:30 — 13:50

13:50 — 14:10

14:10 — 14:30

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND CAPACITY BUILDING
Community and Aboriginal involvement, including consultation,
decision-making

monitoring and
Sue Moodie
Community-Based Decisions and Setting Priorities in Abandoned Mine Remediation

Louise Livingstone, The Community Press/Deloro Minesite
Deloro Minesite Cleanup - Community Involvement and the Role of the Media

Father Charles Brandt, Tsolum River Restoration Society
Public Engagement in the Mt. Washington Mine Remediation
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14:30 — 14:50 Chris Paci, Deep Consulting
Orphaned and Abandoned Mines and Community Capacity: Best Practices and Pitfalls
from Northern Canada

14:50 — 15:00 Health and Coffee Break

15:00 — 15:20 Joan Kuyek, MiningWatch Canada
Historical Overview of Community Involvement in Abandoned Mines

15:20 — 15:40 Kathlene Suza, Closure Planning Coordinator for the Ross River Dena Council
Ellie Marcotte, Closure Planning Coordinator for the Selkirk First Nation
Stephen Mead, Yukon Territorial Government

Faro Mine Closure - A Community Perspective

15:40 — 16:30 Plenary Discussion

16:30 Close of Day 1
Michael van Aanhout

16:45 — 18:30 Informal Reception and Showcasing the Inventory of Orphaned/Abandoned Mines

OCTOBER 27

08:00 — 08:30 | Continental Breakfast (Muffins, Danishes and Juice)

08:30 — 12:40 PARTNERSHIP APPROACHES
Funding options, regulatory structures, opportunities for collaboration

8:30 — 8:40 Welcome and review of the agenda

8:40 — 9:00 Dick Cowan, Cowan Minerals Ltd.
Rehabilitating Abandoned Mines in Canada: A Toolkit of Funding Options

9:00 — 10:00 Panel Presentation — Jurisdictional Updates:
L] Gregg Stewart, British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture and Lands
L] Ernest Armitt, Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and Mines
. Cindy Blanchard-Smith, Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines
. Louis Bienvenu, Ministére des Ressources naturelles et de la Faune, Québec

. Joanna Ankersmit, Indian and Northern Affairs Canada

10:00 — 10:20 Hugh Copland, Yukon Territorial Government
United Keno Hill Mine Closure — A Partnership Approach

10:20 — 10:30 Health and Coffee Break

10:30 — 10:50 Garry Davies, Teck Cominco
The Churchill Copper Partnership

10:50 — 11:10 Peter Whitbread-Abrutat, The Eden Project
Tourism — A Viable Option for Abandoned Mines?

11:10 - 11:30 Bill Mitchell, Giant Mine
Co-operating on the Giant Mine Closure

11:30 — 11:50 Dirk van Zyl, University of Nevada, Reno
Including Sustainable Development Thinking in Resource Management Planning

11:50 — 12:40 Plenary Discussion
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12:40 — 12:45

Planning for the Afternoon Session
Michael van Aanhout

12:45 — 13:30

LUNCH

13:30 — 16:00

13:30 — 15:00

15:00 — 16:00

APPLYING BEST PRACTICES
Bringing it all together!

Case Study Breakout Group Discussions

Breakout Group 1: Setting Priorities

Breakout Group 2: Public Engagement and Capacity Building
Breakout Group 3: Partnership Approaches

Report to Plenary

16:00 — 16:15

Next Steps
Christine Kaszycki

16:15 - 16:30

Wrap Up and Closing Remarks
Michael van Aanhout
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APPENDIX B: CASE STUDY

National Orphaned/Abandoned Mines Initiative

Orphaned and Abandoned Mines: A Workshop to Explore Best Practices
October 26 — 27, 2006
Viscount Gort Hotel
Winnipeg, Manitoba

CASE STUDY

Maycavin Mine — Nimbyville, Ontario

The Maycavin Mine is located in Nimbyville, Ontario, about 600km north of Toronto. Originally owned by
Maycavin Mining Inc. (MMI), extensive underground gold mining occurred at the site from 1912 until
1953. The mine was subsequently acquired by AnotherKickattheCan (AKATC) Mining Company in 1966.
In 1980, FinalKickattheCan (FIKATC) Mining acquired the site and, after a failed attempt to revitalize the
old mine in the early 1980s, eventually abandoned the mine in 1983.

Presently, a number of dwellings, mostly portable housing trailers, are on the site. Other structures
include the Maycavin head frame and service buildings of the mine, which have been deemed historical
features by the Town of Nimbyville. Railway tracks, a community college, a gas pipeline easement and
recreation trails are located in the broader property area.

The site presents various noteworthy technical and environmental aspects. Recent studies at the
abandoned mine have found mine workings beneath the town infrastructure. It would appear that this
infrastructure was built on top of existing mine workings without regard for stability of the underlying
crown pillars.

Geotechnical studies have identified a potentially unstable crown pillar located beneath three housing
trailers on the former Maycavin Mine site. The trailer park was originally part of a housing area for mine
workers but gradually became a small residential pocket. None of the owners have title, as the mining
and surface rights belong to the Crown, and the occupants of the trailers are effectively “squatting” on
the land.

Additionally, there is a possible threat to the integrity of the rail bed that runs through the site, which is
constructed on a thick layer of tailings that are subject to flow and possible disruption should an adjacent
crown pillar fail. Two trains use the track daily, one northbound train carrying concentrate to a nearby
smelter, and one southbound carrying sulfuric acid.

Several openings to the surface have been identified as representing public safety hazards, including an
open shaft that is a major bat hibernaculum, and the mine head frame, which is of interest as a tourist
attraction and located near a community college walking path.

There are also environmental concerns associated with the site. While there are tailings onsite, they are
not an immediate concern. Of more direct concern is the potential for acid rock drainage and surface
water contamination.
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There are multiple stakeholders involved with the Maycavin Mine site. Stakeholders include:

e Ontario Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM)
e Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR)

e XYZ Engineering Consulting Firm

e Trailer residents

e Railway

e Nimbyville Community College

e Algonquin Aboriginal community

e Town of Nimbyville

The Ministry of Northern Development and Mines (MNDM) and Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) have
been working cooperatively to ensure the safety of the people and environment at the Maycavin Mine
site. MNDM is responsible for commissioning engineering and geotechnical studies at the former Maycavin
Mine site, providing government funding for mine hazard abatement, holding community meetings and
issuing press releases, and developing the remedial action plan. The MNR is leading on the Crown land
occupation/ownership issues.

XYZ Consulting is responsible for carrying out engineering and geotechnical studies, providing
recommendations to the MNDM on remediation options, as well as installing, monitoring and maintaining
monitoring equipment.

The residents occupying the trailers on the mine site are doing so illegally on Crown land and currently
have no legal tenure. XYZ Consulting has informally notified the residents that they will have to relocate.
Residents are complaining of informal and inconsistent communication that has resulted in conflicting
information. The government, taking into consideration that these people are effectively squatters on
Crown land, has initiated discussions on the issue of paying for relocation costs.

The Town of Nimbyuville is interested in reaching a solution to the property tenure issue and recovering
municipal taxes due.

There is an ongoing Aboriginal land claim that affects the Maycavin Mine site. The Algonquin land claim
against the Crown includes the mine site and covers more than 1.12 million acres within northern
Ontario. The large size of the claim territory and the nature of the claim indicate that a number of
different ministries and agencies could potentially be involved.

The draft closure plan on file for the Maycavin Mine site has a closure cost estimate of approximately $30
million. In 1990, Global Mining Inc. (GMI) acquired AKATC Mining. GMI is an international gold
development and mineral exploration company traded on the NYSE.

The Good Neighbour Mining Company operating on an adjacent mineral lease has offered to provide
technical support and equipment if they can be provided with an indemnification.
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APPENDIX C: LIST OF DELEGATES

Dina Aloi

Hatch

2800 Speakman Drive

Sheridan Science & Technology Park
Mississauga, ON

L5K 2R7

E-mail: daloi@hatch.ca

Tel: (905) 403-4123

Joanna Ankersmit

Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
25 Eddy

Gatineau, QC

K1A OH4

E-mail: ankersmitj@inac.gc.ca

Tel: (819) 997-7247

Ernest Armitt

Science, Technology, Energy and Mines (Manitoba)
#360-1395 Ellice Avenue

Winnipeg, MB

R3G 3P2

E-mail: earmitt@gov.mb.ca

Tel: (204) 945-6505

Brian Bailey

Science, Technology, Energy and Mines (Manitoba)
#360-1395 Ellice Avenue

Winnipeg, MB

R3G 3P2

E-mail: bbailey@gov.mb.ca

Tel: (204) 945-6516

Susan Baldwin

Chemical and Biological Eng.

2360 East Mall

Vancouver, BC

V6T 173

E-mail: sbaldwin@interchange.ubc.ca
Tel: (604) 822-1973

Karen Baltgailis

Yukon Conservation Society
302 Hawkins Steet
Whitehorse, YT

Y1A 1X6

E-mail: ycsforest@ycs.yk.ca
Tel: (867) 668-5678

Louis Bienvenu

Ministere des Ressources naturelles (Quebec)
880 Chemin Ste-Foy Bureau 3.00,

Quebec, QC

G1S 4X4

E-mail: louis.bienvenu@mrnf.gouv.qc.ca

Tel: (418) 627-6365 ext:5606

Eric Blais

UMA Engineering Ltd.

1479 Buffalo Place

Winnipeg, MB

R3T 1L7

E-mail: eric.blais@uma.aecom.com
Tel: (204) 284-0580

Cindy Blancher-Smith

Ontario Ministry of Northern Development & Mines
933 Ramsay Lake Road,

Sudbury, ON

P3E 6B5

E-mail: cindy.blancher-smith@ontario.ca

Tel: (705) 670-5784

Bill Botsforn

Montana Deq Aml Program
1100 N. Last Chance Gulch
Helena, MT

59601

E-mail: wbotsforn@mt.gov
Tel: (406) 841-5000

Philip Bousquet

Prospectors & Developers Association of Canada
9th Floor, 34 King Street E.

Toronto, ON

M5C 2X8
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