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1

Introduction

The Government of Yukon contracted SRK Consulting (Canada) Inc. (SRK) to facilitate two
workshops related to the Mount Nansen Closure Options as described in the report Mount Nansen
Options for Closure prepared by Lorax (March 2011). A risk assessment workshop was held in July
2011, and served as input to an options evaluation workshop held one week later. Both workshops
were attended by representatives of the Yukon Government, Aboriginal Affairs and Northern
Development Canada, and the Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation. This report provides a summary
of the two workshops and their outcomes.

Purpose

The overall objective of the Mount Nansen risk assessment and options evaluation process was to
provide further input to the three governments to inform decision making in selecting the final closure
plan for the site. The specific purpose of the risk assessment workshop was to identify and come to
agreement on any risks associated with each of the proposed closure options; that level of
agreement was fundamental to the subsequent evaluations. The objectives of the options evaluation
workshop were to examine how well each of the proposed options would meet the closure objectives
of each party, and to do so in a manner that allowed the perspectives of each party to be taken into
account by the other groups.

Mount Nansen Closure Options

Six closure options for the tailings and waste rock at the Mount Nansen site have been developed
and evaluated:

* Options 1A and 1B: Tailings Dam Upgrade with Water Cover (Option A denotes waste rock
in place; Option B denotes pit backfill with waste rock);

« Options 2A and 2B: Tailings Dam Upgrade with Saturated Soil Cover (Option A denotes
waste rock it in place; Option B denotes pit backfill with waste rock);

¢ Option 3: Tailings (Wet) Backfill into Pit with High Infiltration Cover, Waste Rock in Place;
and

e Option 4: Tailings (Dry) and Waste Rock Backfill into Pit with Low Infiltration Cover.

There are also common elements that must be closed. These include the mill site, haul roads,
transmission lines, etc. All of the options are documented in the 2011 Lorax report, and that report
served as the basis for the risk assessment workshops. In other words, it was assumed that the
report presents a complete picture of the options. Some changes to the options were added after
the risk workshop, but these were limited to editorial changes or minor modifications to dealt with
specific risks without significantly changing the options.

DH
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4

4.1

4.2

4.3

Risk Assessment Workshop

Pérticipants

The one and a half day risk assessment workshop was held in the SRK offices in Vancouver, BC on
July 14 and 15, 2011. The following individuals participated:

Yukon Government: Frank Patch
' Stephen Meadg’
Patricia Randell
AANDC: Kriss Sarson (AANDC Yukon Region)
Jason Berkers (AANDC Yukon Region)
Lou Spagnuolo (AANDC HQ)
LSCFN: Robert Moar
Leta Blackjack
Bill Slater
Technical Consultants: Leslie Gomm (Gomm Consulting)
Justin Stockwell (Lorax Environmental Services)
Kendall Thiessen (AECOM Canada)
SRK representatives:  Daryl Hockley and Dirk van Zyl (workshop facilitator).

Members of the Technical Advisory Committee of the LSCFN met in a separate room and the three
representatives above consulted with them during breaks to get their inputs.

Risk Assessment Process

The risk assessment was carried out using a consequence-likelihood method based on AANDC'’s
risk rating procedure. A summary of the procedure was distributed to all participants before to the
workshop. Appendix A provides that summary. This document provided an overview of the process
as well as the likelihood, consequence-severity and risk matrices that were used in the workshop.

The next step was to review each of the options, identify risks, and agree on their rating. To make
the reviews as efficient as possible, the following sequence of options was adopted:

Tailings with water cover
Tailings with soil cover

Waste rock reclaimed in place
Waste rock backfilled in pit
Common elements

Option 3

Option 4

Risk Assessment Results

The results of the risk assessments are provided in Appendix B. Appendix C shows the risks re-
grouped by option. The latter form was used as input to the options analysis workshop.

The results are included as appendices only, because their primary purpose was as input to the
options evaluation process described in the remainder of this report.

DH
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5

5.1

5.2

Options Evaluation Workshop

Participants

The one and a half day options evaluation workshop was held in Whitehorse, YK on July 20 and 21,
2011. The following individuals participated in the workshop:

Yukon Government: Frank Patch
Stephen Mea
Patricia Randell

AANDC: ' Kriss Sarson (AANDC Yukon Region)
Jason Berkers (AANDC Yukon Region)
Lou Spagnuolo (AANDC HQ)

LSCFN: Robert Moar

Leta Blackjack

Bill Slater
Technical Consultants: Justin Stockwell (Lorax Environmental Services)
SRK representatives: Dirk van Zyl and Daryi Hockley (workshop facilitator).

Members of the Technical Advisory Committee of the LSCFN met in a separate room and the three
representatives above consulted with them throughout the development of the options analysis.

Options Analysis Process

Over the last two years, the three governments had developed a set of closure objectives for the
Mount Nansen site. These are provided in Appendix D.

A series of statements was developed by SRK to rephrase the closure objectives in a manner that
allowed easy tracking of agreement and disagreement. Table 1 shows the statements. The initial
objectives and the rephrased statements are compared in Appendix E.

In the workshop, each group reviewed each statement as it applied to each of the tailings and waste
rock closure options. The process included first reviewing the components of an option and then
working in groups to determine responses to each statement. The options were “strongly disagree”,
“disagree”, “neutral”, “agree” and “strongly agree”. Each group presented its assessment and a
summary table was created. Items where there was significant differences of opinion were
discussed, and groups were then given an opportunity to review their assessment. Groups were
asked to keep notes of their deliberations about each option. Transcripts of those notes are
provided in Appendix F.

To get a sense of priority amongst the various closure objectives, the groups were next asked to
provide their opinions about the importance of each closure objectives to their stakeholders. The

options were: “high importance”, “medium high importance”, “medium low importance” and “low
importance”.

DH
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5.3

Table 1: Statements Used to Evaluate Closure Options

1 This option will remove physical hazards to human safety

2 This option will minimize the risk of human exposure to contaminants

3 This option will minimize contamination of harvest animals and vegetation

4a | This option will minimize contamination of receiving waters

4b | This option will minimize erosion impacts on receiving water
This option will allow vegetation to return to natural succession

This option will support traditional land uses

This option will maximize job opportunities for LSCFN

5
6
7 This option will support other non-traditional land uses
8
9

This option will minimize adverse socio-economic effects on LSCFN and the local community

10 | This option will maximize economic benefits to other Yukoners/northerners
11 | This option will minimize long-term maintenance requirements
12 | This option is financially practicable

13 | This option is technically feasible

The workshop participants were then next asked to provide individual rankings of the options. To
further examine individual preferences, the participants were asked to select one of the following
statements for each option: “this is one of my favourite options”, “this is not my favourite but | would
accept it”, and “this option would be unacceptable to me”. The individual assessments were
intended only to validate the workshop process by confirming that individuals agreed with the
general sentiment of their group ratings.

Options Analysis Results

The final results of the group assessments of each option are shown in Tables 2 to 7. For ease of
comparison, Tables 8 and 9 show all of the options analysis results on one page.

Table 10 summarizes the opinions of the importance of each objective to each group. The outcomes
of the individual ranking are shown in Appendix G.

As noted above, the individual rankings were only intended to validate the workshop process. Tables
2 to 9, showing the group ratings, received much more careful deliberation and review, and should
therefore be considered the definitive results of the options assessment.

DH
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Table 2: Evaluation of Option 1a

Objective
1 This option will remove physical
hazards to human safety
2 This option will minimize the risk of
human exposure to contaminants
3 This option will minimize
contamination of harvest animals and
vegetation
4a This option will minimize
contamination of receiving waters
ab This option will minimize erosion
impacts on receiving water
5 This option will allow vegetation to
return to natural succession
6 This option will support traditional
and uses

LSCFN - Open pit is still there over long term. Installation of liner on dam face is also risky.
YG - Berm will mitigate but not remove long-term open pit, plus open water area on tailings
impoundment. AANDC - Berms will reduce hazards.

LSCFN - High risk of ongoing seepage. Spillway icing, permafrost thawing - earthquake causes
of tailings releases. YG - Related the seepage and tailings release risks to receiving water than
to human exposure. Little potential for human exposure. AANDC - Same as YG. Water cover]|
reduces tailings exposure.

LSCFN - Concern about caribou and moose contacting tailings, as well as fish downstream.
There will be a perception of contamination. YG - No pathways leadings to harvest animals.
Also fish are well downstream. Tailings are covered. No vegetation pathways.

LSCFN - Diversion and spillway construction and maintenance, and failure risk. AANDC -
Water cover provides time for settling of sediments. Waste rock still there but far from
receiving waters. YG - Diversion failure risk.

LSCFN - Pit still there and pond on tailings. AANDC - Pond will become wetland habitat. YG -
No growth on dam itself. Aquatic habitat in pond would not be "natural succession"

|restrict traditional land use. AANDC - Pond would support wildiife.

LSCFN - Presence of tailings will discourage use of area. ¥G - Same. Perception of risk will

isReport_1CYD01.049_DH_REVO4 docx
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Objective LSCFN YG AANDC |Notes
B | [
o | . = B
7 This option will support other non- | Neutral : Neutral AANDC - Would allow re-processing of tailings, and access to pit. LSCFN - Community
traditional land uses  atia i! = By willingness to accept mining would not be resolved, so likelihood of a successful mine permit
I .
{I i application is low. YG - Tailings are not a high value resource. Landform aesthetics would be
| ] T ] a negative for other recreational land uses.

8 This option will maximize job LSCFN - This option would provide the least employment. Mastly small contractors for

ppportunities for LSCFN specialized work. YG - Job opportunities will largely be driven by implementation approach,
rather than by total volume of work. More opportunities for long-term monitoring and
maintenance work. AANDC - Agree there is less volume but the work requires less specialized
equipment so that local opportunities would be greater.

9 This option will minimize adverse LSCFN - Jobs would be short duration only, with higher potential for negative impacts on
socio-economic effects on LSCFN and community. AANDC - Similar to above. YG - Agree that there are differences but don't think
the local community there will that much difference amongst the options.

10 This option will maximize economic LSCFN - Other options provide more economic benefits. YG - Less technically complex so
benefits to other might allow for more local opportunities. Local contractors might benefit from shorter time
Yukoners/northerners frame.

11 This option will minimize long-term
maintenance requirements

12 This option is financially practicable LSCFN - Risk of additional costs for shear key, and long-term monitoring and maintenance

costs. AANDC - It is the lowest cost option. There is a long-term risk but low likelihood.
There are cost risks but most can be mitigated in the design phase. YG - High risk of major
cost consequence, likely to be incurred long after FCSAP funding is exhausted. Option might
be lower in current estimate but uncertainties and possible cost over-runs overlap.
Maintenance costs require institutional control over long term.
13 This option is technically feasible »Heutral | Neutral ¥G - Long-term uncertainty about maintaining frozen conditions. Also concern about

effectiveness of diffusion barrier. LSCFN - Also seepage flows.

DH M ClosureOpt ysisReport_1CY001.048_DH_REV04.docx September 2011
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Table 3: Evaluation of Option 1b

Objective Notes
1 This option will remove physical All parties agree that filling of the pit reduces hazards to human health. LSCFN - Still a risk
hazards to human safety associated with installation of liner. YG - And on remaining pit wall. AANDC - Remaining pit
wall will have a berm.
2 This option will minimize the risk of
human exposure to contaminants
3 This option will minimize
contamination of harvest animals
and vegetation
4a This option will minimize AANDC - Modeling indicates a significant reduction in cadmium and zinc concentrations.
contamination of receiving waters LSCFN - Agree it is better than 1a, but still concern about long-term risks.
4b This option will minimize erosion
impacts on receiving water
5 This option will allow vegetation to
return to natural succession
6 This option will support traditional
land uses
7 This option will support other non-
traditional land uses
8 This option will maximize job LSCFN - More work moving waste rock, likely available to LFCSN citizens, Also possible
opportunities for LSCFN capacity development that could be carried forward to other projects. YG - Agrees but still
thinks that differences are in range of uncertainties in implementation. AANDC - Agree.
9 This option will minimize adverse | LSCFN - More work moving waste rack, likely available to LFCSN citizens. Also possible
socio-economic effects on LSCFN capacity development that could be carried forward to other projects.
and the local community
10 This option will maximize economic | LSCFN - Mare wark moving waste rock, likely available to LFCSN citizens. Also possible
benefits to other capacity development that could be carried forward to other projects.
Yukoners/northerners
11 This option will minimize long-term
maintenance requirements
12 This option is financially practicable YG - High risk of major cost consequence, likely to be incurred long after FCSAP funding is
exhausted. Option might be lower in current estimate but uncertainties and possible cost
| over-runs overlap. Maintenance costs require institutional control over long term.
13 This option is technically feasible |
DH MountNansenClosureOptionsAnalysisReport_1CY001.049_DH_REVDM.docx September 2011
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Table 4: Evaluation of Option 2a

Objective Notes
1 This option will remove physical See 1a
hazards to human safety
2 This option will minimize the risk of See 1a
human exposure to contaminants
3 This option will minimize YG - Vegetated cover on tailings could attract animals and lead to increase in contaminant
contamination of harvest animals uptake.
and vegetation
4a This option will minimize See 1a
contamination of receiving waters
4ab This option will minimize erosion AANDC - Greater likelihood of erosion from soil cover. LSCFN - Also discussed this but it
impacts on receiving water didn't change rating.
5 This option will allow vegetation to AANDC - Tailings are now revegetated. YG - Agree with respect to tailings, but pit and
return to natural succession waste rock areas would not reach natural succession. LSCFN - Also discussed this but
concluded that there still wouldn't be natural succession.
6 This option will support traditional See 1a
land uses
7 This option will support other non- See 1a
traditional land uses
8 This option will maximize job | Seela
opportunities for LSCFN
9 This option will minimize adverse See la
socio-economic effects on LSCFN
and the local community
10 This option will maximize economic See 1a
benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners
11 This option will minimize long-term See 1a
maintenance requirements
12 This option is financially practicable |"B See 1a
13 This option is technically feasible YG - Would be difficult to maintain long-term saturation of cover, and at same time keep
channel over cover. LSCFN - Also discussed this but did not change rating.

DH MountNansenClosureOptionsAnalysisReport_1CY001.048_DH_REV04.docx September 2011
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Table 5: Evaluation of Option 2b

Objective Notes
1 This option will remove physical See 1b
hazards to human safety
2 This option will minimize the risk of See 1b
human exposure to contaminants
3 This option will minimize YG - Vegetated cover on tailings could attract animals and lead to increase in contaminant
contamination of harvest animals uptake.
and vegetation 4
4a This option will minimize | Seelb
contamination of receiving waters
4b This option will minimize erosion AANDC - Greater likelihood of erosion from soil cover. LSCFN - Also discussed this but it
impacts on receiving water didn't change rating.
5 This option will allow vegetation to | AANDC - Tailings are now revegetated. YG - Same reason. LSCFN - Also discussed this but
return to natural succession concluded that there still wouldn't be natural succession on tailings. However pit and
| waste rock areas are revegetated.
6 This option will support traditional See 1b
land uses ‘
7 This option will support other non- | See1b
traditional land uses
8 This option will maximize job [ See 1b
opportunities for LSCFN
9 This option will minimize adverse See 1b
socio-economic effects on LSCFN
and the local community
10 This option will maximize economic | Seelb
benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners
11 This option will minimize long-term See 1b
maintenance requirements
12 This option is financially practicable | see1b
13 This option is technically feasible | ¥G - Would be difficult to maintain long-term saturation of cover, and at same time keep
| channel over cover. LSCFN - Also discussed this but did not change rating.
DH MountNansenClasureOptionsAnalysisReport_1CY001.049_DH_REV04.docx
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Table 6: Evaluation of Option 3

Objective Notes
2.} This option will remove physical
hazards to human safety
2 This option will minimize the risk of
human exposure to contaminants
3 This option will minimize
contamination of harvest animals
and vegetation
4a This option will minimize AANDC - This option has the worst water quality performance, plus there are relatively
contamination of receiving waters high risks associated with performance. YG and LSCFN agree with that rationale, but
overall performance of options is similar.
4b This option will minimize erosion | YG - Risk is primarily during the tailings transfer, but would be short term.
impacts on receiving water
5 This option will allow vegetation to LSCFN - Some area on tailings will remain unvegetated, where we want water to infiltrate.
return to natural succession AANDC - There will be some vegetation on the tailings and partial revegetation on the
waste. YG - Large area of waste rock is not entirely revegetated.
6 This option will support traditional
land uses
r i This option will support other non- AANDC - Removal of trails and roads would limit ATV access. Presence of tailings would
traditional land uses limit future exploration. YG - Agree that future mining would be restricted. But public
road will still provide opportunity for any other access to area, and mine footprint will be
small. YG - Future mining would not be that limited because it would be underground
access. New mill and tailings would be needed - better than before.
8 This option will maximize job
opportunities for LSCFN
9 This option will minimize adverse
socio-economic effects on LSCFN
and the local community
10 This option will maximize economic
benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners
11 This option will minimize long-term ¥G - Requirement to inspect/maintain dam and spillway. Reguirement to monitor tailings
maintenance requirements saturation and water in pit, waste rock seepage, and vegetation success. AANDC - Dam
may not be classified as requiring long-term monitoring. YG - Long-term monitoring costs
would be different that Option 4.
DH MountNansenClosureOptionsAnalysisReport_1CY001.049_DH_REV04.docx September 2011
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Objective

12

This option is financially practicable

This option is technically feasible

LSCFN YG AANDC Notes

| AANDC - Cost and risk associated with slurry/blending operation and consolidation are

high, leading to operational risk and a wide uncertainty in cost estimates that will persist

even after design is advanced. YG - Agrees that there are cost uncertainties, but not

enough to rule it out. Costs still remains within range of uncertainty in others. LSCFN -
Agree with concerns about operational cost risks.

AANDC - Water volumes are uncertain. Slurrying, blending and consolidation are
significant concerns, as is installation of cover on saturated base. Three to four year
window might be questionable. LSCFN - Tailings can be moved, and risks get transformed
to costs. Blending remains a challenge. YG - Agree that this has the highest degree of
uncertainty. Could turn into Option 4 if it doesn't perform well.

DH
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Table 7: Evaluation of Option 4

Objective Notes
1 This option will remove physical
hazards to human safety
2 This option will minimize the risk
of human exposure to
contaminants
3 This option will minimize

contamination of harvest animals
and vegetation

4a This option will minimize
contamination of receiving waters

4b This option will minimize erosion
impacts on receiving water

5 This option will allow vegetation to
return to natural succession

6 This option will support traditional
land uses

7 This option will support other non-
traditional land uses

8 This option will maximize job
opportunities for LSCFN

9 This option will minimize adverse

socio-economic effects on LSCFN
and the local community

term maintenance requirements

10 This option will maximize
economic benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners
11 This option will minimize long- AANDC - Significantly less monitoring and maintenance than other versions.

12 This option is financially AANDC - This is the most expensive option, even if it goes as planned. And there are cost
practicable risks associated with moving the tailings and constructing a liner.
13 This option is technically feasible AANDC - Concern about the tailings relocation process. Assumption of frozen tailings and

winter construction could delay progress. Long-term water balance is also a concern.
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Table 8: Summary of Evaluations by Option

Option 1a Option 2a
LSCFN YG AANDC LSCFN YG AANDC
2 2|
3 3
4a 4a |
4b 4b |
| s | 5|
6 6 [
7 [ 7
8| 8
9 9|
10 | 10
11 11 |
12 12
13 13 |
LSCFN YG AANDC LSCFN YG AANDC LSCFN YG AANDC

1 - . - e 1 : Nas o S \gre

2 2|

3} 3

4a 4a

4b ab |

5 58

6 (5]

71 7

8 8|

9| 9

10 10

11 11

12 12

13
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Table 9: Summary of Evaluations by Organization
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Table 10: Opinions on the Importance of Each Objective to Each Party

Objective
i This option will remove physical hazards to
human safety
" This option will minimize the risk of human
exposure to contaminants
4 This option will minimize contamination of
harvest animals and vegetation
" This option will minimize contamination of
a
receiving waters
ah This option will minimize erosion impacts on
receiving water
This option will allow vegetation to return to ¢ : X
5 ) Medium- Low | Medium- Low
natural succession
6 This option will support traditional land uses
This option will support other non-traditional <
7 Medium- Low
land uses
8 This option will maximize job opportunities for
LSCFN
This option will minimize adverse socio-
9 economic effects on LSCFN and the local
community
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to
other Yukoners/northerners
1 IThis option will minimize long-term
maintenance requirements
12 This option is financially practicable
13 This option is technically feasible

DH MountiNansenClosureOptionsAnalysisReport_1CY001,048_DH_REV04.docx September 2011
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Prepared by

Daryl Hockley, P.Eng.

Corporate Consultant

All data used as source material plus the text, tables, figures, and attachments of this document
have been prepared in accordance with generally accepted professional engineering and

environmental practices. -
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Appendix A-1: Risk Rating Tools

The risk rating method employs the three charts on the following pages.

The “Consequence-Severity Matrix” lists various types of negative outcomes, and classifies their
severity from “Low” to “Critical”. The matrix shown here is taken from the INAC-CSP guidance.

The “Likelihood” chart defines a series of terms used to define the likelihood that a consequence
(from the previous chart) will be realized. The columns of the table give examples to guide the

selection of the appropriate term.

The “Risk Matrix” assigns each combination of severity and likelihood to a “risk” level. Different
parties will place different priorities on each level of “risk™.

PR—



Appendix A-2: Consequence Severity Matrix

Consequence Very Low Minor Moderate Major Critical
Categories
1. Environmenta |No impact. Minor localized or Significant impact on Significant impact on Serious long-term

Costs

I Impact short-term impacts. valued ecosystem valued ecosystem impairment of
component. component and medium- | ecosystem function.
term impairment of
ecosystem function.
2 Speclhal . Some disturbance but | Minor or perceived Some mitigatable impac] Significant temporary Significant permanent
Consideration . . " i . " . i
s no impact to impact to traditional to traditional land use. | impact to traditional land | impact on traditional
traditional land use. land use. use.’ land use.
Informal advice from a | Technical/Administrati | Breach of regulations, | Substantive breach of Major breach of
regulatory agency. ve non-compliance - permits, or approvals regulations, permits or regulation — wilful
3. Legal with permit, approval (e.g. 1 day violation of | approvals (e.g. multi-day | violation.
Obligations or regulatory discharge limits). \{io!ation of discharge Court order issued.
requirement. Order or direction limits). :
Warning letter issued. | issued. Prosecution.
4. Consequence | < 100,000 $100,000 - $500,000 $ 500,000 - $2.5 Million | $2.5-$10 Million >$10 Million

5. Community/
Media/
Reputation

Local concerns, but
no local complaints or
adverse press
coverage.

Public concern
restricted to local
complaints or local
adverse press

Heightened concern by
local community,
criticism by NGOs or
adverse local /regional

Significant adverse nationa
public, NGO or media
attention.

Serious public
outcry/demonstrations
or adverse International
NGO attention or media

and Safety

No measurable
physical effect. No
medical treatment.

disability/impairment
and /or medical
treatment injuries
requiring
hospitalization.

to one or more people.

disability or impairment to
one or more people.

coverage. media attention. coverage.
Low-level short-term Objective but Moderate irreversible Single fatality and /or Multiple fatalities.
6. Human Health |subjective symptoms. | reversible disability or impairment | severe irreversible




Appendix A-3: Likelihood Terminology

Probability of

Probability of

Likelihood Descriptor 2 Frequency Descriptor occurrence over occurrence in any
twenty years one year
. High frequency (more than o
Almost Certain | Happens often once every 5 years) 98% 17.8%
Event does occur, has a
Likely Could easily happen history, once every 15 75% 6.7%
years
. Could happen and has Occurs once every 40 o o
Possible happened elsewhere years 40% 2.5%
. Hasn't happened yet but | Occurs once every 200 o o
Unlikely could years 10% 0.5%
Very Unlikely Conceivable, but only in | Occurs once every 1000 29, 01%

extreme circumstances

years




Appendix A-4: Risk Matrix

Consequence Severity
Likelihood
Low Minor Moderate Major Critical
Almost Certain
Likely
Possible
Unlikely

Very Unlikely
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Appendix B-1: Tailings in Options 1a and 2a

Do we know the flood evest required 1o cause the? Corond design has

Floodmg causes crosaon of the spillway inlet and loss of wilings material isto Vicsoris Creck Env. fmp. Moderase Possibic procecton om inflow but not af cutlet. Could be Jess severe if
ilings volume is small,
[f permafrost s “almost cerus™ to degrade, then lnh:ﬂundisﬁwnmﬁ
D:_pahnnul‘pmmﬁml:da- sllmh:ys mmmduw&mmmwm uhllntlu{uﬂqukeumdndmhqmﬁrmcqu:ﬂd
causmg ty beading to breach and Env. Emp. Magor Untikely Bux there will be .
rclcase of shost ll!ufhlqsmvumf:n:h shoms arc ml’u&l}-ﬂyusmdu"mi!;
increasing climate. Thusoﬂ'mhduhsmtddﬂmlminlhw
a‘fudmdwhﬁnﬁ?lwmoﬂmhmﬂ!mmh:
Conscy. Cents Magpr Uniszty o ke
is zn opiion o use ¢ dary spilbway, by
Spalftway blockags by icx leading to overtoppiag trcach of dem and selezse of about 173 of — e im the current design. There s 1 m of frechoand that may stoes some
udings * e freshet flows - meed to check thar and reduce likelibood if storage s
st for cleanup of spiled taslings PLUS cost of siabilizmg the remaming
Canseq. Cosss Mmor Paossible = Could ga imo the
thmpm-&ndspnmtmﬁadncmﬂwdbmhp:wdupmbq 9 " e " o
== . 2 s of 113 of tafings Env. Imp. Magmr Very Unlikely Moderwie:  |Current design s for 1:10,000 flood.
| Earthqualke greater than design cvent lcading to treach and release of about 113 of milings. Env. Imp. Mazior Vezy Unlikely Modermie.
Piping along sbusmests or possidly related 10 spilbwsy, sbove level where toc benn filker is pide s |Gendients do not i i ty above the Therd
coastmucted. resulting im becach and release of about 113 of ailings. Env. o Mage | Veryialioty | ERCI ] o) oot witipition Somth of the limcr on the dun face |
Degradaticn of permafrost below shear key is & leads 1o a req wodope | o : "'"""f’"‘“"“""‘"‘w"’""“"'““‘_ "“‘"“'m’"“m“’“
siubiErasion ‘onseq. Costs Msjor Pocsible segpage.
mdﬂu‘lﬁ!mg:mudmga
2 2 > . = = Hemidity cells semam neotral afier one year of testing. so tashings would
Etmmm-:ﬂwm-;aymmm. Env, Imp. Minoe Very Unbikely tobe o 1y
mmmh@smw“mnkmmm : 5 g
10 — bi Exv. bmp. Minor Unitkely Locahired excecdamce of warer gaality objectives only.
e i — e Bigher than expected, leadi Bance of . ", r. Rﬂmh-hﬂwmmnw‘m
Jity ob = Eav. lmp. Moderaze Unlikely Maoderate source fom. S¢ ry analyses show possality of
MHUIWMMW
renge of matigati s comect’ cluding scave ]
s e Uity oosts thar woald rate 25 Major-Very Unbkely.
[Root camse is diffiesson layer not functionmg properly or change in sourcd
. Lo eerm. Woater qualicy in conreas pond is mch better than seepage gealaty,
P i e s i Emclmp. | Modsms | Unifely Moderate  [even without the diffusion barrier. But of Dome Creek will
e lincrease flows, measing that loadings could go @ cven if comcenirations,
do mot increase. How it is buslt needs to he addressed im feasibiliry desigs
| Bil reports that people who worked on the onginal construction say that
[Drfficulty is constructing the mpstream ke in the tafings beach. Conssy Costs Moderate Possible [there 15 liner in place. mhmmﬂumkm Witer
©ost is oot mcluded @ gn
Human H&S Major VeryUsikely | Modemte  [Needs 1o be dealt wish in further design and planning.
1. . 5 [Current cost estemate for ditch protection does not mdacate that ot will be
Spillway falure keads to for Conseq. Costs Mimor Possibic Mederare ol for loag rerm.
VRN SVROPromcn(y_SITESAR - Fiepostes - Closom ac
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Appendix B-2: Tailings in Options 2a and 2b

Flooding causes erosion of the spillway inlet and loss of tafings material into Victoria Crock Em Tmp Moderic Nery Uslikely Sarface channel scross milings i armourcd.
Consequence 15 Jower than im Opion | because theee is no pond to dove
the outflow and breach. {If permaafiost is “akmost certam™ to degrade. th)
D@:&mﬁal’p:mﬁ:mbdmﬁc-lzyu mot deszcied or repared. in combanation with d is dnven oaly by what kevel of carthquake v needed to liguefy
causmg leading to sett of dam crest, breach and Env. Img. Madeste Unlikely Moderate Mﬂfwm D-thm:mllhmmgd
n:lns:uhh:ul I;?ul'hﬂ-ymﬁdnm(‘m&. phons zre cxpocted o work for &
70 years umder hmearilly increasing climate. Then soil would tike some
addinonal nme W gaw. )
= (Carst fior cleanwp of spilled tzilings PLUS cost of stabilizing the remainis
Caonseq. Cosss Bgor Unlikely i Conlld g into the E 3
arc differences from Option | bet not caough 1o change categories |
i (There is an optson 1o usc the current diversion 23 3 secondary spilfway,
rﬁwwuw“”wm"‘m”"“ﬁ‘““' M0 Eav. e Major Possitite st ot i the current design. There is 1 m of fresboard that may store
freshet flows - need 1o check that and reduce licelshood if stormge i
o s
ffor cieamup of spifled taifings PLUS cost of stabuliring the recmammy
Kousag; Cos s Tk tulings. Could go mso the Extreme category:
Flood event greater than design event. either due to Bood being karge or design cvent beang . . i
e N of U3 oftaliogs. Env. bmp. Mijor Vory Usisikely Moderaze design i foe 1:00,000 food.
Earthqmake greator than design cvent leading to breach and release of about 173 of tzilings. Env. [mp. Moderate | Wiy Unlitely Hmﬁhﬁnﬁﬂwmmml s
coasequence than Optica | because thare is o pond to drive
Piping slong stwrments oe possibly related o spillway, above kvel where toe berm filler is Bt B [— or tailmgs outflow. fﬁuﬁménm-uuunpﬁunlvlbou
resulting m breach and release of about 1/3 of wilings. b e b curment stustion. There is some addit
the: bmer on the dam face )
N % wznber of factors coald lead to 2 requirement to adopt altcrnative
d[, = i Shem bop b e g Conseq. Costs Magor Pensible mcluding climate change, excessive soepape. ofher Bctors
stabiliration measgees.
- in detailod mvestgation or desagn.
ven less hikedy than in Option 1. hmﬂ:mwmldmiwm—
Chimate chang m tailzags b mg dry and rcleasing acidity. Emv. Emp. Mince Viry Unlikely (Humidity cells remain neutral after cne year of fegting. so tmlings
vould need 1o be exposed for many years.)
ty is i than I to dowmstream 5 2
mmh:ug? -expa:oadmmg iy mﬂgl Env. kmp. Minor Unlikely hzed excesdasce of water guality objectives anly
ater overflows in dusncl ragher in pead of Opton 1. 50 foss lakely.
Contarminant coacemmations in seepage are higher tham expected. keading to exceedance of cause is 3 loss of contamssant atfenustion andior 2 change m
‘water guality obg Fory: b Tyl source ferm. Scmsinviry anslyses show posssbility of
i winter jow flow conditicas. )
= mange of mitigation costs is 1! active i
oo Cist M agher costs thar would rare as Major-Very Unlikely. "’"1
Root ceuse s diffesion layer not functivesng properly or change in sourcd
. + . erm. Water geality in cunesnt pond b5 mmch Befter than scepage gealiy,
‘de“m‘“"“‘"“"!m“‘“"““‘w’“m“m“ i b Modersse Unlikely Moderote  leven without the diffission berricr. But re-routing of Dome Creck will
dictarged o mcrezse flows, meaning that loadings could go up even if conconitations |
do not iscrease. How it is bualt neds to be addressed m feasibility desigy
41l reports that people who worked o the ongimal construction say that
Difficudty in constructing fhe epstreem fmer i the taifings beach. Coaseq. Costs Moderats Pomble 15 2 limer mn place. so this sctvity maght not be necessary. Water
cost is not mchuded in curront design.
Human H&ES Majpor Wery Unlikely thm Needs to be dealt with m finther desizn and plannms
Spiliwny P fox-emp of g, P Coa . fode m«;nﬂ:t«mmmmmmnﬂu
Surface water escapes channel and crodes soil cover. Coaseq Costs Very Low Posshle be:q)en:rd. o : = Landsoa
Ui of contamizants Env. Imp. Memar Lalskely Low ||




Appendix B-3: Waste Rock and Pit in Options 1a and 2a

Degradation of water quality during and immodiately afior regrading of wasic Icading 1o

Hmmmu(m-ﬂmmdmhm:mhumnhd.

increased comzminant i Dome Creek jor Pony). Env. bmp. Minor Lablety ;::z-' n ions m seepage. lstng for,
source doms pred ‘*higher thas expected. no addinonal measares tken, decg Crent predictions use conservanive estimases of gromndwater flow and
Mumwﬁlmhﬁuhmhﬂdmm Eav. Imp. Modere Unbskely secpage chemistry, Upper estimates in model mms show excedances of
receivimg water, zine and cadmium at lesst $0% of the year m Victors Creck.
- o = Mulusdmd:mdiﬁ:mmm'a optioas and the "B
b g joptioms. under the ion thar i would be taken.
< " o hmh-ﬂdmlﬁpmdmly Outfiow via
h&wﬁ@d@sfmhmmmm;mmofm | Env. Imgp. Very Low Possible n T
Pllul‘]ﬂ’d‘tm!ﬂd ¥ Bulkhesd fails. L] water to Pomy Creck and i K Very Uniikely o desiga octintes ol foe Duiiadi il
to Victoria Creek. SF
Vegrtaticn whnds do not propagate as planned. leadiag 1o need Jor addimional Conseq. Costs Mo Likely
Ulptake of i n ion and ihen by wildhie. Env. Imp. Minor Posbic
Laoss of life due to ATV ce snow nachine going over pit wall. Hamea HES Major Very Unlikely
| Safety wssucs durmg pit backfill Eav. mp. Verglow | Very Unlikely [NOT RELEVANT IN THIS CASE
Dmst dispersion danng waste nock regradng. Env. Imp. Very Low Liksly Lcss of 3 concern than in refocation cases.
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Appendix B-5: Wet Tailings in Pit

S g TR e e R o T e |
Failure of 1he pumping or piping sysiem leads 1o uncartrolied discharge 1o the
cnvonmient.

Conseq, Costs | Moderate Likely
Cormseq. Costs. Minor Lifely
Erv. Imp. Moderate Unlikefy
Env, Imp. Major | Viery Uniikely]
Hunsen H&S Major | Very Untikely]
Human H&S Major Unlikely
Conseq. Costs | Very Low Likely
Comseq. Costs | Modemate Likely
Emv. Imp. Miner | Very U
&m@ncmﬁﬁmhdmdwuﬂﬁmmdinuuwdmﬂﬁmlnﬁmwudwmﬂ 2
| Pory Creek diversion o other source of waicr. Ol Conk.|  Minoe Possle
Blending of tailings & incomplete, leading 1o dry sreas and higher oxidation, and deep
ground delivers ha d Seveld mio| Env. Imp. Moderate Unlikely
||receiving water.
lli‘g_h:r_rltaofmmirmnsmm, loading and‘or iranspon e detected and additional e P
{| mitigation measures are taken. b
Leakag d Adit Plug discharge d water Lo Pony Creek. Env. Imp. Moderale | Very U
cmmmm»m«mm“mmmcm Env. kmp. Moderate | Very Unfike
| Water overflowing to Pony Creek carries contamination from tailings. Env. Imp, Minor Unlikely
Tuﬁq:m d as preda but some af
i d leads to loadings 1o Dome Creek Env. kmp. Moderate Uniikely
1hat are higher than peedicted.
Conseqg, Costs Major Unlikely
'Volume of contammated soils below tailings = greater than expected Conseqg. Costs Minor Possible

Moderate

Moderase

‘Wide range.  Additional ficld control would caly add $200.000, but & thickener could be $1.000,000.

Current cost estimate is based oa treating one porewaier votume, but mcludes a significam capital cost.

Seepage capture system is in place but swwed for smaller Aows.

Pond ws dramed 1o improwve stshility, but pood would only need 1o be raised for caly s fow wedks.

90% consolidation could take bp 10 20 years, but it is logarithmic so much of it will happen in first yrar. There is allowance
for cover mamscnance, but could it be delryed cnough 1o reguire remobilization. This has lmized cost implicaions - mob
costs only.

Cowdd also be soived by s thickener.

Dam would be founded om pit bedrock and constructed of waste rock with a liner on face. ‘Waste rock s avaifable for
bettressing, Maost of tihe time there would be no water available 10 push wilings out 0f pond. Tailings woald not even reach
Dome Creek valley.

Need blend of fine and coarse tailings to get desired soil moisture characteristics, so plan i 10 dredge fine and coarse and
biend shurries. Sharry would then be deposited into pond. 1 tailings are dry, souree concemrations wosld reach those of

(Opticn 4. but infiltration rates would be much higher,

Range of mizigasi e svable, with &lTerent costs nssociated with different times of detection,

Plan mcindes additional adi plug

(Ouzflow is only expecied under extreme wit years.

Source terms are conservative. Groumdwater flowTates through pit sre unceriain. Aticnuation may be less than assumed.

| Assumes nothing is done until problem is in the eaviroament. Bust then waser woald be collocetd froen pit and treated.

Assumes six inches of soil will be moved to ihe pit and that the comammates will be contained i the organic ksver. May be
mare oplimizing of pit volume aad dam heighe. ~350,000 for half a meter; this material i not inended 1o be moved by

J407_SITESAA Macaer! CYDO1 543 Closure Ogfions Wiankabop(Task 05 - Reporing - Closu
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Appendix B-6: Dry Tailings in Pit

Spiliage of milings alocg hawl routes. Env. Imp. Very Low Likely Moderate
Costs of the ion eperation: i higher than expected Cooseq. Costs | Moderie Possible Assumption is that freczchack will create traffic kayer that trucks can nun on
Clossts for treating waler are greater than expected. Cooseq. Costs Minoe Undikely Much less wader than Oplion 3.
Increase i secpage during drodging operation. Eov. Imp. Very Low | WVery Uniikely| NOT RELEVANT IN THIS CASE
Pond level increase 5o initiste dredging leads to dam filure. Env. Imp. Very Low | Very Uniskely| NOT RELEVANT IN THIS CASE
Risk of human futafity during cxcavation opcration. Haman H&S Major | Very Unfiket Moderaie
Risk of fazahity in the p2t during dam construction. wilings depesition or wifings i H&S M Uni
covering.
Tailings do not consolidate ss rapidly 2s expecied. and cover consiniction is delayed. Conseq. Costs | Very Low Possible Low Less water thas Optica 3.
Unfrozea conditions iead to 1 d costs of depasiting twilings into pit. Comseq. Costs Minor Possible Moderate
Failure of pit wall plag over loag 1emm. leading 10 discharge of tailings. Env. Imp. Very Low | Very Unilikely Wasae rock in this Opeion 3 forms 2 wide plug that would be even more stable than the Option 3 dam.
Drought conditions lead o dry wilings and increased axadation, leading to need to install " o
Pony Creek diversion ar other of : Conseg. Costs | Very Low | Very Unlikelyl NOT RELEVANT IN TIlIS CASE
Blending of 1nilings s incompleic, ieading 1o dry arcas and higher oxidation, and docp
groendwater pathway ultimsiely delivers higher than expected level of contammanis into{  Env. Imp. VeryLow | Very Unlikety) NOT RELEVANT IN TiIS CASE
TeOsiVIng Walker.
Higher rates of comamnnant sources, Joading and/or ransport are detected and addizionall ’ This is rasod very uniikely because of difficulty in detocting peobl and lack of i diatek ilabl
mitients = Conseg. Costs | Moderme | Very Unlikely] Low . ion and (see' 017,
Leakage sround Adit Plug discharges contamirated wsier to Pony Creck. Env. Imp. Modemte |Very Plan inclhusdes additional adit plag
Complese failure cads 1o refease of lailings and water 1o Pony Creck. Emv.lmp, | VeryLow |Very Unliely INOTRELEVAN‘I‘!NTEHSCASE
| Wazer overflowing 1o Pony Creek cames contamination from tailmgs. Env. Imp. Very Low |Very Unifcely| EOT RELEVANT IN THIS CASE
Relocation and =g perfom as predicted, but bnstion of e . ; .
A . it . 2 - Creck Env. g, Mod: Usiket = Tﬂiﬂg{m.mgmgol;ed;?:ummﬂmgumumme. Groundwater flowrates through pit are
thar are higher than predicted. ! b wE,
Conseq. Costs Major Uniikely | Assumes notling is done until problem i in the eovi Bus then water i lecetd from pat and wreated.
| Assumes six inches of soil will be moved 10 the pit and that the contaminates will be contained in the organic layer. May be
| Volame of contaminated sods below tailngs is greater than expecicd. Cossog, Costs Miner Possible Modenate  Imore optimizing of pit volume and dam height. ~350,000 for halfa meter; this material is not imtended 10 be moved by
dredge.
| Cover needs 1o be replaced a1 some point in fature. Comseg. Costs | Moderate Possible

SR Consuling
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APPENDIX C: Risk Assessments for Each Option

Appendix C-1: Risk matrix for Option 1a
Appendix C-2: Risk matrix for Option 1b
Appendix C-3: Risk matrix for Option 2a
Appendix C-4: Risk matrix for Option 2b
Appendix C-5: Risk matrix for Option 3
Appendix C-6: Risk matrix for Option 4




Appendix C-1: Risk matrix for Option 1a

Consequence Severity

Likelihood Very Low Moderate Critical

Almost Certain

Likely

Possible

1.10E, 1.11E,

Unlikely 1.10C, a.2E, a.2C

1.4E, 1.5E, 1.6E,

Very Unlikely 1.128, a.7S

Appendix C-2: Risk matrix for Option 1b

Likelihood Very Low Moderate Critical

Almost Certain

Likely b.5C, b.9E

11C, 1.13C,
b.1E, b.6E

Possible

1.10E, 1.11E,

Unlikely 1.10C, b.2E, b.2C

1.4E, 1.5E, 1.6E,
1.128, B.7S

Very Unlikely

WAN-SVRO\Projects\01_SITESWML Nansem\1CY001.048 Closure Options Workshop\Task 05 - Reporting - Closure Oplions Eval \Appendices\Working Files\Appondix B & GSRK CDI’!SLI.[“HQ
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Appendix C-3: Risk matrix for Option 2a

Consequence Severity

Critical

Likelihood Very Low Moderate

Almost Certain

Likely a.9E

. 1% 1 ‘

Possible

2.2E, 2.10E,

Unlikely 2.10C, a.2E, a.2C

Very Unlikely 2.4E, 2125, a.7S

Appendix C-4: Risk matrix for Option 2b

Consequence Severity

Moderate Critical

Likelihood Very Low

Almost Certain

b.5S, b.9E

Likely

Possible

2.13C, b.1E, b.6E

2.2E, 2.10E,
2.10C, b.2E, b.2C

Unlikely

2.4E, 2.125, b.7S

Very Unlikely

WAN-SVROWPrajecis\01_SITESWML. Nansen\1CY001.049 Closure Oplions Workshop\Task 05 - Reporting - Closure Options Evaluation\Appendices\Working Files\Appendix B & CSRK Consull ng
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Appendix C-5: Risk matrix for Option 3

Consequence Severity

Moderate Critical

Likelihood Very Low

Almost Certain

Likely

3.1E, 3.11C,
3.18C, a.6E

Possible

3.12E, 3.17E,
a.2E, a.2C

Unlikely

Very Unlikely

Appendix C-6: Risk matrix for Option 4

Consequence Severity

Critical

Likelihood Very Low Moderate

Almost Certain

Likely

4.9C, 4.18C

Possible

Unlikely

Very Unlikely

WAN-SVROWProjectsi01_SITESWML Nansor1CY001.049 Closure Options Warkshop\Task 05 - Reporiing - Closure Options Evaluation\Appendices\Working Files\Appendix 8 & CSRK Consulting
Appendix B & C September 2011
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Appendix D — Mount Nansen Closure Objectives

Mt. Nansen Mine Closure Project Objectives

The following closure objectives were established by Yukon Government (GY),
Government of Canada (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC), Environment
Canada (EC) and Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO)), and Little Salmon
Carmacks First Nation (LSCFN).

1. Protect human health and safety.

LSCFN

GY

INAC

People using the area will be safe from remaining mine hazards.
Animals, plants and berries around the mine site are safe to harvest and
will stay that way.

¢ Water at mine site and downstream will be as clean and safe for people to
use.

Mine dust will not be able to build up on plants and soils in years to come
so that people are safe.

Protect human health and safety.

Reduce, mitigate and eliminate, where possible and financially practical,
risk to human health and safety.

2. Protect and restore the environment including land, air, water, as well as fish
and wildlife and their habitats.

LSCFN

People and animals using the area will be safe from remaining mine
hazards. ‘

Water at the mine site, in the ground, and downstream will be as clean
and safe as possible for the health of animals, plants and bugs.

Mine dust will not be able to build up on plants and soils in years to come
to make the health of plants, animals and soils better.

Restore the land and water so that plants and animals can live there in the
way they did before the mine.

Reduce and mitigate current and future negative environmental impacts.
Protect ground water and surface water quality.

Ensure the protection of and restore to the extent possible, aquatic and
terrestrial habitat. Reclamation conducive to natural regeneration where
practical.

December 7, 2010



Appendix D — Mount Nansen Closure Objectives

INAC

DFO

EC

Reduce, mitigate and eliminate, where possible and financially practical,
risk to environmental health.

Reduce the risk of current and future impacts from the Mt. Nansen mine
on the aquatic resources and fish habitat to support healthy, productive
fish populations in the Victoria/Nisling watershed.

The valley of Dome Creek should be reclaimed to the extent practicable,
to ensure physical stability and reduce the risk of transport of particulate
matter to Victoria Creek.

Adverse impacts of surface and groundwater from the site are reduced to
the extent possible and otherwise do not alter the value of the receiving
environment.

3. Return Mine Site to an acceptable state that reflects original, traditional and
pre-mining land use.

LSCFN

INAC

Quality of water at mine site and downstream will be as clean and safe as
possible so it will not limit traditional use. - Move to 2

The opportunity for traditional uses of the area will be restored and as
close to before mining use as possible.

Make the clean up so good that, as the years go by, we will not have to do
much work at the minesite to keep it clean and safe. — Move to 5

Return land to an acceptable state that doesn't inhibit future land use.
Ensure the protection of and restore to the extent possible, aquatic and
terrestrial habitat. Reclamation conducive to natural regeneration where
practical.

Return mine site to an acceptable state that reflects original use where
possible and financially practical.

4. Maximize local, Yukon and First Nation benefits.
LSCFN

Local people will be hired to help clean up at the mine. The economic
development chapter of the LSCFN Final Agreement should be followed.

December 7, 2010



Appendix D — Mount Nansen Closure Objectives

GY
e Provide economic opportunities for Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation
members, Carmacks area residents and Yukoners in general.

INAC
e To maximize the social and economic benefits that may accrue to First
Nations, and northerners when carrying out activities.

5. Manage risk in a cost effective manner.
GY
¢ Reduce long term risk in a cost effective manner.
e Design of reclamation to minimize to the extent possible, long-term
maintenance activity at the site. :

INAC
¢ Reduce federal liability for this site in the long term.
o Reduce long term site risk in a practical and cost effective manner.

December 7, 2010
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Appendix E — Rephrased Objectives

Rephrased Mt. Nansen Closure
Objectives

LSCFN: Little Salmon Carmacks First Nation
GY: Yukon Government

INAC: Indian and Northern Affairs Canada
DFO: Department of Fisheries and Oceans
EC: Environment Canada

Remove Physical Hazards to

Human Safety

Minimize the Risk of Human
Exposure to Contaminants
Minimize Contamination of
Animals and Vegetation

Minimize Contamination of

Receiving Waters

Minimize Erosion Impacts on

Receving Water

Allow Vegetation to Return to

Natural Succession

Technically Practicable

Financially Practicable

Minimize Long-Term

Maintenance Requirement

Maximize Economic Benefits
to Other Yukoners/

Northerners

Maximize Job Opportunities

for LSCFN

Allow for Other Land Uses

Support Traditional Land Uses

1. Protect human health and safety

LSCFN

People using the area will be safe from remaining mine
hazards

AN

Animals, plants and berries around the mine site are safe
to harvest and will stay that way

Water at mine site and downstream will be as clean and
safe for people to use

Mine dust will not be able to build up on plants and soils in
years to come so that people are safe.

GY

Protect human health and safety

INAC

Reduce, mitigate and eliminate, where possible and
financially practical, risk to human health and safety

2. Protect and restore the environment including land, air, water, as well as fish and wildlife and their habitats.

LSCFN

People and animals using the area will be safe from
remaining mine hazards

v

v |V

Water at the mine site, in the ground and downstream will
be clean and safe as possible for the health of animals,
plants and bugs

4

Mine dust will not be able to build up on plants and soils in
years to come to make the health of plants, animals and
soils better

Restore the land and water so that plants and animals can
live there in the way they did before the mine

GY

Reduce and mitigate current and future negative
environmental impacts

Protect groundwater and surface water quality

Ensure the protection of and restore to the extent
possible, aquatic and terrestrial habitat. Reclamation
conducive to natural regeneration where practical

INAC

‘Reduce, mitigate and eliminate, where possible and
financially practical, risk to environmental health

DFO

Reduce the risk of current and future impacts from the Mt.
Nansen mine on the aquatic resources and fish habitat to
support healthy, productive fish populations in the
Victoria/Nisling watershed

J=

The valley of Dome Creek should be reclaimed to the
extent practicable, to ensure physical stability and reduce
the risk of transport of particulate matter to Victoria Creek.

EC

Adverse impacts of surface and groundwater from the site
are reduced to the extent possible and otherwise do not
alter the value of the receiving environment

v

3. Return Mine Site to an acceptable state that reflects original, traditional and pre-mining land use.

LSCFN

The opportunity for traditional uses of the area will be
restored and as close to before mining use as possible

GY

Return land to an acceptable state that doesn't inhibit
future land use

Ensure the protection of and restore to the extent
possible, aquatic and terrestrial habitat. Reclamation
conducive to natural regeneration where practical

INAC

Return mine site to an acceptable state that reflects
original use where possible and financially practical

4. Maximize local, Yukon and First Nation benefits.

LSCFN

Local people will be hired to help clean up at the mine. The
economic development chapter of the LSCFN Final
Agreement should be followed

GY

Provide economic opportunities for LSCFN members,
Carmacks area residents and Yukoners in general

INAC

Maximize the social and economic benefits that may
accrue to First Nations, and northerners when carrying out
activities

5. Manaj

ge risk in a cost effective manner

LSCFN

Make the clean up so good that, as the years go by, we will
not have to do much work at the mine site to keep it clean
and safe

GY

Reduce long term risk in a cost effective manner

Design of reclamation to minimize to the extent possible,
long term maintenance activity at the site

ANEN

INAC

Reduce federal liability for this site in the long term

Reduce long term site risk in a practical and cost effective
manner )
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Option HA Group AAND C
Objective Rating™ Notes
1 This option will remove physical hazards to human - BEMS AtounND AT
safety ACQG(:'
2 This option will minimize the risk of human exposure = TaWNGS  LouEesd
to contaminants ACLEE
3 |This option will minimize contamination of harvest — CoVER TAWINGS
animals and vegetation AC\Q@
4 L|This option will minimize erosion impacts on ~ WEIE Qo PoTENTIL Low
receiving water AQREE | ~WATER CovEL BUMINATES SEDINENT IV «w&SE Talunce H4QUITY
5 This option will allows vegetation to return to natural — WASTE QoCM. NOT (CeUERED
succession NBATRAL | ~ 21T WoulD woT HAVE AYM VEGETATLoW
. . ~ (WASTE 20UL NOT CoJGYED
6 |This option will support traditional land uses M ks FonD SugrolTs WwILOUF &
NEUTRAL
7 This option will support other non-traditional land DT | ~ TAWNGS (AN BE RefROCESSED
uses A=A
8 This option will maximize job opportunities for B —~SHLTER T PRAME
LSCFN AGREE | -lowee emsoulce WER'TS
o This option will minimize adverse socic-economic ~ SAME &S ®B
effects on LCFSN and the local community Aclee
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other o -SAME A4S HB
Yukoners/northerners ALLRE
This option will minimize long-term maintenance SoclE —~THeRMoSIPHaNS ( DAM MAINTEMANCE) , SALLWAT , 8T
u requirements ™Seclee| - UTIES Low MONITORING oF PIT /WASTE 2ot
= Longtr Go5T
12 |This option is financially practicable ACASE, -
: ~WATEL RALANCE
13 |[This option is technically feasible ACGREE | _ TusaMosy? HonS
*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree
fa wmine cotaminedws o Neutaal ~ WASTE Rock POTRWTWAL woT APDLESSED
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Option i (@)

.

Group (¢ Sc /A
Objective Rating* Notes
1 This option will remove physical hazards to human . - 0/)% /> ‘r#
safety Visapree | Lner_indfalett
Poavn [neryr af i
, |This option will minimize the risk of human exposure | | - i__ 7 /‘ or e PR w_/¢ - /’o”/' e Hatrar net adolrcssel
to contaminants 9”‘1’7"& - Failoee f 7
h ”‘“A/’q“‘ e /" _',l’
- X wyovie S¢C }‘\,L? M’M
3 This option will minimize contamination of harvest . c;:r wt 7
animals and vegetation s Rfr&"’
- ~ 2 Fales B =y ") y;imc e B 7iC blockare oF J’Lay
4‘“,,1'his option will minimize erosion impacts on %a:) p"‘.‘f" i/:él 21 £ OZ ,7& ;Z; o&., 'é 'ewj > 4 ’
> * (.73
receiving water : Py rre Z ..#? - cspeol %72_ , eltwrtin e/, - W_&LMA\-» v\f.ué_
ENND 'id) D s, | ol AN
° [A® 2 a4
. . " . < <
5 This op’flon will allows vegetation to return to natural Dés ‘7‘ ren ¢ + Neea (oaz
succession /,_ -
Tﬁ«) {5t i A P s g
7
o B ~ Tt lomsr 1% valle a2 &(.bcwc. “Hse
6 |This option will support traditional land uses Prasree J
B . N *
7 This option will support other non-traditional land N l / ; Madt"é ui ":‘J W/por vor ¢ »7
uses - 1‘ { 4,' . ( N
wen refolve (omthoverty ovce m.esx e by A o s i A7,
. . J ~ ’ ?
g |This option will maximize job opportunities for This Wi « é&f’m’é oo sntn C s ﬂy&wﬁ b ind
LSCFN 7S 24
+* #ér S byt
9 This option will minimize adverse socio-economic Disagree s horTer v/
effects on LCFSN and the local community
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other - 0{{""‘ 76’”’ el 'jf"av‘ e e ecomithse A"“‘ ‘f’)é
Yukoners/northerners D/ Zen ngree
) fow 174 lrests bomu Fern mon dForl
11 |This option will minimize long-term maintenance ‘*"“’7’1 -~ Pan, % “‘""Wé""’ }” VAR - * 7
requirements D:}yr wwke, 7‘“ ( s YL L wor_rf'
= .t /
Dixéf"‘% - gk Fla] vock Carsfows howe B be [istelfel u/s»csé tecl oy oo, Nj
12 |This option is financially practicable . &“7" {<7 _C,_”fé!{ a,)é, o )[ o ? ,4,,17 PP Ay
bl | ~rok ot thommosyplon Jollive  tecpage > big cort risks
13 |This option is technically feasible

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree
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Option 1B Group AAND C
Objective Rating* Notes
® This option will remove physical hazards to human | STRAGLY | — BEeM NEDED oS8 o ONLY ONE AIT face
safety ACREE
This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
2 to contaminants ACREE
3 This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation ACREE
4 This option will minimize erosion impacts on
b receiving water Aogzes

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural

NEUT2aL
AoREE

— BN PeCKETS ©V (NAYTE RO € WHERE

I WAS WATED

5 .
succession
) -~ TALANGS 1S DRAIVEZ MoRE THAN TaAtLiwas
6 |This option will support traditional land uses NBATRAL
This option will support other non-traditional land ~ REDUCTION TALE T FWLES AT NUT SIGOIFICANT BNouGH 1o ATSIST R4TING
7 AEE
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8 This option will maximize job opportunities for ~ No SIGNIFICANT CHANGE ReoM |4
This option will minimize adverse socio-economic - $irto
9 effects on LCFSN and the local community ACJLCG
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other - DYoo
Yukoners/northerners AQ&EF
41 |This option will minimize long-term maintenance —WASTE GoClk NOT LARGE COMPNENT oF  MoNITomnNG
requirements O\SACftE
- | ST RISK
12 [This option is financially practicable Megee / , e
13 |This option is technically feasible AGese |~ —_— TECHNICAL NSk

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree
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. k-4
Option 24 Group AAvpc
Objective Rating* Notes
This option will remove physical hazards to human - BepM Alouny AT
1 AGAEE
safety
, |This option will minimize the risk of human exposure Ac@ - cA? TAlLwvas k
to contaminants EE |- waste ot STIC INESENT (BuT F NOT BIC CouTRIBUTION )
3 This option will minimize contamination of harvest ~-POTENTIAL STIUL EAMSTY W WASTE Rocle ALTHeuGH Lew
animals and vegetation ACeES —TIHCLEL covER
PV L — WASTE Aot ST AN 1SS UE BUT FAZ Frem wATER
t .
ab ::éi:,&;ox:tlglrm‘mm'ze erosion impacts on NEUTRAL | — TAWL\NGS CoVER (5 PoTENTIAL ALTHOUGH UEGETATION SHewulp MaMizE
' — AAMOURED CHANVEL . :
5 |This option will allows vegetation to return to natural ~TAILINGS REVECETATED
succession MEE —WASTE eoct. ONL QECEIVES MNMA L UJUECETATION
—TANRIEE AND Pa| STIL BPMDEANT
6 |This option will support traditional land uses mb
, |This option will support other non-traditional land T PAT AUALABLE Foll ’UV’?‘W"”\; TAILIIGS Gulb §T LEfRo CESSED
uses ACPEE |~ TRAWS [ROADS RBCLAIMED
8 This option will maximize job opportunities for A ce = RELATIVEL! HIGH EMPWHMENT ofPelTUNITIES
LSCFN c
. . . e . . B - Cee e
9 This option will minimize adverse socio .economnc W g
effects on LCFSN and the local community
. . . . . . - gex Y’
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other M eet ;
Yukoners/northerners
1 This option will minimize long-term maintenance > = M’; &M ‘N"W“ A”f;fz LWQNO SYPHINSD
requirements |9\C¢€E‘ ~ Cov MAAWTEMNA
i — P/ WASTE Rock. Stewly 8t STABE
~ BGEET sk 1S DA (cosT)
12 |{This option is financially practicable W — e oVERAUL coST
~ HAS BEEN DNt aiD ANTINWEGE T B pueNg.
13 |This option is technically feasible A(CJ_EE

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

MININLLE CONTAMIN ATV
of Aecew iy Gk pvaTHL

e,

NEUTAAL

m« CADMIUM/ZINC g (Moya»‘c)




Option

srown LSCFA

Objective

Rating*

1

This option will remove physical hazards to human
safety

Notes
Pﬁr e drd .
H—Ai—dﬂ? d. Ram liner m&"d\dﬁgfm_

This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
to contaminants

Lamﬁ \LM/\/\ w\c)h ”h exrinal /11’ %lh \/M/é

This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation

Pote combamivIFa vishks -t ngM“ W%;/

This option will minimize erosion impacts on
receiving water

Simtn & VA G erin Qe @ sp qu N

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural
succession

B L0tAs finn
) ucz{W 2

Pk & T
hd el Succeffw-a

WMA% M(MA \—'0 \T"

This option will support traditional land uses

<l \rcma,mog T'MCQ/GW & &Q%C#c 1L pec Jnd

will afbchk Sooditanod o

This option will support other non-traditional land
uses

This option will maximize job opportunities for
LSCFN

Svuddes’y empliyrend ru’jwrawwﬁl Ssimiln = 1A

This obtion will minimize adverse socio-economic
effects on LCFSN and the local community

shob donn ol

10

This option will maximize economic benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners

See no. §+

11

This option will minimize long-term maintenance
requirements

Dan \ %WOSLJ pL»s ) S[)W/ w?/.

12

This option is financially practicable

B e gorh cansasy ) (_é)\ﬁ (e WnawiFoces Co bt

i3

This option is technically feasible

zdg'@ddt@eqjd@d

PRIV +WWL phon epe Managd)  de
Hows Mm)ML e ﬁ(ﬂ@ thte

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

7N

’r(/w 6)451% Wi

WtMO\« 04 re,uuva uclJref.(

7£/ s %l m/,
ol a\zw ressed .

CU\/\L%W Ju

(CS%«S | 4{, LQ d/(

D
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20

LCCFA

Option Group
Objective Rating* Notes
1 '::fistoption will remove physical hazards to human M bﬁ“* A/(\ ,0 f‘ M z/]/L,
ety

Sank u\oe/f/vamw. A/M,,W ng’ {QJW ez IMS]’UMD‘

This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
to contaminants

LWVG W QWNV\; rct W: th ‘/ﬁ(/% * dam rithg

This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation

Tolemhid Conbamindyc e “w(//m/u(“ @ fod g,

alq

This option will minimize erosion impacts on
receiving water

Similin o sl ophy i Adom wlﬁ oV
/t/c WW/M{ Aius

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural
succession

b\ muu?:r:;r—d, S Cpcern U 8 gty my

Smceﬂfﬁn”‘ weHa

This option will support traditional land uses

Sme twpfw«/vxﬂ‘ 14/7% A A pik bwhm ]}w"

Udﬁ(x/s

This option will support other non-traditional land
uses

[P pi i, ((Cue 4 o CO s

v L

This option will maximize job opportunities for
LSCFN )

wadt voda relocedsn s FFecs lev?':&: Cypgr oo

This option will minimize adverse socio-economic
effects on LCFSN and the local community

e oppntrnThie, fr conbrnk FEF g 0res
Copeiihy WW

10

This option will maximize economic benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners

|l |z|d|=z|¢ | |T =

11

This option will minimize long-term maintenance
requirements

A
a4

Dam | WOJWWJ) s;/zl(ﬂ&)«b

12

This option is financially practicable

<

Rishe rer o cw{c&cm\/ Loy iy prwnndernosys coskr

13

This option is technically feasible

<

Tt 7o Foonosyp emaa% wantfly Secpapc

*Rating choices are: StronglyAgree Agree Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

Flows %Vc)w,(,, )vat/
Coneemo AU Fn Wﬂ HJ/(J

W&ML

L s sgtorm il dhivinigs

SW
(,Mw Whh of rcww@ wd?- w(lm p ’r M!%Csw CJ/Z(A , émj Vlof

qu cﬁf




Option 228

Group AANDC

Objective Rating* Notes
4 |This option will remove physical hazards to human | STnelY | - T Furen
safety ACAEE

This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
to contaminants

Aclec

-~ WASTE ZoCl Neor Bie coanTe18uUTion

This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation

ACLEE

- saMg AS *%

his option will minimize erosion impacts on
eceiving water

NEUXTRAL

~ sAMg AS #3

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural
succession

Ao

— WASTE RoCW MoT SIGN)FeanTLX

- SAME AS Y2

6 |This option will support traditional land uses pEuTQAL
7 This option will support other non-traditional land — ALTHOUGH AT IS Pull

uses m
s This option will maximize job opportunities for _ .

LSCFN AOREE |~ GaME AS B4 0Tl
9 This option will minimize adverse socio-economic

.. ,—""—-—_—‘
effects on LCFSN and the local community Aﬁm —
This option will maximize economic benefits to other
~— Zq/_”—

10 Yukoners/northerners M 1=

This option will minimize long-term maintenance
u requirements DiSAlex] — ) —
12 |This option is financially practicable W _ //
13 |This option is technically feasible —_— le

ba

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

Mid convT

AcQet

~ BETEE CO/N/ MoPEL RESMLTS
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Option Group  AANDC
Objective Rating® Notes
o . -CoME AESILUAL AN W AT ZEMANS
1 ::f;::/ptnon will remove physical hazards to human Aclec - SoMe CONSIRUCNON (1S AisiS
o . - RGLS ASSociaTED W PEEFotMANCE (RELATIVEL! Wicwer )
This option will minimize the risk of h sure
2 to'con'zaminants iiES The TR oT timan expe NEUWTZAL | — CAReVT WY QSKS A(REad Low
This option will minimi tamination of harvest ~ REMOUES TAMWES FloM UALLEY ;
3 an;:n C;T;::d“\l/le r:;:;b:\ze contamination of harves PGREL | - RSKS ASSOUATED W PELFRAMANCE (RELATWEL! Yaws )
& ~ NEBWT4AL ON wASTE Aotk .
This option will minimize mgn ~ RSLE ASSeaATER W/ PELFDANANCE (LEWATWELT rncied)
48, ceiving water DISAWIEE | - worsT WATEZ QUWALLYY PERFCRMAN CE nomeuNg
. . . . V&2e D
This option will allows vegetation to return to natural —-WaAsTe @ocg KeT co
5 |succession ASREE | - N0 PReVgRETATON ©OF TAWLWAS CovER-
Neyrea A
— VALLEY Mciufyapéiifany LESTOLED
6 |This option will support traditional land uses Actec Tl « WASTE foch MJoT CoUBRED
This option will support other non-traditional land W —TAUNGS 1IN PIT MAT uMIT TuRTHeER. ExPlefaTion
7 uses ‘m% —2EMouAL oF TRAWS [RoADS LTS ACcess
NAARAL
- e Pon-] /
This option will maximize job opportunities for M(.‘f HICHEST N J i peti¥3
8 |iscen aCgep |~ TOST CONSISTENT Wl WAD oUBR Y YLS
(¢
g |This option will minimize adverse socio-economic = - BASED o TIMEUNE [RENulE REQTS
effects on LCFSN and the local community Acke )
- &2
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other | SRoNalY sarmeg 45 43
Yukoners/northerners ACREE
S . — QUTENTIAL To (oNa TERM. MAINTENANCE oF VAW (ARTERZ RECLAMATION)
11 Thxs?ptlon lmll minimize long-term maintenance N 2oL | — ® NTIAL COR  UONE TERM CANSOLIDATION 1| SSUES
requirements ~ CREATION of A DAM W ASSOCIATED MANTENAVCE
-~ eo3TS ASScCi ATION wl ConSoLDATIoN + SLURB oPERATION AS PEL RISK BEVAWATION
12 |This option is financially practicable DISACLEE v \r 6PERATIONAL RISK- US DESIGN @SK (U MORBRATEZ? HIGH)
— WATER DECARGLARON VOLWMES UNKANOWL) - CaUBR. O A SATURRTED 48T
Witt B A CALLENAT
13 |This option is technically feasible pleAcder |~ Stueny + PLENPING
— ConSOLLDATLLN (AODVFIONAL DA ON WolTH &> ?)
*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree
- Rock poTentwl Lepuced
4b EﬁoS\ON/SFDiM EnvT WEUTbaL WASTE AL FoR gRoSiow

— Vmlley HAS POTEM
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LS A

Option Group
Objective Rating*® Notes
1 This option will remove physical hazards to human =,

safety

This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
to contaminants

3 y Bk dacing Yl sl
Ares sabyedk b wplahe & medivimas re, plants &-AMWM hag

bes Y >

This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation

Nreg &db&c)} b wpw W wediun.
Loaping- Yo AqudFe 2iv. Settily~ ml’/ég/fmé - but ml}u W\:

$or

O opf?

4 é'This option will minimize erosion impacts on

receiving water

T roaitn s wd/(;,} mshm«m» f)W be

i

3

This option will aliows vegetation to return to natural
succession

Pt oW e un ~vevcyded
Rl oot dcakin Frre purald suceer@n.

This option will support traditional land uses

p Placivg  wderind borehr v Pt wredf Uoursp Frdalzii )
Lo v

This option will support other non-traditional land
uses

& (/

This option will maximize job opportunities for
LSCFN

This option will minimize adverse socio-economic
effects on LCFSN and the local community

Lomen down yob oS |

10

This option will maximize economic benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners

11

This option will minimize long-term maintenance
requirements

FEQUIreneBE il (€. Piémi7;-&7

12

This option is financially practicable

fleteui
Uvn\%% /&l&o P mwnhzr@ M wwft/r 6a/cmo(/‘

Nw“uad 6<4 dm:c);,\ ~

i3

This option is technically feasible

Poteidd vichs e 4/&\\»./?; relo cofensg /7 WT@

>

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

fr b 6@\%@ wtt MIM/WIZL

qu{m of reﬁe/w(/y wﬂm

N

|
L

V\‘L‘/{ﬂ/‘ /ﬁ/f.,[ pm At

Alf\ W%v& Seyi [our ret &t?éd’% M?Cﬂmo o = Wo ('tshg
S@ymzhvtb a'b u\« mg g

‘| K -
by o
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- \ .
‘Option Group / C;-
Objective Notes

This option will remove physical hazards to human

to contaminants

1 | e Af) ree (weadg be u.atl’t»l\j o 90 to  meubal )
2 This option will minimize the risk of human exposure A:Q{@, C c,.:p\,)i,a ] b S\ﬁ@tﬁ“{7 %% )

This option will minimize contamination of harvest -
animals and vegetation

6 This option will minimize erosion impacts on

receiving water

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural

Yukoners/northerners

})@AQSL

5 succession NM)E v
6 |This option will support traditional land uses /&ECYQQ‘
7 This option will support other non-traditional land
uses ﬁ{gn&
This option will imize j riuniti
8 is option will maximize job opportunities for .y
LSCFN
This option will minimize adverse socio-economic RS
9 ) ~MQ
effects on LCFSN and the local community /)C@
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other

@

This option will minimize long-term maintenance
requirements

N7y

0
Neadrval

12

This option is financially practicable

AL

13

This option is technically feasible

Neotee)

*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree

Neuvtral
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. #
Option b Group AANDC
Objective Rating* Notes
, |This option will remove physical hazards to human Sr@oNal? | ~ Prm g Bull
safety ‘ AGREE
, |This option will minimize the risk of human exposure STRovLLY | — E¥XTENSIVE Caf
to contaminants ACLEE
This option will minimize contamination of harvest
3 animals and vegetation ACJE@
ab This option will minimize erosion impacts on —vALLEY Was PoTENTAL
receiving water N2 AL | WASTE Cotic STILL PRESENT
[
This option will allows vegetation to return to natural | - T 1S CEUHMIMED AUThautH WASTE 2ol SnLL VeT e
5 5 Acker
succession
- VALLEY CESTeR €D
6 |This option will support traditional land uses AGLREE ~ (WASTE Rectie STILL PRESEAT
7 '::;Ssoption will support other non-traditional land N BLrRAC ~ TAWAWGS -+ RASE 2ot (VW P17
g |This option will maximize job opportunities for SSgMaLy | ~ FMCREST (297) P EMPLOTMENT
LSCFN ACREE | — RRATINEM GASISTENT EMLOMMGT ovee Y Y4y
9 This option will minimize adverse socic-economic
effects on LCFSN and the local community F@Q%-G
10 This option will maximize economic benefits to other QT%NQU
Yukoners/northerners Acpee
This option will minimize long-term maintenance - N¢ DAM
u requirements ALReC — WKTER BALANCES NoI* A CONCERN
— HiGadesT cosT
12 |[This option is financially practicable DKACJEE —~RASK. oF MoV ING TReZEN TAILWGS
— PoTENTIAL. Vol FAKINS iyl
— 2\SY. oFf MOUING FROTZEN TAIWLINAS
13 [This option is technically feasible N&m
*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree - Neutral - Disagree - Strongly Disagree
Ya MAN  CONTAMANANON g/

Receivin wate

AcREE

—~ Modeung




Option

Sroun L SCFY)

Objective

Rating*

Notes

1

This option will remove physical hazards to human
safety

SA

Least harad o ol O S~ 2 very U W/WW’
i?t

This option will minimize the risk of human exposure
to contaminants

Sovit hazark Uy, cedo el = cliget Lom

This option will minimize contamination of harvest
animals and vegetation

SH

WE s o~ alk - Sk ds R iy, ~clvcr v |
Long el — vty ] wa) AR Coyeh,

This option will minimize erosion impacts on
receiving water

Only rtmmging rin W ovedored Bgmu Creek CLauned.

This option will allows vegetation to return to natural
succession
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This option will support traditional land uses
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This option will support other non-traditional land
uses

This option will maximize job opportunities for
LSCFN
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This option will minimize adverse socio-economic
effects on LCFSN and the local community
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This option will maximize economic benefits to other
Yukoners/northerners
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This option will minimize long-term maintenance
requirements
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This option is financially practicable
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This option is technically feasible
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*Rating choices are: Strongly Agree - Agree -
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Disagree -

Strongly Disagree
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APPENDIX G - Individual Ranking of Options/Preference



Appendix G - Individual Ranking of Options/ Preferences

Individual Ranking of Options
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1a 1 1 0
1b 0 3 0
2a 1 0 2
2b 0 3 0
3 0 2 7
4 7 0 0

WAN-SVRO\Projects\01_SITES\ML Nansen\1CY001.045 Closure Options Workshop\Task 05 - Reporting - Closura Options Evaluatiom\Appendices\Waorking Files\Tables 1-10 & Appx G

SRK Consulting
September 2011



Appendix G - Individual Ranking of Options/ Preferences

Individual Preferences

0
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BThis is one of
my favorite
options

OThis is not my
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B This option
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4
This This is not my favorite,
Options favarieaptian but | would accept it
1a 1
1b 1
2a 1
2b 0
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4 0

WAN-SVRO\Prajacts\01_SITESML Nansen\1CY001.049 Closure Options Workshop\Task 05 - Reporting - Closura Options Evaluatiom\Appendices\Werking Files\Tables 1-10 & Appx G

SRK Consulting
September 2011




Appendix G - Individual Ranking of Options/ Preferences

Individual Ranking of Options - LSCFN TAC
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1a 1 1 2
1b 1 2 1
2a 2 1 1
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September 2011



Appendix G - Individual Ranking of Options/ Preferences

Individual Preferences - LCFSN TAC
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