
May 5,2010 

Dr. Michael Binder 
President & CEO 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
280 Slater Street 
PO Box 1046, Station B 
Ottawa, ON 
K1P 5S9 

Dear Dr. Binder: 

Aurora has reviewed the following documents issued by the CNSC for the purposes of 
discussing the management of uranium mine waste rock and mill tailings in Canada: 

• Management of Uranium Mine Waste Rock and Mill Tailings, Discussion Paper 0IS-10-01, 
and 

• Management of Uranium Mine Waste Rock and Mill Tailings Support Document to 0IS-10-
01 

As you may know, Aurora Energy Resources Inc. is evaluating the development of a uranium 
mine in the Central Mineral Belt of Labrador. We anticipate mining a total of 137 million pounds 
of uranium (U308) at a grade averaging 0.1 % over a 17 year mine life. During the life of the 
project a total of approximately 60 million tonnes of tailings will be produced and will need to be 
safely managed. Aurora has partially completed selecting the preferred method to be used. In 
determining how best to manage this volume of tailings Aurora has been guided by the following 
four principles: 

1. Tailings must not contaminate water in the area 
2. Must not blow in the wind 
3. Long-term in-place containment must be possible 
4. Tailings must be isolated from people and wildlife 

Although these principles are broadly similar to the principles included in your discussion paper 
and supporting documents Aurora feels compelled to comment upon the content and intent of 
the Discussion Paper and the policy changes it contemplates. Specific areas of the Discussion 
Paper that are of interest to Aurora are the discussion around maximizing the use of existing 
mine openings when conSidering tailings disposal options, and the proposed avoidance of 
natural water bodies frequented by fish for long term management of waste rock and tailings. 
Aurora's comments are provided below and have also been placed on the CNSC's website in 
the comment page. 

a_rora 
l~li'- l l ~~, :' -.f) {h!.· '~f," t r ;:. .,', . , 

Suit€ 600 < TO Place. 140 Water Street. 
St. John's, NL, A1C 6H6, 

Tel: (709) 726- 2223, Fax: (709) 726-0138 



As a general comment a careful reading of the Discussion Paper leaves the reader with the 
distinct impression that the intention of the proposed new position is to guarantee that in-lake 
disposal of tailings will not occur at uranium mines. The Discussion Paper recognizes 
that under certain circumstances disposal of tailings into waters frequented by fish may be 
appropriate. However, it is clear that in-pit disposal is the preference, as the Discussion Paper 
emphasizes the negative attributes of above-ground engineered storage and the desire to 
eliminate active management. I n-pit management of tailings is a successful means of dealing 
with tailings in Saskatchewan because of the unique development history, the nature of the 
deposits and the local geography. In the proposed, low-grade underground mines under 
consideration in eastern Canada this one solution does not necessarily fit the local 
circumstances. With the wide variation of Canadian geography, it is critical for mining 
proponents and regulators alike to have access to a number of disposal option technologies that 
best suit the environment and the landscape. 

Other disposal methods such as in-lake, above-ground and purpose-built pits have proven to be 
successful in other mining locations and should be given equal consideration when being 
evaluated by the Canadian regulatory system. 

Before commenting directly on the Discussion Paper it is appropriate to discuss several items in 
the Supporting Document that are relevant to the two abovementioned concerns. 

• On Page 1 it is stated that lithe predicted long term impacts (of radioactive waste 
management) should be no greater than the impacts that are currently permissible. " Aurora 
notes that in the context of mill tailings management systems, the use of waters frequented 
by fish is a permissible impact if the site is designated by the Minister of Environment as a 
tailings impoundment area in Schedule 2 of the Metal Mining Effluent Regulations (MMER) 
under the Fisheries Act. Accordingly, since these regulations also govern the disposition of 
uranium tailings, then a tailings impoundment area designation must be available for 
uranium mill tailings. 

• On Page 2 it is stated that, "the operator would select the option that best protects the 
environment as a whole, taking into consideration technical and social-economic factors as 
appropriate. II Aurora concurs with this statement and notes that cases may exist where the 
best technical and socially acceptable methods of tailings management can result in the 
selection of water cover and specifically could include the use of natural water bodies. 
Natural water bodies have the attraction of water cover that is sustained by natural means, 
eliminating the need for institutional controls. 

• On Page 4 the Support Document acknowledges that /lIn certain cases, placing chemically 
stabilized and consolidated tailings under water may be a preferred option since the water 
limits oxidation and release of contaminants to the environment." Aurora concurs with this 
assessment as it based on some of the science completed under the National Uranium 
Tailings Program. However, Aurora feels that this acknowledged fact has been ignored in 
the preparation of the position statement in Section 5 of the Discussion Paper. 
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• On Page 4 in Paragraph 2 it is stated that, " .. . these practices would not be acceptable ... " It 

is true that the old "dumping" practices of the past are no longer acceptable but this 
statement is incomplete in that it ignores the continued development and application of 
carefully designed modern practices of placing tailings in waterbodies can be an acceptable 
practice under the findings of the National Uranium Tailings Program and the 
abovementioned provisions of the Fisheries Act. 

• On Page 5 it is stated that, "the CNSC expects an applicant for new mines or mills to 
consider in-pit disposal (or another means of placing the material in an engineered sub
surface repository) where practicable. J1 For new mines this provision must be evaluated for 
open pit mines, underground mines and cases where a purpose-built pit is necessary. In 
the case of new, low-grade deposits in Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador it could 
necessitate the temporary storage of tailings in a surface site followed by subsequent 
relocation to a worked out pit. With a temporary tailings storage site the total area disturbed 
by the operation would include a large surface area tailings facility, (if one could be found 
that did not incidentally include a lake containing fish). This land would be permanently 
removed from terrestrial habitat service even after relocation of the tailings to an available 
pit once it is mined out. Alternatively the operation could create purpose-built pits as tailings 
management areas. In these cases the terrestrial footprint of the operation will expand to 
include the area taken up by the pits and the waste rock piles excavated from the pits. In 
the case of the Michelin Project, the purpose-built pit option has the largest footprint of the 
five short listed. 

In cases where a mine is exclusively an underground operation it is common that the tailings 
will not fit in the underground workings and so only the purpose-built pit option could be 
considered. Utilizing an existing mined out pit for tailings disposal, as is done in 
Saskatchewan is an excellent use of an asset in need of reclamation at the end of mine life. 
However, creating pits built solely for the disposal of tailings places a high additional cost 
upon the proposed new mine. 

• On Page 5 it is stated that, "If the lake is filled with waste JJ 
J 

it can be permanently lost. While 
this is true if the basin in question is completely filled, there are scenarios where only a 
portion of the water body would be filled with material and the remainder can be returned to 
ecological use pending the demonstration of acceptable water quality and ecological risks. 
Such is the case in one of the short-listed options currently under consideration for the 
Michelin Project. In that option, the lower portion of a very deep lake would accept the 
tailings and after a cover of clean material is placed on the tailings surface and once water 
quality has been approved the lake can be reconnected to the regional water system. 
Furthermore, DFO policy states clearly that fish habitat lost to industrial uses must be 
compensated for and while a lake may be lost, the total amount of fish habitat will remain 
the same. 

• On Page 5 it is stated that. "An alternatives assessment must demonstrate that the 
proposed use of a natural water body is the most appropriate option for mine waste disposal 
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from an environmental, technical and socia-economic perspective. Jl It is significant that the 
financial aspect of the alternatives assessment is absent from this list of factors. The 
relative cost of the options for tailings and waste rock management alternatives for a given 
project are important variables in determining the most suitable one. The balance between 
environmental impacts that are not significant and the benefits of the economic and social 
development derived from a new mining project must be considered to determine the most 
acceptable alternative. While there may be environmental benefits and technically the 
options, such as purpose-built pits, could be feasible, these costs could render the project 
uneconomic when it includes purpose built pits. In this case there would be no socio
economic benefits to consider and evaluate. 

Comments on the Discussion Paper 
These comments refer primarily to the main position statement as described in Section 5 of the 
Discussion Paper. Background to these comments are contained below and in the comments 
offered previously on the Support Document. 

• Modify the first bullet of Section 5: "Tailings and mine waste rock shall be managed to 
maximize the use of mine workings such as open pits and underground developments, and 
natural and/or engineered barriers between the waste materials and the environment, to 
help ensure the long-term protection of Canada's terrestrial and aquatic environment, as 
well as the protection of current and future generations," to read: ('Tailings and mine waste 
rock shall be managed using mine workings such as open pits and underground 
developments where appropriate, and natural and/or engineered barriers between the waste 
materials and the environment, to help ensure the long-term protection of Canada's 
terrestrial and aquatic environment, to ensure the safe and beneficial economic 
development of the mining regions of Canada, as well as the protection of current and future 
generations." 

The above is offered to account for the fact that new uranium mining opportunities appear 
frequently in areas of Canada where new economic development is desirable from a social 
and economic standpoint. Adding the suggested phrase would ensure that due 
consideration is given to the need for this development and that such development is 
considered in the context of minimizing significant environmental effects. 

• Delete the second bullet point in Section 5 and replace it with the following: "Proposals for 
the use of natural waterbodies frequented by fish for the long-term management of mine 
waste rock and tailings shall be examined using the standards that are applied in 
consideration of the designation of tailings impoundment areas under the Fisheries Act and 
in conjunction with expert advice from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and 
Environment Canada." 

The revised statement proposed in the second bullet of Section 5 that "Natural waterbodies 
frequented by fish shall be avoided to the extent practicable ... " represents an unnecessary 
additional requirement for uranium tailings to that which already exists within the current 
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Mining, Milling Effluent Regulations (MMER) administered by the Department of Fisheries 
and Oceans (OFO) and Environment Canada . The MMER process achieves a high standard 
of scrutiny and regulation of the practice of designating a water body as a tailings 
impoundment area and the designation will only proceed if the option is the best available in 
the particular circumstances of the project and if the loss of habitat can be appropriately 
compensated through the habitat protection policy administered by the Department of 
Fisheries and Oceans. To retain the statement in Section 5 sets up a situation where one 
agency of the federal government (CNSC) has policy that is inconsistent with that of another 
agency (DFO and Environment Canada). This situation would result in confusion and 
uncertainty for both proponents and regulatory personnel. 

We hope you will give these suggestions serious consideration and we look forward to seeing a 
final policy that is supportive of industry and meets all safety and environmental requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 

Aurora Energy Resources 1 nco 

£J 10(1 
r~-L . l.uV'~X.U 

0 
Bruce Dumville, 
President & Chief Executive Officer 
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