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Dear Mr. Schryer and Mr. Korupchuk:
With your company’s rezoning proposal soon to come before the
Reeve and Council of the Rural Municipality of Corman Park for
consideration, the Saskatchewan Environmental Society would
appreciate an official response to the questions below regarding your
proposed metal processing facility. Many of our questions relate to
your proposal for the process residue waste storage facility, which will
be a permanent feature of the site.
We filed most of these questions in written form with Mike Romaniak
after a meeting he held with us four years ago. At the time, Mr.
Romaniak was Fortune Minerals Vice President of Operations and Chief
Operating Officer. Unfortunately, we have never received any type of
written response from Fortune Minerals.
We would be grateful for an official response from Fortune Minerals to
these questions before the public hearing that the RM of Corman Park
plans to hold in the coming months.
We have updated a few of the questions to take account of current
information in your Comprehensive Development Review document.
The Comprehensive Development Review document has also
answered five of the original questions we posed, which we have thus
taken off the list.
Thank you very much for your consideration of this matter.
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Yours sincerely,

Ann Coxworth, Board Member

Peter Prebble, Board Member

David Henry, SES Member & Volunteer
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QUESTIONS TO FORTUNE MINERALS (SEPTEMBER 2018)
1. The plan is for the process residue wastes (containing significant amounts of arsenic) to be
permanently left behind on the Fortune Minerals metal processing plant site. Is this location
for process waste residue not incompatible with the North Saskatchewan River being only a
few kilometres away? Could not the active springs in the river shoreline accelerate the
transfer of residue into the river?
2. Given the significant levels of arsenic in the process residue waste, is the proposed location
of the process waste residue cells not incompatible with a major drinking water aquifer (the
Dalmeny Aquifer), with nearby food production, and with what can be expected to be
growing residential development in the Langham area?
3. Microbial action in metal ore processing wastes can transform arsenic into the highly toxic
and more mobile trivalent species. Why isn’t this likelihood referred to in the Fortune Minerals
Environmental Impact Study? Why isn’t it referred to in the recently published Fortune
Minerals ‘Comprehensive Development Review’ document? Is this not a major oversight?
4. How will Fortune Minerals research and deal with microbial action in the process residue
wastes, action which has the potential to mobilize and transform scorodite into more toxic
and mobile arsenic compounds?
5. How will Fortune Minerals replace leak detection equipment for the arsenic-laced process
residue wastes in the event that the leak detection equipment breaks down?
6. How will Fortune Minerals replace leak detection equipment on site for deep well injection in
the event that this equipment breaks down? How would repairs be done to the casing of
the deep injection well?
7. Please discuss the anticipated impact of a serious fire on the Fortune Minerals site, especially
given experience elsewhere with kerosene use in chemical extraction processes. Secondly,
please discuss how such a fire would be responded to by Fortune Minerals.
8. Some farmers and local residents in the Langham area worry that their properties will be
depreciated in value due to the proposed Fortune Minerals metal processing plant. If the
plant proceeds and property values do in fact decline, how will these people be
compensated?
9. Given the critical importance of decommissioning for this particular project, the
Saskatchewan Environmental Society would have preferred to see the decommissioning
plan developed in conjunction with your Environmental Impact Study. Now, four years later,
Fortune Minerals has published a Comprehensive Development Review document, and
there is still no decommissioning plan. Given that assessing the acceptability of your project
depends very much on knowing the details of your decommissioning plan, how can Fortune
Minerals justify delaying publication of the decommissioning plan until after you receive
project approval and municipal rezoning approval?
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10. Could you comment on your consultant’s statement in your Environmental Impact Study
(EIS) Addendum page 28 that: “insufficient studies have been conducted to provide
confidence in prediction of long-term confinement of contaminants.....inherent variability of
hydraulic conductivity of natural materials, along with variability in transport properties,
might result in deviations between the simulated results and observed performance”.
11. Claudetite is briefly referred to in the Fortune Minerals Environmental Impact Study (EIS), but
receives no discussion in your new Comprehensive Development Review document. Could
you clarify why this is the case? In addition to the overall operation of the process residue
storage facility cells, and the retractable covers, do you have any specific plans to keep
claudetite out of the natural environment, both while the cells are being filled, and over the
long term? How much claudetite do you anticipate dealing with?
12. Could you clarify what appears to be a significant discrepancy between your Environmental
Impact Study and your more recently published Comprehensive Development Review
document? In Table 3.4.1 of your Environmental Impact Study you state scorodite is 27% of
process residue. On page 59 of your Comprehensive Development Review there is a
reference to scorodite being 50% of the process residue. Which number is correct?
13. In tonnes – to the nearest thousand tonnes – could you share with us how much arsenic will
be in the 2.8 million tonnes of Process Residue wastes at the end of 18 years of operation?
14. Your company suggests in its documents that the lifetime of the proposed metal processing
facility might be extended to 25 years. If the metal processing plant operates for 25 years,
how much arsenic will be in the Process Residue wastes? Please provide the answer to the
nearest thousand tonnes.
15. In 2014 large parts of the Rural Municipality of Humboldt, approximately 120 kilometres
away, were under water for many weeks after heavy rainfall events. 80% of the roads in the
Rural Municipality flooded. (https://www.pressreader.com/canada/saskatoonstarphoenix/20140708/281621008440301, July 8, 2014) How would Fortune Minerals respond
to this kind of rainfall event in the Langham area? Would the planned diversion ditches and
retention ponds be sufficient, or would they be overwhelmed? What would be the impact
on the storage pits containing the waste residues, if this level of flooding occurred in the
local area?
16. We are concerned that Fortune Minerals has developed its planning around a 1:100 year
storm event based on data over the 1892-2007 period. Given the changing nature of our
climate on the Prairies, is not the analysis provided in the Environmental Impact Study on
projected precipitation insufficient? For at least a decade now, it has been widely
accepted that climate change is undermining the validity of historical data on precipitation
rates in North America. (For example, refer to the article “Stationarity is dead: Whither water
management” http://science.sciencemag.org/content/319/5863/573). Climate change is
thus likely to make the precipitation data Fortune Minerals has relied on outdated. The
Saskatchewan Environmental Society is concerned that this could have serious
consequences for water management on the Fortune Minerals site, particularly as it relates
to the process residue wastes. Please comment.
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17. How would Fortune Minerals respond to a 250mm precipitation event on site?
18. At approximately 5 metres below ground level, the bottom of the Fortune Minerals proposed
process residue storage facility cells appear to be not far above the high groundwater level
mark. In the event of multiple heavy rainfall years, might high ground water levels become
a problem at the process residue storage site, either during the construction period, during
the subsequent 18-25 year operating period or during the decommissioning and postdecommissioning period? Will the current plan for use of retention ponds be sufficient in
such circumstances? If it is not, how will the challenge be addressed?
19. At the March 2014 public meeting in Langham, several questions were raised about the
thickness of the liner in the Process Residue Storage Facility? Could you update us on your
most current plans for liner thickness? Also, please discuss the longevity of the liner?
20. Does Fortune Minerals intend to operate the proposed metal processing plant throughout its
18-25 - year lifetime, or is sale of the plant part of the medium term business strategy? Is
partial or complete sale of the metal processing plant a serious option for Fortune Minerals?
21. In the view of the Saskatchewan Environmental Society, the most critical issues on site will be
faced once your plant is decommissioned. How will the Process Residue Storage Facility cells
be effectively monitored and managed in the many decades after the FML processing
plant has been closed? How long does Fortune Minerals expect to monitor the site after
decommissioning is complete? When will the monitoring methodology be described in
detail? When will monitoring be turned over to the Government of Saskatchewan?
22. With respect to closure bond planning, and given the risk posed by the arsenic-laced wastes
in the Process Residue Storage Facility, what is Fortune Minerals expectation about how
often the Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment will need to monitor the site and over what
period of time?
23. We have little confidence in the ability of the Saskatchewan Ministry of the Environment to
accurately estimate the amount required for a closure bond. One need only look at the
case of the Gunnar uranium mine and mill in Northern Saskatchewan. The real cost of
cleanup has exceeded the 2006 Ministry estimate of $26 million by at least 9 fold. What
recourse will residents of Corman Park and the Rural Municipality of Corman Park have if the
cost of dealing with future problems on the Fortune Minerals site greatly exceeds the amount
of the closure bond?
24. Will the closure bond posted remain in place indefinitely after the Fortune Minerals plant is
closed?
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