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MR. O'REILLY: Thanks, Madam Chair. I want to thank my colleague from Yellowknife
North, asked a bunch of a questions that I was going to start into.
But I think if we don't start to calculate this amount, we just pawn this off on future
generations, and that's not a good way of doing business, let alone running a
government.
Yeah, I'm -- when I saw the amount, I was, quite frankly, astounded at how low it is.
You know, the mines -- the diamond mines each - the big ones, they have hundreds of
millions of dollars set aside in financial security to deal with their closure obligations.
And all of our assets to properly dispose, take them down, whatever, only comes to $70
million? I just find that a very -- seems to me to be intuitively very, very low when you
think about all of the -- the landfills, sewage lagoons, fuel tanks, the buildings that we
own, this seems to be extremely low. As I said, the diamond mines, they've got
hundreds of millions of dollars set aside as financial security to deal with this.
So is there something different about the way that those guys have to set aside financial
security and the way that this asset retirement obligation is calculated that I'm not aware
of. Thanks, Madam Chair.
CHAIRPERSON (Ms. Semmler): Thank you. Minister.
HON. CAROLINE WAWZONEK: Thanks, Madam Chair. So -- I mean, in short, yes,
there's, I think, fairly significantly different processes that are undergone when a major
industrial project by a private actor is trying to get various licenses versus an accounting
exercise to go in and determine what the value of an asset is that reflects potential
costs.
So, you know, I can't speak to every sewage lagoon or the size of it or every fuel tank. I
can't say that the intention here is not the same as an obligation to return an entire mine
site to a natural state. This is an accounting exercise to understand, you know,
what -- what would you need to do to have no asbestos in a building when you're done
with it. So I'm -- you know, I'm -- I can certainly ensure that the folks that were on the
working group, or task force, whatever it was called, that put these together, are -- can
be available. If there's some detailed questions, to understand how they went about
their work, and that may be the best way to provide a more detailed response. Thanks,
Madam Chair.
CHAIRPERSON (Ms. Semmler): Thank you, Minister. Member for Frame Lake.
MR. O'REILLY: Thanks, Madam Chair. Yeah, thanks to the Minister for that. Yeah, I'm
interested in having that -- that meeting or discussion at some point, because the mines,
they have water licenses. That's where the closure obligations are set out. They have

a closure plan, standards are developed. I've seen, you know, reclamation calculations
using spreadsheets. ENR actually maintains that spreadsheet.
I don't know why ours -- our system should be much different. In fact, some of our
assets probably have water licenses, or should have water licenses. The sewage
lagoons and so on. And they're going to have get closed at some point. We're going to
have to deal with the closure of those and make sure we have the money to do it. So,
yeah, I'm interested in that conversation.
So like my colleague, though, how do we actually fund this? I know that we have
contaminated sites, big backlog of contaminated sites that we actually have an
environment fund to basically put some money aside to deal with those contaminated
sites, at least the ones that seem to be causing some kind of risk. So there's money
that is going into that fund to help with remediation.
We got -- we're not going to have set up some kind of a fund to take care of these asset
retirement obligations? It just gets rolled into our O and M at an annual rate of $8.5
million a year; is that how this is going to work? Thanks, Madam Chair.
CHAIRPERSON (Ms. Semmler): Thank you, Member. Minister of Finance.
HON. CAROLINE WAWZONEK: Thank you, Madam Chair. Madam Chair, it's -- I think,
really, these are perhaps questions almost for the Department of Infrastructure and/or
ENR and, with respect to the sewage lagoons, possibly MACA, because what is
happening here is the accounting standards are reflecting the value of the asset, and
the value of the asset now has to reflect the fact that there's costs associated.
We're not in a position yet where we have incurred an expense or where we are even
anticipating an expense, you know, say, next -- this year, next year. Some of these
assets certainly will have their end of life before others. And if there does need to be
some sort of remediation, then that'll have to then get accounted for and planned for.
But the big $70 million is really to bring every single asset in to reflect the value of that
asset knowing that there's now this additional item to account for. But it's not, in and of
itself, the method by which the government would necessarily be planning for any kind
of environmental damage or environmental remediation.
So like this isn't us saying this is the total amount the government will ever pay to
remediate any and all assets, sewage lagoons, fuel tanks, etcetera. It's saying that
there's assets that have other costs associated, and we need to reflect that in that
asset.
So I -- I know that's maybe not the most satisfying answer, but it's just that it's not the
right place to dig into how we're going to pay for that. Thanks, Madam Chair.
CHAIRPERSON (Ms. Semmler): Thank you. Member for Frame Lake.
MR. O'REILLY: Madam Chair, well, if it's not the right place to dig into it, where -- when
do we start that?

We've got $70 million that's being booked here, that we're supposed to approve, and
there's at least a couple of regular MLAs on this side that can't figure out how we're
actually going to pay for this over time. Yeah, I think there's a problem here.
But, look, maybe the meeting is probably -- or briefing or something is the best way to
try to figure this out. But as I said, I just find it really hard to understand how $70 million
is really going to cut it for all of our assets that are out there right now, especially the
sewage lagoons, fuel tanks.
You have to take big fuel tanks down in Ulukhaktok or Sachs Harbour or sea lifting the
stuff out, power washing it, properly disposing of asbestos from those communities is
going get sea lifted out. You got to take it to an engineered landfill. If it's hazardous
stuff, you might even have to take it to Swan Hills. I just – I -- I'm just not sure that $70
million is really going to cover all that.
Any ways, happy to get the briefing from the Minister on this and really understand how
this was calculated, whether it's really going to cover all of the obligations we have in
terms of our assets, and how we're going to pay for this over time. Thanks, Madam
Chair.
CHAIRPERSON (Ms. Semmler): Thank you. Minister.
HON. CAROLINE WAWZONEK: Yeah, thank you, Madam Chair. Yeah, we're happy to
do that, I mean - but, again, it's -- the accountants of the Finance can come in and
explain how this was done to comply with the accounting standards. But I'm going to be
speaking to my colleagues about the departments that are actually responsible when
the time comes to incur the costs, because this is -- this is reflective of an asset -- the
asset's value as it's -- considers the fact of having to have it retired at some point.
Yeah, there's -- there's a different conversation to be had that's Infrastructure, and I say,
again, I suspect ENR.
I certainly wasn't expecting this to be the direction of the accounting standards
discussion. So I'll have to talk to my colleagues about what their departments -- their
department's role in terms of, you know, remediation and remediation liabilities, which is
not necessarily the same thing as an account - as meeting an accounting standard. But
we'll arrange the briefing, and we'll see who all we can bring together for that purpose.
Thank you, Madam Chair.

