
From: Monica Field <email address removed>  
Sent: December 6, 2018 5:41 PM 
To: Grassy Mountain (CEAA/ACEE) <ceaa.grassymountain.acee@canada.ca> 
Cc: <email address removed>  
Subject: Turtle Mountain and a future rock avalanche 
 
Hello, 
 
I understand from email correspondence with Behn Morris/AER that no geotechnical study has been 
completed related to Turtle Mountain and the effect of seismicity induced by blasting and other 
operations at the proposed Grassy Mountain Mine on the stability of Turtle Mountain.  
 
I believe that a geotechnical study would be warranted due to the risk of a second rock avalanche from 
Turtle Mountain. 
 
Blasting in the mine under Turtle Mountain resumed a couple of months after the 1903 Frank Slide and 
was continuous until April of 1918 when the mine closed. In the early 1900s, black powder was used. 
This powder burned slowly and loosened the coal effectively, resulting in fewer fines. For most mines 
without coke ovens, small pieces less than ½ inch were not marketable, so larger chunks were preferred, 
and this powder gave them what they wanted. The long burn was dangerous, however, in an 
environment with methane gas, so for safety reasons the mines switched to monobel, which burned 
faster and had a less gentle explosion.  
 
What effect did blasting within the mountain from 1901 to 1903 have? Hard to say, but it may have 
been a contributing factor in causing the Frank Slide. Blasting from 1903 to 1918 may have contributed 
to the mountain’s current instability. 
 
When the seismic monitoring program on Turtle Mountain was running from the early 1980s through 
the mid 1990s, we picked up all the mine blasts from the Sparwood and Elkford open pit mines. These 
blasts were much farther from Turtle Mountain than the proposed Grassy Mountain Mine, which is in 
close proximity. The Elk Valley blasts are audible east of the Livingstone Range, which gives an indication 
of their magnitude. Modern blasting uses different explosives and I would imagine it is more powerful 
and concentrated than underground blasting in the early decades of Crowsnest Pass coal mining. The 
seismic signature was strong for the BC blasts, but short. No precursor or aftershock, just the blast itself. 
I am not sure what effect this type of blasting at Grassy Mountain in close proximity to Turtle Mountain 
would have on Turtle Mountain’s overall stability. I think this is a legitimate concern. 
 
The Alberta Geological Survey currently operates the Turtle Mountain Monitoring Program, and is 
keeping a close watch on this still-dangerous peak. I have copied Danielle Wood on this email.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Monica Field  
 
 
Monica Field 
Facility Manager 
Frank Slide Interpretive Centre 
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