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August 11, 2007
Files: MV2001L2-0008 & MV2003L2-0013

Attention: Parties to the Ekati ICRP Working Group

Board’s review of stakeholder comments on Section 2 of the Ekati ICRP

The Wekeezhii Land and Water Board (WLWB) staff appreciates the stakeholders’ efforts to provide specific recommendations with rationales.  For the most part, the comments are within the jurisdiction of the WLWB and will be forwarded to BHB Billiton Diamonds Inc (BHPB) for their response.  Please see the attached table, WLWB Filtered Comment Table, for WLWB responses to specific comments.  

There are, however, a few issues that warrant more detailed discussion than can be easily provided in a table.  These issues are identified below.

Comprehensive Table for Objectives, Criteria, Options, Research and Monitoring
For each mine component, the ICRP contains three separate tables: one for closure objectives and criteria; one for monitoring; and one for research.  Some Working Group members feel that combing this information into one table would ease the review and understanding of the ICRP.  The Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency (IEMA) proposed one format for this table (see attached).
WLWB staff recognize the benefits of having one comprehensive table but we are concerned that the table will become so large and each column in the table will contain so much detail that the table itself will become equally cumbersome, albeit in a different way.  Also, IEMA’s proposed comprehensive table does not contain a column for lessons learned through research, which in the long term will become more important as closure options, objectives and criteria are rejected or modified based on those lessons.  
To address these issues, WLWB staff propose that a “summary sheet” approach be used in conjunction with the three separate tables already provided in the ICRP.  The summary sheet would briefly highlight for each mine component the preferred closure options, objectives, criteria, research, lessons learned and monitoring.  The Board would only approve the three tables, not the summary sheet as it is not as detailed.  However, stakeholders could review the summary sheet to ensure there were no discrepancies between it and the tables.  BHPB could prepare this summary sheet after the review of Section 3 is finished but before the review of Section 4 begins.  This will allow BHPB to update the separate tables and summary sheet in accordance with any commitments or directives made during the review of Sections 1-3 in time for the more intensive review of the reclamation research plan during Section 4.
In addition to the summary sheet, Board staff also propose that the numbering format used in the research and monitoring tables match that used in the objectives and criteria tables.  For example: Under Land Objective 4 in Table 21 the research reference is currently Land Research Objective 1.  The reclamation research reference could be changed to Land Research Objective 4 to create more flow between the tables.
Please review these two proposals and provide written comments by September 1, 2007 that are in the following format:

1. issue/concern

2. explanation or rationale for issue/concern

3. proposed solution

The WLWB will make a binding decision on this matter at the WLWB Board meeting on Section 2.

Reclamation Research Plan
· Although the reclamation research plan is not a focus of Section 2, Board staff agree with the recommendations that the research plan should include where possible more details on the priority, timing and duration, even if they are estimates, of each individual research project. 
· The reclamation research plan identifies the need for community input and traditional knowledge on some topics.  BHPB should provide details on how and when this information will be collected.
Timing of Plan Revision
Questions were posed regarding the timing of plan revisions based on the outcomes of section reviews.  Under the Terms of Reference for the Working Group (December 2005), BHPB must revise the ICRP following the WLWB meeting on Section 4.  This final working draft will undergo a final review cycle to ensure consistency and connectivity between sections and to ensure that BHPB addressed all comments as committed to during the section reviews.  Any issues identified during this phase will have to be addressed, and if necessary, BHPB will submit a final ICRP.  This submission of the final ICRP will initiate the public hearing process.
Format for BHPB’s Responses
· There were a number of similar comments in the members’ submissions that may be addressed more effectively and thoroughly if a combined response is provided.  BHPB is requested to consider grouping similar comments and providing one comprehensive response for each group of comments.  This would replace the current format of having each row in the table contain one comment. 
· BHPB must carry forward the comments from the Section 1 Comment Summary Table  that apply to Section 2.

· BHPB is encouraged to respond to all comments, including those outside of the WLWB’s jurisdiction (two have been identified in the WLWB Filtered Comment Table).  While the Working Group will not discuss these comments, the information may help improve the overall understanding of the ICRP.
As always, the WLWB encourages BHPB and the other members of the Working Group to work together to address comments and concerns.  This will be especially useful for those comments where members request references to other, related documents.  Please provide any details or resolutions from meetings to the WLWB.  If you have any questions, contact me at (867) 669-9590 or email zabey@wlwb.ca.

Yours sincerely,

[original signed by]
Zabey Nevitt

Executive Director

Attachments – 
IEMA’s proposed comprehensive table
WLWB Filtered Comment Summary Table
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