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November 30th, 2007
	Tracking Number
	Reviewer
	Comment ID
	Topic
	Review Comment
	BHPB’s Response / Proposed Revision

	A: Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) Comments

	1
	Indian Northern Affairs Canada (INAC)
	INAC – 1  
	EEFPK
	Section 3.2 describes the extra fine processed Kimberlite (EFPK) as an ‘undulating, low density mass’, which settles out in the bottom of the ponds. What are the potential effects of the EFPK on the water quality of the pond, and will it continue to be monitored?
	

	2
	Indian Northern Affairs Canada
	INAC – 2  
	LLCF
	Section 3.3.4 states that ‘accumulation of ice in excess of normal pore ice, within the FPK deposit during winter deposition reduces available (usable) volume of the LLCF’. How will the increased ice formation affect the life of the LLCF? When does BHP predict to require an alternate disposal method for the PK?  BHP states that by controlling FPK distribution and utilizing the established management practices they will limit the depth of winter FPK deposition. Can BHP explain how the management practices are different for winter months and approximately how much will these practices limit the depth of winter FPK deposition?
	

	3
	Indian Northern Affairs Canada
	INAC – 3 
	EFPK
	Section 3.3.6 describes how the filtering capacity of the dykes is seasonally reduced due to winter freezing. How far does the winter freezing extend and does it thaw completely over the course of the summer? It is also stated that the EFPK is plugging sections of the filter dykes. Considering the cumulative effects of freezing in the upper portion of the dykes and the plugging of the lower portions of the dykes by accumulating EFPK; what precautions are being considered or implemented to ensure that the dykes will not be totally sealed in the winter months?
	

	
	Indian Northern Affairs Canada
	INAC – 4
	Alternatives
	Section 3.4.3 describes how the road on the north slope of Cell A will be relocated to increase the capacity and therefore the life of the LLCF. A concern is that the capacity of the LLCF has already been increased. Will other options such as backfilling the underground mine works or placement of PK into the pits be considered to reduce the amount of PK placed within the LLCF and therefore extend the life of the LLCF?
	

	
	Indian Northern Affairs Canada
	INAC – 5
	LLCF
	Section 3.7.3 discusses permafrost development in the LLCF. There is no mention of the pore water in advance of the aggrading permafrost freeze front. The full potential of this pore water to negatively affect the long term water quality of the LLCF should be addressed. The proposed increased capacity of the LLCF would likely increase the amount of pore water, thereby increasing the potential to negatively affect the overall water quality in the LLCF. Please refer to the INAC-WRD comment letter for Section 3 of the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan (ICRP) dated November 19, 2007 for a more complete description of our concerns.
	

	B: GNWT - Environment Natural Resources (ENR) Comments

	4
	GNWT - Environment Natural Resources (ENR)
	ENR – 1 
	Comprehensive Description
	However, ENR found that further information is required as per Part F, Section 1a (i) of Water License MV2003L2-0013 to describe the required contents of the WPKMP. This section states that the WPKMP should include: "a comprehensive description of all sources and types of waste related to the project”, though these where not provided in the Acid/Alkaline Rock Drainage (ARD) and Geochemical Characterization Plan or the Waste Rock and Ore Storage Management Plan as approved by the Board.
	

	5
	GNWT - Environment Natural Resources
	ENR – 2
	Chemical Description
	It is our opinion that a "comprehensive description" should include not only volumes of liquids to be deposited in the Long Lake Containment Facility (LLCF), but also a chemical description. This is especially important in cases where the liquids are, or contain, contaminants of concern. 

Specifically, in Section 2.1.3 of the WPKMP entitled "Management of Operational Mine Water" there is no information about what the water pumped to the LLCF from underground Panda/Koala operations may contain. ENR notes from past report reviews that water reporting to the LLCF via underground workings at Panda/Koala may contain extractable petroleum hydrocarbons. As noted in this report, treated sewage is also periodically deposited in the LLCF.
	

	6
	GNWT - Environment Natural Resources
	ENR – 3
	Potential Contaminants
	ENR requests that the WPKMP describe in detail what the water contains, including any chemical analysis and/or modeling of contaminants, and anticipated volumes of these elements that will remain in the LLCF for the long term. Such information cannot be determined by the sampling procedures described in Section 3.5.2 – Water Quality Monitoring.

We are requesting this information in order to have a clear understanding of the type and quantity of potential contaminants that will remain in Long Lake beyond the mine life. In our experience, this is important information when considering future land use for the site.
	

	C: Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency (IEMA) Comments

	7
	Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency 
	IEMA – 1 
	Uncertainties
	The WPKMP (p.23) notes that there are “numerous unknowns” currently with the processing of Fox ore and with the discharge of underground saline water. It also states, for example at p.24 that “a number of studies are currently in progress regarding these issues.” Again, at p.39 the plan notes that investigation studies ‘are at this time not adequately advanced to enable revised design or operation criteria to be established for the LLCF.’ The Plan also notes that future development of the LLCF ‘must anticipate the volume of EFPK that will report to ponds and provide adequate pond volume in order to ensure deposition. Studies of the long-term consolidation characteristics and investigations of the nature, behaviour, management and operation requirements for the EFPK are on-going.’ All this suggests that significant uncertainties about the long-term efficiency and closure feasibility of the LLCF remain. It would be very helpful to understand the specific questions that are being investigated by BHPB with respect to Fox tailings and the operation of the LLCF, and to have some understanding of the research activities and timelines being adopted to answer the questions. This information will be key to reviewing BHPB’s proposed closure methods for the

LLCF as part of the ICRP process.
	

	8
	Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency 
	IEMA – 2 
	Uncertainties
	It should be noted that the above issue was also a concern of the WLWB when it approved the 2006 WPKMP. One of the conditions of approval was that the revision (due March 31, 2008) summarizes ‘the uncertainties and information gaps, and the work being undertaken to resolve these.’ We agree with the Board that this is an important task, and should be incorporated into the plan when it is submitted in 2008.
	

	9
	Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency 
	IEMA – 3 
	Uncertainties
	The Plan notes [p.24] that one of the design objectives for the LLCF is to provide a stable landscape so that the facility ‘may be progressively reclaimed’. This is not further explained in the 2007 WPKMP and, given the stated design objective; some indication of how this objective will be met would be helpful. Again, this information will be important for the ICRP review.
	

	10
	Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency 
	IEMA – 4
	Uncertainties
	At p.28 it is noted that vegetation studies ‘are on-going to review potential environmental risks (metal uptake studies) and to optimize methods and practices.’ No further details are provided, but would be most helpful in understanding how BHPB is minimizing environmental risk for closure planning.
	

	11
	Independent Environmental Monitoring Agency
	IEMA – 5
	Uncertainties
	The WPKMP notes that the EFPK, which consists of very low density smectite fines, is highly erodible and would not support dry covers. For closure, therefore, the WPKMP states [p.30] that ‘water covers (shallow lakes) would serve to prevent erosion.’ On p.32, however, the Plan notes that ‘EFPK will be stabilized by utilizing a deep water cover.’ Has BHPB determined that establishing a clear water cover for the EFPK material will be effective? It appears that this question is not yet resolved, and it would be helpful to understand what investigations BHPB might be doing to determine whether this closure approach is feasible or not.
	


