“TAHERA

DIAMOND CORPORATION

25 October 2006

Chief Administrative Officer
Nunavut Water Board

P.O, Box 119

(3joa Haven, Nunavut

X0B 1J0

RE: Response to Joe Murdock Technical Review

Licence:. NWB1JERO410 Part H, item 3 Waste Rock Management Plan Pt. 1

Appended to this letter is Tahera Diamond Corporation’s response to Joe Murdock’s Preliminary Technical
Review that he provided to Bruce Ott of AMEC. AMEC did not prepare the document on our behalf and it was
forwarded to us.

We have responded to the questions in the simplest format possible — by inserting comments within the text of
the review provided. This provides context and easier access to the corresponding / support documentation or
information requested.

References to the NWB Licence provided by Joe are in black, his comments are in blue and our responses are
in graen.

Should you have any gquestions with respect to Tahera Diamond Corporations response, da not hesitate to
contact the undersigned.

Regards,

Greg Missal
V. P, Government and Regulatory Affairs
Tahera Diamond Corporation

Nunavut Water
Board
NCY O, 2006
Dan D. Johnson
V.P., Operations : .
Tahera Diamond Gorporation Public Registry
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PART H: NDITIONS APPLYI TO WASTE MAN

3.

Schedule H - Conditions Applying to Waste Management Plans

The Licensee shall submit to the Board for approval within four {4} months of the
effective date of this license a Waste Rock Management Plan, to address the
management of all rock this is disturbed, moved, stored, or otherwise affected by
mining-related activity on the property over the term of the project. This Plan shall be
developed in accordance with Schedule H, 1tem 2.

2.

The detailed Waste Rock Management Plan referred to in Part H, Item 3 of the Licence,
shall include but not necessarily limited to the following:

the Plan shall be developed in accordance with the Department of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development’s (DIAND) “Guidelines for Acid Rock Drainage
Prediction in the North, September 1993" or subsequent editions.

The Board requests that Tahera briefly outlines how the Guidelines for Acid Rock
Drainage Frediction in the North (Sept 1993) were consulted in preparation of the Waste
Rock Management Plan. The Board requests well developed staternents within the body
of the text that clearly references where the Guideline was used. These references set
within the WRMP should point the reader to the appropriate section within the Guidefine
where the Guideline was consufted.

The waste rock management plan was prepared with DIAND Guidelines where applicable.
Tahera's consultant determingd Lhat the waste rock was not acid-generating and therefore the
Guidelines did not apply to the WRMP. In the original submission to the Nunaviut Water Board,
(Appendix T SRK Tcch Memo M Waste Rock Management), Tahera's consuflant clearly identiticd
on pagce ii of the Executive Summary that:

The waste rock will be comprized of gramte, granodiornite and some diabase. The
waste rock will be extrermely competent and strong.  Geachemical festing indicated
there are relatively fow concorns with respect Lo ARD and metal leaching from rhe
waste rock.

The geochemical study was discussed in more dotaif:
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3.3 Geochemical Characférization

3.3.1 Sampling and Testing Programs

Detailed geochemical characterization of the waste rock, kimberlite ore, and coarse PK was
comyleted as part of the EIS. The programs tncluded detailed core logmng, examunation of the
development rock, mineralogical characterszano. Acid base accounting (ABA), selids ICP. teack
extraction tests, seepage sampling, and supematamt chavicierization. Details of the samphne and
testing programs were presented in Appeadices D.1.3 thwough D 1.6 of the EIS (Tahers 20031, and
Techuical Memerandum H of the supplenwentat EIS subimission {SRK 2003d)  The fullowing
sections suminarize kev findings of these programs.

The koy obscrvation is that the rock is non-acid generating.

ABA testing on eighteen granite and granodiorite samples {EIS Aprendix D.1.3), inchuding one
sample ar was aleered and wron stamed {Technical Memerandum E), and total sulphur tests on
tharty sataples {EIS Appendix D.1.3). mdicared that these samples were non-acid generatng with

SRK also obscrved that Jericho is further north than Fkati Diamond Mine and that conditions
experienced by Ekati would be even more favourable at our sile for the development of super-
cooled waste dumps and thus minimal groundwater seepage (Scction 2.6, page 7).

Seepage momtoring on the undra adjacent to the PandaKoala Waste Rock Srorage Area {WRSA)
has indicared there 15 relativelv intle flow from the dumps, likely due to freezing of infilirating water.
Samples from nearby reference sites indicare pH s 1n sucface waters unaffected by mining ranped
from less than 4 to grezter than 7. reflecting organiz acids from the tundra soils. Samples down
gradiens of the waste rock piles showed varving degrees of effects from teaching of the mine rock,
with a stnilar range of pH's as in the reference sites, trace to moderate concentrations of major ions,
and generally low metal and ammonia concentrancns. The Ekan seepage data was used in
comyunction with extraction test data from Jenicho to develop source concaarrations for “he waste
rock ar Jericho { Teclntical hemorandunm I SRK 2003¢).

this Plan shall describe decision criteria and operating procedures of how all
rock will be placed and managed during construction, mining and post closure.

In Section 4.3.1 (Page 17) the Proponent outlines that that dump lift thickness will
depend on the projected height of the structure and number of benches. Al the final
stages of design should not there be a firm understanding on how the lift piles will be
specified?

As stated, the planned lift thickness is 10m in height.  Tahera has inlenlionally lett
leeway to accormirmodale situations that require alternative aclions. A normal operating
condition would be Lopographic elevation differences.

If the top of the durmp were to be only 5m above topography in a specitic area then it is
clear thal operations would have a thinner lift. Sirnilarly the original ground is nat fal
requiring a varied thickness of the dump bench until level benches are established. 17 in
the unfikelihcod that geochemical monitoning were to encounter a rock type or zone that
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does appear to have a tendency to be acid-gencrating, then it would be prudent to
consider encapsulating the material in a fashion similar to what BHP did to the mela-
sedimentary rock at the Misery pit. In that case a 10m [ift was covered by 5m of granite.
To date geochemical rmonitoring of waste rock from Jericho pit has not indicated any
presence of acid generating waste rock matcrials.

In Section 4.3.1 (Page 17) the Proponent states that the slopes between benches will
transform and correspond to the angle of repose of the dump material. This is further
complimented in Drawing WRMP-P71-3 Detaif 1 yet the Proponent does not provide detail
into how this will be achieved. Furthermore in Section 4.4.5 (Page 19} the Proponent
indicates that a post-closure downstream slope of 3H:1V wouid exist as assumed. The
Proponent is advised to build further on this assumption and how this will be achieved
(i.e. what methods?).

The assumed final angle of repose lur the dumps (2.6:1 or 21%) would he achieved by
maodifying the bench widlh Lo maintain the overall slope. For exampie, it would take the
357 angle of repose on a 10m lift plus a proposed catch-bench width of 15m to achieve
the tinai crest-to-crest angle (217). If the [ift Lhickness were to vary, as descrihed above,
then the designed catch-bench angle would be moditied to maintain the correcl final
design slope.  Qn an operational basis consideration couid also be given Lo utilizing a Cat
bulldoser Lo flatten the slope i it were to be needed.

As per Section 4.4.5 (Page 19) the Proponent details that the dump height was taken as
40 m yet there is conflict in the report. The waste rock dump height has yet to be fully
defined (Section 4.3.1 Pagce 17). Does the Proponent feel that the analysis presented
represents actuality if uncertainty still remains in design specifications? The Proponent is
to build further, with engineering judgment and discussion, on the appropriateness of
each Geometry and Input Parameter assumption made in Section 4.4.5, The Propanent
is to also clearly state the level of confidence in the assumnptions stated with respect to
actuality. The Board wouid like to also understand why analysis was not presenled for
Waste Rock Dump #2.

White it 1s rue there is always uncertainty in the size of a minc and related waste durnp,
S5RK used their best judgment in determining a probable scenario at closure. Changing
economics, updated slope  slability information or safety delerminations or other
circumstances out of our controtb can all affect how steep a pil wall will be and thus how
much waste would be stored in the waste dump.

Since nothing has changed since the original submission to the Board. the determinations
described in SRK document lechnical Memorandum A - Supplemental Ceotechnical Data
(1CT004 04 TM-A_GeotechnicalData_srk 20031002.pdf) has relevance to Lhe current
WRMP subarritted.

Fahera Diamond Corporation 1s confident of the professicnal ability and cngineerirg
Judgment of SRK Fngineering Consultants staff that conducted the design wark. Tahera
dlso has some in-house professionals that worked at Ekati Diamond Mine and it is Lheir
Opinion that input paiameters were appropriate and likely Very conservarive.

The SRK analysis looked at the dump area with the highest slopes as the worst case
scenario area Lo conduct the slope stability analysis. With respect to Lhe lack of an
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analysis for Waste Durnp #2.the height of the dump was below that planned for Waste
Dump #1 and as such represented a more stable scenario (i.e. conditions more stable
than analysis for Dump#1 would indicare}.

The Board would like further detail pertaining what provisions are in place if frozen berms
are developed at the toes of waste rock piles to promote in-freezing of water within the
dump of each dump stage as suggested by the Proponent (Section 5.3.1 Page 23)

The developrment of frozen berms may happen. f these berms are constructed they will
be of till material will be place inside the toes of the waste rock piles. The overburden till
material has reduced open area spaces as compared Lo Run-of mine granitc waste rock
and will create a block against water percolating down into the dump promating in-
freezing af waler. For berms to remain frozen, they will have a minimum waste rock
cover of 5m and be placed at a distance of no less than am from the toe berm. Given
the current geochemical information it is nal considered to be likely that frozen toe
berms would be developed.

The Proponent is to provide additional detailed information on how the surface of the
dump will be inclined to direct runoff water off the durmp toward the open pit or coflection
ponds (Section 5.3.1 Page 23)

Site surveyors lay out grade control stakes for all construction purposes. The same
contyols wouid be in place to gently slope the Lop suiface ot the dump towards the pit or
collection ponds.

C. an annual schedule for ore stockpiling, processed kimberlite generation and
waste rock production by rock type, tonnage, and destination over the term of
the project including sources and volumes of each rock type;

The Board requests the Proponent to clearly refererice within the WRMP how this
provision was entirely satisfied in the submission. This should he done through properly
referencing and cross referencing within text (materials where the Proponent believes the
WRMP addresses all aspects of this provision) to ensure this provision has been
addressed adequately in the WRMP.,

I terms of an annual schedule for ore stockpiling. processed kimberlite gencration and
waste rock production ele please reter to the following:

Ore stackpiling is a4 dynamic pile to the east of the process plant and is limited Lo about
10 days supply (20,000 tonnes) to accommodale adverse weather or Pt production
disruplions. Such a small, active slockpile cannot be adequately scheduled.

Processed kimberlite production 1s the nominal 2,000 tonnes per day and the associaled
waste from that process is discussed in the PKCA Waste Management Plan and was not
intended to be included in the discussion of the pit waste rock production {granite.
granodiorite, overburden and diabasa).

Fabie 2.2 shows the life of mine estimated waste rack production and Figure 2.1 shows
Lhe schedule for its destination.  1ahera feels that it is clear that overburden, which may
have some value for reclamation, be casily accessible and thus it is all destined for Waste
Lump #2. Waste Dump #1 is intended for the bulk of the rock — with consicer alion
given Lo some infrastructure construction needs. s s clearly stated on page 16,
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Section 4.1 General Layout. The pit is the source of all the rock discussed. Estimated
quantities of waste rock, based on the current mine plan, were provided in Table 3.1 of
the Waste Rock Management Plan — Part 1.

As per Table 3.1 (Page 13) the Board requests further information into how approxirmate
guantities and estimated density were determined. What characteristics were assumed?
Further more the Proponent states within Section 3.2.2 that the density range is 1.6-
1.9t/m® whereas its estimated density in Table 3.1 is 1.7t/m*. Additional information
must be provided.

Ihe approxirmate quantilies and estimated densities were based on geological solids
maodeling for the various rock types. | he solids modeling ulilizes in silu densilies
quantified by lab testing. Once the material has been drilled and blasted, experience
produces average swell factors and a lighter density per cubic meter for broken waste
rock commonly known as 'bulk loose density”. When the material is placed in a dump
there ts a certain armount of re-packing resulting in a higher packed density. All of this
information is compiled and it resuits in the "estimated” density of the waste rock pile.

The situation is similar for the overburden dump which would also have some rock mixed
in dlong with variable moisture contents of the sands and silts.  1he rock component
comes trom three sources: original cobbles or boulders, admixture along the contact
zanes and by intentionally addition to stabilize soft zones in the dump. The variation
describad in Section 3.2.2 reflects the reality of the source miaterial and our besL
eslimale of the linal compacled, placed density.

Thase density cstimates arc then used to calculate volume estimares of dumps and as
such degrees of accuracy needs 1o be considered,

d. a description of operational procedures that will be used to segregate and
manage the rock that is identified for construction;

Under the Control Measures during Construction and Operation Section {Page iii)
the Proponent states " The corntact between the overburden till waste rock and the rock is
easily discernable to operations personnel and samples will be taken regularly during the
construction phase to verify the waste rock characteristics”. The Board requires the
Proponent to define what procedures are in place to differentiate rock type and define
sampie frequency and issues pertaining to how sampiing lacation is selected. The
Proponent is advised to review Section 5.2 (Page 22) and fully delineate how rock will
be placed (for construction and not far construction purposes). The Proponent is also
advised to clear up ambiguity with the stalernent "/f visible suiphides or mixed kimberiite
and granitic raock are observed, the rock will be placed in a designated area in the centre
of the waste rock pile..”

[he sampling of construction rock was a minimurn one per blast and the results
supported the original SRK determinalion Lhal the materials were non-acid generating.
the samplcs were random "grab” samples from the muck pile or composites of drill
cuttings and were intended 1o give a reasonable representation of the overall
gcochemical characteristics. o date no. acid generating material has been encountered.
Simiarly. granite rock was identified for construction and was place by Lhe appropriate
method for each constiuction task (¢.g. for bulk fill it was dumped and spread by dozers;
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for engineering fills crushed material was utilized and spread and compacted to
specifications).

Ihe ambiguity of the statement is not clear to this writer. What | ahera meant is that if
the muck pile was clearly mixed kimberiite and granite then it would be put into the
waste dump and not used for construction. Note that it the proportion of kimberlite was
significant, Lhen il would be temporarily stored for later processing in Lhe plant.

If the muck pile had an obvious high sulphide content in the granite (or granediorite or
diabase) then it tao would be put into the center of the waste dump. in both siluations
the aggradalion of permafrost into the dump and/or encapsulation of the material would
railigate possible acid rock generation.

Within Section 5.2 (Page 22) the Proponent states that geochemical testing indicates
that the waste rock is non acid generating. The Board advises the Proponent to provide
or properly reference the analysis and qualified statements indicating that this is the
case. This point should be partnered with the second point in part f., brought up by the
Board, in this document {see below). The Proponent should also provide proper
reference to what the physical specifications are that the Proponent is planning to abide

by.

The initial sampling was performed by SRK Engineering Consultants and was not
remntroduced in thus document.  Inclusion was considerad to be an unnecessary repetition
since the Board alrcady has the information. Rock is lested as part of the monitoring
program.

e. a description of the sampling design and analytical methods that will be used to
support the operational classification of all rock types;

As per Section 3.2 (Page 13), physical characterization of waste dump materials has
been determined through other materials not referenced or provided within the
docurment. The Board requests the materials staled be referenced or pravided. Also the
Proponent states that incremental information will be provided as time progresses. The
Board requests further information into how this additional information will be provided
to the Beard.

The documents previously provided are:

Characterization of Jericho Waste Rock. SRK February 2000

Geochemical Characterization of Kimberlite Ore, SRK January 2000

Technica! Memorandum D, Supplemental Information on Waste Dumps and Stockpiles,
SRK October 2003

SRK Technical Memorandurm M Waste Rock, Overburden, Low Grade Ore and Procassad
Kimberlite Managerment Plan, SRK August 2004

Incremental Information is reported by the Site Crivironmental Staff to the Appropriate

reguiatory agencies. Reporting timelines vary but are gencrally monthly and always
annually.

Within Section 3.2.1 and Section 3.2.2 (Fage 13) the Proponent references “Available
data”. The Proponent is requested to provide proper referencing to this material.
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lechnical Memorandum A — Supplemental Geotechnical Data, SRK, October 2003

in Section 3.3.1 (Page 14) the Proponent states that materials were part of the EIS.
The Board advises the Proponent to properly reference the FIS (Document title, Section,
Page) where these materials may be found.

Technical Memorandum A - Supplemenlal Geotechnical Data, SRK, October 2003

The Board reguests the Proponent to provide clarity to the following issues contained
within Section 7.2 (page 25):

i.  The term ‘minimal variability’ must be built upon
ii.  How will sampling amounts be determined for each rock type?
. How will all the information presented in Section 7.2 be presented to the
Board including the reporting of the pit wali evaluation?

i) Minirmal variability — it is assumed that the craton host rock has a heterogeneous
nature and that the variability of sample analyses scen within the pit will be very
close to sampling error. Such consistency in analyses would dictate that the
sampling frequency could be lengthened.

i) sampling amounts are typically a random “grab sampic” of about 25kgs from a
freshly blasted muck pile. The samples may also use driil cuttings composites.
iin Annual reporting is required by WCB Mine Safety Division. The report is dug by

the end of March and contains the following criteria.
1.04. The nune design shall consior of deawings. plans. caleulaticos, specificansns and written
desenptions and shalt

{a) describe the geology of the mine:

{b} cutline the geomeny of existing excavations 1fany, and proposed excavations:

I} provide the rock mass characteristics that are representatve of the ore. footwall and
banging wall rock that will be enccuntered most frequently and identify the
orientation of the most comumon joint wets;

{d} describe the hydiological features that may affect the workg ef the mine:

te) deserihe grevions aocurrences of ground mstability and wielede recommendations
Fom reparts of investizations:

(f) describa. for surface munes. expecied climate conditicns. the sresence of permafrost.
if any. and average monthly precipitaticn:
+g) descrize the alining method including bench or sroge sequencing snd blasting
methods;
ik} specify ground suppat vyutems ncluding piltars, backfill nmber suppert. rendon
support and awy oiher type of supgorr. the criteria used conceming their selection.
dimention. ipaciug and extent.
describe measures wsed and plansied 1o assess porential greund instability:
nclnds speeidic precautions 1o be taken 2oncerning parts of the mine where bedies of
warer. overburden. rilmes. gas. low oxygen or water seaked material may mrush or
Accd the werkings: and
i include such other informanien a3 the cluef mspectar Ay 1equite.
1.05. The mine desigu shall be aszesced and updated by an authonized person annually and
befzse any major change is made 1o the minmg method v the equiptment uzed,

-
.-.-r

o

A copy of Lhe report can be madified o suit the NWE and subrritted at the same time.
Aninterim evaluation was done by Piteau Associates in September 2005 and a copy is
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inciuded.

How does the Proponent plan to report the information to be gathered as part of Section
7.3 (Page 26)7 The Board requests the Proponent to provide further detail and discussion
into how daily inspections and reporting of these inspections to the Board will take place
(Section 7.4 Page 26).

During the initial stripping of the pit, observations by an EBA field engineer and other
[ahera staff were that the overburden had approximately 30% or less entrained ice -
with no visible massive icc proscent,  These were visual best estimates and are not
dissimilar to results found during test drilling.  This is assumed to be active layer water
and the quantities encountered reported to the pit sump and are direcled o the east
sump and PKCA . Pit dewatening guantities are reported to the NWB on a monthly basis.
Should any signiticant quantitics of ground ice be encountered these abservations and
resulting water quality analysis would be reported to the NWEB as part on Lhe monthly
report.

f. a description of the methods that will be used to construct till storage, ore
stockpiling, Processed Kimbertite, and waste rock facilities such that generation
of acidic drainage and/or metal leaching is limited;

Page ii in the WRMP report lists that “Ceochernical testing indicated there are minimal
cofcerns with respect fo ARD and metal feaching from the waste rock.” This claim must
be backed up. Js this material from another document or is it supported in this
document? If so the Proponent should elaborate.

Sce carlier references within this response.

The Board would like to better understand the condition of the waslte rock to be
stockpiled. Is it in the opinion of SRK and the environmenLal gecchemist that the waste
rock to be piled will not be at acid generating risk? (Section 3.3.2). Could the
Proponent/Consultant evaluate the fevel of confidence with respect to the sampling
program used in determining these conclusions?

Tahera has a very high level of confidence in the prediclions of SRK since much of the
work also inciudes experience in similar rock at other mining properties. This is well
documented in the references provided. Notwithstanding this high confidence level,
waste rock samples are reqgularly collected and tested for presence of sulphides,

In Section 3.3.2 (Page 14) the Proponents reports that “ABA resting on eighteen granite
and granodiorite samples including one sample that was altered and iron stained and
total sulphur tests on thirty samples indicated that these sampies were non-acid
generating with low neutralization potential (NP's from 2 to 21 mg CaC0s/t)} and
negiigible levels of sulphides (average <0.07%S5)". The Proponent is advised to assess
this conclusion with respect to determining how samples taken (with respact to frequency
per spatial dimensioning) best represent waste rock conditions for the enlire site. The

Propanent/Consultant is to state the limitations of the quoted assessment with respect to
this project.
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The conclusion is in respect to the samples taken and analyzed. The final sentence in the
referenced section indicates that; "the waste rock solids will be monitored during mining
to ensure that any isolated materials that could require special handling are appropriately
identified and managed during mining.” A program of sampling of waste rock and
kimberlite for ABA and metals was developed and proposed to the Board as part of the
hearing process. The program of weekly sampling of waste rock and biweekly sampling
of kimberlite ensures potentially acid generating rock will be identified and segregated.
To date no potentially acid generating waste rock has been encountered, as predicted by
initial testing for the preject envirommental impact statement.

Could the Proponent define, in quantifiable terms, the term 'generally lfow with respect to
dissolved metal concentrations in Section 3.3.2 (Page 14)? The Proponcnt references
periodic samples with respect to the “development waste pile”. The Board advises in
annexing the material or properly referencing where sampling results may be found.

The term "generally low” in that context reters to being below CCME guidelines with
exception of copper. The details of the geochemistry of the waste rock was described in
the submittal Technical Memarandum H - Supplemental Geochemisliy, SRK October
2003,

In Section 3.3.2 (Page 15) the Proponent states that “Fxtraction tests indicate that
enhanced leaching of uranium from the granitic rocks was due to mixing of the granatic
rocks with kimberiite. Therefore, any waste rock that is inadvertently mixed with
kumberlite should be segregated and placed into a designated area in the centre of the
waste dump to promote freezing'. The Board seeks detailed documentation clearly
indicating how this will be achieved. Furthermore the statement references extraction
tests. The Proponent is to include these results and analysis to back up the conclusions
and claims subrmitted. If the material is found within another submitted document to the
NWB, the Board adviscs the Proponent to properly reference where these materials can
be found. Also the Beard would like full detail into how Lhe Proponent plans segregate
materials.

MNiscussion of the Lesting and results arc in the documents already referenced.  Some
other comparisons have been made and are described in Technical Memorandum | —
Estimates of Source Concentrations, SRK Oclober 2003, Waste rock that has kimberlite
mixed with it would be dumped in the center of dumps cncapsulating the material.  This
i5 done by avoiding the placernent of any such material on the outer edges of any dump
face.

The Proponent makes claim that sampting wiil take place on a weekly basis to confirm
rock geochemistry expeclations {Section 5.2 Page 22). The Board would like turther
information into how this information is to be presented to the Board and what testing
requirements and protocols are in place.

lhis information is present in the annual monitoring report and protocols have been
established for testing. These protocols were developed by mine staff in consultation
with SRK and were included in the Waste Rock Management Plan, Parl 1, Section 4.0. A
composite sample of drill cuttings from each blast round are collected weekly prior to
charging the holes. Composites are draw from across the drill area to be representative
and sent to ALS for metals and ABA analyses as indicated in Section 4.0 of the Waste
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Rock Management Plan.

Data are presented in monthly SNP reports and in the annual report to the Board.

On Page 15 (Section 3.3.2) the Proponent pledges thal “the waste rock solids will be
monitored during mining to ensure that any isolated materials that could require special
handling are appropriately identified and managed during mining’. This statement is
regarded as ambiguous. The Proponent is advised to provide sufficient detail into the
particulars within this statement.

If the geochemical testing program idenlifies materials that need special handling, Lhey
will be identified {survey stakes and flagging) so that the equipment operators can
visuglly see what material needs to be isolated.  Simitarly such materials would be
dirccted to a specific area in the active dumip Lo ensure they are not within 10 meters of
the final expected dump face.

in Section 3.3.3 (Page 15) the Proponent lists the fact that three (3) samples were
collected for settling tests. The Board requests further information qualifying the protocol
in place to adequately represent site conditions. How were overburden sample locations
selected? (s the number and location of samples taken adequate with respect to the size,
location, and content of the site? The Board also requests the results and analysis of all
tests on these samples. This will quantify the Proponent statement " The results indicated
generally fow dissolved metal concentrations”.

The overburden samples were collect from the waste rock pile from the development of
the buik sample decline. The overhurden sites were selected from three different areas
of the averburden material from the waste rock pile and represent the overburden
section from the development decline. The results can be found in SRK Technical
Memerandum |, Table 17, October 2003 EIS supplemental documents submitted to NIRB
by Tahera as Appendix |; the subject table is attached to this document. Overburden in
the pit area which was targeted for removal was delimited from geotechnical drilling by
SRK and Bruce Geotechnical and frorm visual inspection. Overburden (found to be mixed
with a predominant till mixture when removal was actually undertaken} is stored in a
controlled drainage area which drains to the pit, or where runoff can be pumped to the
pit. Through seepage monitoring {required in the Water Licence) any drainage from the
till dump will be characterized through sampling as mining proceeds and reported to the
Board as required in the Water Licence.

The staternent of "generally low” means below CCME guidelines with exception of two
metals indicated.

in Section 4.1 (Page 16) there is discussion about the construction of Pond A and Pond
B if significant quantities of seepage is encountered. Additional information and specifics
are required Lo be presented. The Proponent is advised to define the limits in where
these Pond facilities are needed with respect to quantities and other flow characteristics.
Also, the Proponent is required to delail the mechanisms, functions, and designs
associated with these facilities.

Thes reso noeaesdc are by oo e B incdiont s than mmaear Rl R P B TR T Y

C:Documents and Settings'bruce.ott:My Ducuments'ProjectsiJericho: Water Licence:Waste Rock Munagement Plan'060322 JER10410 WasteRock
Management Plan Review - Response.doc Page 11 of 19



“TAHERA

DIAMOND CORFORATION

sumpp. If seeps acour. and they are of unacceptable watar quality. the flow rates and
fuantities would have to be assessed o determing if 2 ditch or deflection Berm woultd be
adequate Lo diecl the Mowes Lo Lhe pil. If Lhe crileria indicale thal either of Sumps A or B
ar¢ neaded. then the design prepared by SRK would bo rovicwed 1o determine the size of
sUITp needed to mitigate the groblem.

Sump B s not jequied as any seepaye frorm Uhis area would flow into the pit. The
reguirement for samp A owill depecd on measurcd flow quantitics from the initial dumps
during a peried in which dump runoff reports to the open pit. in 2006, there has been no
measurable runalf from the domps flowing into the pit,

Since lhe discussion of seeps is 4 “hypothotical” situation. defined derails on the
mechanisms, functions and designs is not relevant ar this stage. Al earlhwoerk
structures associated wirh water or waste detainment will be designed by an appropriate
and qualified desigr enginger and subrmittled Lo the NWB prior to construction.

Ihe Proponent is required to clear up uncertainty within “There /s flexibifity to increase
the height andsor merge the dumps to provide additional capacity shouid mine pilans be
altered during the first year of operation.” (Section 4.1 Page 16) What is meant by
‘flexibility’ and ‘altered’ with respect to engineering judgment? The Board advises in
providing detailed scientific documentation to assist in clearing the arnbiguity.

The terms “flexibility” anc "altzred” do not apply to engincering judgment.  The context
weas intanded Lo miedan thal within the known parametars of the wasle rock material {e.q.
ahjle ol repose: compaction) could allow the waste dinmip design Lo be moditicd.

The Proponent outlines in Section 4.3.1 (Page 17) that the dump designs are based on
the properties of dump materials and the foundation conditions yel further detail is
needed. The Proponent also states that dump capacity can be increased through design
modifications? What modifications are proposed?

At this stage no modilications are proposcd since thers are still some  UNKNowns
ragardiog pit sl stabihty at depth. i the wall stability proves o be as good as we
currenlly beiieve, thon wo can imit pit width yel achieve greator deprin. The grealar
depth would give us mors kimbedlile wilhout dramatically increasing Lthe associatod

WARSLD SUIBGING

Mochifscalions that couid be considerart would be o meroase the haight of the dump. or
iecreasirgg the footpring, Aaather thing bemng lookad at s the use of an m Rt weasts
dump. AL this stage these aie hypothetical situations and would be addressed by A
supplementary sulimillal 1o the Board prior 1o construction .

As described in Section 4.3.3 (Page 18) "Some portion of the overburdern stackpife may
thaw during the surmmer months and may require confinement at the dump perimeter”.
As a result the Propanent is proposing a waste rock buttress for the downstream slope of
Waste Dump Site 2. The Board requests detailed discussion and design of the proposed
waste rock buttress.

P Suorliiraes malania shpend off s
[ il P Sy -
SEDCLAANY A - ming oo
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the overburden dump is raised, the downstroam face (which is above the haul road)
would be armorad with ran of -mine granite 1o ansure that possibly sloppy mud doesn't
run out onto the road.

in Section 4.3.3 (Page 18) the Proponent states "“The performarnce of the overburden
will be evaluated following the first summer of operations, and if conditions warrant, the
slopes on the upstream side may be optimized'. This statement is ambiguous. The
Proponent is to provide detail and clarity with the particulars stated in this statement.
What entails 'performance’? What is meant by ‘evaluated? What ‘conditions’ would open
the 'optimization’ of the upstream side? The Proponent is also asked to scientifically
define what the term ‘optimize’ means as stated in the last paragraph of Section 4.4.7.

The intent of the statement was o poirl out Lhat if the overburden s "drigr” Lhan
astimated. then it would not be subject 1o thaw and meit out. We have obsorved that
the overbirden faces are standing stespar than the consarvative angles suggestad by
sorme consultants,  Inoaddition, the core of the overburden cdomp has frozen or remains
frozen and only the active ateas on the outside edges hiave seasonal melung.  1he has
been no measurable seepage from the dump migrating through the buttress/haul road.
supporting the assumption made. On the upstream side of the dump. optimization may
melude Nl slope crileria and cover requirgnmwent that will be recovered Lo provide long
term stability for the dump.

The results of the summer avaluation indicate o us that the conditions expected do not
exisl dand Lhal the pedformance is better than pradictad. This will allow our designers o
opfnize the shape of the dump Lo accormmodalg  Lthe wvolumes ol overburden
oncountorad. The estimates of overburden were alsg deterrmmined on somewhat limited
data and as we mine more of the pit we have actually scen less overburden in many
Areas.  The ontimization of the design conll be beanficial by dintiting the footpring, Gut
Livis sLith sarrains Lo be Tully quanlifiod.

The Proponent states in Section 7.6 (Page 27) that thermal monitoring is not critical to
the performance of the waste dumps yet throughout the report the Praponent outlines
the need to place a waste rock-kimberlite conglomerate in the center of the waste rock
dump to promote freezing. Furthermore, as identified in Section 4.3.3 (Page 18), there
may be a requirement for a waste rock buttress at the downstream slope of Waste Dump
#2. There is also detailing indicating that thaw may require the waste rock buttress. The
Proponent is advised to refine Section 7.6 to reflect these provisions and indicate, with

detail, whal is in place with respect to spatial and temporal dimensions of a thermal
sarmpling prograrm.

As sstarad. tharmal monitorng 15 net critiesd To the perfonmnance: of e waste dumpes, The
foe Duftrass suggestan for Waste Dump =265 ot to promoete froczing or prevent

gL sinple intended o ensure that muddy cverburden doeso’t shump cansing
WL sl ntended 1o ensure that muddy ovoerburd ! o5l

SLalility peacieams aicng e dumg face.

s

AR Cia oy ars

CiDncuments and Sellingstbruce. oty Docurments'Projects:Jericho'Water Licence:Waste Rock Management Plani060322 1FR 104 11 WasteRuck
Management Plan Review - Response.doc Page 13 of 19



“TAHERA

DIAMOND CORPORATION

General Comments

The Board would like to acknowledge that the requirements of the Waste Rock Management Plan
set forth in Water Licence NWB1JERO410 include kimbertlite, coarse processed kimberlite, and
fine processed Kimberlite, As identified by the Proponent on page /. a Part 2 is to be issued sub
sequential to this Plan whereas detailed management plans for the fine PK will be provided in
the PKCA Management Plan. In essence this report will not fully satisfy the requirements of Part
H Item 3 and Schedule H2 without this submission. As per the issued licence the PCKA
Management Plan would also then have to be submitted four months after issuance of the
licence (Part H, Item 3).

See the January 18, 2006 Waste Rock Managemcent Plan - Part |1 provided to Tahera by SRK.

Operating procedures and the general conditions of the WRMP are dependent on mine
econamics. Cauld the proponent please provide detailed discussion on this relationship to how
operating proceduras will be affected under the differing potential operating regimes?

Ihe earty closure of the Winter Road and impact on our supplics is a prime axample of Tahiera's
need to describe operating procedures and conditions N general terms. Evenls such as the
carly closure are bayardd ow control and the mine plans we had in place for 2006 arc no fonger
possible. We have Lo reasscss how to balance are supply to the plant along with the
corskiuction of tne waste dumps and the timing of the construction. Currently we helieve Lhat
wie wilb arily De able to mine about 2 million lonnes of waste material. Some of il will go to
complatian of the infrastructure (2.0, dams, shoals, lay-downs. roads, blasl hole stemming) and
some witl go o the duimps. Not as much overburden will be rmined as we will be forred Lo
increase the depth of the startar pit to achieve ore reledse. Overall this has fittle impacl on the
overail durmip design but will result in less tones baing place in 2006 and more wasle rock tonos
baing placed in 2007 than ariginally placned,

Operating under these dynamics would call for the Proponent to outline canditions under the
differing scenarios? How will further information be prescnted to the Board once a scenario is
adopted? How does the proponent suggest on reporting changes in operation?

vhe scenarios all fall within the norms of the mining expenence and Tahera swould slUggest that
Ne annuai reporl Lo WER and the NWE should be adeqguate.

As indicated in Section 2.4 (Page 11) “Should further analysis dictate that underground mining
is the preforable method for later years of the mine life the OP/UG transition would start at the
level determined by the economic trade-off studies and actual mining costs experienced during
the first years of operations”. Surely waste is a function of these decisions.

womay thiik. ke high wvaine per lonne of the

kirmeer it o SLSE fLi S0 The miost ikely raason for gomg undergroune
wilida e the lack al rraming widks for the Sien pl agquipmert. The boltom of the pit is tog simall
[or adoador andd ok, AL tat sty diLcherver Lo UG s raalislic Given the faot thal e
AR TR S . P . -

F \-f"".';'])-

sl 43 10T we rannol

S i [ s i Firned b e e b e o | e
im0 bkesiiiood o raseryn alatus.

Further specifics are necded. Due to the dynamic of the waste rock-overburden generated
volumes it is essential to employ calculations that embody all potential scenarios with respect to
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waste rock. This will communicate to the Board that contingency is set in place. Has the OP/UG
Plan been addressed to the Board in another document? If so the Proponent is advised to
provide a clear proper reference. It the material is not contained within anather document the
Proponent is advised to annex materials to this document as dump designs are based on the
OP/UG quantities.

Based on current reserves information, as indicated in the previous paragraph, underground
mining is a realistic expectation at this time. |If further data collected as part of depaosit
characterization drilling indicate an alternative to the current plan, such as extended open pit
operation, the Waste Rock Management Plan will be madified appropriately and submitted to the
Board as an update. There are a number of alternatives for the storage of additional waste rock
such as full integration of Waste Rock Dumps 1 and 2, raising the dumps or extending the
footprint to the north. Analyses to support a chosen alternative cannot be made until sufficient
data have been collected.

Access to the OP/UG mine plan? The Preponent refers the Board to this document yat it has not
been submitted.

The underground mine plan has not progressed beyond the conceptual engineering plans
provided in the environmental impact statement because data required for detailed enginearing
is not available at this early stage in mining, nor the need for the analyses been confirmed.

Page iii under the Waste Dump Design Section indicates " The layout of the two waste dumps has
been optirnized in order to miinimize the number of catchments affected by the facilities, control
sagpage...” Doeas the Proponent discuss how this is optimized in the document? In Section 4.1
{(Page 16) the layout of the waste dumps minimizes the number of catchments potentially
affected by drainage from waste dumps and facilitates the design and operation of sespage
contral structures related to the waste dumps. |s there evidence presented that outlines Tahera
understanding in how this is achieved?

Reference to dctailed topography on the layout drawings shows that water drains toward the pit
from dumps. Optimization was achieved from an earlier design which placed some dump
section in the Ash-Key-Lynne lakes drainage.

Within Section 4.1 (page 16) the Proponent reports that runoff will flow to the mine open pit.
Ihe Boards would like further dctail to be presented into the understanding of drainage course
from the waste piles to the open pit.

WAD 03 T wear

a4

ST Lhe deatviings fv ovided s e road noelwork e Layour drawing show Lhe

wa5 Fonls v o0 By the o dump. SRviausly this is act viatde, The road relwork wiil be
TeTaraield il Lhe perrreter of the dumg. Bffoctiy
e N toe of Wit
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Page iii briefly describes that the initial haul road will act as a waste rock containment buttress
yet within the submitted drawings there is no reference. The Proponent is required to provide
additional information pertaining to the initial haul road's role as a waste rock containment
buttress.

The initial haul road and the waste dump are boit of simitar ralerials  with similar
characteristics and the suggestion of the road being a "hullress” was unfortunate. As the wasts
dump grows. the road will have Lo be iglocsled and gs described above the most togical place is
ar the toe of Lhe final Tootprint design.

Within the Control Measures during Construction and Operation Section (Page iii) the
Proponent states “further controls are in place in order to minimize the loss of nitrogen (o waste
rock”. The Proponent is to detail further on how this is achieved.

Controls to minimize the [oss of nitrogen o wasla rock are fully detailed in the Cxplosives
Managomoent Plan (which see).

Under the Verification and Monitoring Plans Section (Page iv) the Proponent details that
"Results of these programs will be reportad in an annual seepage and waste rock maornitoring
report”. The Proponent is required to provide further information on when this report is to be
submitted to the Board.

he annual seepage 1eport roguircments are listed in Lhe Water Liconce, Part |, ltem 9 |he
survey s Lo be conducted in July or August and a report submitted o the Board 1o later than 60
tays after completion of the survey.  lThere was no seepage survey in 2005 as the mine was
under constructicn. The 2006 seepage survey was canvluctad in late July and the report froen
SEK to Tahera subriitled to NWB.

The 20005 waste rock moniraring resulls were roported in the 2005 Annuai repert to the Water
[RISETHNY

Section 2.2 (Page 10) identifies foundation conditions at the waste dump sites to be of bedrack
with isolated soil deposits. The Board advises the Proponent to include materials to support the
conclusions presented in an annex or to properly reference (document title, section, page) an
already submitted document,

Brice Genrechnical workod as a sub-contracto o 32K and rheir eporl s mciuded with the SRY

rEGOHT.

Section 2.4 (Page 10) references a Mine Plan. The Board requests the Proponent to once again
cross reference documents within the body of the WRMP.

Tha Mine Slan reforainced was IFR1GAT0 Mine Plan sobmilLe May 23 2005,

Section 3.3.2 (Page 14) details that, from seepage results, there is an indication that copper
exceeds CCME guidelines. The Proponent would like further detail pertaining on how seepage will
be controled and treated.

LAY

TV e e .
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In Section 4.2.1 (Page 16) the Proponent lists that a series of ephemeral streams flow across
the durmp site to Carat Lake. The Board requests further information focusing on how these
streams can contribute to the migration of waste from the waste rock pile footprint and what is
in place to mitigate this migration.

Ine epharmeral streams will be buried under the dump and will not contribute much, if any, to
migration of wasts,

Under Section 4.4.2 (Page 18) the Proponent has stated that “Given the size, design, failure
mechanisms, and settling of the proposed waste dumps at Jericho, the consequence category is
likely to be fow". The Board would like further scientific information, discussion and analysis on
the aspects listed in determining Jericho to be within the low consequence category. Also the
Board would like the Proponcnt to scientifically quantify the term "fow and scientifically evaluate
the term 'likely'.

"Low” and “likely” are professional judgements of SRK gectechnical engineers based on
experience and comparison of Jericho dump configurations to the guidelines quoted in the plan.
SRK geotechnical engineers have extensive waste dump design experience world wide and
Tahera has high confidence in their professional judgement.

Table 4.2 {Page 19) provides Case A and Case B scenarios 1o determine the FOS. The Board
requires further engineering detail into each point listed. Also as per Section 4.4.3 (Page 19)
the Proponent quotes an 'analysis’. The Propanent is advised to provide the conducted analysis
(2-D DIM limit equilibrium analysis, SLOPE/W, any other geotechnical analysis for ultimate or
serviceable failure and slope slabilily).

Case A and Case B are drawn from the quoted guidelines developed by the BC Mine Waste Rock
Pile Research Committee in 1991. Categories are based on the professional experience of
committee members with a broad range of mining operations. Categories are established as
guideline for practicing geotechnical engineers in evaluating factors of safety. Further
information is provided in the guoted guidelines.

in Section 4.4.6 (Page 20} the Board believes that the Proponent has not provided sufficicnt
evidence to back up the bulleted claims. The Board would like to reiterate that further
information is to be provided as aforementioned in this document.

Additional information has been provided in the above responses.

Within the bulleted conclusions listed in Section 4.4.7 (Page 21) the Proponent states that in
the case where the FOS for Waste Rock Dump #1 is close to Minimum FOS thal “/r the case
when the water table is very high. In reality, this would correspond to a transient condition that
may or may not actually occur in the field. Observations during the tirst year of operations
should provide a better indication of what the high water table rmight actually be during freshet.”
The phrasing of the statement, and the slatement itself, suggests that there is a lack of
confidence in understanding actuality and anticipated behaviour. The Proponent is to outline
what contingency is in place for a worse case scenario. What impact to water, with respect to
waste, will this scenario pose? Furthermore what program is in place to provide observation
during operaticns?
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Even in the unitkely scenario described above, the dump has a tactor of safety. Since an active
dump requires monitoring by the shitt fareman {(Mines Acl Regulatians) the worst case scenario
5 thal some cracking and creep may be noted. The forsman would Stop cguipment andd
personnel from working in the area and would nofify Lhe mime cngineer.  If the engmear
determines that the conditions warrant further monitoning, a ticld decision would be rmade as to
the most appropriate type and frequency.

RECOMMENDATION:

To pass along comments to Tahera to respond along with intervener comments.
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