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June 19, 2002
Nunavut Impact Review Board
Nunavut Water Board
P.O. Box 2379
P.O. Box 119
Cambridge Bay, NU  X0B 0C0
Gjoa Haven, Nunavut  X0B 1J0

Attn: 
Stephanie Briscoe, Ex. Director
Philippe di Pizzo, Ex. Director
Nunavut Impact Review Board
Nunavut Water Board

Submitted by e-mail to: sbriscoe@polarnet.ca and pdipizzo@polarnet.ca
Re:
Request For Amendment To KIA Land Use Permit KTL399C028 and to Water Licence NWB2HOP0207 - Exploration Decline - Doris Hinge Project
The following are comments provided by the Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KIA) to NIRB regarding the above request for amendment to the existing land use permit and the existing water license at Doris Lake, Nunavut.  The review was conducted by Feisal Somji, MBA (KGL), James Slater, R.P.Bio. (KGL), and Stephen Wilbur, Ph.D., P.Geo. (Entrix Inc).
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It is our understanding HBJV wishes to drive a 5 x 4 x 1,000-m exploration decline at an earlier date than anticipated in order to obtain information which they consider to be critical for input to a bankable feasibility study.  According to their submittal, this program would involve removing 40,000 tonnes of waste rock and the collection of approximately 3,000 ore samples @ approximately 1 kg each, to be analyzed on site or at an external lab.  The estimated workforce would be approximately 40 personnel, and the surface area impacted by the exploration decline program would be 3-5 hectares.  We further understand that HBJV has requested that this program be conducted under the existing licences captioned above.  
HBJV hopes to begin work on the program in September 2002, which would also potentially involve an assay lab, shop, office, fuel storage area, ore stockpiles, waste pad, water intake, and KIA approved cuttings disposal area.  The program would extend over a period of 5-10 months.
To our understanding this program is implied to represent a bulk sample operation, although this term is not used explicitly.  It is also not clear why the development of the exploration decline was not included in the original land use permit and water license applications. It appears that is was initially conceived to be part of the first activity of mining operations. 

We are, nevertheless, aware of NIRB’s letter of June 5, 2002, to DIAND Minister Nault requesting approval for a Part 5 review of the Doris Hinge Project; HBJV’s June 10, 2002 letter to NIRB and NWB requesting that the amendments be processed under sections 12.10.2(b) and 13.5.5 of the NLCA; and the joint response by NIRB and NWB to HBJV’s request for the amendment under these sections, in which NIRB-NWB propose that the exploration and development only proceed as authorized per sections 12.10.2(b) and 13.5.5 of the NLCA, with the further proviso that such short-term approval should be for a maximum term of one year, and that there would be no objections from any affected parties.  The letter also notes that comments from all parties must be received by June 20, 2002.
For clarification purposes, section 12.10.2(b) [Exceptions] states that “Notwithstanding Section 12.10.1 [Projects Not to Proceed], where a project proposal has been referred for review pursuant to Part 5 or 6, approvals or licences for exploration or development activities related to that project may be issued if:...(b) the activity can, in the judgement of NIRB, proceed without such a review.”  Section 13.5.5 states that “Notwithstanding Section 12.10.1, the NWB shall not be precluded from issuing interim, short-term approvals for water uses related to exploration or developmental work for a proposal under development impact review.”

We emphasize that these exceptions do not in themselves, exempt any of the permitted and licensed activities from the review process, and that it is implied that the activity can only proceed without review when it is entirely clear that no review is required (i.e., the proposed activity is relatively small and benign).

Based on our review of the amendment application and associated documents, we have the following concerns with the current proposal.
1) Based on the information presented, it is apparent the level of activity and size of the exploration footprint will increase substantially warranting the need for a much larger security deposit (i.e., >> $750,000).  At this time, and in such a short time, we cannot recommend a revised security deposit, but are concerned that the existing deposit is too small and was arrived at based on a much smaller footprint and level of activity.
2) The length of the decline is long, the end depth will be > 100 metres, and the volume of the excavated material is relatively large. HBJV estimates that the feasibility study “bulk sample” will be approximately 43,000 tonnes (40,000 tonnes of waste rock plus 3,000 tonnes of ore).  This volume is likely more than 5% of the entire proposed mine operation, and seems excessive for feasibility study purposes.  Bulk samples are typically much smaller, on the order of 5,000 to 10,000 tonnes. Further, based on the data presented, simple calculations suggest a larger volume may actually be mined from the decline (i.e., 4 x 5 x 1000 m  x 2.6 tonnes/cubic metre, or 52,000 tonnes).

3) The feasibility study “footprint” of 3-5 ha is about 10% of the size of the mining footprint. 
4) The size of the “exploration” work crew (i.e., 40) will be approximately the same as the “construction” or “mining” work crew (i.e., 42 to 47 depending on which documents are referenced).  In general, this proposal appears to be more than just an exploration program, but the beginnings of a small mine, which should require a review prior to beginning.  A couple obvious questions surface, for example: Why was the exploration program not sufficient? and, What constitutes a “bankable” study?
5) Are these amendments within the intent and scope of the existing water license and land use permit, or are the proposed activities substantially larger, so that an amendment is not appropriate, but perhaps a separate permit and license is required?

6) Significant project inertia will have been undertaken before a review is conducted, impacts to baseline will have occurred, and the EA process will be compromised.
7) There are no criteria or assurances (other than HBJV’s promise) that the waste rock used for road pads, pad storage and airstrip development will be benign, or that all potentially acid generating (PAG) rock will be managed appropriately.  Further, without any data it cannot be determined what proportion of the decline will be PAG.  
8) There are no criteria or assurances that the management of minewater dewatered from the decline will be conducted appropriately and not impact the environment.  Further, without any data, it cannot be determined what volume of water will be dewatered, what the minewater chemistry will be, and whether the proposal to store ‘non-dischargeable’ water onsite is feasible.
9) A baseline characterization program and baseline data have not been provided for the potentially affected environment, so it is not possible to know if sufficient information currently exists prior to significant on-site activity.
If Hope Bay and NIRB/NWB can assure the KIA that the mine activity and above-described concerns can be adequately addressed without a review and prior to the issuance of the amendments, then the KIA has no objection to the amendments being processed as proposed by NIRB and NWB.















If you have any questions, concerns, or comments, please contact the undersigned at (867) 982-3310.

Yours Sincerely,

Kitikmeot Inuit Association 

Jack Kaniak
Lands Manager
ac. To Distribution List








3

