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NAK’AZDLI BAND COUNCIL.
P.0. Box 1320, Fort St, James, B.C. V0J 1P0 '
Tolephone (250) 886 — 7171 '

Fax (260) 996 — 8010

. Febwnary 18,2013
By Xiax

Environmental Assessment Offico
18t Flooy, 836 Yates St.

PO Box 9426 Sta Prov Covt
Viotorin, BC VEW 9V1

Artention: Derck Sturko, Associate Deputy Minister

Ret  Proposcd Amondmont to tliﬁ_Monnt Milligan Gold/Copper Projest - Euviromnenial
Assessent Cortifiento #M09-01 :

Dear Sin

As you axe aware, in Aptil 2012 Thompson Creek Metals Company Inc. (the “Proponent”),
sought two amendments o jts onvironmental assessment certificate issued on March 16, 2009.
We are awire that as por seelion 19 of the Environmental Assessment Act, you are the Bxecntive
. Director and, unless you huve clected otherwise, the decision maker for these proposcd

amendments,

Following an amcudmont process compelled by the Eavironmental Asgessment Office (the
“BA0™), we havo heen informed that the EAQ will now forward its recommgndations and report
to your attentlon for a decision, 'Uhis Jetter and its encloswres are our separate subrmission. to. you.

We enclose the following documents for your attention and review:

1. Letter to the BAQ from Nak’azdli dated! Octobor 18, 2012, substautively reviewing the
Application for Amendments; ‘

2. thtor 10 the BAQ from Dr. Junis Shandro, PhD, dated October 11, 2012, and attached a5
Appendix C of Nak'azdli’s Ietter of October 16, 2012;

3, First Nations Tracking Table, with Nak’azdli’ys response to the Proponent’s comments;
and
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4, Letter to the BAO fom Nalk’azdli dafed Janvary 25, 2013;-xeviatqing the Draft Fivst
Nattons Congnltation Report. ,

Thess documehis set out Nak'nzlli's position regarding the proposed amendments, and we
confirm that the BAO is in possession of them all, In addition, we would Hke té bring 'your
"attention to some specifis conosns, which nre set out in this letter.

Nak’azdli does not support the propoted amendments, Contrary to the BAO’s-conshusions, It is
our boliof that the proposed ameudments will result in"significant and adverse impacts to otr

community, people, and land, However, in light of the position expressed by tho BAQ in the -

Draft First Nations Consultation Report and the potential ﬂpprovals it is our duty to ensuco that
wo mitigate against the damage from such approvals. : '

Should the proposed amendments bo approved, it is out position that such approval shonld not be
ahsolite, but contain conditions, In addition to those recormmended by the EAO, we have set ot
forther conditions ‘which we helieve are necessary to cnsure the profestion and integrity of our
people and lIand. These are sek ont at pages 4 to 6 of our letter dated Januvary 25, 2013, We:
strongly nege you to consider and agply theso conditions. Of pnrttoular Imporfanes to Nak’azdH .
are the issuos of compliance and xaositoring.

As sef out n¢ pages 13 and 14 of onr letter dated October 18, 2012, amd page 5 of our letter datcd
Japuacy 23, 2013, we believe that indopondent environmental monitoring is required. It is onr .
expetionce that the cutrent monttoring in place is ineffestive, and that the corrent procedmes for
transpavency and reporting are ivadequate, Please note that Nak’azdli has raised the fssues of
envivonmenital monitoxing with the Proponent (Including through the Commumity Sustainability
Commwittos [the “Comunittes”]) and the EAQ, both of whosa responsos have bean entircly
- inadeqmate. For example, when sewago md dicsel spills ocomrred in 2011, Nak’azdli was not
adviged of these spills by the Committee, the Proponent or the EAQ, nor was it inchuded in the
cleanp plan, Wo understand tho difficulty the BAO faces with monitoxing after cerificates,
pormits and licancss have beon approved. Wo belisve that Nakazdli should be aflowed to
ditectly paxticipate in wonitoring, efther as a Haison ov othexwlse hived by and reporiing o
Nak’azdlf, and that this mondtoring shonld fimded by the PmponenL :

While flie BAO has set out conditlons for the certificates, we note that there are no ¢xprosy
consequences et ovt fn the ovent that tho Proponent fails to comply. Fox example, under its
ourrent Certificate, the Proponent fs required to provide environmertal veports. To date wo have
only recoived one report from 2011, and our xequosts for fimther environmental information. from
the Proponent have often gone ignored. It Is our view that sirict recourse iy requived o onsure
that the certifioates, and conditions thersin, aro menningfil, upheld and honoured, We are awaro
of the staffing limitations the BAQ, faces with regards to enforcoment. Again, we holieve that
Niak’azdli shovld divectly be involved, and that suol a Haison ox momtnnng position shonld be
. hired by and report to Nak's2dli, and be funded by tho Pmponent Tbig ig especially true glven

racent events.

As you may or weay not be aware, the Proponent recently mndextook land clearing/sife
préparation work at. the Mount Milligan site, which was not anthorized under ity current
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Cortificate IM09-01; und Would have been a breach of the draft condition proposed by the HAO
requiring at least 30 days’ notico prior to the commencement of any such clearfng/preparation
work. Wo enclose the Teiters of Ms. Skelley Murphy dated January 21, 2013 and February 8,
2013 xespectively, advising us of the acfious of the Proponent, and the subsequent actlons of the
EAO. . PR

While we appreolate Ms. Murphy's candour and prompiugss in providing ug with jinformation,
the ovents as reported axo froubling. As disappotuting as it is that the Proponent chose to procend’
with work whick is 1o the subjéct of the proposed amendments of the EA certificate prioy {0
actual approval, the EAO’s response , or lnok thereof, 1s oven more upsetting, As sct oul at pages
3 ond 4 of Ms, Murphy’s letter dated Fobrusry 8, 2013, the EAO has deeined the actions of the:
Proponent accoptable as they were In accordance with the EAO’s proposed conditions, Howevor
this igpores the fact that such actions ax¢ not authorized to begin with, and that the proposed
armendments Juave not yot beon approved. In. ow opiuion, the BAQ has basically chosen to
disrepard the non-compliance of the Proponent, and decided thut ity recommendations ax6 in,
offect the decision that will bo mmade rogarding the amendmonty, As the EAO is not itsolf the
decision maker, this simply cannot bo the case, Fuzthex, the recourse set out by the EAO in tho
ovent of any -additional compliance issues it simply to impose additional conditions, This is
entirely inadeqnate and defeats fhe pusposo of the onvironwental assessment process, whiol
soquuires & propotent to obtaiu the appropriate authorizatlon. prior to faking any actions. Jn ow:
viaw, by not petializing The Proponent for its actiod, the HAO is condoning the son-compliauce,
golting 2 bad precedent, I this is how the EAO is going to yespond to zon~oompllance or
breachos of cerfificate conditions, then we have little faith 1u the BEAO’s ability to proteot the
inferests of all thoge affeoted by this Project and its amendiments.

-~

Frithor, at puge 4 of Ms, Murphy’s letier dated February 8, 2013, she haa advised that the BAO
{s nncartain which regulation applies to the sewage system of the proposed Camp, As set out ju
our letter of Octobor 18, 2012, the issues of sewago, offiuent disoharge and waste awo of groat
concety. to Nak’azdli, Tnstead of determining the goveming regulation, the BAO fs propésing that
fhe Proponent dovelop a plan “to the safisfaction of the Ministry of Environment”, If tho Minlsty
of Ynvironment does not know which regnfation appes, how cau it be swee that the plan
dovoloped by the Proponcnt is appropriate and satisfactoxy? How will it know what recoguso it
will havo to anforec the plan? This uncertainty needs 1o be addrossed immediately, and prloxto
approval of the propozed BA certificate amendments, "

“Thesa proceedings roinforce our belicf that ju the event the proposed amendments are approved,
strict conditions, ncluding those set out by Nuk’nadli, should bo included in the cestificatos, with -
clear penaltios and recourse fox any breaches. In addition, finding chould bo provided to

Nakazdli 1o allow it to be involved with monitoring and enforcement. ' "

. Pleaga note that wo will be gending a copy of this letter to the Office of tho Auditor General of
. British Columbia. As you are likely aware, i 2011 thelr offico relcased a xeport entitled “Ax
Audit of the Environmental Assessment Office’s Oversight of Centified Projects™, which
concluded that the BAQ was “nof providing sufficient oversight, evaluating the effbativeness of
mitigation measpres, or providing appropriate accountability information to the public”,

! hup:fﬂ?ww.l:omxditor.comfpubs!:mlHrepmtd!audit-bumﬂim:mr.énml—Msessment-ofﬁce-BAO




3 Bi10AM  Depuly Minister” sOfflce, MAL - ' Ho. 2467 P 5
3 't JyrM NdK dZall 0&Ano . - o W0, §o/8 K.

Feb, 21, 201
LV

Te LV, ]
.o

Specifically, it found that the FAO was “nof engnring that cerﬁﬁoate comm;tmentq ate
measvmeablo and enforceablé; monitoring responsibilitioy are olearly defined, or that compliance
and cnforcement actlons are  effective”. Recommendations made included "econducting
ovaluations to determine whether environmental assessments are avoiding or mitigating the
potontially significant adverse offects of certified projects” pnd “providing appropriate

* accountability information for cettified projects”, We are aware that the RAO is in the process of
implementing all of the Auditor Geners's yecommendations. We believe that the Auditor
General’s findings apply mﬂus gituation,

Wa hope that this lotter and ity enolosures will provide you with a beuer wnderstanding of
- Nak’azdli’s concerns, Thank you for your thue and consideration. -

“Sinoorely, | |
”;)‘ g TN
Chief fred Sam
E.nulosnmg |
bﬁ: Anne Marie Sam
Office of the Anditor Genexal of British Colurulia

Shelley Murphy, Exeoutlve Profect Director
Poter Grant & Associnfes







NAK'AZDLI BAND COUNCIL

P.O. Box 1329, Fort St. James, B.C. V0J 1P0
Telephone (250) 996 - 7171
Fax (250} 996 — 8010

October 18, 2012

By Email and Fax

Environmental Assessment Office
1st Floor, 836 Yates St.

PO Box 9426

Stn Prov Govt

Victoria, BC VEW 9V1

Attention: Shelley Mwphy

Re:  Review of Application for Amendments to A Certificate M09-01 Issued Febroary
26, 2009, Mt Milligan Mine

Dear Madame;

Further to our letters of September 21, 2012 and October 5, 2012, this letter is our substantive
response and comments to the Application for Amendments to EA Certificate M09- 01 Issued
Febroary 26, 2009, Mt Milligan Mine (the “Application”).

Please be advised that we oppose the Application and its amendments, for both the relocation of
the load out facility and the establishment of a permanent camp. It has been our position from the
beginning that the proponent is not commitied to the best interests of our community, and this
has been reinforced by the proposal of these amendments and the information provided in the
Application. It is our opinion that the data and conclusions presented by the proponent in the
Application and its supporting documents are inaccurate and skewed, and should be given little
or no weight. Taken logether, we believe that the negative impacts associated with the proposed
amendments far outweigh any related positive benefits. -

As you are aware, the Disirict of Fort St. James is a small community., The proponent’s
Application asserts that “neither the use of a Mackenzie load-out facility nor the establishment
and use of an on-sife camP for the operations phase are expected to resull in any relevant
significant adverse effects™, and that the socio-economic effects are “not significant” (in the

! See Environmental Assessment Amendment prepared by Triton Environmental Consultants, for example page 15,




case of the load-out facility relocation) and may even be “slightly positive” (in the case of the
permanent camp)?. However, the reality is that in a small community like outs adverse impacts,
including cconomic and social, are felt by everyone and as such will be significant. In our
opinion, the proponent has not only ignored imporfant factors (hat should have been considered
and have a profound effect on the analysis of the Application, but it has aiso failed to apply the
appropriate analysis given the demography in this situation.

The Application

Like many northern communities Nak’azdli has been severely affected by the decline in various
industrics, especially that of the forestry scctor. Availability of resources and services, including
jobs, housing, and medical and socjal services, are an ongoing ¢onceri. In addition, we have an
obligation to protect the ability of our people, both present and future, fo excreise our aboriginal
rights and title in our traditional tewritory, The proponent’s proposal of a permanent camp and
relocation of the load out facility have a significant, negative impact on these matters.

Comments and Coneerns Regarding the Permanent Cainp

The fact that that the location of the camp will be within the area alteady approved for the
mining project does not mean that the adverse impacts on our people are reduced. Contrary to
what has been represented to the EAO by the proponent®, we do have concerns regarding the
establishment of a permanent camp.

Economy

When the mine was first proposed it was praised by others as being a boost to our local
economy. The proponent promised to be different, to work with the surrounding communities
and create benefits that would enure beyond the life of {lie mine, It said that there would be no
camp, and would focus on recruiting local labourers and supplicrs. It further represented that the
project would provide training and opportunities for unskitled workers, and that it would actively
work wiih local First Nations.

To date Nak’azdli has seen little economic boost (o our community. Few of our people have
benefitted {rom additional jobs or training. Although the proponent has “invested” in {raining,
that is, it providcs the training coutse, it fails {o discuss or consider the following issues:

e To attend the training cousrse Nak’azdli members must often quit their current jobs. ‘This
means that they bave no source of income or funds for the cost of living, While Nak’azdli
does provide some members with “education training funds”, funds are limited and
applications for these funds require 8 months’ notice to allow Nak’azdli to propetly plan
and budget for such expenditures.

? See Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012, for example page 1.

% See for example Mount Milligan TA Amendient Application - Public Engagement Report Draft August 29, 2012,
page 4.




« Courses are planned without any input from Nak’azdli, and are usually offered on short
notice, with our members geiting as liltle as one week’s notice of (he start of a course.
This results in members rushing to apply for funds on short notice and causing hardship
on Nak’azdli. We are seeing the applications for education training funding increase, but
we do not have the means {o be able to adequately provide for all those in need.

‘e Our members have reported that the training course is advertised as a means of making
lots of money, and being able to get a job at the mine. However, in reality these
individuals are actually in compelition with other, mare experienced, applicants and there
is no guarantee that those who complete the course will obtain employment at the mine,
This only increases the dis-illusion of the younger members of our community. We had
raised this specific issue with the proponent years ago but it has refused to address this
serious issue of ensuring employment for our members who are trained.

e The training course also fails to advise attendees of the difficult lifestyle involved in
working at a mine, especially one with a camp.

The overall result is that our members are being given unrealistic expectations with regards fo
jobs and income, and are set up to fail.

As well, despite the proponent’s eatlier stance, there seems to be a lack of local confracting,
which we know has also been seen by the community of Fort St. James. Up until March 2012 it
could have been argued that the skills of our community were going to be used later in the
process, after mine construction had been completed. We now believe that that is no longer the
case.

The proponent itself has confirmed tlnt the cstabllslmlcnt of a permanent camp is meant to
attract workers from outside our local communities®, %pemﬁcally, the supporting documents
provided by the proponent state tha:

¢ Local construction workers seem better qualified for camp construction,’

This, in our interpretation, means that as a result of the proposed amendments the
proponent may hire local workers to construct the camp (which the proponent has
admitted will only provide short term employment and income), but is less likely to do so
for mine operations.

¢ The camp will “serve to ailract more workers from neighbouring commumhcs . that
otherwise may not have been willing to relocate to Fort St. James.. 6 The ploponent
further reports that as employees will work a 4 day on, 4 day off schedule it “will be

* See Appendix to Application for Envivonmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012,

% Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4, 2012.
Page 18.

§ See Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012. Page 21.




most attractive for residents of the region as (it} docs not support long travel times to and
from residences elsewhere in the couutw’f?.

However this no loniger seems to be the case given that the ploponcnt has stated that it is
considering 7 day on, 7 day off shifis, or longer, for employees.® Obviously this longet
schedule will support long travel times and be atiractive to those living outside of the
region and even the province. Regardless, in our opinion, providing a camp will attract
those who would not otherwisc have applied for employment at the mine. This means
more competition, and fewer jobs for our community.,

e The permatent camp will increase the number of potential fly-in/fly-out workets. ?

~ As mentioned above, we believe that this will result in far more workers from oulside our
- arca, region and even the province.

It seems clear that the establishment of a permanent camp will result in jobs going to workers
oulside of our local communities. This is a major concern as we have scen Nak’azdli members
leave their tradilional jobs for potential training and employment at the mine. However, they are
now finding that they are unable to obtain jobs due 1o the lack of local hiring, As in many First
Nation communitics, unemployment is a major issue to Nak’azdli.

In addition, while the proponcnt may argue ﬂlat it needs {o establish a permanent camp and
change the work schedule fo atiraci workers'® (who we believe will be from oulside our
communities), there is no evidence provided by the proponent of not being able to atiract local
workers. There are no statistics of the number of applicants, or shortage thercof, or their lack of
credentials. There is also no -evidence that it is the work schedule that is keeping people from
applying at the mine or hindering the proponent from compeling with other employers in the
region. Factors such as job stability, pay, project viability, and employer, ate all matters that can

affect whether or not a person applies for a job. Often people prefer not {o apply to a company

that does not seem {inancially secure, and has just cut back on projects and faid off workers, as in
the case of the proponent", There is simply no guarantee that a permanent camp will result in
easier hiring for the proponent. However, we believe that a permanent camp will undoubtedly
resultina negatiVe impact {0 our people as set out herein.

‘The proponcnt has repeatedly assured the pubhc 1hat it would contribute to our long-texm S()Clal
economic and environmental sustaivability."? As raised by the District of Fort St. James in its
comments to the proposed amendments, back in 2010, the District of Fort St. James was already

7 See Appendix C of the Application dated April 16, 2012 - email of Jocelyn Fraser to Rob MacDougall dated
March 12, 2012,
% See for example Memo to Shelley Murphy from David Bailey dated September 4, 2012.
? See Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012 Page 24,

¥ por example, see Appendix C of the Application dated Apul 16, 2012 - email of Jucelyn Fraser lo Rob
MacDougali dated March 12, 2012,
1 gee for example article by Reulers Canada
Ittpeffcareuters.com/article/businessNews/idCABRES920TP2G 121003.
12 See for example hitp://svww.mimilligan.com/files/community.php.




in talks with potential developers to build a new housing development. It was made clear to the
proponent there was (and still is) a dire need of new housing in Fort St. James. The proponent
expressed keen interest and commitment in developing residential housing in Fort St. James,
specificaily, a 50-60 unit townhouse development. To that end, the District changed its
developmental plans and sold the lots to the proponent, 18

As reported by the District of Fort St. James, two years later there still has been no development
and the lots ave being used as a parking lot. The proponent has now stated that it will build 28
units, of which only 5 are single family homes. While there are continued promises from the
proponent that it will find another party to develop the rest of the land, we have scen no evidence
of follow up on this matter to date.

Tnn the meantime, we have seen an influx of people into the Fort St. James region simply on the
speculation of work at the mine. This has caused housing prices to skyrocket. Our band membets
living off-reserve have scen their rent increase subsianfially, to the point where many are no -
longer able to afford housing. This is especially true for our vulnerable, and often female,
members and single parent families. Many of these members now find themselves unable afford
to live and remain in our community and, being unable to find local employment, are being
forced to move away to find jobs elsewherc. This causes a further loss of our community
members.

In response, the proponent has argued that the establishment’ of a permanent camp will
ameliorate the housing crisis by r¢clieving housing demands. However, this is speculative, The
reality is that the speculation of potential work at the mine alone has been a major source of the
influx of peoplé”, resulting in the rise in housing prices. That is, the potential of work was
enough to cause this increase. Unless the proponent is prepared to tell the public that there will
be no potential for work from moving to the area, it is tikely that this housing problem will
continue,

Compounding our concern is the fact that this housing issue has been caused by the proponent,
but that it could be avoided, or at least alleviated, if the proponent would simply follow through
with its original promise to have no camp and invest in developing housing in Fort St. James to
the full extent initially planned. It is a promise which the District of Fort St. James, in which
Nakazdli is situated, retied and acted upon, including selling the residential lots to the
proponent, In return, the proponent has changed its original plans and as a result, the community
members of both District of Fort St. James, and our community are suffering hardships.

In addition, while the proponent is quick to promote the idea that the consfruction and
establishment of a permanent camp will produce more jobs, it does not discuss the jobs that
would have been creafed from the construction of the originally proposed residential
development, which the proponent has alteady stated the local communities will benefit more
from. It has also not taken into consideration the jobs that would result from the need for services
to those new residents of those homes, and the increase in tax base to the District, jobs and

3 Qee letter and attachments submitted to the EAO from (he District of Fort St. James (o Derek Sturko dated

September 27, 2012.
14 Gee for example letter from Dr. Janis Shandro to the EAO attached hereto as Appendix C.




cconontic benefits that would potentially continue afier the life of the mine, but may not exist if
this new proposal is approved.

Although the proponent would fike s all to focus on the “minor” or “low” jmpacts that it, in our
opinion, has incorrectly predicted will occur with the establishment of a permanent camp, it fails
to recognize the damage that it has already caused. The proponent should be required to mitigate
this damage as a pre-condition of any approval of this change. This is parlicularly the case as the
proponent, in its original application for approval of the mine, relicd on commitments to the
District of Fort St. James to obtain support for the project. Now, after the initial approval, it
wants to withdraw a major basis for that support with no consequence to the proponent, but
significant conscyuence to Nak’azdli and the District.

Thus far, our community, and that of Fort St. James, has seen minimal, economic benelits fiom
the project’s construction phase. For example, we are aware that the proponent has pursued
suppliers outside of our local communities and region to develop the camp. The proponent’s
Application claims that the proposed camp will support local suppliers and businesses.®
However, we wish to point out that these are the same claims the proponent has made all along
with this project, claims we have yet to see actually ocour, -

Community and Resources

It is admitled in the proponent’s Application that a permanent camp encourages fly i/fly out
workers, that is, workers who would not otherwise have taken employment at the project.
These are workers who will come to our community, use our resources, and then leave, without
contributing fo our economy in any way. As they do not permanently reside in the District of
Fort St. James, they do not contribute to the local tax base, taxes that are used to maintain district
lands and services, which includes a portion of owr traditional territory and services to our
people. These workers ate less likcly to spend money in our shops or support our local
businesses. In addition, it has been documented that fly in/fly out operations can be destructive
to local communitics', It is common knowledge that camp operations can cullivale negative
social lifestyles such as increased alcohol and drug use. These are the types of workers that the
project is more likely to atiract if there is a permancnt camp.

This is opposed 1o wotkers who would relocate and live in the Fort St. James area, often with
* familics. These are workers who will live full time in our community, coniribute to our resources
including our tax base, support our local shops, and participate in our local events. That is, the
more people that live permanently in the District of Fort St. James and spend money at our
businesses, the more taxes are payable lo the Dislrict, the grealer the viability of our economy,
and the more government funding and services are likcly to result. This means more moncy to
pay for social and healih services, maintenance of our roads and buildings, and money to build

" Seo Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012, Page 18. -

16 See Appendix to Applicalion for Environmental Assessment Amendment, prepared by AMEC on September 4,
2012, Pages 24 and 21.

17 oy example, see Mortis, R. (2012) Scoping Study: Impact of Fly-in Fly-out/Drive-in Drive-out Work Practices
on Local Government, Australian Centre of Excellence for Local Government, Universily of Technology, Sydney.



our infrastructure, In addition, these are the type of workers who have a greater potential to raise
families and continue living in the District of Fort St. James even after the mine is completed,
This is the type of population growth that is more likely to occur without a permanent camp, and
could occur with this mine plojcct if no camyp is permitted. It is indeed the type of positive
growth that many stakeholders in our area m’nolpated and were led to believe would occur,
when the mine project was first proposed.

While the proponent suggests that families will still live in and confribute to the community, the
fact is that with a permanent camp, the proponent makes it far more appealing for workers to
continue to reside in their present homes outside of our region and province while working at the
mine. In March 2012, the proponent put forwaid a 300 pelson camp, while estimating that 100
operations employees would reside in the local communities'®, This was raised to a 450 person
camp in the proponent’s Application of April 16, 2012, Logically, that means that there will be
virtually no mine employees living in the local communities. In addition, with longer shifts, it is
clear that the proponent means to attract people who will fly into Prince George and be bussed to
Fort St. James to work.

As we initially discussed in our letter of October 5, 2012, the District of Fort St. James is
considered a small commumity with limited resources to service a disproportionately larger
population. Health care and social services are already spread thinly in the Fort St, James area,
with many shortages, including only one doctor and a semi-functioning emergency room, When
the increase in our population is from temporary workers not residing permanently in the District
of Fort St. James, this resulls in a greater siress on our resources without the benefit of any
additional funds or services to mitigate this problem. While we tecognize that the camp may
have an abilily to deal with some medical situations, more serious ones will still have to be dealt
with at our hospitals and by our health care professionals, which will place an increased demand
on resources already in short supply. This is something that could be alleviated if no permanent
camp is allowed. That is, with more funds going to ow District, the stresses on our resources
could be moderated by an increase in services to our community.

Ermvironment

It is our position that these amendments, ' if approved, will infringe on Nak’azdli’s
constitutionally protected aboriginal title and rights. Where a government makes a decision
which will infringe on such title and rights there is a legal duty to accommodate. We would like
to remind the EAO of the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which Canada
has signed, and states:

Attlicle 26 (1) Indigenouns peoples have the right to the lands, territories and resources
which they have traditionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or acquired,

(2)Indigenous peoples have the right to own, use, develop and control the lands,
territories and resources that they possess by reason of traditional ownership or other
traditional occupation or use, as well as those which they have otherwise acquired

'8 See Appendix C of the Application dated April 16,2012 - email of Jocelyn Fraser to Rob MacDougall dated
March 12, 2012,




Atticle 32 (1) Indigenous peoples have the right to determine and develop priorities and
strategies for the development or use of their lands or territories and other resources

Despite the opinion of the BC EAQ, it is the Nak’azdli people who have aboriginal rights and

title in the Mt. Milligan area, including hunting and fishing, and will continue to do so long after
the mine project has ended. It is patt of our traditional territory. The establishment of a

permancnt camp will require further construction and development of this land, as well as an

in{lux of people on a twenty four hour basis. As stated by the proponent, it will be building a

new camp at a different location further from the plant, and not using the current temporary

site’®. That is, it will be further from the area that has already been developed and closer to areas

that may not yet be disturbed, resulting in further distuption and interference to the environment

that may not have otherwise been affected, especially not to the extent of a permanent camp, FFor

example: :

1. Deforestation — Further land will need to be deforested, at least 150m by 150m, for the

camp building itself. This does not take into account additional land disturbance that will

* occur from additional pipes, sewage and other utility and service lines needed to provide
amenities to the camp. ‘

2. Wildlife — Greater disturbance will occur to the wildlife that inhabit the area or areas
close by, including forced migration, disturbance and destruction of their home and
natural habitat, and noise and light pollution. This is particularly worrisome as there is
evidence of woodland caribou in the atea, which is considered an endangered speeies by
many organizations™, and a “threatened” specics by Canada®!. What steps have been
taken by the EAO to assess the caribou population and presence? In light of the recent
release of {he recovery strategy for the woodland caribou by Canada??, what steps will be
taken to ensure that the project complies with the recommendations set out thercin?

1n addition, the establishment of a permanent camp will result in higher air emissions, refuse
production, effluent discharge and water requirements, as set out below:

3. Air — One of the concerns that Nak’azdli raised during the issuance of the initial air
permit (PA104779) was the incineration of waste material, and we requested that burning
of plastic should be banned. On page 5 of the Decision Makei’s rationale for the air
permit, the Environmental Protection Division (the “EPD™) stated that the amount of
plastic to be burned was considered minor, However, we are now looking at a 450 person
camp over 22 years. That is a significant increase in the amount of waste that will be
produced, incinerated and emitted into the air, How this will affect the Air Permit that has
already been granted? :

1% See the Mount Miligan EA Amendment Application - Public Engagement Report Draft August 29, 2012,
2 For example, sec the David Suzuki Foundation - hitp:/fwww.davidsuzuki.org/issues/wildlife-
habitat/sciencefcritical-species/boreal-woodland-caribou/.

2t See for example hup:llwww.samregistry.gc.cafdocumen:/defaultﬁe.cﬁn?docwnchD=2253.

2 See hitp://www.sararegisiry.ge.ca/virtual sara/fi les/plansfts_caribou_boreal_caribou_0912_el.pdl




4, Refuse — Aside from disposal issues, there is also the matter of the larger potential to
atiract wildlife, and greater impact on the environment of landfill leachate, Part of the
assessment criteria in granting a refuse permit is based on the quantity of refuse and its
assessed impact. This has increased considerably with the ‘addition of the camp. What
changes will need to be made to the Solid Waste Management Plan and the Refuse
Incinerator Management Plan? Has the EAO considered additional impacts on tailing
pond quality? How will a permanent camp affect the current Refuse Permit (PR104778)?
Will a longer incinerator operation time and/or a larger rate of land fill discharge be
required to accommodate the camp?

5. Effluent — Has the EAQ considered the additional amount of runoff from the camp into
the tailings impoundment arca? IMas the proponent contemplated the changes needed to
its Receiving Water Management Plan (as per the current Effluent Permit PE104777)?
Will the camp affect the proponent’s commitment to have no direct sorface discharge or
runoff or tailings or other sources to receiving waters? Has the proponent amended its
plan to deal with any potential ARD or metal leaching? Will the camp affect the amount
of water storage needed for the tailings storage facility and the water supply pond, or the
withdrawal rates from Meadows Creek? Will it have an effect on the water quality? Will
this affect the amount of {resh water needed for the mine on an ongoing basis (which the
BAO wanted minimized)? What additional steps will the proponent need to take to deal
with the increase in sewage that will need to be freated?

6. Water — This will need to be clean, treated water for drinking and daily use as well as
water for clean-up and maintenance. How much more water will be needed to service a
camp than provided for in the current Water Licence (70001875)? Where will the
additional water come from? Nak’azdli has requested many times that a water treatment
plant be built at the mine site. Again, we ask that the EAO seriously consider this in light
of the proposed amendments which we believe warrant a water treatment plant.

Overall, the proponent has failed to adequately discuss, much less address the increased impacts
on the environment, including how it will mitigatc these impacts. We want to know, how do the
proposed amendments affect the permits and licences already granted?

Though it may be argued that many of these factors will occur even without a camp due io the
increase in population from workers moving into the Fort St. James avea, such production,
discharges, and emissions would occur in an utban area with a developed system to deal with
them. As mentioned above, it is more likely that such population growth would be positive and
permanent, resulling in a higher tax base and economic growth, with increased funds for the
district to be able to pay for any increase in services needed. However, with a camp, a new
system would need to be developed, one that would see disposal occur at the mine, resulting in
additional waste and pollution in our traditional tertitory, This means that we will have to wait
even longer 1o be able to access and use the land again, to fish and swim in the streams, and hunt
in the forest, Our children will be deprived from developing a connection to the land that is
fundamental to our culture and their identity. We have a constitutionally protected right to live
off the land as our ancestors did, Increased damage to a larger part of our traditional territory will
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vender those rights meaningless for the next generation. The EAO should not further support
such a consequence by allowing these amendments.

Conmments and Concerns regarding the Relocation of the Load Out Facility

Although the new proposed location of the load out facility is not within our traditional territory,
there are still many concerns and negative effects that this relocation will cause, impacts that
potentially affect our ability to exercise our aboriginal rights and title.

Liconomy

In our opinion, there arc serious impacts to our community with the relocation of the load out
facility, and little or no additional benefits in doing so, For example:

1. The proponent states that by moving the load out facility to Mackenzie, it can take
advantage of the ail system for {ransportation. However, it has not taken into account
that there were already plans to increase and improve the rail system in Fort St. James in
response to the load out facility. This would have created a huge benefit for the people of
Fort St. James, including Nak’azdli, as it would also improve our ability to export our
products to other provinces, and provide ongoing support for our community. There is
nothing to suggest that not having a load out facility in Mackenzie will decrease its
current rail system. In addifion, and as reported by the proponent in its Consultation

Report, this concern was raised by Nak’azdli to the proponent at the tour site on June 20,

2012, yet it was not included or discussed in the proponent’s assessment of socio-
economic factors.

2. The proponent also states that having the load out facility in Mackenzie would be more
cost efficient as it would be able to use an existing facility. However, we do not believe
that the proponent has been able to fivalize a lease of that facility yet. In addition, we
lave been informed that even if the proponent can secure a lease, it will only be short
term, and it will have to build a new facility anyway. If cost is the proponent’s main
concetn, then we do not understand why it would not simply build the facility in Fort St.
James from the beginning, thereby saving on rent that it would be paying in Mackenzie,
as well as avoiding increased building costs in the future due to inflation.

3. Although the proponent estimates that the load out facility will create only 3-6 jobs, it
fails to consider that these are 3-6 jobs over the life of the mine, which is 22 years, This
amounts to at least 66 years of employment. For a conimunity where unemployment is
Ligh and training low, these jobs ate critical. The proponent’s statement that the economy
in Mackenzie is more depressed than that of Fort St. James is unsubsiantiated, and we
would argue that Fort St. James is sttuggling morc, especially given the failed promises
of the proponent as outlined above. :
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Environment

While the proponent looks at {he length of the haul routes, it has failed to consider factors related
to the location of the proposed haul routes. As mentioned in our leiter dated October 5, 2012, a
large pottion of the main roads which comprise the proposed Mackenzie haul routes, and will be
used to and from the proposed load out facility, run parallel to and on either side of Rainbow
Creek. (That is, the Rainbow Creek Forest Service Road (the “Rainbow I'SR™), the Phillips Lake
Forest Service Road, and the Mackenzie Connector Road.) This affects Rainbow Creek and
Phillips Lake, as well as the Artic watershed, as water flows both north and south, direcily
flowing into and affecling our traditional territory and reserves, The proponent’s statement that
“(Hhe Mackenzie route occurs enmely wuhm the Arctic watershed and as such there are no
streams with anadromous fish presence™ lacks the knowledge acquired from the traditional land
users. The Phillips Lake is on the boundary of the Arctic watershed and from traditional
knowledge we know that water fiom Philips Lake enters the upper sireams of the Fraser River
Basin, a major salmon habitat river, It is also a greal concern that the proponent’s Application
asserts that the Mackenzie route will have no significant adverse effect as Rainbow Creek is a
spawning ground for the endangered arclic grayling, and dolly varden, both of which are
important food sources for the Nak’azdli people. Thus far there has been no discussion about the
arctic grayling. Rather, all the habitat compensation plans have been focused on rainbow trout,
How will all the additional dust sediment impact these spawning grounds? How will the
relocation and intrusion of the rainbow trout into or closer to the arctic grayling spawning
grounds impact the population of the arctic grayling, which are just starting to return in stronger
numbers?

Rainbow Creek itself is an essential water source in this area, and flows into many of the
waterways on which the Nak’azdli people rely. It provides drinking water, important fish and
wildlife habitats, and harvesting sites. Along these roads are also springs used as clean water
sources to Nak’azdli members, which we have accessed for countless generations for drinking
water and to make traditional medicines. In our opinion there is a serious concern of spills
oceurring, which would be devastating to Rainbow Creek and all connected waterways.

With the increase in traffic on these roads there is also a concern of larger levels of dust and
sediment ending up in Rainbow Creek. The dust created from the current level of industrial
travel is already significant, As well, there is the concern of an increase in ML/ARD (metal
leaching/acid rock drainage) occurring and running into Rainbow Creek, (There has already been
a ML/ARD site reported by the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations on
the Phillips Lake Forest Service Road, also referred to as the Mackenzie connector road, and the
Rainbow FSR,) Either eventuality will have the poteatial of seriously pollutmg Rainbow Creek
and, at the very least, negatively affecting the quality of water and marine animal habitats
therein, We ate already seeing this occur in other ateas of our Territory where there is a higher
volume of industrial traffic. Attached are photos of the damage that we have seen occur along the
Rainbow TSR

1. Attached and marked as A-ppendix A, the photograph shows a culvert along the Rainbow
FSR at approximately the 19 km mark. It was taken on May 16, 2011, It shows fiee

B See Environmental Assessment Amendment prepared by Triton Environmenta! Consultants, Page 6.
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flowing, very muddy waler, exiting the culvert that crosses Rainbow FSR, and being
dumped into the wetlands adjacent to Rainbow FSR. The top right comer of the
photograph shows the dust coming up from Rainbow FSR despite there being a fugitive
dust management plan and petnits in place. '

2. Attached and marked as Appendix B, the photograph shows a truck driving along the
Rainbow FSR, and the large amount of resulting dust. This picture was taken in June
2010.

Given the amount of damage and dust that is already occusring on Rainbow FSR, all under
current BAQ permits and licences, how much more damage and dust will result if the proposed
amendments are approved? This is especially worrisome given that the roads along Rainbow
Creek are for recreational use, and we do not believe that they have been upgraded for high
industrial travel, Please advise if any upgrades or improvements are being planned for these
- roads. ) :

Please note that this is & matter of great importance to Nak’azdli, and au issuc which we would
like to discuss further with the EAQ and the proponent. However, without an adequate map
identifying the waterways in that area it is very difficult to assess the potential impacls. As such,
we would request that a proper survey and map be done of the Mackenzie route and surrounding
arcas, which should also identify all the creeks. Ouly then will we be able lo appropriately
identify the waterways at issue. We would also request a tour of the Mackenzie haul route with
the EAO and the proponent,

As well, we would like to know how the proponent plans to mitigate the potential damage, as
well as the effeets that the amendments will have on the permits and licences already approved.

For example:

. Air — How will the proponent deal with the increase in dust and sediment produced?
Specifically, how will it control and maintain dust from roads?

2. Water — What is the proponent’s plan lo prevent spills and leaks from occurring from the
load out facility and during {ranspor(? If a spill was to.occur, what does the proponent
plan to do to remediate? How much more water will be needed for dust suppression?
What will the source of this water be? -

3. Wildlife -- Has the proponent developed a Wildlife Management Plan for the Mackenzie
route? Is there a monitoring program for the amount of wildlife that is kitled on the road
by increased traffic? (This is especially important given that the Ministry of Forests,
Lands and Natural Resource Operations has reported a major decline in the moose
population in the Omineca Region.”)

Given all these factors, it is our opinion that the negalive effects of relocating the load out facility
far outweigh any possible benefits, and as such, the load out facility should remain in Fort St.

# See for example hitp:/fwww.env.gov.be.ca/fw/wildlife/management-
issuesfdocs/factsheet provincial moose population_may2012.pdf
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James. Lastly, we would ask the EAO to consider that if the Mackenzie haul route is better than
the current Fort St. James route, why is all the transportation of construction material still being
hauled through Nak’azdli?

Additional Comments and Conecerns

In the event that the EAO decides to approve the Application and proposed amendments, or
either of them, the proponent should be required to pay a greater bond given the increased risks
and potential damage that may occur, As has been discussed by various experfs, adequate
financial assurance for closure and cleanup must be dealt with properly to avoid the disasters that
we have seen in the past®®. Too often the damage caused by the mine project is underestimated,
and the taxpayers are left to deal with the cost of remediation. This is especially a concern where
proponents may not be as financially secure as they should be and/or face financial problems. As
Nak’azdli will be the ones continuing to use and care for the land after everyone else has left,
this is a grave concern for us. A failure to properly repair and remediate the land, which requires
sufficient financial support, will be detrimental to our ability to exercise our aboriginal rights and
{itle to the land.

In addition, we would request that an appropriate body for independent monitoring, especially
under the envitonmental certificales and permits, be established. We are concerned with the
inadequate monitoring thus far, and do not believe that it meets the standards and requirements
sel out in the issued permits and licences. As the EAO is aware, these standards are present to
protect the environment (such as failure to provide substantive reports fo the Community
Sustainability Committeo (the “Committee™) on a regular basis). We are aware that the EAO
does not have enough staff to monitor once the certificates, permits or licences have been issued,
and delegates this duly to the proponent itself. Currently, environmental monitoring is being
done by Environmental Dynamics Inc. (EDI), a company which has been hired and is paid by the
proponent, This would seem to defeat the purpose of having a monitor, and raise doubts as to the
air of objectivity. | '

While the EAO and the proponent may contend that the Committee was established to deal with
this issue, it is our experience that this is simply not so. That is, we have found the Committec
has failed to produce the transparency, disclosure and flow of information that it was created for,

Specifically:

o Aftempts to discuss matters of significance to Nak’azdli, including recognition and
respect of Nak’azdli title and rights in the mine site areas, have been rejected;

» Requests for information and disclosure, including environmental reports from EDI, have
been ignored; and

o Requests to participate in and be apprised of the proponent®s procedural plans, such as
closure, and its environmental program have also been ignored.

25 por example, see Kuyek, J. (2011) The Theory and Practice of Perpetual Care of Contaminated Sites,
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It has been the expericnce of owr representative that licr attempls to question or address pertinent
issues have often either received no response, or she has been told that they were not issues for
this Committee. She has been provided with no follow up or alternative option to have our
concerns lheard or dealt with, While updates on the project are provided, they are general and
vague. Our representative states that her attempts o ask questions and specifics regarding these
updates are usually distegarded. As well, when a proposal was put forward to the Commitiee to
conduct a study on social-health impacts refated to the project, the proponent failed to have
representatives atlend those Committee meetings.

There is alse a lack of flow of information. For example, when a sewage spill occurred in the
winter of 2011 and a dicsel spill in the summer of 2011, Nak’azdli was not advised of it by the
Committee, the proponent or BC, and we were not included in the clean-up plan. Rather, we
found out about the spills on our own. There seems to be no plan to include Nak’azdli in the
environmental monitoring, notwithstanding earfier promises by (he proponent fo do so. This
needs o be addressed.

In our opinion, the Commitice is an inadequate vessel for monitoring, and an independent body
should be established. It should include representatives from all the local communities, including
Nak’azdli, and should have the mandate and power to review all reports from EDI, as well as
participate in actual monitoring on site. This is a. matter that should be discussed with the
proponent.

Should a permanent camp be approved, additional monitoring should also be cstablished for the
community and its safety. As well, the proponent should provide social services to mitigate the
risks associated with a permanent camp lifestyle, and additional health and medical services to
its employees. Altematively, the proponent should be requited fo pay for additional resources,
such as another ambutance, and more doctors and nurses, 1o service our local communities.

We nole the proponent’s comments regarding the proposed benefit agreement with Nak’azdli*,
It is Nak’azdli’s continued belief that the fabled agreement falls far short of industry standards
for similat agreements with First Nations in Canada, and until thete is meaningful negotiation of
a fair agreement, we have litlle interest in agreeing to such an impoverished proposal. The
proponent is well aware that Nak’azdli is prepared to further discuss fhe proposed benefit
agreement, when it is ready to deal with our nation in a fair and respectful manner, To date, the
proponent has not contacted us regarding this mattet,

Lastly, while we understand that this review is on the Application itself, we ask that the EAO
take into consideration the cumulative effects caused by the proposed amendments. Despite the
proponent’s attempts to have us belicve otherwise, these amendments have serious, negative
impacts on our Nation, impacts thal are even more sighificant in the grand scheme of the project
as a whole. This should be taken into account, : :

26 e Application dated April 16, 2012, page 7.
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Review of Supporting Documents

In support of its Application, the proponent included an Environmental Assessment on Socio-
Economic Effects of the Amendments (the “Assessment™), In addition, it has provided a Public
Engagement Report (the “Report™). As mentioned above, it is our opinion that both these
documents provide inadequate and/or misrepresented information and analysis, and should not
be relicd upon to make any decisions.

Environmental Assessment on Socio-Economic Effects of the Amendments

We enclose a letter from Dr. Janis Shandro, PhD (Mining Engineering, UBC)?” attached as
Appendix C. It outlines many of the issues and defects of this Assessment. While we have
already discussed many of these inadequacies above, we wish to expressly point out the
following:

1.

The Assessment only discusses the “difficuliies” that may arise from the 4 day on, 4 day
off work schedule, specifically, the potential 16 hour days that a worker may be subject
to if there was no permanent camp. It does not consider alternate work schedules that
would allow -workers to return home to their families in local communities, sach as
longer work weeks and shorter days, For the Nak’azdli people, this would be very
beneficial as it would allow our members to continue to participate in our traditional
activities.

The Assessment overestimates travel time, and fails to consider many other communities
where a two hour commute is fairly normal (for example, in the Lower Mainland where it
is common for people to travel from communities such as Abbotsford for their jobs in
Vancouver),

The Assessment, without any evidence, states that having a permanent camp will relieve
stress on workers with their home life, such as “reducing the pressure to get home”,
However, it does not consider the benefits of actually being able to return home cvery
night to see one’s family, as opposed to living with strangers in a camp and relurning to
an emply rooin. '

The Assessiment states that “those left at home may also find that their ability to
parlicipate in community affairs is reduced because of a lack of support resources such as
child care”. However, it does not consider the benefit to those left at home of knowing
that their spouse is close by should he or she be needed, or an accident occur. This would
also apply to workers who would have the comfort of knowing that despite the long hours
of work, should an accident occur, they would be able to be with their loved ones in less
than a couple of hours, rather than half a day or not at all if planes are grounded.

The Assessment relies on outdated data for its conclusions despite the fact that there are
recent relevant studies that are readily accessible. It does not even seem that something as

27 Dr. Shandro is a Post-Doctoral Fellow and Researcher at the University of British Columbia.
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simplc as going out info the community to observe and assess the factors discussed was
done.

6. The Assessment overstates-the “posilive” effects of a full time camp on aboriginal
workers. 28 For example, the Assessment states that moving, and the finances involved
with moving, would cause a serious strain on a worker, However, it fails to consider the
fact that Nak’azdli members who currently live on reserve would not have to move, and
exaggerales the possible financial “difficulties”. '

T addition, it should be noted thal this report was prepared based on non-aboriginal values and
has not taken into account many of our aboriginal and traditional values, such as our unique
conntection to the land.

Many of these inadequacies; especially the proponent’s lack of information and data, were
actually pointed out by the EAO staff upon review of the initial draft submitted by AMEC on
Junel3, 2012. Comments were given by EAO to the proponent on this matter, and further data
requested, However, in our view, the proponent has failed to add anything substantive to the
Assessment since the June 13, 2012 draft. It has included more words, but very little to actually
explain and support the conclusions that it has reached. Whete the proponent does include
additional data, most is obsolete.

Lastly, we nofe that this Assessiment was prepared by AMEC, an international engineering and
project management company. Coincidentally, AMEC is also the partner in a 50:50 joint venture
with Fluor known as Brilish Columbia Mining Joint Veniure, which was chosen by the
proponent to provide engineering, procurement, and construction management services for this
very project. Needless to say, AMEC has a vested inferest in ensuring that the mine project is
approved. If nothing else, this raises an appearance of conflict.

In our opinion, which is echoed by D, Shandro, the Assessment should not be relied upon. It
provides a scriously flawed and skewed review of the relevant issues at hand, As the socio-
economic impacls of (he amendments are crucial to this review, we would request that the
proponent be required to provide a new Assessment which takes into account alierative
scenarios, and is conducted by an independent company. Only in this way can we ensure that the
appropriate concerns and issues related to the amendments are addressed and negative impacts
minimized. :

Public Engagemer-rr Report

Please be advised that in our opinion, Nak’azdli has not been properly consulted or engaged by
the proponent, despite what the proponent has stated in the Report. The Report seems 1o
misrepresent the actual interactions between Nak’azdli and the proponent, although perhaps not
intentionally, Specifically:

1. In July 2011, Nak’azdli requested at a meeting with BC government representatives, and
an inspection of the construction site o occur as soon as possible, with Nak’azdli present.

* See page 27, paragraph 2 of the Appendix to Application for Environmental Assessment Cerlificate Amendment.
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This inspection was put off until October 2011, and was cancelled the morning of the
scheduled date. On June 4, 2012, during a meeting with Chris Patks of the EAO we were
informed that an inspection had actually happened on March 26, 2012, with the

proponent and BC government representative, but that Nak’azdli had not been inviled or

informed.

Since June 2011, we have been allowed to atlend the mine site only once, despite our
requests otherwise. We were specifically told that we were not allowed anywhere near
the premises withoul the proponent’s prior consent. The tour on June 20, 2012 was
initiated by Ms. Anne Marie Sam, not the proponent.

. As the proponent is well aware, the Nak’azdli member appointed to deal with the
proponent on this project is Ms. Anne Marie Sam, Ms. Sam, on behalf Nak’azdli, has not
expressed support for the camp, and has maintained major conceras and opposition due to
the lack of information,

. At the tour of the site on June 20, 2012, we aftempted to obtain clarification and further
information on the proposed amendments, However, we were informed by the proponent
that they could not discuss the amendments, That is why most of the questions posed
were related to jobs and contracts. At no time did we ever say that our opposition was due
to not benefiting economically.

. In addition, when we were able to pose questions to the proponent regarding the
amendments on the June 20 tour, we were cxpressly fold by the Environmental Manager
that they had not. considered the amendments yet, that they would not do so until they
were approved, and that he was unable to answer our questions. He did say that he would
bring our questions to the attention of the upper executives and that the proponent would
provide us with a letter in the near fufure. Thereafter we heard nothing further on this
malter, until the questions appeared in the Report. We asked the proponent these
questions in June, and received the answers in September.

. The Report fails to note that only Ms. Anne Marie Sam, Mr. Dwayne Martin and T were
in attendance on behalf of the Nak’azdli Council. Mr. Allan Andrews is a community
member that was interested in attending the tour, Pastor Frank Salmon is a local priest
who is not a Nak’azdli member, and was introduced accordingly. He too asked questions,
which were not on behalf of Nak’azdli. However, the Report fails to say who posed
which questions. There are also questions that we posed which have remained
unanswered,

. As we were expressly told that the tour was not related to the amendments, and as the
proponent was unable or unwilling to discuss issues regarding the amendments with us, it
should not be included in the Report,

. Had we known that that was the actual venue through which the proponent was going to
discuss the amendments with us, we would have asked more questions, as clearly we
have them.
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‘ Overall, Nak’azdli has bad little contact with the proponent. What contact we have had secms fo
have been misconstrued. To be clear, Nak’azdli is opposed to a permanent camp and the
relocation of the load out facility.

Conclusion

We hope that this response has provided you with a clearer picture of the concerns of and
impacts to the Nak’azdli people. Please be advised that contrary to the proponent’s statements,
cconomic benefits are not our primary concern.. However, if despite our comments the EAO
decides to allow the amendments ~- which we know is a possibility -~ we have a responsibility to
our people to ensure that they benefit as much as possible. That is, if we cannot protect out land,
the least we can do is to mitigate this loss financially for our community. This includes trying to
secure employment for them, and this is why economic factors ate discussed above.

While we appreciate that industrial development is necessary to B(’’s economy, we believe that
this should occur only in an appropriate and vesponsible manner. This includes requiring any
proponent fo provide accurate and reliable information to all stakeholders, and to propetly
consult with those affected. We believe that neither has been done here, As the EAO is aware,
the recommendations made by the Auditor General in his report titled “An Audit of the
Environmental Assessment Office’s Oversight of Certified Projects” include:

{. Conducting evaluations to determine whether envitonmental assessments are avoiding or
mitigating the potentially significant adverse effects of certified projects; and

9. Providing appropriate accountability information for cettified projects.

Given the lack of information, and improper analysis presented by the proponent in the
Application, it would, in our opinion, go against the Auditor General’s recommendations o
approve the amendments without a proper assessment done, including one on socio-economic
factots. (For example, how can one properly evaluate whether environmental assessments are
avoiding or mitigating potentially significant adverse effects iF the alternative scenarios are not
contemplated?) As already mentioned above, it is our beliel that the proponent should be
required to provide a new assessment, done by an independent third patty.

1t is still our opinion that this review process should not be arbitrarily rushed, especiaily given
the fact that there is little or no prejudice to the proponent (that is, it has stated that it has not yet
ascertained the location of the camp and will not do so until the snow has cleared; and if its
intention is to simply lease the current facility in Mackenzie, then there is no rush to begin
construetion). Given the Auditor General’s recent review, we ate sute (hat the EAO is commiltted
to ensuring that an appropriate and thorough review is completed prior to any further approvals
of the projeet. For example, we nole that at the open house in Fort St. James, which was attended
by Nak’azdli members, the EAO staff in attendance were unable to answer most questions and
asked the public to mnail or email in their comumnents instead. This would seem (o preclude certain
classes of people from participating in the public review process, such as the clderly or those of
low income or education, which we know was not the EAQ’s intention.




19

Lastly, please contact Nak’azdli, through Ms. Anne Marie Sam, to set up a meeting between

Nak’azdli and the EAO. We would request that this meeting occur as soon as possible, and

before the report is sent to the decision maker,

Thank you for your fime and attention to this matfer. We look forward to receiving the First

Nations Tracking Table, or its equivalent, as well as the First Nation Consultation Report and the
~ Draft Report to the Decision Maker,

Sincerely,

/ff///ﬁﬂx

Chief Tred Sam
Enclosure(s)

Ce: Anne Marie Sam
Peter Grant & Associates
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Appendix C:

Letter from Dr. Janis Shandro
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October 11, 2012

Environmental Assessment Office
1st Floor, 836 Yates St

PO Box 9426

Stn Prov Govl

Victoria, BC VBW 9V1

Ailention; Shelley Murphy

Re: Review of Appendix to Application Environment Assessment Amendment - Socio-Economic
Report ‘

Dear Madame:

Since 2010 | have been working academically with the communities of Fort St. James and Nak'azdli in
relation to mitigating potential health impacts stemming from focal mining davelopment (primarily the Mt.
Mitligan Mine). As a result of this work, | have an in-depth understanding of {he social and health fabric of
this region. Professionally, | provide an independent engineer's assessment of Soclal and Health Impact
Assessments for global large-scale mining projects for conformance fo the Intarnational  Finance
Corporations Performance Standards with speclfic focus on impacts to Indigenous Peoples. In response to
a request from Nak'azdli for a review of the Application for Environmental Assessment Amendment for the.
Mt. Milligan project, as conducted by AMEC, | would like to provide the following comments and questions
for consideration.

1. Methodology

AMEC- has provided 10 Valued Socio-economic Components (VSEC) In Table 1-1. Key indicators
associaled with these components required fo allow for such an assessment of impacts on each
component area have not been clearly identified. The report also identified the VSEC's are key issues of
mining projects. Minimum standards for social impact assessment will engage and define key issues with
the participation of associated communities to ensure they hold valus for those potentially impacted. It is
not clear whelher these VSEC's that are associated with the amendment application have been selected
and developed with community input.

Given this project is located and is associated with First Nations, | am concerned that the VSEC's lack
cultural components that are important to focal First Naflons and associated with their heallh and weli-
being. Cultural continuity, for instance, Is especially important for First Nalion healing from residential
school traumas and has been identified as a leading determinant of Aboriginal Health in Canada. How the
proposed projects as defined in the amendment application can impact or benefit cultural indicators
important o focal First Nations would be an important issue to consider.

1.2 Assessment Methodology
On page 3, lhe assessment relied on quantitative analysis, Interviews with communily or public sector

officials and professional judgment. In order to evaluate the strength of the assessment, it would be helpful
if the report identified who was interviewed and when/where these interviews have taken place. Given this
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is an amendment proposal, it would be important fo gather information and opinions from community
members about how they feel the amendments would impact them. It is not clear that these activilies were
carried out. A table listing interviews, dates, and key inessagesftoplcs covered in the interview would help
to clarify this.

1.3 Temporal and Spatial Boundaries -

The Socio-economic assessment identifies focus on the Primary Local Study Area (consisting of Fort SL.
James and Nak'azdli) and the Secondary Local Study Area {consisting of Mackenzie and McLeod Lake). |
would strongly recommend the inclusion of Tl'azlen First Nation in the Primary Local Study area as many
of their members reside in Fort 8t. James, and the Tl'azl'en communities are highly dependent on services
in Fort St. James. Impacts and benefits to Fort St. James will have direct implications for this First Nation.

3. Baseline Overview

Baseline information associated with the study areas is altogether insufficient, especially as it relates to
being able to assess impacts to the VSEC's.

« ltis noted that there is a lack of population data for the two First Nation reserves. This dala is
readily available; why was it was not included?

e While Census data can provide an overall picture of conditions within communities, there are a
number of data sources that can supplement and provide a more updated more holistic picture of
communily or area condilions. Key data sources that would relate to the projects area of influence
could include Local Heallh Area stalistics from BC stats, key annual communily produced
documents, and specific publically available research reports associaled with each community/the
province of BC,

» Forexample, the primary study area has had a baseline study into community health issues, healih
services and impacts from the construction phase conducted by the University of Brilish Columbia
(UBC){Universily of Vicloria (2012)2, a youth sexual heallh study conducted in the area by UBG
(2009)%, and an assessment of Forest impacts by the Universily of Alberta (2009).31 While the
UBC baseline study report was not finalized untit August 2012, the results have bgen available
since May 2012 and could have easily been forwarded on to AMEC for follow up. As an example, a
consultant from New Gold contacted our research leam in June, 2012 to garner access lo this dala

%Shandro, J.A., Ostry, A. and Scoble, M. 2012. Opporlunilies to mesting the health needs of the Stuarl Lake/Nak'al Bun Area: A
Baseline Study of Community Health, Communily Health and Social Services and Reported Impacts from Local Mining
Davelopments. Vancouver, Seff-pubfished. N &

% Soon, J. A, Shoveller, J. A., Johnson, d. L., Kelm, M. E., & Hanlon, N. (2009). Youlh's Perspectives

on Birlh Control in Fort St. James, BC: Community Report for Service Providers. Vancouver,

Self-published.

3t Smith, M. 2009, Fort SL. James Communily Reporl: A media analysts of recent events assoclated with forest Industry mill
closures. Edmonton: Self-published.
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upon referral from the municipality of Fort St. James. I(éy issues were communicaled in person
and the follow up report was forwarded to them for reference,

It should also be nofed that Statistics Canada collects data in some cases on a yearly and in some
cases monthly basis for specific census subdivisions (e.g. Labour Force Survey Data that provides
industry specific income and employment). While this data needs to be custom ordered, it can
provide a more up to date representation of local conditions.

In most cases, communities have a plethora of local data that is reflective of current social
conditions and if Ihis data s not public it is usually available upon request. Examples of publically
available reports that contain local level data for the Fort St. James/Nak'azdli area include the 2011
Economic Development in Fort St. James™2, and the 2011 Northern Healthy Communities for the
Fort St. James area. It is not clear whether or not AMEC attempted to access local data.

Overall, the data provided within the AMEC report is insulfficient to comment on or provide professional
judgment on potential socio-economic impacts or benefits further reported on. There are also statements
made within the assessment that are in my professional opinion are not credible:

On page 5, the first paragraph stating that “socio-economic effects are considered to be reversible
once an aclivity ceases” is probtematic. It is well known that mining projects around the globe have
brought about socio-economic changes that are long-lasting, past post-closure and in many cases
are permanent in nature. This is especially the case wilh respect to impacts on Indigenous Peoples
and culture. Multiple projects in Indonesia and Papua New Guinea have clearly demonstrated this.
More within the project’s area of influence, the Pinchi Lake Mercury mine is a perfect example of
social impacts resultant from mineral development that will persist for generations (the inability of
area First Nations to access and harvest fish from Pinchi Lake).

On page 10, the assumption that population influxes in the Fort St. James region wouid correspond
with a decrease in unemployment rate is unfounded and there is no evidence to back this claim
upon. It has been observed from heallh and social service providers in the region that an influx of
population has occurred during this perfod from two main sources: 1) Persons and families
speculating potential work with the Mt, Milligan project, and; 2} Persons leaving more remote First
Nations communilies for potential income/training opportunities.

Furthermore, the substantiation that Fort St. James is an economically healthy community as
compared fo Mackenzie in secfion 4.12 on page 17 is also unfounded, and problematic. Both
communities have undoubtedly undergone immense slruggles associated with forest sector
declines. Unforiunately, the 2012 Census release related to data lhai would definilively indicate the

2 Availab!e online al: hilps:/ifortstjames.civicweb.net/DocumentsiDocumentList.aspx?1D=12368

33 Available enline al:
hilp:/fchip.northemhasalth calPorlallelDocumen1%2OReposI{oryl2011%20Updatesl00mmunily%ZOProf l6s%202011/LHA% 2005

6%20-%20F(%2054%20James %20DM%20V3.pdf
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exlent to how the decline has impacled each communily is sfated lo be released on Oclober, 24,
2012, Key dala associated with the 2006 Census release illuminate that males (generally the
stronger economic contribulor to families in resource-based economies} and families were
struggling to a greater extent in Fort St. James than in Mackenzie. As examples (based on last
census records), male unemployment (15+) in Fort St. James was recorded to be 13.9% and in
Mackenzie it was 9.8%, Average male income (15+ with employment) was also fower in Fort St.
James with average fotal income being $51,817 and Mackenzie being $61,350. Families were also
economically better off in Mackenzie: Economic median family income in Mackenzle was $89,751
where as it was $80,591 for Fort St, James. The prevalence of low-income families (before-tax)
was 4.4% in Mackenzie and 5.0% in Fort St, James. While these data suggest that the conslruction
and operation of the load out facilily in Fort St. James would bring much needed economic benefits
to families residing In the primary study area, | would like highlight ihat justifying this need has the
polential o drive tension amongst project communifies (something thal in my personal
observalions has already manifested to some degree). A mineral development project should seek
to bring communities together, and benefits and mine/management plans should be carefully
considered and developed to reduce and miligate tensions. | would recommend keeping with the
original proposal of having a load out facility in Fort St. James. '

5. Socio-economic effects assessment: Operations camp.

Page 18 idenlifies that the proponent will “utilize a variely of shift rotafions of various durations fo
encotirage residency in neighbouring comimunilies”. It has recently been suggested that a seven day on,
seven day off rotation is curently receiving preferential attention from Mt. Milligan. A seven day rotational
schedule will enhance the likelihood of Mt. Milligan becoming a fly-in fly-out (FIFO) operation. A recent
report released by the Auslralian government on the topic of FIFO highlighted that from an economic
standpoint FIFO can bring benefils to larger urban cenfres. On the other hand, FIFOs can be destructive {o
local communilies. FIFOs have also been described as erosive to local communities when a shift from a
permanent resident workforce to a largely FIFO workforce occurs, especally if it reduces the economic
viability of local services and businesses. Additional impacls assoclated with FIFO relate to community
sustainability and many argue FIFO strips benefils away from rural, northern and remote communilies
much in need of economic boosts. Australian governmental officials report that for longer term operalions a
largely resident workforce should be -encouraged as much as possible to facilitate communily
sustainability.36 A camp operalion will also likely impact the abliily for the project to recruit local women for
child-care issues. This impact should receive some consideralion given the large income gap belween men
and women in the study area,

3 BC Slals, 2010. 2006 census profile, Fort St. James, DM. Avallable online al:

hlip:fwww.bestats.gov.be.cafSlatislicsBy Subject/Census/2006Census/ProfilesA/Alphabelical.aspx

35 BC Stals, 2010, 2006 Census profile, Mackenzie, DM, Available online at:

hiip:fiwew. bestats.gov.be.ca/StalislicsBy Subject/Census/2006Census/ProfilesA/Alphabeticat.aspx

3 Morris, R. (2012) Scoping Study: [mpact of Fly-in Fly-out/Drive-in Drive-out Work Practices on Local Government, Auslralian
Cenlre of Excellence for Local Government, Universily of Technology, Sydney.
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5.6 Family and Community Well-being

As previously menfioned it is not clear what indicators are being used to assess baseline conditions or
impacts to family and community well-being. As highlighted in the-appendix, the LHAs in the sludy region
are slruggling on indicators of well-being (still undefined or cited to ensure accuracy of reporfing). This
requires additional consideration of the baseline conducted by researchers at the University of British
Columbia that has highlighted key drivers of health issues faced by local area residents and families in part
stem from exposure to residential schools. In particular, the safety and health of women and children in the
local area is of concern and one could argue a camp scenario would bring a source of stress to a portion of
the male Aboriginal workforce as they would be concerned for the safety of their family while away. In
addition, a camp scenario may act as a barrier lo Aboriginal employment. It has heen reported treatment
programs for addictions have been largely unsuccessful in the region as those in seek of help have been
unable to remain away from their families for periods of time. Family is a very important factor for all
residents in the Sluart Lake and Fort St. James areas, and it would be helpful if impacls and benefits to
family were considered in a more balanced manner.

Final Suggestions

The mine site itself is located in a unique geographical area central to two different regions in Norlhern BC.
The ML Milligan mine is also set to open during a period of time where much attention is focused on
sustainable development as it refates to the mining sector, and on the sustainability and health of rural,
northern and resource based communities in British Columbia. There is also heightened altention as to how
British Columbia manages the delicate balance between exiractive industry developments and impacts to
communities, especially after the 2010 Harvard Report Bearing the Burden: The effects of mining on First.
Nations in British Columbia®; and the 2011 Audilor General's audit of the BCEAO.% It is also now
considered amongst the impact assessment communily that at minimum, impact assessments should
provide an afternalive analysis of scenarios, and an assessment of cumulalive impacis. For allernative
analysis, what would be very helpful is demonstration that the camp scenario would or would not differ
substantially from an approach that is designed fo reduce family stress and keep economic benefits within
the local communities. Has a scenario whereby 3-8 hour shifts (with parfial or full compensalion for the
commute as an incentive) been fully explored? What is the cost breakdown for these.scenarios? Given the
proximity to two regions that have been-devastaied by the forest sector declines, it would be optimal to see
BC's newest mine with a projected 22 year life span bring maximum benefits for local communities. For an
assessment of cumulative impacts, there is no mention of current exploration projects or other development
activities within the projects area of influence. These projects have influence on the current social fabric in
the study communities. it is my recommendation that the impactsfbenefits of Mt. leligan in relation to these
projects be acknowiedged and explored.

Finally, | have a mining engineering background, and am conscious of the financial and human resource
challenges facing the global mining sector. | understand and am sympathetic to the pressure Thompson
Creek is likely facing with respect to gelting the Mt. Milligan project up and running as quickly as possible.

37 Avaitable onfine al: hitp: Ilharvardhumannghis files.wordpress.com/2011/08rightburden.pof

38 Avallable online at:
hitp:ffwerw.google.caluri?sa=1&rel=j8q=8esrc=sésource=wabscd=18ved=0CCAQFjAA&uI=hlp%3A%2F % 2Fwww.bcauditor.co
m%2Ffiles%2Fpublications%2F2011%2F reporl_4%2Freporl%2FQAGBC-Environmental-Assessment-
Office.pdi&ei=xjt3UM_FJozViglitdE4&usg=AFQjCNEJoftuy7E2zKhjWidhbhBYrSDeSg
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On the other hand, | also recognize the indusfry as a whole is also in {ransition and the BC and Canadian
mining sectors have made sirong commilments to working closely with communities to ensure mining
brings sustainable social and economic benefils. Consideralion of the above comments within this letler
would conlribute fo ensuring mine development meets these commitments and perhaps more importantly,
translates into the improvement of the social and economic well-being of First Nalions and demonstrales
respect for cullural values, a BC mineral exploration and mining sfrategy commilment.3

Sincerely,

g—r/w» VI

PhD Mining Engineering
Post-Doctoral Fellow, Norman B. Keevil instilute of Mining Engineering
Universily of British Columbia

** BC Minislry of Energy and Mines, 2012, Brilish Columbia’s Mineral Exploration and Mining Strategy: Seizing Global Demand,
Available onling al: hllp:/fewe.empr.gov.be.caiMining/Documents/MiningStrategy2012,pdf
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'NAK'AZDLI BAND COUNCIL

P.O. Box 1329, Fort St. James, B.C. V0J 1P0
Telephone (250) 996 — 7171
Fax (250) 996 — 8010

January 25, 2013

By Email and Fax

Environmental Assessment Office
st Floor, 836 Yates St,

PO Box 9426

Stn Prov Govt

Victoria, BC V§W 9V1

Attention; Shelley Murphy

Re:  Review of the Draft First Nations Consultation Report for Application to Amend the
Environmental Assessment Certificate  #M09-01 for the Mount Milligan
Gold/Copper Project

Dear Madame:

Thank you for your letter dated Janvary 11, 2013. This letter is our substantive response and
comments to the Draft First Nations Consultation Report including Appendix A (the “Report™),
and the report prepared by Ecofor dated December 31, 2012 (the “Ecofor Report™), as attached to
the EAO’s email of January 11, 2013.

Enclosed with this letter are our comments on the First Nations Issuc Tracking Table. Please note
that these responses are confined to the comments made by the proponent as originally provided
fo us on November 22, 2012,

The Report
The following are our comments regarding the Report:

¢ In addition to those concerns set out by the EAO on page 6 of the Report, Nak’azdli has
also expressed concern regarding the inadequacy of the information provided by the
Holder, particularly the social and economic effects assessment (the “SE Assessment™)
drafted by AMEC Enviromment & Infrastructure Limited and the potential of a conflict of
interest as a result of its other economic relationships with the Holder. These concerns




were set out on pages 15 and 16 of our lelter dated October 18, 2012 (the “Letter”), as
well as the letter of Dr, Janis Shandro, PhD, attached to the same.

In response to the comments made by the EAO on page 6 of the Report regarding
Nak’azdli’s concerns on the time limitation provided, please note that while we
appreciate {he additional time that the EAO has taken to review this amendment
application and ovr comments, much of the delay was unrelated to Nal’azdli, Our
coneern was regarding the deadlines that the EAO continucd to unilaterally impose on us,
which in our opinion did not provide enough time for response. For example, although
First Nations have had information on the proposed amendment and environmental,
health and heritage effects assessment (the “EHH Assessment”), since May 4, 2012, we
did not receive the proposed amendment process from the EAO undil July 27, 2012, As
already set out in our previous correspondence to the EAO, we had been trying to engage
with the BAO on this process since May 2012. In addition, thc Holdet’s complete
amendment Application was not received until September 10, 2012 for review, which we
had advised the EAO back in August 2012 was a very busy time for us duc to our
traditional practices. Further, we would note that many of these deadlmes became
irrelevant and were not followed due to the actions of others.

As noted by the EAO on page 7 of the Repor(, Nalk’azdli was provided with $5,000.00 in
capacity funding. However, we would note that this amendment process has now been
ongoing for over eight months, As noted above, much of this delay was a result of the
actions of others. We do not take issuc with the delay per se, as we firmly believe that
this process should take as long as needed to ensure the protection of our rights, our
communily and the environment. However, pleasc note that many resources were
unnecessarily expended negotiating with the EAO on its imposed deadlines. Much time
and energy could have been saved if the EAQ had just agreed from the beginning to our
initial request for longer review periods as has been the result anyway. As a result, the
capacity funding has been inadequate and this process has resulled in a burden to
Nak’azdli, financially and otherwise.

In response to the EAO’s comments regarding ifs reliance on the strength of claim
assessment set out on page 7 of the Report, we continue to stale that we do not agree with
the BAO’s assessment, nor do we believe that it is the appropriate forum for such an
assessment to oceur.

In response to the EAO’s conunents on page 8§ of the Report regarding the potential
effecis on Aboriginal Inleresis arising from the proposed load-out and haul route, we
maintain that there are concerns regarding dust, sediment, spills and impacts on wildlife
as sel oul at pages 11 to 13 of our Letter. We respectfully disagree with FLNR’s report
that there are no wildlifc crossings or wildlife features. Again, as far as we know, both
the EAO and FLNR have failed {o consult with or take into account the knowledge of our
traditional fand users. Among other concerns, we do not believe that the EAO has
considered the fact that Philips Lake enters the upper streams of the Fraser River Basin,
which is a major salmon habitat river, nor that Rainbow Creek is a spawning ground for




the endangered artic grayling and dolly varden, both of which are food sources for our
people,

With regards to the BAO’s comments on Nal*azdli’s concerns on the environmental
effects of the proposed permanent camp conslruction sel out on pages 8 and 9 of the
Repart, it is our opinion that the Holder’s studies are flawed. The original study was
compleled in 2008 by AMEC which, as already stated, we do not believe to be an
objective third party given its other beneficial economic relationships with Terrane
Metals Corp. in the Mount Milligan Gold/Copper project. Our comments regarding the
Ecofor Repott are set out below.

With regards to the EAQ’s comments on our concerns of the environmental eftects of
camp operations on page 9 of the Report, and the Holder’s confirmation that the use of
potable water and generation of waste, refuse and effluent will not have any effect on the
permits and licences already granted, we would respond as follows:

o Logically, a permanent camp servicing 450 people for over 20 years should result
in a great amount of water use and a greater generation of waste, refuse and
effluent, than not having a perimanent camp at all;

o The fact that the Holder’s current licences and permits are able to encompass such
a large change causes us to question if it was always (he Holder’s plan to have a
permanent camp. Is the granting of such broad approvals industry standard?

In response to the EAO’s comment on page 9 that Nak’azdli’s concetns regarding
economic benefits and social effects of a permanent camp go beyond addressing impacts
to our aboriginal interests, we would disagree with this comment as it is our opinion that
the economic and social issues we have identified go ditectly towards our ability to
‘exercise our rights and prolect our interests. As set oul af pages 6 and 7 of our Letter,
issues snch as displacement of our band members, unemployment and greater stress on
our already strained medical and social resources are concerns which we believe will be
created and/or fnther exacerbated by the establishment of a permanent camp.

Further {o your comment that “During the review of the Amendment Application the
Nak’azdli indicated that they are not opposed to the project...” (found at the bottom of
page 9 of the Report), please be advised that this is incorrect. Regardless, Nak’azdli’s
support or opposition to the project itself is not the issue, What is important is that, in
light of the past and potential futwe approvals, we have a responsibility to try and
mitigate the damage to our nation and ensure that Nak’azdli bencfits as much as possible.
This has been expressed time and time again, most recently in our letter of October 18,
2012. Such mistepresentation by the Holder in its documentation to the EAO has
repeatedly been corrected by Nak’azdli, It is very troubling thit this continues to be an
issue.

We note the section on Mitigation Measures for Potential Effects on pages 12 and 13 of
the Report, Our response to such measures is set below in our cormiments on Appendix A.




Please be advised that we disagree with the EAO’s conclusion that the proposed amendments to
the Application will have minimal impacts. '

Appendix A — Draft Certificate Changes, Amendment Description and Proposed
Conditions, should the proposed Amendment be approved

As stated, Nak’azdli is opposed to the proposed amendments to the project. However, should
they be approved, we would strongly advocate (hat conditions be imposed on the Holder, There
should not be an absolute approval, and we apprcciate the time that the BAO has taken to draft
such conditions,

In addition to the conditions already set out by the EAQ, we would inguire about and request the
following:

e Furthet to the reporling requirements on page 17 of the Report, we would request that all
management and monitoring plans and related updates, as provided by the Holder to the
EAO or any other provincial agencies identified by the EAO, be forwarded to Nalk’azdli,
We would also request that Nak’azdli be provided with the status reports from the
Holder, We believe that transparency is ciucial given the length of time that this project
will be impacting our community and traditional territory, Alternatively, this information
conld flow through the Community Sustainability Committee or the proposed Social
Effects Advisory Comunittee (as discussed on page 18 of the Report). Iowever, we
would maintain that members, including our representatives be provided with the same
documents as those given to the EAO by the Iolder,

» We nofe that at page 18 of the Report, the EAO has required the Holder to provide a draft
Social Bffect Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan (the “SE Plan”). Again, we
believe that the SE Assessment completed by AMEC is scriously flawed and is an
inadequate analysis of the social and economic effects of the proposed amendments.
Given the potential conflict of interest in AMEC’s relationship with the Holder, and the
fact that the SE Assessment relies on lilile or no field research, nor does it take into
account the most current studies, we believe any conclusions stated therein are skewed
and unreliable. Without a proper assessment of the social and economic effects, how can
the Holder provide an appropriate and cffective SE Plan? Without an objeclive and
comprehensive study, how can the Holder include provisions for establishing baseline
information and indicators as required by the EAQ (sce subparagraph ¢) at page 18 of the
Report)? We would request that the Holder provide a new social and economic effects
assessment, conducied by an independent company.

e Wilh regard to ihe SE Plan, we would also ask the EAO 1o consider requiting that the
Holder provide a satisfactory plan prior to any approvals and issuance of certificates.
While we recognize the Holder’s interest in moving this matter forward, we would note

~ that much of the delay has been caused by the Holder itself, In addition, we are concerned
with the recourse that the EAQO will have to guarantee that the Holder will satisfaclorily
meet the conditions as prescribed if approval has already been granted.




s Wc are pleased to see thal the EAQ has included conditions for consultation with
Nalc*azdli, particularly at subparagraphs b) and c) on page 18 of the Repori, As we have
shown through our participation in this process thus far, Nak’azdli takes the project and
the proposed amendments very seriously, and we will continue {o be involved as needed
to ensure the protection of our people and our land. However, as we are sure the EAQO can

~appreciate, the time and efforl required to do so has been extensive and, despite the
EAQ’s contribution, a financial burden. Nak’azdli has already absorbed considerable
costs as a result of this process. We have no doubt that our continued commitment will
result in further financial burden to our community. While we firmly believe that it is
imperalive (o Nak’azdli that we continue (o participate in this project and its process, we
do not believe that it should be at the expense of our nation. We are left in the difficult
position of either not consulting with the Holder and not having our rights and interests
represented or protected, or consulting with the Holder to the financial detriment of our
community, As such, we would ask the EAO fo consider conditions for financial
compensation to allow us to remain involved, and to help ensure that adequate
consultation continues,

¢ As set out al pages 13 and 14 of our Letter, we are concerned with the environmental
monitoring of the Project. This concern has increased with the addition of a permanent
camp, We have also raised issue with the lack of communication and information that the
cwrent envirommental monitors and the Holder have disclosed. We are aware that the
Holder has retained members of the Mcl.eod TLake Tndian band as environmental
monitors for the project, and that these monitors are reporting to their Chief and Council,
At a meeting between Nak’azdli and the Holder on July 25, 2012, we asked the Holder to
set and fund a liaison position for a Nak’azdli band member to help build trust between
the Holder and our nation, We have not yet received a response. We would ask that the
EAO consider requiring that Nak’azdli be part of the environmental monitoring, either as
a liaison or otherwise, and that this position be funded by the Holder. Alternatively, we
ask the EAO to expressly require the current environmental monifors to report directly to
the Community Sustainability Committee (the “CSC”), and respond to any inquiries put
forward by the individual representatives of that committee.

s As stated above and at page 11 of our Letter, based on the knowledge of our traditional
land users, we believe there {o be great risks related to the new proposed haul routes. We
do not believe that any assessment done thus far has taken such knowledge into account.
We respectfully request that the EAO include the requirement of an environmental
monitoring program for the Phillips Lake arca as well, as we believe it will be directly
impacted by the new haul route. Such monitors should also report and respond directly to
the CSC.

. & At page 19 of the Reporl, the EAO has set out that residence and occupancy of the Camp
must be restricted to Workers only. Does this include subcontractors as well, or only
direct employees of the Holder? If it does not include subcontractors and their employees,
what monitoring will be set up for these additional camps and what changes will be
required of the issued licences and cerfificates? As we have raised with the EAO, we




have been informed of subcontractors being required to set up their own camps or
lodgings off site, This is of concern due to the lack of monitoring and rules, as has been
reported to us, at these acconunodations. '

o Af the bottom of page 19 of the Report, the EAO has put forward a prohibition on a
Woiker’s ability to hunt, fish or gather while residing at the camp. While we appreciate
this restriction and agree that it is needed, please advise if exceptions will be allowed. For
example, and hypothetically speaking, if a Nak’azdli band member residing at the
proposed permanent camp was unable to patticipate in a traditional hunting ceremony
due to having to be at work, would he or she be able to exercise that traditional right on
his or her own? Or if that member were to return home to the Rescrve for a few hours,
would he or she be able to engage in hunting, {ishing or gathering while there?

- Please confirm that the Holder’s proposed permanent camp will be a dry (that is, alcohol
free) camp, and that such prohibitions will be stricily enforced.

¢ Inthe development of a Road Use Monitoring and Emergency Response Plan, as set out
al page 20 of the Report, we are pleased to sce that the EAO has required consultation
with First Nations. However, as mentioned above, consultation does involve the
expenditure of resources which should not be borne by our nation. We would respectfully
request the EAQO to consider further financial compensation to Nak’azdli to foster
meaningful and adequate consultation.

As raised above, in the event that approval is issued as set out in the Report, we atc concerned
with how the EAO will hold the Holder accountable to these obligations, including ensuring
meaningful consultation, and sufficient implementation of services and assistance to the
sutrounding communities, Should the Holder breach any of these conditions, what recourse does
the EAO have? For example, what steps can the EAO take if the consultation conducted by the
Holder is not in good faith?

Lastly, given the EAO’s finding Ut conditions are required, our finm belief in the need for
further conditions, and our concerns regarding their enforceability, we would again assert that a
greater financial bond from the Holder is necessaty.

While we do not agree with the ptoposed amendments, we commend the EAO on the work that it
has done thus far, and hope that it will seriously consider our submissions for additional
conditions which we believe are imperative {o prolecling not only our people, but all the
communities affecied and impacted by the project.

The Ecofor Report

We appreciate the Holder’s attempt to provide those involved with further information on the
environmental and archaeological impacts. However, it should be noted that the Ecofor Report is
unforfunately based on information from AMEC which, as set out above, we do not believe (o be
an objective or reliable source. As such, we are wary of the conclusions reached by Ecofor,




Specificaily, we would raise the following:

The methodology employed is set out on page 8 of the Ecofor Report. We would note
that other than the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in Canada website,
there is no mention of any other Federal reports or databases accessed and/or reviewed. If
it is the case where Federal sources are incorporated into (he listed provincial ones, please
advise.

As far as we can see, this Ecofor Report has not taken into account traditional knowledge
from any First Nations land users, Please advise if that is the case. If so, we would assert
that such knowledge is required for the execution of an accurate environmental and
archaeological assessment,

At page 9 of the Ecofor Report, the writer states that the key wildlife values of interest
encompassed species of concern 1o the public, including First Nations. As far as we are
aware, our representative was not contacted on this matter. Did the researchers of Ecofor
contact any members of Nak’azdli? What were the sources of the information relied
upon?

As set out on page 10 of the Ecofor Report, the analysis of the mammal species in the
area is based on the 2006 and 2008 baseline surveys of the Mt. Milligan Project,
completed by AMEC. In addition to our expressed concerns regarding reports conducted
by AMEC, we would note that Ecofor has relied upon outdated information here. We are
aware that in the following paragraph Ecofor states that a 2012 ground survey was
completed for wildlife species at risk. Would this ground survey then have included
collecting all the information required for a new base line survey? If not, why wasn’t a
new 2012 baseline survey done?

In reaching its conclusions regarding wildlife species at risk, as found at page 10 of the
Ecofor Report, Ecofor states that a 2012 ground survey was conducted, However, based
on the date of the licofor Report, that is, December 31, 2012, it would seem that such
ground survey would have been completed in the late fall or winter months, During these
seasons, much of the wildlife is not active, and most migratory animals would have
already left for warmer areas or gone into hibernation. We would respectfully request that
a further study, or at least a follow up smvey, be completed prior to the proposed camp
construction and in the spring/snmmer month to ensure that the findings of Ecofor are
accurate for all seasons. For example, our members have traditionally hunted moose
during the summer months. The Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations has reported that moose are in decline. This should be a condition to the
proposed ceitificate amendments,

At page 11 of the Ecofor Report, we note that Ecofor states, “The timing of the surveys
was too late in the season for rare or flowering plants”. While (he plant habitat snitability
was assesscd, we believe that a follow up survey should be completed during the
spring/summer months, and prior to construction, to confirm Ecofor’s assumptions.




o At page 13 of the Licofor Report, Ecofor has recommended that if construction occurs
during the spring breeding window for amphibians, a pre-construction sutvey and
relocation should be completed. We would agree with this proposal but would add that it
is our opinion a pre-construction survey should be conducted regardless for reasons as set
out above, :

o We would note that the Avian and Amphibiau Species Result Maps, the Mammal Specics
Result Maps, and the Ecosyslem/Vegetation Results Maps relied upon by Eeofor were
those prepared by AMEC in 2008,

Again, we would request that a further environmental impact study, or at the very least a follow
up study, be conducted. It should be based on current information, with surveys done during the
months where wildlife and vegetation are most active. Given how quickly environmental
landscapes can change, we believe that the utilization of up to date information is crucial for any
environmental study to be accurate or reliable.

Conclusion

To be clear, we are opposed o the proposed amendments, However, based on the Report, it
seems clear that the EAO will be rccommending that they be approved. If so, we would strongly
request that our additional conditions be included in the amended certificate as well,

Further, we are in receipt of your letler dated January 21, 2013, advising that the propenent.may

not be able to mect one of the draft conditions proposed by the BAO “given somessite
preparation aclivities the Certificate Holder has recently undertaken at the site”. We understand- -

that at this time the EAO, including its compliance and einforcement slaff, is looking into the
- situation. We kindly request that Nak’azdli be kept up to daie and provided with any new
information on this matter.

While we have not been advised of the exact actions of the Holder, the fact that the Holder is
already unable to meet the EAO’s proposed conditions before approval is even granted is of
concern {o us. We believe this is all the more reason why the additional conditions that we have
put forward above should be included, and that the EAO have express recourse against the
Holder should the conditions not be met,

Lastly, please note that we will be making a separale submission to the Execulive Dircctor.
Thank you again for your time and consideration of the above.

Sincerely,

/;"’{(,i "\.,.a"'\ff/’;};’{?“ - "’s._\
Chief Fred Sam

Enclosure(s)

Ce: Anne Marie Sam
Peter Grant & Associates




PROPONENTS RESPONSE TC COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY

THE FIRST NATIONS
November 2012
Nak’azdli First Nation (“NFN"}, | Response/Change/Action (Proponent) Nak’azdli response
October 18, 2012
Introduction NFN opposition to the Proponent has ottempted to establish o business relgtionship with As mentioned at page 14 (3 paragraph) of our letter dated October 13,
(pp. 3-2) amendment, the NFN on a basis similar to its Socipeconomic Agreement with the | 2012 {the “Letter”}, the propanant has tabled one agreement with

Mecleod Lake Indian Band (i.e., its impact Benefits Agreement). The
proposed agreement has been consistently declined by the NFN.
Netwithstanding, mine-related contracts in excess of $11 million
fiove been awarded to a business owned and operated by o
Nak'ozoli bond member (Toba Enterprises, Ltd.). More recently, this
same controctor wos awarded a contract worth approximately $1.1
million to construct the parking lot in Fort St. James. Progonent
remains willing to discuss opportunities for the NFN and band
members to participete in project-reloted work for which It or they
are quolified.

EAD determined in 2009 that the Mt. Milligan Project does not
result in o significant odverse gffect. Proponent befieves thot
expressly took into account in the Assessment Report claims and
concerns identified by the NEN at that time.

Finally, Proponent notes that the NFN's Economic Development
Officer represented to Proponent at & community information
session in June 2012, that the NFN hod no concerns ahout the
operations camp end that their concern ghout the loadout
relocation was that they wanted to operate the loadout in Fort St.
James. The NFN have represented in their October 18% comment
letter that its EDO was not speaking for the Band Council ot this
tirne.

Nak'azdli which fell far short of industry standards. The preponent
clearly expressed a “take it or leave it approach”, which was not
acceptable to Nak'azdli, nor, in our opinion, in good faith, We have
advised the proponent in the past that we would be happy to further
discuss a business relationship with it when it is prepared tc enter into
meaningful negotiations of a fair agreement. Aside from the initial
tabled agreement, there has been hothing presented for Nak’azdli to
decline. While the proponent continues raise this matter with the EAD,
it failed to communicate any willingness to negotiate with Nak'azdli
until recently. A meeting has now been set for January 21, 2013
between Nak'azdli and the proponent. We hope that the proponent will
come to the table actually prepared to engage in productive and good
faith negotiations.

it should be noted that while Taba Enterprises happens to be owned by
a band member, it is not a band entity, nor does it benefit Nak'azdli
directly. We are not aware of any terms that ensure contracts to Taba
Enterprises benefit Nak'azdll and its members, such as terms requiring
the training and employment of band members or participation and
contribution to cur community. While the propenent has put forward
that it has many economic opportunities, again, it has failed to present
any of those cpportunities to Nak’azdli. If the proponent was so keen
on the participation of Nak’azdli, why did it not approach us regarding
these opportunities or reopen negotiations sponer?

Nak'azdli has advised EAD and the propcnent numerous times that
these “comments” are not accurate, We have further made it clear that
we do have concerns regarding both the operations camp and the lead
out relocation which go beyond any economic issues.

We have mentioned repezatedly that Ms. Anne Marie Sam is the
authorized representative for NFN: In addition, NFN was advised by the
proponent that the community information session in june 2012 was
not a forum te critique the amendments, but only to ohtain
infermation. NFN was adhering to the procedure of the proponent
unfortunately, it now seems, to its detriment. Lastly, we would note
that the main concern of an Economic Developrment Cfficer is economic
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develeprnent, regurdless of other pertinent matters. As it was made
clear long ago to the proponent that only Ms. Anne Marie $am was
authorized to speak on behalf of NEN on this matter, the comments
herein referred to by the proponent were taken out of context.

OPERATIONS CANMP

Economy
(pp. 2-6}

in this section, the NFN assert
numerous “sconomic” ¢claims
and issues, only some of which
are relevant to the proposed
operations camp and the
foadout in Mackenzie. In
particular, the NFN describe
various concerns about the
tratning and education courses
sponsored and paid for by
Proponent at the Collega on
New Caledonia; contracts
received by local businesses;
the residence of Proponent's
permanent workforce; the
subdivision development in
Fort 5t. James; and the cost of
housing in Fort 5t Jlames. The
NFN also offer their opinlon
that Proponent's
sociceconomic analysis is
incorrect.

While Proponent believes that the training ond educational courses
offered by it ot the CNC demonstrate its cormnmitment to ond
development of a locally based workfarce, these courses are not
pert of the proposed amendment, nor are they ony sort of
mitigation measure. Proponent notes thet it works dosely with the
CNC and its aborigincl ligison to develop the content ond scheduling
of the courses, and thot it believes that the CNC is sensitive to the
interests of the entire local community including the NFN.

Proponent also disogrees with the NFN's characterization of mine-

' related contracts with local businesses; since February 2012, Fort St.

Jernes businesses have received more than $15 million in payments
for goods or services (including, as noted above, $11 millionto o

- business owned by a NFN band member). Again, however, the

oward of mine-related business is neither port of the proposed
amendments nor gny sort of mitigation measure.

With respect te Proponent’s gfforts to retoin o permaonent
workforce, the NFN correctly state that Proponent has been unable
to fill certain positions requiring technical experience or speciol
gualifications from Fort 5t. James or Mackenzie. In the highly
competitive muarket in which it exists, Proponent cannot compel
appliconts for these positions end new employees to move
themselves and their families to Fort St. james or Mackenzie,
especially when they own homes elsewhere, have children settled in
@ school system or have other similar connections to their current
communities. Notwithstanding, Proponent believes that its hiring
practices are consistent with the 2009 Assessment Report, upon
whith EAQ determined that the Mt. Milligan project did not result in
@ significant adverse gffect.

Proponent notes thet the Environmental Assessment Certificate
requires that Proponent “[maximize employee recruitment from

Comments made by Nak’azdli regarding training/educational courses
and local contracting were included as an example of the failure of the
proponent to live up to the promised economic benefits which wera
made in #s initial application, and highlight cur belief that the aileged
benefits of the amendments are unfounded. Agaln, the proponent’s so
called “contribution” to Nak'azdli has been to award contracts to ONE
company which happens to be privately owned by a Nak'azdli band
member. This private company receives the contracts for itself, not for
Nak'azdli. Teba Enterprises does not share profits with the Nak'azdli
Band. Our nation as a whole does not benefit from, nor are we aware of
any centractual tarms ensuring the training and employment of band
members in, these contracts.

While the proponent asserts that it has been unable to retain a
permanent workforce, it has provided no evidance of the steps that It
has taken to try to attract employees, nor that it is the lack of 2 camp
that is the main reason for any alleged difficulty. Again, it could be that
prospective employees prefer te work for companies who have a more
financiaily sound image. The creation of 2 permanent camp would not
change this. Given the proponent’s own concerns angd comments
regarding reducing costs and conserving cash®, and wanting to “devote
additional resources to the capital costs of constructing the Mt. Milligan
projec'c" ) It seems that these funds could be better spent elsewhere in
the project, instead of the parmanent camp.

The issue raised by Nak’azdli was nct whether or not the propenent has
hired from our local communities, but its commitment to do so. As
mentioned in our Letter, it has been stated by various scurces that
permanent camps serve to attract workers from outside local
communities. The proponent states that 120 of its 176 permansent
workers are from the SRSA. This is only a small porticn of the actua
number of workers at the mine. We would like to know the actual
number of werkers to date who are from our local commurities. {in

See for exampie Thompson Creek News Release of October 3, 2012 - http://www.thempsoncreekmetals. com/s/News_Releases.asp?ReportiD=551002
?See propenent’s comments in this table under heading “Relocation of Leadout Faciiity”
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Northern BC, porticularly from the communities with the Regional
Study Area.” Certificate, Tabfe of Proponent Commitments
{Appendix 8], Employment. The sotic~econcmic RSA, os defined by
the Assessment Report, includes the foliowing cormmunities:

The Socio-economic Regional Study Areo (SRSA) for the
socig-economic gssessment of the proposed Project
consists of those urban and rural communities that are
most itkely to provide the workers, goods, and services
needed to construct and cperate the proposed mine
and/or that would be directly or indirectly affectad by
mine construction or operation. The SRSA consists of:

= six regional district efectorel areas (Bulkley - Nechako C,
Buliley — Nechake D (which includes Fort Fraser), Bulkley —
Nechako F, Fraser— Ft. George A, Fraser— Ft. George G,
ond froser - Ft. George G)

* five major communities (the District Municipality of Fort
St. James, Village of Fraser Lake, the District Municipality
of Mockenzie, the City of Prince George and the District
Municipality of Vanderhoof)[; and]

* people ifving on 15 Reserves belonging to seven Frrsr
Nationsf.]

Assessment Report ot 74. Proponent believes thot it has complied
with this requirement and that the proposed operations camp fully
complies with this requirement. Approximately 75% of the
gpprexirmately 160 permanent employees hired to date are locoted
in the SR5A.

Proponent also notes that it continues to dedicote g portion of its
website to promoting working for the mine and living in Fort St.
Jomes and Mackenzie, including links to both the Districts” websites.
httpffwarw.mtmilligan.com/files/work-with-us_living-and-
working.php.

With respect to the subdivision, Proponent agrees that the
development of a subdjvision has been reevalucted due mostly to

April 2012 the proponent reported that the “Meunt Milligan team” was
21 718 workers on stte’. This had risen to 280 workers per week by
November 2012°)

The statement made by Nak'azdli was “As reported by the District of
Fort 5t. James, two years later there stxll has been no development and
the lots are being used as a parking lot”®, which is 2n accurate
description of how the lots are being used as confirmed by the
proponent.

We suggest that the proponent may need to reread our letter. Itis
because there is less mine-related housing than anticipated that
housing prices have increased as a resuit of the influx of peopie from
the speculation of work. This, in our opinien, is due in large part to the
loss of housing from the propenent’s failure to foliow through with the
subdivision plan originally proposed.

We would again stzte that the zssertion of the proponent that a
permanent camp will ameliorate the housing ¢risis is speculative. The
influx that has currently caused the rise in housing prices is 2 result of
pecple who have moved to the region without the establishment of 3
permanent camp, which indicates that they want to live in town and
may not choose to move to the camp. That is, a camp may not alleviate
this problem, wherezs establishing new housing in town would. .

Again, the propenent really should reread our Letter. The statement
tnade was, “The proponent should be reguired to mitigats this damage
as a pre-condition of any approval of this change. This is particularly the
cese as the proponent, in its original application for 2pproval of the
mine, relied on commitments to the District of Fort 5t. James to obtain
support for the project. Now, after the initlal approval, it wants to
withdraw a major basis for thatsuppart with no consequence to the
proponent, but significant consequence to Nak’azdli and the District.”
Nowhere do we state that Nak'azdli sees a benefit. The support of the
District of Fort 5t. James, which was partially due to the propenent’s
commitments to “do whatever it tzkes” in regards to the housing
development®, is a matter of public record. A benefit can only be found
in a situation where if taken away, a party Is left in its originza! position.
Here, taking away the housing development has damaged our
communities and has left them worse off. The proponent should be )

http //www.mtmilligan.com/files/documents/ENewsApril.pdf
http /Panaew, mtmdhgan com/files/documents/ExternalENewsNovember12.pdf
®See page 5 (at2" paragraph) of the Letter

®For example, see table attached to letter of Rob MacDougall to Mr. Derek Sturke dated September 27, 2012, under the heading “Housing”




the construction of an sperations camp and the desire of workers to
hove an-site, close-in living accommodations. At the time of the
communiceticns described in the NFN’s comments, Proponent
anticipated that its cperations workferce would elect to reside in the
loco! communities. Proponent remains open to working with a bona
fide developer who wishes to acquire and/or develop o housing
subdivision utifizing oll or @ portion of the lots for merket sole
(contrary to the NFN letter, Proponent has never “promised” to find
¢ developer; Proponent will work with quelified developers
genuinely interested in development of the property). Proponent
notes that it owns thirteen residences that are part of 4-plex units
ond one single fornily home in Fort St. Jomes, which it is making
aveilable to its permanent employees.

Proponent assumes the interest by developers to bufld-out the
subdivision may incregse over time if there is mere demand by
Proponent’s permanent ermployees to live in Fort St James.
Proponent acknowledges and agrees that the time to build-out a
subdivision will undoubtedly be longer thon it originolly belfave
would be the cose. .

Progonent notes that the NFN letter implies that the parking lot in
Woodgrove is a recent, unplanned conversion from o residential
purpose. This is Incorrect; the parking lot has always been in the

| plens for this property, and Proponent coordinated with the Fort St.

James City Counclf on the location of the parking lot.

The NFN gssert thot, notwithstanding that there s less mine-refated
housing than anticipated, housing prices have increased based on
“the speculation of work at the mine.” Logically, ond as supported
by Proponent’s sociceconomic report, the operations camp will
amelicrate any such gffect; however, the NFN dismiss Proponent’s
report as “speculative.”

The NFN conclude this portion of its comments by stating that:
“Now, cfter the initial approval, [Proponent] wonts to withdraw a
major basis for support [by the District of Fort. St. Jomes] with no
consequence to the proponent, but significant consequence to
Nak’czdli and the District.” Proponent is pleased to note that the
NFN see benefits from the mining project. As discussed in these
respenses, Proponent believes that the project has benefitted, and
will continue to benefit, the District of Fort St. James.

required to mitigate this damage.

I this section of the Letter, the proponent has not responded to the
feollowing:

s Evidence that not having a permanent camp for 450 people
is the reason that it cannot meet its labour needs;

«  Why a cocmparison of the jobs that would have been ¢reated
from the construction of the originally proposed residential
development in Fort St. James and services te new residents
was nat teken into consideration.

s Stepsthat the propenent will take to mitigate the damage
that has already cccurred due 1o a lack of housing.

Comrunity
and Resources
(pp. 67}

In this section, the NFN assert
that the operations camp will
support a fly in/fly out

Froponent believes that the operations camp will result in a regional
workforce, as conternpiated by EAQ's 2008 Assessment Report,
which has, thus far, been borne out. As noted, approximately 75%

As rmentioned above, we would like to see the actual statistics of all the
workers currently employed at the mine site. We do hope that the
proponent can show at least some commitment to our communities by
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workforee, that mine workers
wiil not contribute 1o the local
tax base and economy,
including provision of health
and medical services, and that
the operations camp will result
in adverse socio-econgmic
impacts.

of the permanent warkforee retained to date lives in the SRSA.
Moregver, cpproximately 50% of this workforce resides in either Fort
St. Jomes or Mackenzie, so NFN‘s argument that mine workers are
not contributing to the focal tax base and economy is false.

Proponent is uncertain that negative socioeconomic issues will arise
Jfrom the operations comp and the use of shift rotations of various
lengths. Nevertheless, Proponent will work with communities in the

'SRSA (including the NFN) to address any specific issues identified by

them thot may arise as o result of implementation of the
grmendments. Proponent will alsc meet with any community
{including the NFN) in the SRSA thut believes that it bas been
adversely impacted, in any munner, by the certificate amendments
reguested by Propenent and, in ¢conjunction with such community,
takes such other, reasonable steps, in good faith, as muy be required
to substantively address the edverse impact.

Finally, the NFN’s letter concedes that “[hjealth care ond social
services are already spread thinly in the Fort $t. James orea.” The
operations camp should reduce the stress on these health core
services, Whether mining refoted, on-site “medical situations” place
on intreased demand on Fort St. Jomes” ability to provide medicol
services weuld be an issue for the prospective socioeconomic impoct
anolysis discussed above, Finally, Proponent understonds that Fort
St. James now'hos five doctors committed to the District.

adbering to this 75% statistic for all #ts hiring. However, under the
current numbers put forward by the proponent, 50% of the permangnt
workforce would amount to 80 employees. This is only §.8% of the
workforce at Mt. Milligan (that is, 50 out I 880). It is safe to say that
when the proponent stated Mt Milligan was expected to have
“significant long-term economic benefits for the region””, those in
support {not Nakazdli) interpreted that to mean a greater percentage
than 6.8% of employees contributing to the local tax base.

While we appreciate the proponent’s offer to work with communities
to address identified issues that may result from the proposed
amendments, the proponent has failed to actually address the issues
that have already been put forward. For example, what programs
would the proponent provide for its employees and the community to
address well known negative effects of permanent camp situations such
as rise in drug problems, decrease in sexual health, and rise in stress on
employees? Instead the proponent seems to suggest that it wishes to
ignore these concerns now and pass off any potential future
responsibility to a “social effects advisory committee”.® In our opinion,
the establishment of a permanent camp is a significant change from the
proponent’s inttial application, and brings with it significant negative
Impacts, which we believe should be considered and addressed.

It should also be noted that Nak'azdli started a Community Health and -
Sustainability Research Advisary Committee to monitor the impacts of
the project to community services and to commu nity members. This
has been in place since the construction of the project began, Although
we have invited the proponent to participate, it has not been attending
meetings. The past actions of the propenent make it difficult for us to
trust that It will actually make best efforts to work with us in the future.

We are unclear how stating the dire medical needs of our community,
caused in part by the propanent, is a concession, but we are glad to see
that the proponent agrees with this problem, and happy that the
proponent acknowledges that the propesed camp would have an effect
On oUr community resources (even if we disagree on the type of effect).

The proponent has stated that the proposed permanent carnp will
2lleviate this issue. However, the proponent has once again failed to
put forward any actual evidence of what it wouls do to ensure that this
occurs. How many medical personnel and what level of training would
it/they have? Specifically, would there be doctors and Surgeons?
(Having those trained in first aid only would not alleviate our lack of

7 For example see http://www.thompsencreekmetals.com/s/ News_Releases.asp?Report|D=409315
®ror example, see proponent’s comments below under the heading “Dr. Shandro Report (pp. 15-16)"




medical services. There need to be professionals.) Would medical care
be available 24/77 What would the ratio be between doctors and
employees at the proposed camp?

We have been advised that at this time, there are only 2 doctors on
staff. Over the holidays we continued to have limited access to doctors
and emergency rcom services. While it is expected that this will
increasa in March 2013 to five doctars, there is no guarantee that these
5 doctors will stay. Again, we would ask that the proponent provide us
with concrete plans of how it is going to ensure that proger medical
services will be in place so that it will not be a burden to our
community.

Agaln, we weuld note that Instead of dealing with these issues, the
proponent proposes that the amendments should be 2pproved and this
existing problem dealt with prospectively, this time in a sociceconomic
impact analysis. In our opinion, as the proponent recognizes that the
propesed amendments reguire a further socioeconomic impact
analysls, this should be done as part of the review process, not after.

Lastly, the proponent has not addressed the fact that the permanent
camp wilt promote a fly in/fly cut project, and tha steps that the
proponent will take to live up to its commitments to our communities.

Environment
(pp. 7-10}

The NFN asserts that the
amendment will infringe on its
abariginal rights; that the
operatiens camp will cause
deforestation and impacts to
wildlife; and that the
operations camp may impact
alr quality, refuse, effluent and

Swater quality,

In the 2009 Assessment Report, EAO evaluates the NFN's strength of
claim to choriging! rights. Assessment Report at 126-130.

Evern assuming the aperations camp-related site disturbance is four
hectares, the totel disturbence orec of the proposed mine and
associated infrastructure, including off-site facilities, will be
approximately 1820 hectorss. Assessment Report ot iv. Whether
the total surface disturbence is 1820 hectores or 1824 hectares is
not ¢ basis upen which an adverse effect could be determined.

Similarly, the difference of four hectares within the permitted mine
greqg cannot reascnably be the basis of ¢ significant adverse effect
to wildiife. All of the sixteen specific commitments set forth in the
Environmental Certificate that require “Protection of Ecologicel
Values,” including the obligation to "{iimplement the wildlife
menagement plan in Volume 6 of the Application to minimize cny
direct or indirect odverse effects on wildlife,” will apply with equal
force to the propesed amendment.

By the proposed amendments, Proponertt is not requesting
modificotion or expansion of any of its environmental permits. The
proposed armendments will not bave any effect an the permits and

The plans of the proposed permanent camp would result in the
additional disturbance of 40,000 square metres of land. As statedin the. [
Letter, that does not take into account any additional lands needed to~ |
accommedate hook ups and pipes for utilities. it alsc does not takeinto
account the additional noise and human disruption that the presence of
a permanent camp would have.

With regards to the rafuse permit, it was Nak'azdli’s understanding that
this was for the construction camp only, which was to be time limited.
The propesed permanent camp, aithough smaller in size, will operate
for far longer, thatIs, at least 20 years longer, which is substantially
more refuse than was contemplated at the time the injtial refuse
permit was applied for and granted. This is a significant change that
should be taken into account, :

in addition, as far as we have been told, the proponent’s current policy
is that only direct employees can stay at the on-site camgp. Currantly
subcontractors are requirad to provide their own accommodations and
stay off-site. We have recently become aware that the location at which
subcontractors and their employees are staying in Mackenzie aflows
alcohol to be brought in and consumed. This is a safety concern. We de
not believe that these additional camps are included under the Refuse
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licenses already granted.

Proponent does not onticipate that the operations comp will result
in any increase In its emissions; however, Proponent will instell g
porticulate matter monitaring device ot the operations comp just os
it hos ot the construction comp.

Proponent’s refuse parmit was designed for the construction camp,
which is two to three times larger thon the propesed operations
camp. No viciation of the refuse permit is expected.

The estimated amount of wastewater associated with the
operations comp is conservatively 40,000 [/day, which will be
subject to wastewater treatment pursuant to Proponent’s Effluent
Permit (including monitoring for biological oxygen demand, total
suspended solids and fecol coliform). Trested effluent will be
discharged to the TSF. Trepted wostewater from the cperations
camp is a very smoll portion process weater diverted from the TSF to
the mill. As noted, Treated effluent is expected to be on the order of
40,000 [/day. The process plont will use gbout 123,240,000 /day
from the TSF. Propenent is required to monitor fecol coliform
monitoring in both the treated effluent stream and the TSF.
Applicant will also comply with the Industrie! Hygrene Commitments
established previgusly in the Environmentol Assessment Certificote.

The fresh water demand for process purposes is 16.8 m3/hr or 403.2
m3/day or 403,200 LPD, Proponent estimates typical fresh woter
demand for the operations camp at 40,000 LPD. The comg
operations will be 80-80% of Proponent’s potable use of water, so
Propenent has cssumed an additiona! 10,000 LPD of potable
demond for the admin building, etc. Therefore, the total fresh water
demand for process purposes and potable demand is:

403,200 LFD
+  50.000LPD
453,200 LPD

The combined sustained pumping rate of Proponént’s wells 10-01
and 10-02is 7.6 L/s or 636,640 LPD. Proponent also has drilfed wells
12-03 ond 22-04 gpproximately 50 m away from the first two

wells. Only well 12-04 was pump tested, which had a sustained
pumping rate of 5.5 L/s or 475,200 LPD. Therefore, Proponert has
twice as much fresh water supply us it has fresh water demand. The
potable demand is only about 11% of Proponent’s total fresh water
demand. Mostimportantly, the potable demand is only 4.4% of
Proponent’s totol gvailable fresh water supply from the wells,

permit or Effluent permit. With the proposed amendment, will
subcontractors also be staying at the on-site camp? If not, who will
monitor these off-site camps?

The proponent has not addressed the need to protect wildlife in the
area and comply with recommendations of the Province, particularly
the recovery strategy and recommendations regarding the woodlznd
caribou.




RELOCATION OF LOADOUT
FACILITY

Economy
(p. 10}

The NFN asserts that relocation
of the loadout thwarted a plan
for increased rzil service to
Fort St James, that the loadout
in Mackenzie is not maorea cost
efficient for Proponant and
that the 3-6 jobs associated
with the loadout would be
important to Fort St. James.

In the first instance, any plan to develop additional rail service to
Fort St. James was never shared with or even mode known to
Proponent until long after the amendrnent application waos filed,
The NFN may pursue this plan even in the absence of Proponent’s
relatively smolf raitweay requirements.

Proponent’s business reasons for proposing relocation of the
loadout are not part of EAQ’s determination of whether the
amendment results in an adverse effect. Nevertheless, leasing the
Kemess loadout allows the Proponent to devote edditiona! resources
to the capital costs of constructing the Mt Milligan project. Also, the
Forest Service roads to Mackenzie do not have weight restrictions in
the spring, which resuits in very significant transportation cost
sgvings to Proponent notwithstonding the increased maintenance
expense associated with these rouds.

Proponent’s socioeconomic report clearly estoblishes, using well-
accepted methodologies, that the employment-reluted impact of the
loadout is neither o substantial benefit to Mockenzie nor ¢
meaningful detriment te Fort St fames.

The proponent’s applicaticn was made on April 18, 2012, This mattar.
was raised with the proponent on June 20, 2012, less than two months
later and 3 months before we received the preponent’s full amendment
application package. In addition, as mentioned in our letter, when we
did try to discuss matters of the amendment further with the
proponent, including asking questions, the proponent’s representatives
were unable to answer any of our questions.

The proponent has not addressed whether its lease of the Kermess load
out will be short or long term, and the probability that it will have to
build a new facility anyway. We are aware that thera are ongoling
negotiations with the current owners of the Kemess facilities and a
third party. Has the proponent provided any further informaticn on if it
has securad the lease and for how long?

If cost is an issue to the proponent, then we do not understand why this
was not part of its analysls. If cost is not a concern, then any allegad
cost savings from using Forest Service reads to Mackenzle are not’
ralevant. Is the proponent offering to pay for all the increased
maintenance expenses associated with these roads if the amendment
to relocate the loadout facility is approved? Will it also pay for
monitering of the use of this proposed haul route given the recent
upgrades? As the prepenent’s proposed amendments would invelve
using new gravel roads, should there not be weight restrictions on
them?

It is our opinion, which is further discussed befow, that the proponent’s
socioeconomic repost does not apply the appropriate standards when it

purports to use “well accepted methedologies”, and is not accurate or
reliable.

Environment
{pp. 11-13)

The section covers the NFN's
concarns about the potential
environmental impact of the
haul route to Mackenzie and,
in particular, impacts to
Rainbow Creek resulting from
traffic on the Forest Service
Road. The NFN emphasize the
need for dust control on the
roads, and request information
about proposed upgrades and
improvements to the Forest
Service roads, The NFN
raguest a “tour” of the haul

‘Proponent’s houl trucks will depart the site from 30 Gate and, once
they are off the mine lease will travel 2.6 KVl to KM 66 on the
Phillips Connector. Therefore, cithough the Roinbow Read portion
of the haul route was extensively studied as port of the 2008 EA, it
will not be used as part of the haul route to Mockenzie thereby
significantly reducing the impoct of the houl route on the Reinbow
Creek drainege.

Proponent has steted that houl trucks will leave the site through 30
Gate, meaning that they will not use the Rainbow Rood or the
portien of the Bhillips Connector from 80 KM to 56 KM.

In response to the NFN's comments about potenticl haul truck spills,
water crossings and potential impacts to the watershed, Proponent

Based on our reading of the current roads, ¥ the proponent is l[eaving
from 30 Gate, the haul reute will still be crossing Rainbow Craek,
Phillips Creek and many other creeks that flow towards the Nation
River. If this amendment is approved, we would ask that a monitoring
plan be set up in cooperation with Nakazdli. We would also request
that a responsible menitering program for the Phillips Lake area be
implemented, as we believe that it will be directly impacted by the new
haul route.

As the proponent has ziready stated that it will not use Rainbow Road
or that pertion of the Phillins Connector from 80km and 66km, we
would ask that if approved, the amendment should specifically prohibit
the proponent from using these routes. Given the proponent’s
comments, we do not believe that this should be a problem.




route with EAQ and Proponent,
znd also identify alr, water and
wildlife concerns on the haul
route.

notes that all of these issues are already oddressed by the
Environmental Menagement Commitments set forth in Schedule B
to the 2009 Certificote. These Commitments expressly include
Environmental Managerent Plans and Standard Operating
Procedures to impiement the EMPs. Further, Proponent is required
to incorporate and finolize the EMPs identified in Volume 6 of the
2008 EA. These EMPs generally include:

= Risk assessment and manogement which includes
accidents and melfunctions {Section 6.2}

» Construction and operationg! environmental

management plans (EMPs} that have been developed to

manage profect components and identified effects

(Section 6.3}

* Foifow-up programs and monioring to be carried out

-during construction, cperations and closure and whot

wdoptive managernent strategies will be adopted (Section

5.4)

Specifically, these EMPs relevant to this part of the NEN’s comments
include:

= Afr Quality Manogement Plan

* Archaeology and Cultural Heritoge Resources
Monagement Plon

* Ernergency Preporedness Plon

* Fisheries Management Plan

» Hozardous Materials Menagement Plan

* Landscape, Soils and Vegetation Management Plan

* Transportation and Access Management Plan

* Water Menagemsent Plan

« Wildlife Management Plan

The Emergency Preparedness Plon includes o Spill Contingency

Plan. Road occidents involving concentrate are specifically identified
as a “Potential Impacts from Possible Accidents and Malfunctions”
(Table 6.2-5). Specifically:

The mine access rood will be constructed to
eccommodate the safe passage of trucks houling
potentially hazardous commodities to and from the mine
including petroleum products, reagents, and
concentrates. Speed limits will be established and
enforced to prevent accidents. The rood will be
maintgined to ensure that trucks travel on a safe road
surfoce throughout the year.

As set out in our letter, Nak'azdli’s concern is with the use of the Forest
Service Road, thatis, the Rainbow Creek Forest Service Rozd, the
Phillips Lake Forest Service Road and the Mackenzie Connector Road,
which comprise the Phillips Connector. Increased use of 80 Kivi to 66KM
cf the Phillips Connector will affect Rainbow Creek and Phillips Lake, 2s
well as the Artic watershed.

We thank the proponent for reiterating the contents of Schedule B of
the 2008 Certificate, but would still fike to know how this proposed
change in haul route will affect the permits and ficenses already
approved? In addition, we still believe that a proper survey and map of

| the area, which includes all the creeks, should be comrnissioned and

reviewed prior to any further steps being taken in this amendmen
process.

We are glad 10 see that the proponent is open to the suggestion of a
tour, although it is our view that this should be done priorto the
release of the decision maker’s determination of this matter. It should
be noted that on November 21, 2012, Nak’azdli aiready putin a request
te the EAQ for a tour of the haul route when the snow starts to melt.

We would note that Nak'azdli has asked for a tour of the haul route and
the mine site on many occasions. However, as already stated in our
Letter, the propenent has refused our requests, The one tour that
Nak'azdli has had was through the EAQ and not the proponent. in
addition, any “invitation” by the proponent to Nak'azdli has always
been on very shert notice, which makes it very difficult for our
leadership to attend. For example, on January 8, 2013, Jocelyn Fraser
sent an email to Chief Fred Sam “inviting” him to the project site on
Saturday, January 12, 2012. That is only three days’ notice which Is
unreasonable.

Lastly, we would again inquire, If the proponent believes the Mackerzie
haul route to be 2 better opticn, why is all the transportation of
constructions material still being hauled through Nak’azdii?




Proponent notes that it holds o “Road Use Permit for industric! Use
of a Forest Service Road” issued by MFLNRQ. Proponent aiso has
already made certain Improvements to the Forest Service roads
Including without limitation reconstruction of @ bridge over Phillips
Creek at o cost of opproximately $500,000. Proponent
acknowledges that other improvements or upgrades may be
necessary and will work with the haul truck contractor to identify
the locations and the types of improvements required.,

FProponent has no obfection to g “tour” of the Mackenzie haul route
provided that it does not interfere with or delay issuonce of an
Environmental Assessment Certificete for the amendment.
Proponent notes that the NFN reguest for o tour comes some six
months after the amendment opplication was filed and after o series
of mine tours erigingting in Mackenzie that would have
accomplished the same result as the tour now requested by the

NEN, Proponent alse believes that such ¢ tour would be more
informative and productive during the summer months,

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS AND
CONCERNS

Generzl
Concerns

The NFN assert in this section
that the mines financial
assurance should be increased
as a result of the amendment.

Proponent disagress with this comment. The houl route to
Mackenzie is essertiafly similar in distance and potentiol
environmentol effect to the proposed haul route to Fort 5t Jomes
and, therefore, there is no busis for increased financial assurance.
The opergtions comp is opproximately 0.22% of the total surface
disturbance {4 hectares + 1820 hectares), which is on insignificant
and immaterial difference for purpeses of financic! assurance.

This section of the Letter contains our comments and concerns should
the EAQ decide to approve the application and either of the proposed
amendments. .

It remains our pesition that financial assurance/bond provided by the
proponent should be Increased. it is cur opinion that the proposed
amendments do pose a negative and significant impact to our
communities. 1n addition, it has been raised by various experts that
adequate financial assurance for closure and cleanup must be dealt
with properly and the concerns surrounding future disasters and
remediation costs are increased where proponents may be facing its
cwn financial proklems. This is for the protection of everyone involved,
and for the future generations.

Community
Sustainability
Committee
{pp. 13-15}

The NFN identifies several
concerns about the operstion
of the CSC.

The £SCis @ commitment of Proponent’s current Envirenmento!
Certiflcate under o component identified as “Consultation.” The
emendment application does not propose any revisions to the CSC,
and the CSC is not proposed to be a forum for issues arising from the
amendment proposals. The NFN should raise any concern about
operation of the CSC within the CSC ftself, which conducts focilitated
meetings four tirmes a year or with EAQ pursuant to Proponent’s
current EA Certificate. Froponernt anticipotes that o sociel effects
gdvisery committee will be required as a condition of the
urmendment certificate to oddress sociceconomic issues. The
amendment process, however, is not ¢ referendum on the Mt

Nak'azdl’s first point in this portion of the Letter is regarding the
inadequate menitering which we have obsarved thus far with the
project. Monitoring should be done by an independent and impartial
party, not one hired and employed by the propenent. Alternatives
include having the proponent fund the monitoring, but requiring the
menitoring group to be hired by and report te the EAQ or each member
of the CSC respectively, If the CSCis £ be effective, we believe that
individual members should be able to make direct requests to the
monitors, and s¢ leng as reasonable, gat the required information and
participate in menitoring.

1
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Milligen project as o whole.

Notwithstanding the foregeing, Proponent notes thot it invited and
ogreed to cover the expenses for Dr. Shundro (see discussion below)
to attend the September 2012 meeting of the CSC and present her
findings. Proponent strongly disagrees with any suggestion by the
NFN that the CSC hos failed to address the NFN or other community
issues related to the mining operation.

Please note that Nak’azdli, through our C5C representatives, have
raised these issues with CSC itself, only to have them ignored or
brushed aside. We have received the same response when requesting
information, including from the current envirenmentzl monitors. As the
C5C is a commitment of the proponent, we believe that it should take
sieps to ensure that there is adequate accountability and transparency.
In addition, on July 25, 2012, NakK'azdl: informed the proponent
(through Ms. Jocelyn Fraser) that we were awara that members of
Meleod Lake Indian Band had been hired as environmental monitors
for the project and reporting back to the Chief and Council of Mcleod
Lake. We requested that the proponent set up and fund 2 Liaison
position for 2 Nak’azdli memberto help build trust between the
proponent and our natien. To date we have been provided with ne
response.

Lastly, the proponent has not responded to our comments regarding
sotial services that it will provide to mitigate risks associated with 2
permanent carmp lifestyle and additional health and medical services to
its employees. Although the proponent repeatedly states that it will
work with communities to deal with issues raised, it has failed to
discuss the issues that we have raised in our Letter. Instead, it
continues to state that these issues are things that should either be
dealt with prospectively or by another committee. To deal with a
problem after the damage has occurrad seems irresponsible given they
have already been identified and have a large probability of occurring.
In our opinion, deterrence is the better option.

Dr. Shandro
Report
(pp. 15-16)

The NFN attach to their
cornments a report prepared
by Dr. Janis Shandro. The
report is primarily addrassed to
socioeconomic issues
{including reference to several
third party studies) and also
suggests that Proponent
consider an 8/8/8 hour shift
rotations instead of the
operations camp.

Proponent believes that the issues identified by Dr. Shandro and in
the studies cited by her are prospective in nature. Given the NFN's
epposition to the armendment, its consultant’s criticism of
Proponent’s socioeconomic report is expected, and Proponent
disagrees with Dr. Shandro’s conclusions sbout Proponent’s
sociveconomic report. Proponent believes that the hest way to
respond to these issues is through mitigation measures designed to
address specific socioeconomic issues if and when they arise.

Proponent is uncertain that negative socioeconomic issues wilf arise
Jrom the operations carmp and the use of shift rotetions of varicus
lengths. Nevertheless, Proponent will work with comrmunities in the
SRSA (including the NFN) to address any specific issues identified by
them that may orise os a result of implementation of the
amendments. Proponent will also meet with any community
{including the NFN) in the SRSA thot believes that it has been
adversely impacted, in ury manner, by the certificate amendments
requested by Proponent and, in conjunction with such commurity,
takes such other, reasonable steps, in good faith, as may be required

As the proponent stated, it was the one that invited and paid for Dr.
Shandro to present to the CSC, including our representatives in
September 2012. We take offense at the proponent’s comments
regarding Dr. Shandro given that she is a respected expert in her field.
To imply that her conclusions are somehow biased is unfair and
unwarranted. As set cut by Dr. Shandra, the best way to deal with
these issues to have a proper socioeconomic analysis conducted, which
takes into account the significant factors and uses up to date
information. Only then can an appropriate review of the propanent’s
amendment application be completad.

1n addition, if the proponent is eritical of Dr. Shandro’s conclusions
because she was consulted by Naldazdli, how much more so should we
&li be critical of AMEC and the proponent’s scciceconomic report given
AMEC's personal, vested interest in the project? This is all the more
reasan why the proponent should be required to commission a new,
independent socioeconomic analysis and report for review, prior £o this
amendment review process moving any further forward,
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to substontively address the adverse impoct.

Proponent anticipates that a social effects odvisory committee,
consisting of the Proponent, the Districts of Mackenzie and Fort St.
Jemes, the Mcleod Lake Indian Band and the NFN, will be required
os a condition of the amendment certificote to address
socioeconomic issues. Proponent believes that this cormmittee is the
proper forum in which to discuss the issues identified by Dr.
Shendra.

Proponent notes that there are still jobs available for which NFN
members may be qualified and that.any interested individual should
review the job postings on-fine orin Proponent’s offices in Fort St
James.

The eight hour shift proposal is not @ mitigation measure for the
amendment proposed by Proponent, but is instecd @ fundomentally
different and totally unrelated epproach. Propoment hos never
considered an eight hour shift rotation for the Mt. Milligan Project
and, therefore, cannot evoluate the merits of it. Proponent agrees
thot it must address potential significont adverse effects of the
amendment it has proposed (i.e., the operations camp), but believes
that it is not required to speculate or the pros and cons of ¢
completely different proposal that it has not made or even
considered. ¢

Given the deficiencias of the proponent’s current seciceconomic
report, it would, in our opinicn, seem negligent to simply brush aside alt
the concerns raised by the various pariies of this review. The
propeonent’s suggestion that the issues should simply be dealt with
prospectively by another committes is inadequate. At this time the
proponent has not executed its due diligence and we do not have an
accurate pictura of what the actual socioeconomic aspects of this
amendment are. '

We would agree that the proponent should not be required to
speculate on every pessible proposal. However, given the proponent
had no problem contempiating a 4 day on/off shift, and then a 7 day
en/off shift, we do not see how a 3 day on /off shift is fundamentally
different or unrelatad. This is especially true when one considers the
merits of such a shift schedule. One would think that the proponent
would be open to such suggestions given its expressed concern for the
health and safety of its employees, ane of its main reasons for wanting
to establish & permanent camp.

Public
Engagerment
Report

(3. 16-18)

The NFN assert that they have
naot been properly engaged in
this matter.

A portion of the NFN's comments are directed at EAQ, and
Proponent has no response to these comments.

Proponent will revise the consuitation report as.requested by the
NFN in paragraph No. 6.

Proponent notes thet Chief ond Council were invited to ottend o tour
of site in july. On the morning of the tour, no one from NFN

arrived. Proponent contocted Chief Sarn and was advised that no
one on Council had an interest in attending. Propenent then invited
Leocnard Thomas, the NFN’s Economic Development Officer, who,
despite the very short notice, joined the tour.

Proponent’s Environmental \Mancger for the Mt. Milligan project is
primarily responsible for day-to-day compliance with environmental
reguirements on-site and is not tasked with managing the
amendment process. Responsibility for the amendment process
resides with the Sr. Director, Environment, for Thompson Creek,
Dave Bailey. Mr. Bailey spoke with Mr. Thornas about the
amendment at @ community informaticn meeting in Fort St. James

Please note that our Chief and Council work very hard for our
community. In addition te the responsibilities that they hold as cur
elected leadership, they also hold jobs and have families. “Invitations?.
from the proponent usuzally occur on very short notica, itis unfaif%’or'
the proponent To expect us to drop everything to attend at their Blding.
especially given their lack of response to our requests. For example, the |
proponemnt provided Ms. Anne Marie Sam notice of its June 26
community information meeting only an June 4, 2012. As well, we
would again note that we were advised that this meeting was to
provide infermation cnly, and was nat actually part of the amendment
process.

The proponent was provided with guestions by Nak’azdli on June 20,
2012, and was aware that we wanted to discuss the proposed
amendments. In fact, at that June 20, 2012 meeting, the proponent
advised that we would be sent a letter responding to all of our
questions. We do not understand why this information was not
provided to Nak'azdli through the appropriate person, that is, Ms. Anne
Marie Sam, who posed the questions in the first glace, especially as the
proponent is representing that it had answers by June 26, 2012. Again,
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onJune 28, 2012, Proponent had both graphic and narrative
infermation, including several large posters, available ot this
meeting, which occurred after the June 20° tour at which the NFN's
comment letter osserts little substantive informotion ahout the
amendment wes provided.

Mr. Bailey also contacted IMr. Thomas by emuail dated September 20,
2012 and offered to meet with him or anyone else working on the
NFN’s comments to the emendmaent application prior to the open
house held in Fort St. James on September 27, 2012. No one acting
on behalf of the NFN responded to this emuif or contacted Mr,
Buoifey.

The NFN's comments stete that Anne Marie Som is “the Nok’ezdl
member appointed to deal with the proponent on this project.” Ms.
Sum did not attend the June 267 comm unity information session in
Fort St. James. She did attend the amendrment-specific open house
in Fort St. James on Segtember 27, 2012; however, she directed her
attention to EAC’s representatives ot the meeting, not to
Proponent’s representatives. Mr, Baiiey was present at that
meeting and spoke briefly with Rosemary Sam, one of the NFN's
representatives on the CSC.

our understanding of the open house on june 25, 2012 was o simply
Introduce the proposed amendments 1o the public and that the
answers to our guastions were going to be sent to us. Given this
understanding, there was no need at that time to pose these questions
again to the proponent.

As for the open house held in September 2012, please note that Ms.
Anne Marie Sam did speak to Jocelyn Fraser whe is a representative of
the proponent. We were not awara that we were expected to speak to
all the proponent’s representatives. Ms. Sam was never introduced to
Mr. Bailey at that meeting, who we would note s the proponent’s third
Environmental Director in 2012 alone, while Ms. Sam has been the
szme representative for Nzk'azdli since 2006. Given the proponent’ 5
own problems remembering whe it should communicate with at
Nak’azdli, it would seem unfair to expect Ms. Sam to know that she was
supposed to speak to Mr. Bailey. In additlon, as neted in our Letter, we
were advised at the open house to mail or email comments regarding
the proposed amendments. The proponent did not clarify that it was
willing to answer questions. If it was prepared to do so, why dic Its
representatives not advise the attending public of this?

Conclusion
(pp. 18-19)

The section summarizes the
NFN's oppesition 1o the
amendment, discusses the
Auditor General’s report on
EAQ's oversight of approved
projects and is critical of EAQ's
conduct of the open houses.

Proponent belfeves that the cpen houses were fairly conducted, and
Proponent had knowledgeable representatives at the open houses
that were available to respond to any questions obout the
ormendment proposols.

Many of the Toble of Commitments will apply to the amendment
and Proponent believes that EAQ will include measurable and
observable conditions specific to the omendment in any certificate
issued by it.

Finally, in response to the NFN’s concern thot the amendment
process not be “orbitrarlly rushed,” Proponent states that it believes
the process has already taken Jonger than it should have and that
completion of the project is importan: to timely construction of the
operations camp and inftiation of operations at the Mt. Milligan
Project.

Again, if the proponent’s reprasentatives were prepared to answer
questions, why did they not advise of this when the EAD
representatives informed the public that comments and questions
needed to be emailed or mailed in? OF the questions that were asked,
why were s¢ many left answered?

't was the proponent’s decision to amend the application. The proper
procedures and steps should be taken and respected, regardless of the
time needed.
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