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# Commenter's 
Organization

Comment 
Date Comment Valued Component(s)

AIR 
June 30, 2014 

Revision 
Section #

Related to 
Project 
Design 
Change

Issue Raised 
in Previous 

Review
Proponent Response #1 Follow-up Working Group Comment Proponent Response #2 EAO Response

1
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

9-Jul-14

"Reference as appropriate to the “Guidelines for 
Open Pit Slope Design” (Read and Stacey, CSIRO, 
2009)". - MEM is now recommending that new 
proponents refer to these guidelines.  This revision 
may be excluded if the pit design is already well 
advanced using a different design standard.  
Regardless, the selected design criteria must be 
rationalized or justified.  

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.4 No No

In order to assess overall slope stability, FLAC3D finite 
difference methods software has been used. This 
software was selected due to the scale of the proposed 
open pit, complexity of the geology (lithology shapes 
and faults), and pit shape. This is in accordance with 
standard industry best practice, as outlined by Read and 
Stacey (2009) “…Finite element and finite difference 
continuum codes widely used by slope design 
practitioners include PHASE2 (Rocscience 2005b), FLAC 
(Itasca 2005), FLAC3D (Itasca 2006) and ABAQUS.”

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

2
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

9-Jul-14

"Consideration of the potential impact of Jacko Lake 
on the stability of, and feasibility of dewatering the 
East and Southeast walls of the open pit" - This was 
an oversight that should have been requested for 
inclusion in the last draft AIR.  Inclusion in the final 
version is requested. 

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.4 No No

In order to assess overall slope stability, FLAC3D finite 
difference methods software has been used. This 
software was selected due to the scale of the proposed 
open pit, complexity of the geology (lithology shapes 
and faults), and pit shape. This is in accordance with 
standard industry best practice, as outlined by Read and 
Stacey (2009) “…Finite element and finite difference 
continuum codes widely used by slope design 
practitioners include PHASE2 (Rocscience 2005b), FLAC 
(Itasca 2005), FLAC3D (Itasca 2006) and ABAQUS.”

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

3
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

9-Jul-14

"Consideration of the potential impacts (if any) that a 
failure of the South Waste Rock Storage Facility could 
have on the physical integrity of the TSF, including 
(but not limited to) the potential for an induced wave 
in the TSF" - The SWRSF is 70m higher than the TSF 
and is located in close proximity to the TSF.  It is not 
clear if there is any potential for a failure of the 
SWRSF to impact the TSF, but this needs to be 
considered.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.7 Yes No

The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment. A 
geotechnical stability analysis of the SWRSF is planned .  
The planned stability analysis shall include the potential 
impact, if any, on the surrounding infrastructure, 
including the TSF.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

4
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

9-Jul-14

"Results from the feasibility level geotechnical and 
stability assessment will be included in the application 
and considered in the design.  The BC Mine Waste 
Rock Pile Research Committee Interim Guidelines will 
be referenced. " - Typically included as an appendix to 
the application.  The feasibility level report should 
include static and pseudo-static factors of safety for 
all MRSFs and all applicable failure mechanisms.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.8.1 No No

The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment. A 
geotehcnical report including stability analysis of WRSF 
is planned for inclusion in the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

5
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

9-Jul-14

"Design criteria for contact water collection ditches 
and non-contact water diversion channels including 
design flood, channel side slopes, and proposed 
armour or lining" -  This was an oversight that should 
have been requested for inclusion in the last draft 
AIR.  Inclusion in the final version is requested.

Surface water quality 3.12 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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6
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14

Include a sentence stating that the information in the 
bullet list will be provided for all mine phases, and in 
particular, for those parameters that are expected to 
change with time (i.e., evaporation volumes, seepage 
rates and volumes); also, add ‘direction of flow’ to the 
bracketed list in this bullet: Description of tailings 
water seepage (potential flows, direction of flow, 
quality, prevention and planned management 
strategies) and surface drainage including their 
collection;

Surface water quality 3.7 Yes No
All of these parameters will be evaluated as part of the 
surface water and groundwater models.  AIR/EISG 
language will be updated as outlined by the commenter.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

7
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14

In addition to the water management structures that 
will separate contact and non-contact water, 
information should be provided in the EAC application 
on the volumes of water expected to infiltrate (and 
drain from) the various mine rock Storage facilities, 
and whether flushing events during freshet (or large 
rain events) are expected to be of concern. If they 
are, information specific to the expected chemistry, 
timing and volumes released should be included in 
the application. 3.8.2 – The same information should 
be provided for the ore stockpiles. allow, contingency 
measures for potential re-handling of the low grade 
ore stockpiles (to address remaining environmental 
liabilities) in the event of an early shut-down or care 
and maintenance period should be presented and 
discussed.

Surface water quality 3.8 / 3.8.2 No No
Both water quantity and water quality predictions for 
volumes expected to infiltrate and drain from the 
various waste rock storage facilities (including the ore 
stockpile) will be evaluated for all phases of mining. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

8
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14

Will water be required for dust control? If so, volumes 
and seasonal requirements should be included in the 
water balance model and the water management 
plans. I see that it is mentioned in 3.14.1.

Surface water quantity 3.12 No No
Yes. Water will be required for dust control. Volumes 
and seasonal requirements have been considered in the 
water balance model. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

9
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14
Last sentence should be changed to read “...discharge 
quality requirements are met and stable conditions 
are attained.” By definition, a trend is not stable.

Surface water quantity 3.18.1 No No The wording will be updated as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

10
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14

It would be very useful to include source-pathway-
receptor conceptual models in the EAC application. 
These diagrams will allow interactions between the 
various mine components and VCs to be easily 
understood, and will aid the cumulative effects 
assessment as well. This is becoming standard 
practice for mining project EAs in British Columbia.

Environment - General 5.1.4 No No

Language has been added to Section 5.1.1 of the AIR to 
indicate that VC interation diagrams will be added to 
each assessment section. Within each VC assessment 
Interaction Matrix tables will be used to link Project 
activities with potential effects.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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11
Ministry of 
Environment

28-Jul-14

3rd bullet should include the same information for 
seepage from the TSF, as well as the MRSFs. As 
mentioned in the WG meeting on June 23, the 
proponent should include an assessment of the 
probability of a release of water from the TSF, and 
what the expected impacts to the receiving 
environment resulting from this release. It’s good to 
see that a trend analysis of regional stream flows is 
planned, and the logical next step would be to 
incorporate the findings of this analysis into the water 
balance model in order to inform both the water 
quality predictions, and the potential changes to 
water management practices that may be required as 
a result of changing water availability. Following this, 
a sensitivity analysis of the water balance model 
would be appropriate (with these results used in the 
water quality model) – to determine the impacts that 
variation in water availability could have on stream 
flows in Peterson Creek, TSF water cover, infiltration 
through the MRSFs, etc.

Surface water quality 6.4.4 Yes No

TSF has been included in text as suggested.  Seepage 
pathways from the TSF and WRSFs will be simulated 
using the 3D groundwater flow model to identify 
potential receptors.  Flow quantities and travel times 
will be computed from the numerical groundwater flow 
model output and will be incorporated into  the water 
quantity and quality model to help assess impacts on the 
receiving environment from this potential release.  A 
range of climatic conditions will be evaluated to assess 
the impacts that variation in water availability could 
have on streamflows in Peterson Creek.  Also see revised 
text in Section 6.6.4

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

12 EAO 22-Jul-14

The deletion of Inks Lake in Section 8.6 (Outdoor 
Recreation).  We recognize that effects to 
recreational uses of Inks Lake under the revised mine 
plan are not likely to be as significant as under the 
previous mine plan, but there is still potential for 
substantial disturbance to access and enjoyment of 
Inks Lake.  Inks Lake should continue to be considered 
in the assessment of effects on outdoor recreation; 
and effects to any recreational uses of Goose Lake 
should allow be considered in Section 8.6.

Outdoor Recreation 8.6 Yes Yes
Inks Lake will be included under the Outdoor Recreation 
VC. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

13
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14
 Will fish and fish habitat survey results identifying all 
species encountered, including timing of survey, be 
provided as part of the Application?

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

6.7.2 No Yes
Results of fish and fish habitat surveys will be included in 
baseline reports that will be appended to the 
Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

14
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

Section is a bit vague but suggests if no fish are 
present, then significant impacts to macro 
invertebrates are irrelevant. Macro invertebrates are 
not addressed anywhere else in the document (see 
comments for 6.11). 

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

6.7.4 No Yes
Invertebrates will be considered as intermediate 
component in the assessment of the fish and fish habitat 
VC - this includes downstream fish. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

15
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

Previous drafts of the AIR indicated that rare plant 
surveys would meet RISC standards. RISC standards 
have been changed to read “recognized standards”. 
Please justify. The majority of surveys described for 
other VCs presented in this document follow RISC 
standards.

Rare plants 6.8.2 No Yes
The change in wording reflects the fact that there are no 
RISC standards for rare plant surveys.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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16
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

It is not clear from the background wording that rare 
and sensitive plant communities determined through 
inventories will be spatially depicted in the 
application. Will survey results be provided as part of 
the Application?

Rare plants 6.9.2 No No
A themed map showing locations of rare and sensitive 
communities will be provided in the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

17
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14 Table 6.9.1 should read 6.10.1 N/A 6.10.1 No No Table numbering has been revised. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

18
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

Rationale for moving from grassland as VC to rare and 
sensitive grassland communities is not clear. Table 
6.10.1 does not rationalize, only lists information 
sources

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

6.10.1 No No
"grasslands" VC will include all non-cultivated 
grasslands, including those listed as rare ecological 
communities.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

19
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

It is not clear from the background wording that rare 
and sensitive grassland communities determined 
through inventories will be spatially depicted in the 
application. Will survey results be provided as part of 
the Application?

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

6.10.2 No No
A themed map showing locations of rare and sensitive 
communities will be provided in the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

20
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

Macro invertebrates in non-fish bearing water have 
been missed in this draft of the AIR. How will macro-
invertebrate species in non-fish bearing water be 
addressed?

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

6.11.1 No No

As listed in Section 6.7.4 of the AIR, invertebrates will be 
considered through evaluation of a potential effect 
"altered productive capacity… resulting from changes in 
water quality.." . Benthic invertebrate in non fish-
bearing waters that flow into fish bearing waters will be 
assessed

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. The AIR 
section 6.7.4 indicates that 
potential effects on benthic 
invertebrates will be 
considered with respect to the 
productive capacity of fish 
habitat. EAO acknowledges 
that additional information 
specific to Project effects on 
benthic invertebrates may be 
required should the 
information in the Application 
be inadequate in this regard.

21
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14
Has the inventory of Goose Lake identified any 
amphibians other than those listed under the VC?

Amphibian 6.12.1 Yes No

Long-toed salamanders (Ambystoma macrodactylum) 
have been identified in the Project LSA. Long-toed 
salamanders are common and widely-distributed across 
the province.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

22
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14
Has the inventory of Goose Lake identified any 
reptiles other than those listed under the VC?

Reptiles 6.13.1 Yes No
Gartersnakes (Thamnophis sirtalis and T. elegans) have 
been detected. Both are common and widely-distributed 
species.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

23
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

25-Jul-14

As mentioned in previous dAIR version Review, the 
project area is an important staging area for Northern 
Harriers. Will this species be addressed within this VC 
or through another VC ( e.g., grassland)?

Migratory Birds 6.15.1 No Yes

Northern Harriers will be discussed under the 'Raptors' 
VC. The Northern Harrier was not chosen as an indicator 
species; habitat impacts will be covered under the 
'grasslands' VC.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

24

Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations, 
Resource Practices 
Branch

15-Jul-14

Added bullet point to 8.4.4: Proposed mitigation 
measures where the visual impact assessment 
suggests that impacts will exceed the established 
VQO or are beyond the public threshold.

Visual Impact / Aesthetic 
Features (including Shading)

8.4.4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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25

Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations, 
Resource Practices 
Branch

16-Jul-14

Added bullet point to 8.4.4: Visual simulations from 
key viewpoints showing project components and their 
predicted visual impacts during operations.  allow, 
potentially, simulations of the visual effect of 
proposed mitigation measures during the 
construction/operation phases.

Visual Impact / Aesthetic 
Features (including Shading)

8.4.4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

26

Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations, 
Resource Practices 
Branch

17-Jul-14

Added bullet point to 8.4.4: Visual simulations from 
key viewpoints showing project components in the 
post-closure phase following proposed reclamation 
measures and activities.

Visual Impact / Aesthetic 
Features (including Shading)

8.4.4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

27

Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations, 
Resource Practices 
Branch

18-Jul-14

From email to Kristin: In brief we see a need for 
simulations to illustrate visual effects both during 
operations and post-operations. 
We would also like to see the proponent propose 
explicit mitigation measures where  their visual 
impact assessment work shows that VQOs will be 
exceeded or where the public has expressed concern 
regarding potential visual impacts.

Visual Impact / Aesthetic 
Features (including Shading)

8.4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

28
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations

7-Aug-14

Last sentence in the paragraph at the top of page 81 
reads:
“This grassland type is presently under threat from 
urbanization, grazing, ATV use and noxious weed 
invasion”
I would like to see “industrial development” added as 
a threat to the grasslands.

Grasslands 6.10.1 No Yes
The specific wording of this sentence was included as 
directed by EAO/CEAA (May 2013), but has been 
updated to include industrial development. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

29
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations

7-Aug-14

“Field studies and resultant mapping will occur to 
determine:”  and a number of items are listed under 
this.  
I would like to see “Forage production/supply for 
livestock and wildlife” added to this list.

Grasslands 6.10.2 No No

This has not been added to this list since effects on 
ranching activties and wildlife are addressed elsewhere. 
Forage production/supply for livestock and wildlife will 
be assessed as part of the baseline condition  and  used 
to develop closure and reclamation objectives and plan.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  

30
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations

7-Aug-14
The map of the study area for the Grasslands VC 
(Figure 6.8-1 Terrestrial Biophysical Effects Study 
Area) is adequate.  

Grasslands 6.8-1 Yes No Thank you.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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31
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Page 2 of 6: Preface to AIR – EDIT to Existing text

The Ashcroft Indian Band (AIB) and the Lower Nicola 
Indian Band (LNIB) are First Nation government 
organizations of the Nlaka’pamux Nation, and assert 
their Aboriginal Right and Title to this proposed 
Project - an area of common interest with SSN. 
Ashcroft Indian Band asserts Ashcroft proprietary 
rights and governing jurisdiction over its traditional 
Territory.

Ashcroft traditional Territory encompasses vast and 
ecologically varying landscape units comprised of 
unique and important cultural values and interests 
inherent to Nlaka’pamux traditions and culture. These 
areas may have significant overlap with cultural 
Heritage resources, and may be comprised of all or 
many of the following components – medicine 
gathering, hunting, fishing, plant gathering, spiritual, 
archaeological, historical and current family gathering 
sites. AIB members have and continue to carry out 
these practices and cultural Heritage components 
throughout  Ashcroft traditional Territory, including 
Kamloops and the proposed mine site. 

N/A Preface No No
Text related to AIB and LNIB has been updated in the 
Preface.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

32
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14
Page 4 of 202 – EDIT should read Nlaka’pamux (Lower 
Nicola and Ashcroft…) Nation. No “s” on Nation.

N/A 2.2.2 No No Change made, as described.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

33
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Section 2.6. Page 8 of 202. COMMENT/EDIT There 
currently does not exist a AIB Aboriginal Land Use 
Plan for AIB Traditional Territory, which would enable 
AIB to proceed more clearly through the EA process. 

Aboriginal - Part C 2.6 No No Acknowledged. No change made to updated AIR/EISG.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

34
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Section 5.1.6.2 Page 46 of 202 – COMMENT/EDIT 
Aboriginal Use, potential Aboriginal land and resource 
planning has been inadequate. The Proponents offer 
of funding for an Ashcroft Indian Band Current Use 
Assessment is limited and does not provide EAO any 
information the proponent must receive in relation to 
the historic use and occupation by First Nations of the 
proposed project area around the time of contact 
with Europeans and at sovereignty (1846). AIB has 
repeated requested a meaningful Cultural Heritage 
Overview Assessment in this proposed project area.

Aboriginal - Part C 5.1.6.2 No Yes

KAM is committed to working with First Nations to 
develop capacity and gather information on cultural 
heritage. Aboriginal interests information may be 
collected from a range of sources, including publically 
available information, information shared by Aboriginal 
groups, and information from other environmental 
assessments.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

35
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14
REQUEST and EDIT: AIB INVOLVEMENT IN ALL 
AUDITING PRCEDURES ASSOCIATED WITH AJAX MINE 
ACTIVITIES THROUGH THE TERM OF OPERATIONS

N/A No No

This request relates to potential future operations, 
rather than the AIR/EIS Guidelines. KAM is committed to 
engaging with AIB should they wish to discuss Project 
operations.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

36
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14
AIB must be added into all tables in the Applicable 
Government Agency for all tables in Section 6: 
Assessment of potential Environmental Effects.

Environment - General 6 No No AIB has been added to the tables.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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37
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Section 8: Page 119 of 202. Assessment of potential 
Social Effects. REQUEST: Additional reference to 
Ashcroft Indian Band and its member's residing in the 
TNRD and City limits (asserted Nlaka’pamux 
Traditional Territory).

Social - general 8 No No

On-reserve and off-reserve population data for Ashcroft 
Indian Band has been obtained from AANDC (Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada). If additional 
data is forthcoming from AIB then it will be included in 
the assessment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

38
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Section 8.5 Page 128 of 202. Land and Resource Use. 
REQUEST: AIB requires time and funding to build a 
Land Use Plan of their traditional Territory to proceed 
in meaningful consultation with the proponent and 
the Province in this proposed project area. AIB needs 
to be identified as an applicable Government Agency.

Land and Resource Use 8.5 No No
KAM is committed to supporting in AIB in developing 
capacity. AIB has been added to the tables of 
stakeholders. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

39
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14
Section 9.1 Page 136 of 202. Heritage Sites and 
Objects. REQUEST: Ashcroft Indian Band is identified 
as an Applicable Government Agency in Table 9.1-1.

Heritage - general 9.1 No No AIB has been added to the table.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

40
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14

Section 10 – Assessment of potential Health effects.  
REQUEST: Ashcroft Indian Band is identified as an 
applicable Government Agency to address future 
generation health concerns for those member's living 
in Kamloops. All Tables...

Health - general 10 No No AIB has been added to the table.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

41
Ashcroft Indian Band 
(AIB)

7-Aug-14 Section C. Request – copy for Review. Aboriginal - Part C No n/a Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

42
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

7-Aug-14

The changes to project design and footprint have 
resulted in significant alterations to the overall Jacko 
Lake/ Peterson Creek water flow management plan, 
which needs to be indicated in the AIR. Based on my 
understanding of the project, the potential removal 
of the Peterson Creek stream channel downstream of 
the Jacko Lake Dam has resulted in a plan to employ a 
"pump-around" of all inflows to Jacko Lake, including 
the largest inflow, Peterson Creek. Inflows to Jacko 
Lake would be pumped around the downstream work 
area and returned to the Peterson Creek channel at a 
point downstream of the work area.

Surface water quantity 6.4 Yes No
Additional text has been added to Section 3.12 of the 
AIR/EISG to specifically identify the Jacko Lake/Peterson 
Creek works.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

43
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

7-Aug-14

Through discussions between the proponent and 
Water Stewardship staff, it is acknowledged That the 
"pump-around" flow management plan for Jacko 
Lake/ Peterson Creek water may, or may not, change 
in the final design. However, any flow management 
plan for Jacko Lake/ Peterson Creek needs to be 
provided in the AIR and explained in the EA.

Surface water quantity 6.4 Yes No
Additional text has been added to Section 3.12 of the 
AIR/EISG to specifically identify the Jacko Lake/Peterson 
Creek works.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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44
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

7-Aug-14

I believe that the proponent needs to include a 
statement in the AIR which indicates this change 
(from baseline/ historical) in the flow management 
plan for Jacko Lake/ Peterson Creek water. The 
expectation of the EA would be a full Review of said 
plan, structural/ mechanical components design 
Review and modelling for various environmental 
input (i.e., freshet, precipitation) flood scenarios. The 
AIR description must include the expectation that the 
EA will describe the plans for management of licensed 
water-user requirements and the structural dam 
requirements within the Jacko Lake/ Peterson Creek 
water plan.
Please note that any pump-around plan will require 
licensing under the BC Water Act and dam design 
requirements as directed within the BC Dam Safety 
Regulations and the BC Water Act, legislation under 
the jurisdiction of Ministry of Forests Lands and 
Natural Resource Operations.

Surface water quantity 6.4 Yes No
Additional text has been added to Section 3.12 of the 
AIR/EISG to specifically identify the Jacko Lake/Peterson 
Creek works.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

45

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14

Evaluation Question -"Are the proposed changes to 
the Local and Regional Study Area boundaries and 
other revisions to Part B appropriate?"  Yes, although 
the rationale for inclusion of the water intake pipeline 
in the Aquatic Effects  Regional Study Area (RSA), 
Figure 7.6-1, are recommended to determine if other 
disciplines such as surface water quality and/or 
surface hydrology should also include this portion in 
their respective RSAs. 

Surface water quality Yes No Please see response to Comment 351.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

46

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14

Throughout the document, the term “waste rock” has 
been changed to “mine rock”. Please provide the 
rationale for this change as it is unclear whether this 
reflects a change in process or rock composition, or if 
it simply a change in terminology

N/A Yes No
The language has been reverted to Waste Rock Storage 
Facility (WRSF) throughout the document.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

47

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14

Discussion of sampling includes a 5-in-30 during 
freshet effort, but this same effort during summer 
low-flow situations should allow be considered if 
adequate water is present at these sampling locations

Surface water quality 6.3.2 No Yes

Water quality monitoring is in accordance with the the 
MOE mine guidance document (2012), which  
recommends "additional weekly sampling (i.e., 5 
samples in 30 days) during periods of maximum 
hydrograph fluctuation" such as freshet and fall rains. 
There is not typically a marked fluctuation in fall flows in 
the areas. Note that surface water samples have been 
collected twice a month in the project area.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

48

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14

Page 21 of 202 – the proponent states That SAG mills 
are being considered as an alternative to HPGR 
crushers in this circuit. Please indicate whether both 
options are being evaluated in the environmental 
impact assessment. 

Environment - General 3.6.5 Yes No
If the option remains open, then either both mills would 
be assessed or the conservative case would be assessed 
and rationalized.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.   

49

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14
Page 24 and 173 of 202 – please indicate the time 
frame/return event used to assess the maximum 
potential precipitation event. 

Surface water quantity 3.7 / 17.5 Yes No
The criteria used to estimate the PMP will be included in 
the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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50

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

6-Aug-14

Page 27 of 202 – there is no mention of the tailings 
storage facility being lined in this list. This has been 
mentioned by KGHM staff as an option and should be 
included in the assessment. 

Environment - General 3.7 Yes No

The geotechnical site investigation will determine the 
permeability of the native till material.  The current plan 
is to utilize the till material as a natural liner beneath the 
TSF.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  

51
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states “Geochemical data will be presented in 
sufficient detail to use as a basis for surface water and 
groundwater quality effects assessments.  With 
respect to potential effects of ML/ARD on surface 
water quality, the following information will also be 
presented in the Application/EIS:”
• Suggest changing to “With respect to potential 
effects of ML/ARD on surface and groundwater 
quality.”

Surface water quality 3.3 No No

Mine contact water seepage flow pathways will be 
tracked in the model in the surface and subsurface from 
the source to the receiving surface water body.  
Intermediate groundwater mixing zones will included 
between major mine facilities and receiving water model 
nodes, where necessary.  Additional modeling to predict 
changes in groundwater quality at known groundwater 
extraction locations will be done if changes are expected 
as a direct result of uncaptured mine seepage. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

52
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

 Where is the concentrate stockpile located?
Where are the loading facilities for shipping the 
concentrate?

Environment - General 3.6.9 No No

The concentrate stockpile and concentrate loading 
facilities are planned to be housed within the Process 
Plant Building.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

53
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14 Where is the Assay and Metallurgical Lab located? Environment - General 3.6.11 No No
The Assay and Metallurgical Laboratory is currently 
planned to be located near the Process Plant Building.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

54
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14
Would like to see a hydrogeological assessment 
included for the area around the base of the mine 
rock Storage facilities included in the Application/EIS.

Groundwater quantity 3.8.1 No No
Hydrogeological investigations will be completed around 
the WRSFs as part of the baseline surface water and 
groundwater assessments

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

55
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14
Would like to see a hydrogeological assessment 
included for the area around the base of the ore 
stockpiles included in the Application/EIS.

Groundwater quantity 3.8.2 No No
Hydrogeological investigations will be completed around 
the Ore Stockpiles as part of the surface water and 
groundwater assessments

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

56
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

Please include relevant information for the stockpile 
and reclamation areas on precipitation infiltration 
and groundwater recharge rates, and how the 
overburden and topsoil stockpiles and reclamation 
efforts will aim to preserve these rates.

Groundwater quantity 3.9 No No

Infiltration through stockpiles during operations will be 
estimated using Hydrus-1D and representative hydraulic 
conductivity values for wasterock from historical data in 
thea area. The stockpile areas will be considered in 
calculations.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

57
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14
Please include information on the fuel Storage 
location(s) and spill prevention related to mining 
equipment.

Environment - General 3.1 Yes No
The site layout map in the AIR/EISG will be updated to 
illustrate currently planned fuel storage locations. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

58
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states That “the Application/EIS will consider 
increased recharge from the WRSFs, increase in 
recharge to groundwater and additional seepage 
generated from the WRSFs;”
• Suggest including ore, overburden, and topsoil 
stockpiles to these considerations. 

Groundwater quantity 3.12 No No
The effects of surface infrastructure (including mine 
waste management and stockpile materials) on recharge 
will be considered in the project design.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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59
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

Pit drainage and dewatering system:
• Would like to see consideration given to potential 
changes in precipitation events due to climate 
change, and analysis of how this will affect the pit 
drainage and dewatering system. I see Section 17.5 
Effects of the Environment on the Project (p. 173 of 
202) mentions longer-term effects of climate change 
will be discussed up to the projected post-closure 
phase of the project, but would like to see it included 
in the operations phase also.

Surface water quantity 3.12 No Yes

Climate change effects are not anticipated to be 
significant during the operations period of 20 years. 
However, different intensity storm events and return 
periods as part of stochastic water balance work will be 
considered during operations.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

60
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states “A list of operation, decommissioning and 
closure, and reclamation components and activities 
intended to stabilize surface material with a 
vegetation cover as quickly as possible;” will be 
provided in the Application/EIS.
• Would like to see information on rates of 
precipitation infiltration, evapotranspiration, and 
runoff included in this Application/EIS item.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.18 No Yes

Section 3.12 of the AIR/EISG indicates that a site wide 
water balance will be developed, including for the 
decommissioning and closure and post-closure phases. 
This water balance will take into account precipitation, 
infiltration, evaporation, and runoff.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

61
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

Interaction with Project/potential Effects – Project 
components and activities including blasting/vibration 
on rock fracturing, pit wall and slope stability, 
landforms and soil erosion, and geo-hazard.
• Consider adding pit dewatering and tailings 
discharge to the TMF to the project components and 
activities interacting with Geology, Landforms, and 
Soils.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 6.2 No No AIR/EISG has been updated as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

62a
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states that groundwater quality effects will be 
assessed in relation to human health.  
• Suggest considering surface/groundwater 
interaction for Jacko Lake, Edith Lake, and any other 
fish bearing surface water bodies.  Include analysis of 
effects to fish habitats in these water bodies as a 
result of groundwater interactions.                                                                                                                                              

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

6.5.1 Yes No

The site-wide water balance model includes both surface 
runoff and groundwater flow (i.e. baseflow) 
components, with the baseflow component informed by 
the site groundwater model.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

62b
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

 • Suggest adding groundwater quality effects in 
relation to aquatic species health. Based on the close 
proximity to Jacko Lake and Edith Lake, it’s 
recommended to consider adding the water quality 
guidelines for the protection of Aquatic Life.

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

6.5.1 Yes No

Water quality predictions in Jacko Lake will be compared 
to aquatic life guidelines.  Edith Lake will not be 
evaluated as there are expected to be no groundwater 
or surface water impacts to this waterbody given its 
spatial relation to the mine site (i.e. upgradient and in a 
separate watershed).

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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63
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

• Suggest updating the Federal or provincial listing or 
Regulation/Guidelines to include  the new Water 
Sustainability Act (WSA).  

The WSA received Royal Assent and is anticipated to 
be phased into effect as of April 2015. The current 
Water Act is still in effect over the next year to 
maintain continuity. As for the Groundwater 
Protection Regulations(GWPRs), work is being 
conducted to amend the GWPRs to reflect the 
updates in the WSA.  The existing GWPRs will remain 
in effect until the amended GWPRs go through 
legislature and are passed in a similar procedure as 
the WSA.  It is difficult to know when the updated 
GWPRs could come into effect, but until then the 
existing GWPRs are still in effect under the new WSA

Surface water Quality Table 6.5-1 No No AIR/EISG has been updated as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

64a
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states that the locations of groundwater 
monitoring wells are shown on Figure 6.5-1.
• There are no groundwater monitoring well locations 
shown on this figure.  We would like to see where the 
planned long term groundwater monitoring wells are 
located to ensure continuity of groundwater 
monitoring and to confirm that operations will not 
eliminate any of the monitoring points.

Groundwater quality 6.5.2 Yes No
Groundwater monitoring points will be included on the 
figure.  However, final monitoring locations, frequency 
and requirements will be established during permitting.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

64b
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

• Suggest showing the inferred direction of 
groundwater flow to identify which monitoring wells 
are intended to serve as up gradient and down 
gradient wells.
• Groundwater-surface water interactions should also 
be included as part of Groundwater Quality. 

Groundwater quality 6.5.2 Yes Yes
Estimated rate and direction of groundwater flow will be 
included in the Application/EIS (see Section 6.6.2), but 
not in the AIR/EISG figures at this time.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

65
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

The Local Study Area (LSA) and Regional Study Area 
(RSA) are shown on Figure 6.5-1.
• Would like to know the rationale behind the 
selection of the groundwater LSA and RSA 
boundaries.  What is the northern boundary of the 
LSA based on?  It is noted that the LSA does not 
include the nearby Aberdeen subdivision.  Based on 
the existing groundwater issues present in this area 
and dewatering efforts by the City of Kamloops, KAM 
should consider extending the LSA to include the 
Aberdeen subdivision.  

Groundwater quantity 6.5.3 & 6.6.3 Yes Yes

The limits of the RSA for groundwater have been 
delineated to coincide with mapped watersheds 
[iMapBC, 2013], and the limits of the underlying 
regionally mapped aquifers documented within the 
online Water Resources of BC (WRBC) atlas [BC MoE, 
2014]. The LSA boundaries were informed by the results 
of preliminary numerical groundwater flow and particle 
tracking simulations and is defined as the area within 
which the project may be expected to cause changes to 
the groundwater flow system.  

Available hydrogeologic, geologic and geotechnical 
information from the Aberdeen area will be reviewed as 
part of the EA to consider the potential for the project 
to cause changes in groundwater flows that might 
influence groundwater conditions in the subdivision.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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66
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

 Consider adding the following to the list of project 
components and activities that will be considered in 
the effects analysis:
- Leaks and spills during operations (e.g.,, fuel and oil 
from machinery and vehicles)
- Concentrate, ore, and overburden loading and 
transport

Environment - General 6.5.4 No Yes

Leaks and spills during operations and related to 
transport will be addressed in Section 17.6 Accidents 
and Malfunctions.

Concentrate, ore, and overburden stockpiling  are 
already called out in the list of bullets this comment is 
refering to. It is not clear how transport  of these 
materials would influence the assessment of 
groundwater quality beyond that considered in 
Accidents and Malfunctions

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

67
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states that groundwater quality will be used as 
an input for the assessment of the significance of the 
potential residual effects under human health.  
• Consider using groundwater quality as an input to 
the assessment of Aquatic Life.  Will also need to 
assess surface-groundwater interactions as part of 
this assessment.

KAM lists provincial and federal water quality 
guidelines to be used for comparison purposes in the 
Appendices.  This includes BC and Canadian Water 
Quality Guidelines for Drinking Water; BC Water 
Quality Guidelines for Livestock Water Supply and 
Irrigation Supply; and Canadian Water Quality 
Guidelines for the protection of Agricultural Water 
Use (Irrigation and Livestock).
• Suggest including the BC and Canadian Guidelines 
for protection of Aquatic Life in these Appendices.

Surface water quality 6.5.5 No no

Groundwater quality will be compared to aquatic life 
guidelines
BC and Canadian Guidelines for protection of Aquatic 
Life in these Appendices.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

68
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states they are going to interpret the aquifer 
and aquitard locations in the study area, and 
characterize the bulk hydraulic conductivity for 
overburden and bedrock material.
• Bulk hydraulic conductivity values for overburden 
and bedrock may not be adequate if there are 
discrete hydro stratigraphic units within the bedrock 
and overburden.  Would like to see consideration 
given to the potential different hydro stratigraphic 
units within the bedrock such as fault zones and/or 
different lithological units. Also recommend 
considering discrete hydro stratigraphic units in the 
overburden.  If there are continuous silts, clays, sands 
and/or gravels, or combinations of these lithology's 
we would like to see divisions in hydro stratigraphic 
units made.  It is recommended to delineate and 
characterize all the hydro stratigraphic units as best 
as possible and include monitoring points in each of 
these units.  

Groundwater quantity 6.6.2 No Yes

Hydraulic conductivity and water level data will be 
considered for discrete hydrostratigraphic units 
interpreted based on borehole data,  mapped aquifers 
and lithologies.  A pumping test is planned for the 
characterization of hydraulic properties and delineaton 
of the Peterson Creek sand and gravel aquifer.  
Hydrogeolgic investigations are also propsed for 
characterization of any mapped or interpreted fault 
zones that may be identified in the project area. The 
basis for defining individual hydrostratigrpahic units will 
be explained in the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

69
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14 Removed duplication N/A 6.5.2 n/a n/a N/A
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70
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

KAM states additional monitoring wells will be 
installed as required to adequately address potential 
impacts from facilities as the mine plan is advanced.
• I would like to emphasize the importance of long-
term continuity in groundwater monitoring.  Consider 
adding any additional monitoring wells as soon as 
possible to ensure adequate data coverage.

Groundwater quality 6.6.3 Yes n/a Acknowledged

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

71
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

Consider adding MRSF features to the groundwater 
recharge and quality assessment, such as: 
• The application/EIS will predict the rate of tailings 
pore water leakage through the base of the TSF and 
MRSF features becoming groundwater recharge and 
the resulting groundwater quality due to this leakage.
• An analytical or numerical seepage model of the TSF 
and MRSFs to identify main areas of potential 
seepage issues.

Groundwater quality 6.6.4 No No Added WRSF to text sections as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

72
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

1-Aug-14

10.2.4 potential Effects of the Project and Proposed 
Mitigation (p. 148 of 202)
Domestic water quality is considered a VC for human 
health.  
• Consider adding groundwater quality to the 
discussion in this section.  Are there any domestic 
groundwater users in the LSA and RSA boundaries?  
What is proposed for identifying and assessing 
impacts to existing groundwater users? Please note 
that the Ministry of Environment’s online water well 
database is a voluntary database and should not be 
relied  on as a complete indicator of all water wells  in 
the LSA or RSA. 

Health - general 10.2.4 No Yes Groundwater ingestion is incorporated into the HHERA

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

73
Ministry of 
Transportation and 
Infrastructure

22-Jul-14

The revised mine layout identifies that a portion of 
Goose Lake Road will be covered by the Tailings 
Storage Facility. The Ministry will require a detailed 
map and property information identifying the private 
and Crown lands in the area. Once the Ministry 
receives the information, we will commence our 
review of the possibility of the road closure or if we 
will require the road to be re-routed on a different 
alignment. This information is not outlined in the 
Revised AIR.  Given, the revised layout is reliant on 
the closure, the Ministry requests this be included in 
the report.

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

8.4 Yes Yes

As outlined in the last sentence of Section 3.16, details 
regarding access management will be included in a 
Traffic Impact Study. 
Detailed maps will be provided in the Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  
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74
Ministry of 
Transportation and 
Infrastructure

22-Jul-14

The report did not address the Review of the 
construction schedule, campsite locations and the 
impact the construction phase may have on the 
existing infrastructure.  Given the traveling public 
utilizes the existing roads adjacent to the proposed 
mine operations, the Ministry requests the 
construction and campsite details are included in the 
report.

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

3.16 No no

As outlined in Section 8.2, the temporal scope of the 
assessment for Infrastructure, Public Facilities, and 
Services includes construction. Topics to be considered 
include housing and transportation.This infomation will 
be provided and assessed in the Application/EIS. 

KAM believes that the vast majority of the construction 
workforce will be able to find appropriate lodging within 
the city of Kamloops and the surrounding area. Specific 
camp sites are not planned for inclusion in the 
Application/EIS.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. If 
accommodation camps are 
proposed as part of the 
Project, EAO may require 
additional information to 
support the assessment of 
these camps.

75
Ministry of 
Transportation and 
Infrastructure

22-Jul-14

A Traffic Impact Study (TIS) was mentioned in the 
report specific to “access and access management  
strategies"; however, it does not address bus pick up 
locations and car pool options. The Ministry requires 
additional details on car pool and bus pick up 
locations offered by KGHM to transport employees to 
and from the mine site. Depending on the proposed 
locations the Ministry may require site specific TIS to 
review the impact to the existing infrastructure.  As 
such, we request this be included with the TIS 
discussion in the report.

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

3.16 No No
These details are not yet available but KAM is 
committed to engaging with the Ministry on proposed 
locations once options have been developed. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  

76
Ministry of 
Transportation and 
Infrastructure

22-Jul-14

Please note the List of Acronyms does not identify the 
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI). 
We are mentioned in the report.  As such, it may be 
worthwhile to include MoTI in the list. 

N/A List of Acronyms No n/a AIR/EISG has been updated as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

120 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The current wording pertaining to the proximity of 
the Ajax project and its infrastructure to the City of 
Kamloops (City), needs to be revised to reflect That 
the project is immediately adjacent to the City limits.  
This will ensure That the general public do not 
misinterpret the mine location as being a great 
distance from the City.

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

Preface Pg 1 & 2 Yes no The AIR/EISG has been updated to reflect this comment.

Regarding the location of the project to City 
limits, the last sentence of the first 
paragraph states that “Some ancillary 
facilities, including the exploration camp, 
administration building, and explosives 
storage, may be located just within the city 
boundaries.” However, Section 2.2.2 on page 
4 of 202 states that the primary components 
are proposed to be adjacent to but outside 
Kamloops city limits, and that the closest 
Project facility to the neighbourhood of 
Aberdeen is
the EWRSF at approximately 1.7 km. How 
does the location of the EWRSF relate to the 
potential location of the ancillary facilities in 
terms of their proximity to the Aberdeen 
neighbourhood.

Any ancillary facilities being contemplated 
are further west than the EWRSF, and more 
distant from the Aberdeen neighbourhood.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

Comments #156-219 (SSN) - These comments from the Stk'emlúpsemc te Secwepemc Nation (SSN) have been managed and responded to separately. Refer to EAO's website for details. 
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121 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Development of the AIR/EIS guidelines - The 
consultation of community groups section does not 
identify the community associations of Aberdeen, 
Pineview Valley and  Knutsford as being consulted 
regarding this project.  As these three communities 
will be impacted the greatest, why have they not 
been consulted to date? Proper consultation must 
take place with these missed community groups if not 
done so yet.  

Community health and well-
being

Pg. 5 & 6 No Yes

KAM values input from all community groups in the 
Kamloops area. Small group engagement sessions have 
targeted members from the noted communities of 
concern. An open house has been held in Knutsford and 
two open houses were held in Kamloops. BC EAO's 
creation of a Community Advisory Group also assists in 
ensuring appropriate representation. 

If the community associations of Aberdeen, 
Pineview Valley and Knutsford were 
adequately consulted, then why are they not 
included in the list of groups and agencies at 
the bottom of page 5, top of page 6?

KAM has held open houses in these 
neighbourhoods, however, they were not 
specifically designed to be related to 
development of the AIR/EISG, and the 
meetings were open to the public, they were 
not targeted at a specific group/agency.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. 

122 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Under ' The Application/EIS will also state the 
following:', the fourth bullet needs to state That the 
project will then be referred back to local municipal 
responsible authorities as well. 

Economic - General 1 No no The AIR/EISG has been updated to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

123 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The wording regarding the location of the proposed 
Ajax project should be revised to state That the 
project is 'adjacent to the City of Kamloops boundary' 
rather Then 'south west of the City of Kamloops'.

Social - general 2.2.2 Yes no The AIR/EISG has been updated to reflect this comment.

As per Comment #120 noted above, how do 
the locations of the EWRSF and the ancillary 
facilities relate to each other in their 
proximate distance from the neighbourhood 
of Aberdeen?

Any ancillary facilities being contemplated 
are further west than the EWRSF, and more 
distant from the Aberdeen neighbourhood.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

124 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The third paragraph, second sentence should include 
working stating that the length of required 
monitoring will allow be based on groundwater 
stabilization, and that there must be three years of 
data providing that stabilization.

Groundwater quantity 2.2.4 No no

AIR/EISG text has been updated to reflect that the 
length, location, and frequency of monitoring after 
closure of the mine will be based on permit 
requirements at the time.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

125 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
On the third bullet down, please provide some 
context around what “pollution” means.

Air quality 2.2.5 No no
In this case, 'pollution' is generally referring to 
constituents of concern in emissions from the project 
(e.g., air, water, waste).

As a footnote, or some other way of 
providing clarity, please include the 
definition of the term ‘pollution’ as per the 
Proponent Response to Comment #125

It is not clear what value would be added to 
the AIR/EISG by adding such a footnote.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

126 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Please add the following sub-�bullets to the fourth 
bullet in this section:(1) A description of the Air shed 
Management Plan as it relates to the project; and (2) 
A description of the City's groundwater monitoring 
and open stability program as it relates to the project.

Community health and well-
being

2.6 No no The AIR/EISG has been updated to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

127 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Where it states that “material at the project that will 
be investigated for ML/ARD potential include 
overburden, pit walls, mine rock, ore low grade ore, 
tailings and borrow material, if required.' This should 
be a mandatory requirement.

Surface water quality 3.3 Yes no

The 'if required' refers to borrow sources, not the 
investigation. For clarity, the text will be removed with 
the understanding that borrow sources may not 
ultimately be used by the Project. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

128 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Please provide a figure illustrating the pit design. 
Also, please provide a discussion of the mine rock 
going into the pit as backfill.

N/A 3.4.2 Yes no
Additional description of backfill to the pit has been 
included in the AIR/EISG. Drawings of the pit design will 
be included in the Application/EIS. 

The Proponent indicates in their response to 
Comment #128 that additional description of 
backfill to the pit has been included in the 
AIR/EIS, however, there is no such additional 
information provided in section 3.4.2. If 
additional information has been included 
elsewhere in the dAIR, please indicate its 
location

In Section 3.8.1, additional information was 
included to identify that "At the proposed 
capacity, approximately 1/6 of the pit 
volume would be backfilled."

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 
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129 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Information pertaining to the impacts of changing 
from electric/hydraulic trucks to traditional trucks 
should be provided.  Also, please confirm in this 
section that the air and noise related to all heavy 
equipment use on site will be included in the air/noise 
models.

Noise and Vibration 3.4.4 Yes Yes
The noise assessment will include all trucks and heavy 
equipment use on site for air/noise modelling

The proponent’s response to Comment #129 
reads “The noise assessment will include all 
trucks and heavy equipment use on site for 
air/noise modeling”. Please clarify that the 
air quality assessment will also include all 
trucks and heavy
equipment use on site for air/noise 
modeling.

Yes, the air quality assessment will include all 
trucks and heavy equipment use on site.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

130 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Please describe the difference between a collection 
system and a suppression system. 

Air quality 3.6.1 Yes no

Collection systems include apparatus such as cyclones 
and baghouses that physically collect and accumulate 
material, while suppression systems are methods such 
as covered stockpiles and water application that reduce 
generation of dust. Both methods are effective means of 
dust control.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

131 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The management plan for control of dust/debris and other 
material, which may affect the visibility of the traveling 
public, should be restored in the dAIR despite the new 
location of the tailings pond.  Lac Le Jeune Road and 
possibly the Coquihalla Highway #5 could still experience 
visibility issues for the travelling public..   Also,, additional 
plans need to be included which are specific to the Tailings 
Storage Facility (TSP) including a Secondary Containment 
Plan, an Emergency Response Plan,  monitoring Plan and a 
Contingency Plan.  Although these plans were included in 
Section 11, they need to be included here also so that they 
contain information specific to the TSF.  In light of the 
significant issues with the Mount Polley tailings 
impoundment, the move to a conventional tailings system 
in the Ajax Project is concerning.  The Tailings facility is 
proposed to be located at the upstream end of the 
Peterson Creek Watershed.  Being that Peterson Creek 
drains through downtown Kamloops and discharges into 
the South Thompson River approximately 900 m 
downstream from the City's river water intake, any issues 
related to the tailings facility could have  significant 
negative impacts on Kamloops.  It is imperative that the 
utmost care and attention be paid to designing, reviewing 
and double/triple checking this structure.

Air quality 3.7 Yes Yes

Management of dust/debris from the TSF is still listed 
within section 3.7 of the AIR/EISG, though specific 
reference to visibility on Highway #5 was removed.

The Proponent recognizes the importance of sound TSF 
design, and clearly communicating this in the 
Application/EIS. 

Section 17.6 (Accidents and Malfunctions) of the 
AIR/EISG requires an assessment of potential TSF failure.

In the first paragraph, why has reference to 
Highway 5 been removed? Also, please 
include a comment that all aspects of the 
TSF will be captured in the various 
management plans listed in Section 11.

Reference to Highway 5 was removed to help 
the reader recognize the change in project 
design. Where previously the dry-stack TSF 
was located immediately adjacent to 
Highway 5, with the updated General 
Arrangement the TSF is now east of Lac le 
Jeune Road.
The design will be developed to maximize 
use of Best Available Technology and 
Management practices as per the 
recomemndations from the Mt Polley 
investigation report.
It is not clear the benefit of adding a 
reference to Section 11 specific to the TSF.  
All aspects of the Project will be captured as 
appropriate in the various management 
plans...

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

132 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Please provide information about how much of this 
mine rock will be placed back into the pit.  Will the pit 
be filled 1/4 full with mine rock, 1/2 full, etc.?

Environment - General 3.8 Yes no

The pit will be approximately 1/6 backfilled based on the 
latest data. This number may vary based on updates and 
assessments of geological, geotechnical, and 
hydrological information.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

133 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Consider what, if any, increased recharge there may 
be to groundwater as a result of the MRSFs.  Also, 
consider the impact of the MRSFs on additional see 
page generated. Pg. 33 

Groundwater quantity 3.12 No Yes

The effects of surface infrastructure (including mine 
waste management and stockpile materials) on recharge 
will be considered in the project design. See comment 
58.

Although the proponent’s response to 
Comment #133 did address effects on 
groundwater as a result of the MRSFs, the 
response did not address the issue of 
additional seepage which was also raised by 
the City.

WRSF seepage is discussed in Section 6.4.4, 
6.5.4, and 6.6.4 of the AIR/EISG.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

134 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Please provide details about what material will be 
used for capping access and site roads.

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

3.16 No no
Granular manterials (Gravel) will be used as road sub-
base, base and surfacing material.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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135 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Recharge from reclaimed MRSFs should be assessed 
relative to Aberdeen groundwater stability.

Groundwater quantity 3.18 No Yes

Potential increases (and decreases) to groundwater 
recharge through the WRSFs will be simulated as a 
sensitivity study with the numerical groundwater flow 
model.  Recharge and seepage will be assessed in the 
context of the project and down gradient receiving 
environment. If project induced changes to the 
groundwater flow system may potentially affect the 
Aberdeen Subdivision they will be assessed in the 
context of slope stability in Aberdeen.  

It should be noted that the revised GA includes the 
relocation of the former NWRSF to the south (i.e., to the 
SWRSF) and a significantly reduced EWRSF design, 
project development upslope from Aberdeen is reduced, 
and therefore the risk of increased recharge through the 
WRSFs potentially leading to slope instability has been 
significantly reduced. See also response above for 
Comment 65.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

136 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
In the Temporal Boundaries section, preconstruction 
must also be discussed.

Environment - General 5.1.3 No no
Any preconstruction activities planned will be discussed 
in the Application/EIS. .

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

137 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Under the City of Kamloops section “Aberdeen 
groundwater control and monitoring program" needs 
to be included as a fourth sub-bullet.

Groundwater quantity 5.1.6.1 No no
KAM would propose data sharing agreement between 
the City and the Mine to consider the results in both 
areas.Specific mitigation and monitoring programs, if 
required, will be proposed based upon the results of the 
effects assessment. See also comment #135 and # 65

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

138 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

In the “Interaction with Project/potential Effects” 
section of the table, Inks Lake needs to be added back 
in specific to dust related concerns especially during 
pre-construction and construction.  What are the 
impacts of dust settling in Inks Lake?

Air quality 6.3.1 Yes Yes

Dust deposition directly to water bodies is considered.  It 
is a model output passed to the aquatics discipline. If the 
dispersion model indicates deposition at Inks Lake, 
effects will be assessed.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

139 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
This section states that monitoring stations are shown 
on Figure 6.3�1, however, the stations are not 
included on the figure.  Please add them.

Surface water quality 6.3.2 No no Monitoring stations will be added to the figure.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

140 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Where referring to the objectives of the model, there 
needs to be a discussion on the impacts of dust from 
the site that is deposited aerially into nearby water 
bodies (i.e., not via direct discharge).

Air quality 6.3.4 No Yes
Dust deposition directly to water bodies is considered.  It 
is a model output passed to the aquatics discipline.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

141 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The tracking table committed to studying evaporation 
rates as part of hydrometeorology rates.  Where is 
this?  It also commits to including chemical binding 
agents.  These should both be included.

Surface water quantity 6.4.4 No Yes

Evaporation will be estimated for the site using standard 
empirical and theoretical methods.

The revised Project will utilize a conventional tailings 
facilty, not the thickened/paste tailings in the previous 
design, therefore  chemical binding agents will not be 
included in the model

The proponent’s response addresses the 
issue of chemical binding agents but does 
not fully address the concern regarding the 
issue of evaporation rates. If these are to be 
estimated for the site as indicated in the 
proponent’s response, then why has 
‘evaporation rates’ been removed from the 
bulleted list of project activities that could 
affect the hydrological regime?

"Evaporation rates" was removed from the 
bulleted list, because the list outlines 
"Project activities that could affect the 
hydrological regime".  Evaporation, while it 
will occur, and is important to the water 
balance, is not a "Project activitiy". 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 
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142 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
This section must also include in the impact of the 
MRSFs on seepage (as indicated in Version F of the 
dAIR).

Groundwater Quantity 6.4.5 No Yes
The AIR/EISG text in Section 6.6.4 has been updated to 
reflect this.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

143 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The tracking table commits to including chemical 
binding agents. This should be added as a bullet 
under "project components and activities that will be 
considered".

Groundwater quantity 6.5.4 No Yes

The revised Project will utilize a conventional tailings 
facilty, not the thickened/paste tailings in the previous 
design, therefore  chemical binding agents will not be 
used.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

144 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

The “Groundwater quantity was selected as a VC for 
its importance to humans for drinking water, and 
livestock and irrigation water"  sentence needs to be 
expanded to include "and its importance in 
controlling ground stability of certain parts of  the SW 
section (also referred to as the Aberdeen area of 
Kamloops)".

Groundwater quantity 6.6.1 No Yes

Note that the public concern that upslope development 
for the project might exacerbate the slope instability 
conditions in Aberdeen captures this consultation. See 
also responses to comments 65, 135 and 137.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

145 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Where it states “Existing well locations are shown on 
Figure 6.5�1”, the wells are not actually  included.  
These wells need to be added and the figure must 
also include the wells in the Aberdeen area.

Groundwater quantity 6.6.2 No no
Groundwater monitoring points will be included on the 
figure.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

146 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

In the paragraph that starts out with “the 
Application/EIS will predict the rate of tailings pore 
water….", the Groundwater and resulting run out of 
MRSFs (during construction and post rehabilitation) 
needs to be included.  When the Application 
describes the methods and results of assessments to 
evaluate potential effects associated with post-
closure on groundwater quantity, it should be 
specified that it needs to be until the pit reaches 
equilibrium.

Groundwater quality 6.6.4 No Yes

WRSFs have been added as suggested.
Evaluation of the pit lake during post-closure is on-
going. The Application/EIS will provide more detials 
related to predicted post-closure conditions and time 
frames.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

147 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Coyotes, black bear, cougars, and yellow bellied 
marmots are known species that all utilize the 
proposed mine area and must be included in this 
section.

Mammals 6.17.1 No no
A list of all mammal species detected during field 
surveys will be provided in the assessment as species 
that use the LSA

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

148 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

In Figure 7.1�1, the Local Study Area boundaries need 
to be expanded to the east and south of the project 
(right now the LSA boundaries stop immediately to 
the east of the project site). 

Labour force, Employment 
and Training

7.2.3 Yes no

Local Study Area boundaries have been defined in a 
manner that corresponds largely to administrative 
boundaries for purposes of data collection and effects 
assessment. Where there are specific effects or concerns 
that are raised in the immediate vicinity of the Project, 
they will be discussed.

Note that the LSA was expanded based on 
the City's comment. The LSA for the Labour 
Force, Employment and Training VC consists 
of Kamloops, Savona, and Knutsford and the 
Project First Nations: the Tk’emlups te 
Secwepemc and the Skeetchestn Indian 
Band. Most of the Ajax employees are 
expected to be either sourced from this 
immediate area or at least temporarily 
residing in the area. With respect to the 
LSA’s professional workforce, it is most likely 
that they reside within the LSA as well.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

149 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

Section 7.2.4 (Potential Effects of the Project and 
Proposed Mitigation) – The adverse effects that are 
identified and analyzed need to include jobs 
potentially at risk due to the mine.

Labour force, Employment 
and Training

7.2.4 No no
If studies indicate that jobs may be at risk as a result of 
the Project, then the effect will be considered.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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150 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Upper Sahali needs to be added as a specific area of 
concern in relation to property values.

Economic - General 7.5.1 No no
Upper Sahali will be included in the property values 
discussion.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

151 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Recreational use should be included as a separate 
bullet.

Land and Resource Use 8.5.2 No Yes
Outdoor recreational use will be addressed in detail 
under the Outdoor Recreation VC. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

152 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
In the Information Sources row of the table, the 
Kamloops Air shed Management Plan needs to be 
listed.

Air quality 10.1-1 No no This will be updated as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

153 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
The tracking table commits to showing confidence in 
results. This needs to be included.

Community health and well-
being

10.3.7 No Yes
Confidence in modelling results is included in Section 
5.1.1 of the AIR/EISG.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

154 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14
Vibration should not only be considered as a human 
health VC, but allow as it relates to City and private 
infrastructure.

Noise and Vibration 10.4.1 No no
The vibration assessement will consider the Project 
vibration effect on the city and private infrastructure 
due to Project activities

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

155 City of Kamloops 29-Aug-14

 Regarding sound levels of equipment, it is imperative 
that the Application fully considers loaded trucks that 
are going uphill and downhill, while utilizing engine 
brakes.  This will reflect what the true noise 
conditions of the mine may be.

Noise and Vibration 10.4.4.1 No no

The noise emission of an unloaded and a loaded truck 
will be considered in the assessment.  Noise event 
associated with engine brakes (if applicable) will be 
considered as well.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

220 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

As per request, comments on the revised June 30, 
2014 Application information 
Requirements/Environmental Impact Statement 
Guidelines (AIR/EISG) follow.  Comments should be 
taken in the context of previous correspondence from 
Interior Health - Health protection (IH-HP), in 
particular the four-page October 28, 2013 letter 
describing IH-HP involvement and non-involvement, 
and the importance of seeking input from others for 
topics such as slope stability.

N/A No Yes Noted. No response required.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

221 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

The providing of a Word document by the EAO 
highlighting the amendments is greatly appreciated.  
In That the AIR/EISG Review process is preliminary to 
possible future certificate and permit application, it 
should be understood That comments on this 202 
page June 30, 2014 AIR/EISG are of a broader nature.  
IF this project moves to the certificate issuance and 
permit application phase, IH-HP will work with other 
agencies such as Health Canada with expertise and 
focus on such projects.

N/A No Yes Noted. No response required.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

Comments #156-219 (SSN) - These comments from the Stk'emlúpsemc te Secwepemc Nation (SSN) have been managed and responded to separately. Refer to EAO's website for details. 
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222 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

IH-HP expects full disclosure of all potential health 
impacts along with clearly acknowledged methods of 
mitigation to prevent a PHA health hazard.  Much of 
the context of the 202 page AIR/EISG document is 
individually well-defined and described with some 
repeat.  Missing is assurance that everything is being 
covered off.  Accordingly, the document could benefit 
from inserting a general statement acknowledging 
this broader responsibility.  With aspects of public 
concern coming forward, such as hexavalent 
chromium, uranium, country foods, and the wide 
dispersion of airborne particulates to name a few, the 
AIR/EISG should accommodate this continuation of 
concerns through a clear reflection of inclusive 
responsibility.  In this context, I have concern over the 
words 'if required' being inserted in the revised 
AIR/EISG in Part 3.3 in relation to Metal Leaching and 
Acid Rock Drainage investigation.

Environment - General Yes no
The language 'if required' was in specific reference to 
'borrow sources', which may not be required; however, 
for clarity, this wording has been removed.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

223 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

Site water balance is uncertain and a numerical mass 
balance model is indicated for surface and 
groundwater receiving direct discharge or seepage 
respectively.  Research and modeling is beneficial, as 
experience reflects That predicted discharges can vary 
considerably from actual discharges.  Such differences 
can impact the receiving environment, whether it be 
through surface or groundwater,  or airborne into 
Lakes and streams, or onto the land and crops.  Once 
determined, water flow direction is more consistent 
Then air flow subject to daily meteorological 
variations and direction changes.  

Surface water quantity No Yes
The EA studies will include groundwater, surface water 
and air quality modeling and the project will include 
monitoring for these systems.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

224 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

To accommodate air flow uncertainty, it would be 
appropriate to enable the AIR/ESIG to be open to a 
wider geographic distribution of airborne 
components to cover off both country and non-
country (commercial) foods, including those grown in 
backyard urban gardens, plus exposure through 
dermal contact with settled material.

Air quality No Yes

The HHERA will incorporate metal uptake into backyard 
garden and community garden produce as part of the 
assessment of current and potential future exposures. It 
will not incorporate a market based survey of 
commercially grown or produced foods that come frm a 
wide geographihc area that will not be affected by 
project operations. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response.

225 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

Concerns around the geographic area of coverage 
allow exist for the noise component, and until much 
more is known, I am not comfortable with not 
including the entire City of Kamloops at minimum.

noise and vibration No Yes
The assessment will consider sensitive receptors within 
the City of Kamloops, as developed in consultation with 
the community. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

226 Interior Health 29-Aug-14

In wider context, an energy component to the 
AIR/EISG could tie into the Greenhouse Gas 
Management portion and also bring awareness to 
public transportation and safety, something that 
appears to be missing as a stand-alone topic.  
Localized and long haul road traffic can present safety 
concerns and stress public road infrastructure, and 
depending upon the method of haulage (road, rail, 
ship), can impact areas of thoroughfare and receiving 
ports.

greenhouse gas management No Yes
The Proponent is developing a Traffic Impact 
Assessment, which will address safety and stress on local 
road infrastructure. Refer to section 8.2. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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339 TNRD, MCIP Planner 23-Sep-14

Planning services has reviewd the June 2014 update 
of the draft Application Informaiton 
Requirements/Environmental Impact Statement 
Guidelines (DAIR) for KGHM Ajax Mining Inc., Ajax 
Project.  We acknowledge the applicants amended 
site plan and land use changes as described and 
illustrated in KGHM's May 2014 brochure entitled, 
"We've Listened".  At this time, we wish to 
underscore the validity of our previous comments 
dated September 30, 2011 and August 3, 2012 as they 
apply to the revised mine development plans.  In light 
of the revised site plans, we forward the following 
new comments:

Environment - General No yes Acknowledged.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

340 TNRD, MCIP Planner 23-Sep-14

Our previous concerns related to the loss of Inks Lake 
have found some relief with the proposed Tailings 
Storage Facilities being shifted to the southeast away 
form Inks Lake.  On the other hand, the new Tailings 
Storage Facility location will result in the loss of 
Goose Lake and much of Goose Lake Road.  Goose 
Lake is designated as a Natural Environment lake in 
the TNRD's Lakeshore Development Guilelines (LDG)  
as a result of the lake being used for environmental 
education uses.  The proposed complete loss of Goose 
Lake would obviously not comply with the LDG 
management guildelines.  We trust that the proposed 
lioss of this lake will be scrutinized with as much 
detail as the Inks Lake tailings facility location, with an 
eye to mitigating simlar environmental and social 
impacts.  Unfortunately, the technical impacts and 
mitigation are beyond our scope of planning expertise 
and bylaw jursidiction.  Nonetheless, if the proposal 
proceeds with this land use configuration, we would 
recommend a 'no net loss' model whereby a suitable 
wetland for environmental educaiton use is re-
established in the area, for example, to compensate 
for the loss of the lake. 

Environment - General Yes No
Acknowledged. The potential effects on Goose Lake and 
mitigation measures will be included in the 
Application/EIS. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response.

341 TNRD, MCIP Planner 23-Sep-14

Under Section A, Clause 2, a mine public consultation 
list is provided.  The list does not include the 
Kamloops Shotgun Sports Group (operators of clay 
and skeet range off Lac le Jeune Road, just northwest 
of Wallender Lake), School District No. 73 (loss of 
Goose Lake Road may impact school bus route)  or 
the Lac le Jeune/ Walloper Lake area residents (these 
residents would most likely make up the bulk of year 
round trip generators on Lac le Jeune Road).  We 
recommend that these groups be included on this list.

Land and Resource Use Yes No

KAM values input from all community groups in the 
Kamloops area. BC EAO's creation of a Community 
Advisory Group also assists in ensuring appropriate 
representation. KAM will continue to engage with 
community groups and local stakeholders.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

342 TNRD, MCIP Planner 23-Sep-14

Under Section B, Clause 1, we recommend that a 
reference amendment be made to the fourth bullet 
to include the following: "…referred back to local 
municipal and regional  responsible authorities…"

No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

Comments #227-338 (Whispering Pines/Clinton Indian Band) are being considered by the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency.
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343 TNRD, MCIP Planner 23-Sep-14

We acknowlede and appreciate the applicants 
commitment under Section 8.5.2 to "consider" 
community land use planning (regional and 
municipal) in the context of mine development and 
operation.  We have provided bylaw and policy 
planning advice under previous correspondence.  
During a recent joint agency discussion, we suggested 
that the applicant consider the impacts and needs of 
short-term construction personnel with a planned, on-
site construction camp for the construction phase.  
Planning of this nature will hopefully discourage 
camping and recreational vehicle use in unapproved  
areas or in exisitng regional or municipal 
campgrounds where long-term recreational vehicle 
use may not be permitted.

Outdoor Recreation 8.5.2 No yes

Decisions related to construction camp will be included 
in the project description. The Application/EIS will 
address topics related to temporary housing under 
Infrastructure, Public Facilities and Services.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  

344
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

The figures print to letter size scale even when 
printing on paper sized 11 x 17.  Please enable figures 
to be scaled to print on 11 x 17 paper.  Please include 
a figure of the overall site that includes all project 
infrastructure, such as the processing facility, 
explosives faciity and truck stop.  Please also label the 
roads (e.g., Goose Lake Road, Lac Le Jeune Road, Inks 
Lake Road, etc.) and waterbodies in the Project area 
on this figure.  In an appropriate figure, please 
identify the locations of the Tailings Embankment 
Mine Rock Storage Facility (TEMRSF) and the tailings 
embankment.

N/A Yes No Figures have been updated.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

345
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

The Project also includes a metal mill with an ore 
input capacity of 4,000 tonnes per day or more, which 
is listed in the Comprehensive Study List Regulations.  
Please reference the metal mill when discussing the 
Comprehensive Study List Regulations here and 
throughout the document.

N/A No No Reference to a metal mill  has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

346
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
Please specify the source of the water required for 
the TSF

surface water quantity Yes No Water is to be sourced from Kamloops Lake

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

347
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
The meteorological stations and airport are not 
apparent in figure 10.1-1.  Please add the 
meteorological stations to the map/legend.

N/A 10.1 No No Figure has been updated

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

348
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
Please provide a clear description of the boundary for 
the Project footprint.

N/A Yes No

The "Infrastructure Footprint" as illustrated on the maps 
is derived by using GIS to merge the various individual 
data layers from Figure 2.2-2 (General Arrangement) to 
depict the full extent of anticipated direct disturbance.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

349
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
Please add the marker for the boundaries of the local 
and regional study areas to the map legend

N/A Yes No RSA and LSA are already listed in the map legends.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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350
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

The monitoring sites are not apparent in figure 6.3-1.  
Please add the monitoring sites to the map/legend.  
The Agency notes that monitoring stations or 
sampling sites are referenced frequently throughout 
the AIR/EIS Guidelines; however, this comment that 
these features are not present on the corresponding 
maps is a recurring theme.  Please adjust all figures 
appropriately where monitoring stations or sampling 
sites are referenced.

Environment - General 6.3 Yes No Figure has been updated

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

351
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

Kamloops Lake is not included in the LSA or the RSA.  
Please provide a rationale for the exclusion of 
Kamloops Lake in the LSA and RSA, since freshwater 
will be withdrawn from Kamloops Lake to support 
activities at the Project site.

Surface water quantity No No

The hydrologic impacts of the proposed withdrawals on 
Kamloops Lake will be evaluated as part of the effects 
assessment.  Because the watershed area of Kamloops 
Lake at the abstraction point is so large, it was difficult 
to graphically represent this as part of the LSA or RSA.  
As a result, it was decided not to include the abstraction 
within the LSA or RSA boundaries, although it will be 
evaluated

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

352
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
Please replace NRCan with EC as an applicable 
Working Group government Agency

N/A No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

353
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

According to Table 6.5.1, the temporal scope includes 
the construction phase.  Please adjust the temporal 
boundaries in Section 6.5.3 so they are consistent 
with Table 6.5.1

Land and Resource Use 6.5 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

354
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14
Please identify Keynes Creek, Humphrey Creek and 
Goose Lake on an appropriate figure.

Surface water quantity Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

355
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

It is not clear from Figure 6.7.1 that the local study 
area includes the area adjacent to the water intake 
site on Kamloops Lake.  On the figure, the Regional 
Study Area clearly extends to Kamloops Lake, but it is 
not clear if the LSA and RSA overlap along the intake 
pipeline to Kamloops Lake.  Please provide clarity of 
the distinction between the LSA and RSA on figure 6.7-
1.  Would the LSA be two discrete areas?, etc.

Surface water quantity 6.7 Yes No Figure has been updated

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

356
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14 Please include the LSA on Figure 10.1-1 Land and Resource Use 10.1 Yes No Figure has been updated

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

357
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

Please specify that information provided for 
Aboriginal groups in the Application/EIS, including 
information on current use of lands and resources for 
traditional purposes, will be provided for each group 
rather than as a collective set of information for all of 
the Aboriginal groups.

Aboriginal - Part C No No
Sections 13 and 14 will include Aboriginal-group-specific 
tables, and text describing issues raised and mitigation 
or accommodation measures.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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358
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

This Section will need to specify that the proponent 
will submit a standalone EIS Summary document 
along with the EIS.  To facilitate public participation, a 
summary of the EIS will available in both official 
languages on the Agency's website.  Please note that 
the Agency requests a French translation of the EIS 
Summary for the public comment period and 
recommends the inclusion of the translated summary 
as a commitment in the AIR / EIS Guidelines.  

N/A No No
Text has been updated to reflect that a summary 
document will be prepared in both English and French.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

359a
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

"1. In Section 3.12 of the revised Application 
Information Requirements / Environmental Impact 
Statement Guidelines (AIR / EIS Guidelines), include 
additional detail about the design and water balance 
of the Tailings Storage Facility (TSF).

Specify whether the TSF will be a “zero discharge” 
facility.  Please indicate whether the mine site will be 
at a water deficit, surplus or balance.  In an 
appropriate section of the AIR / EIS Guidelines, 
provide details on the location and dimensions of the 
embankments, and the capacity of the TSF.  

surface water quantity 3.12 Yes No
The site wide water balance is being developed for the 
project and will be provided with the EA Application.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

359b
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

2. In Section 17.6, include the requirement for a 
qualitative Failure Modes and Effects Analysis (FMEA) 
to inform the assessment of environmental effects 
resulting from accidents and malfunctions.

An FMEA is a qualitative methodology that provides a 
structured and transparent analysis of:
• The likelihood of hypothetical failure of structures, 
equipment, or processes, and variation from 
assumptions made during design and estimates; and
• The effects or consequences of such failures, 
particularly on the surrounding ecosystem (including 
human health and safety)

surface water quantity 17.6 Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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359c
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

3. In Section 17.6, include the requirement for a 
quantitative dam break analysis to support the 
evaluation of environmental effects resulting from a 
failure of the TSF (worst case scenarios).

The AIR / EIS Guidelines should identify the analytical 
methodologies to be used to conduct the dam break 
analysis, as well as the failure modes to be assessed. 
For technical guidance on dam safety analysis for 
tailings management facilities, Natural Resources 
Canada recommends that the proponent refer to 
guidance published by the Canadian Dam Association 
and International Commission on Large Dams.

The dam break analysis must include an assessment 
of environmental effects of a catastrophic TSF dam 
failure, including impacts to relevant Valued 
Components, such as surface water and groundwater 
quality and quantity, fish and fish habitat, and human 
health, as well as resulting impacts to Aboriginal 
groups, including effects on their current use of lands 
and resources for traditional purposes.
4. Environment Canada notes that section 4.3.4 the 
Environmental Code of Practice for Metal Mines 
(2009) (available at http://ec.gc.ca/lcpe-
cepa/default.asp?lang=En&n=CBE3D59-1) addresses 
the long term stability of tailings management 
facilities   Recommendations R318 and R319 provide 

surface water quantity 17.6 Yes No

Text has been revised. The project is planning to 
perform a dam break analysis for inclusion into the EA 
application.  The parameters for the analysis are being 
developed and will form the basis of the analysis.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

360
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

For the significance evaluation methodology outlined in 
Section 5, probability (i.e., likelihood that an adverse effect 
will occur) will be considered with magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility and context.  This 
methodology is not consistent with the federal approach 
for the evaluation of significance.  As outlined in the 
Reference Guide for the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act: Determining Whether a Project is Likely to 
Cause Significant Adverse Environmental Effects (Prepared 
by the Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office - 
November 1994) (Reference Guide), likelihood is 
considered after the significance evaluation that includes 
magnitude, geographic extent, duration and frequency, 
reversibility, and ecological context.  The significance 
evaluation for the federal EA must be consistent with the 
federal guidance for the evaluation of significance to meet 
the requirements of the former Act.  While Section 17.9 
notes that the significance assessment will follow the 
federal guidelines outlined in the Reference Guide, please 
clarify that the significance analysis methodology outlined 
in Section 5 of the AIR/EIS Guidelines does not match the 
Reference Guide exactly, and that the significance 
assessment methodology in Section 17 will differ from the 
significance assessment methodology outlined in Section 5.  

Environment - General 5; 17.9 No No

This direction appears to be inconsistent with guidance 
provided by EAO. It would be preferable to have 
consistent methodology throughout the document. No 
edit made at this time.

Clarifying text was added in Section 5.1.5 of 
the AIR regarding how Likelihood is 
considered in the assessment of significance. 
This language was provided by EAO

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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361
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

30-Sep-14

Please note that the comment above regarding the 
federal significance evaluation approach applies to 
the significance evaluation approach for the 
cumulative effects assessment.  The significance 
evaluation for cumulative effects must be consistent 
with the federal guidance for the evaluation of 
significance to meet the requirements of the former 
Act.  Please clarify that the significance analysis 
methodology outlined in Section 5 of the AIR/EIS 
Guidelines does not match the Reference Guide 
exactly, and that the significance assessment 
methodology in Section 17 will differ from the 
significance assessment methodology outlined in 
Section 5.

N/A 5 No No

This direction appears to be inconsistent with guidance 
provided by EAO. It would be preferable to have 
consistent methodology throughout the document. No 
edit made at this time.

Clarifying text was added in Section 5.1.5 of 
the AIR regarding how Likelihood is 
considered in the assessment of significance. 
This language was provided by EAO

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

362
Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada

30-Sep-14

On November 25, 2013, the fisheries protection 
provisions of the Fisheries Act came into force, 
containing a new prohibition that combines the 
previous section 32 and section 35 of the Fisheries Act 
into a new Section 35.  The new prohibition manages 
threats to fish that are part of or support commercial, 
recreational or Aboriginal (CRA) fisheries with the 
goal of ensuring their ongoing productivity and 
sustainability. 

The DFO Projects Near Water website has been 
updated with new information and requirements. 
http://www.dfo-mpo.gc.ca/pnw-ppe/index-eng.html.  
This includes information on the changes to the 
Fisheries Act, new policies and guidance documents, a 
list of project activities and criteria where DFO review 
is not required, and Measures to Avoid Causing Harm 
to Fish and Fish Habitat detailing applicable best 
practices. The former habitat protection provisions of 
the Fisheries Act (e.g. HADD), policies and guidance 
materials, including Operational Statements, no 
longer apply...

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

No No
The text will be revised to reflect the changes to the 
Fisheries Act; reference to Operational Statements will 
be removed as these are no longer available.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

362
(Cont'd)

Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada

30-Sep-14

... The EIS should reflect the current legislation, 
policies and guidance material with respect to the 
Fisheries Act.  The current guidance material should 
be used to guide you in the determination of the scale 
and extent of serious harm to fish and fish habitat 
and if required, the development of an appropriate 
offsetting plan.  All references to the former habitat 
protection provisions of the Fisheries Act and policies 
including Habitat Alteration Disruption and 
Destruction of Fish Habitat (HADD), Fish Habitat 
Compensation Plan, operational statements etc. 
should be updated to reflect the current terminology 
and scope of the fisheries protection provisions of the 
Fisheries Act and the supporting policies and guidance 
material.

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

No No
The text will be revised to reflect the changes to the 
Fisheries Act; reference to Operational Statements will 
be removed as these are no longer available.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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363a
Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada

30-Sep-14

In addition to the identified information for Rainbow 
Trout VEC, it is also important to know the different 
fish species known to utilize the waterbodies to 
understand potential linkages with other CRA 
fisheries including forage fish species.  

Please provide a list of fish species, their abundance, 
and distribution as it relates to life history stages, 
known to utilise each of the potentially impacted 
waterbodies and waterways. 

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

Yes No This information will be provided in the Application.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

363b
Fisheries and Oceans 
Canada

30-Sep-14

 In the case of Goose Lake, where preliminary 
monitoring indicates possible fish absence, due to an 
apparent lack of surface flow connectivity with other 
water bodies and a potential lack of overwintering 
habitat, sufficient level of baseline monitoring 
(seasonal fish surveys, overwintering habitat mapping 
and confirmation of lack of surface flow connections 
during high water) should be undertaken to support 
the final classification.

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

Yes No This information will be provided in the Application.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

364
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

NRCan requests a 3D numerical groundwater flow 
model be developed based on the conceptual model 
for the Project area.  This commitment should be 
included in the AIR / EIS Guidelines.  Please include 
the rationale for the selected model and the 
modelling objectives in the Application / EIS, and 
specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that this 
information will be provided in the Application / EIS.

Groundwater quantity No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

365
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

Please add a commitment to Section 6.6 for a 
sensitivity analysis that will be performed to test the 
3D numberical groundwater flow model sensitivity to 
climatic variations (e.g., recharge) and hydrogeologic 
parameters (e.g., hydraulic conductivity, type of 
boundary conditions, etc.)

Groundwater quantity 6.6 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

366
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

The AIR / EIS Guidelines should specify that the 3D 
numerical groundwater flow model will incorporate 
the anticipated groundwater seepage locations, rates, 
and seepage quality from the following mine 
components: open pit, tailings management facilities, 
mine/waste rock stockpile, open pits during any 
future overflow.  

Groundwater quantity No No

See section 6.6.4 text revisions. Note that the 3D 
groundwater model simulates flow and not solute 
transport.  Whether a full solute transport model is 
required for the project would be determined based on 
the results of water quality studies (i.e., if potential 
contaminants of concern (CoCs) are identified from 
these studies) per the BC MOE Groundwater Modelling 
Guidelines (2012).  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

367
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that the 3D 
numerical groundwater flow model will be used to 
predict effects of mine dewatering or pumping in and 
around the study area; and the model will be used to 
predict the transport and fate of seepage from 
tailings impoundments and other mine waste 
facilities.

Groundwater quantity No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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368
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that the 3D 
numerical groundwater flow model will include the 
post-closure period, incorporating all major 
permanent mine components, including the open pit, 
tailings management facilities, etc.

Groundwater quantity No No

Text has been revised.  Request for clarification from 
NRCAN: Will the tailings facilities and WRSFs need to be 
represented in 3d (i.e., with revisions to the model grid) 
for the post-closure period?

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. EAO recommends 
that the Proponent follow-up 
with NRCan directly for a 
response.

369
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14
Please include "explosives manufacture" in table 6.4.1 
as an "Interaction with Project/Potential Effects."

greenhouse gas management 6.4 No No

The GHG assessment will be completed in accordance 
with federal guidelines - any machinery and equipment 
used in the manufacture of explosives on site will be 
included in the GHG accounting.

NRCan requested the addition of explosives 
to Table 6.4-1, which referes to surface 
water quality. The proponent has indicated 
here that the issue is about greenhouse 
gases. I think they may have confused our 
comment with another as NRCan does not 
generally comment on GHGs. NRCan is re-
requesting that "explosives manufacture" be 
included in the description of explosives in 
Table 6.4-1.

"manufacture" has been added to the 
description of Tables 6.3-1, 6.4-1 and 10.2-1.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

370
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14
Please include "explosives manufacture" in table 
10.2.1 as an "Interaction with Project/Potential 
Effects."

greenhouse gas management 10.2 No yes
Explosives storage and use is currently included in Table 
10.2-1.

As above, NRCan is re-requesting that 
"explosives manufacture" be added to the 
description of explosives in Table 10.2-1. As 
above, this section refers to water quality 
and not GHGs.

"manufacture" has been added to the 
description of Tables 6.3-1, 6.4-1 and 10.2-1.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

371
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14

Please specify in Section 3.7 that the Application/EIS 
will include information on the TSF design - 
geotechnical properties/characteristics of the 
material to be used.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 3.7 Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

372
Natural Resources 
Canada (NRCan)

30-Sep-14
Please add "landslides, slope erosion, and potential 
for ground and rock instability" as part of the baseline 
information to be collected in Section 6.2.2.

Geology, Landforms, Soils 6.2.2 No yes
This information is currently listed in the AIR/EISG - data 
will be compiled on "signs of terrain instability"; erosion 
is also referenced.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

373 Transport Canada 30-Sep-14

The proponent’s response to our original comment 
no. 21 on “Rev D” (The residual effects should be 
summarized before the potential cumulative 
impacts.) was: “The proponent will accommodate this 
request in the document.”  TC therefore expects that 
potential cumulative effects will be included in the 
Executive Summary.

N/A No yes

Bullet point in Executive Summary will be udpated as 
follows:

• Summary of the potential effects, mitigation and 
significance of residual effects, and cumulative effects;

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

374 Transport Canada 30-Sep-14

The Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA) has 
been replaced by the Navigation Protection Act 
(NPA),which came into force April 1st, 2014.  Please 
update the AIR / EIS Guidelines appropriately 
throughout the document to reflect this change.

Land and Resource Use No No Reference will be updated.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

375 Transport Canada 30-Sep-14

The Minor Works and Waters Order has been 
replaced by the Minor Works Order under the 
Navigation Protection Act.  The link to TC's webpage 
referring to the Minor Works Order is: 
http://www.tc.gc.ca/eng/programs-633.html.  Please 
update the AIR / EIS Guidelines to reflect this change.

Land and Resource Use No No Reference will be updated.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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376 Transport Canada 30-Sep-14

TC reminds KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. that potential 
existing Navigable Waters Protection Act (NWPA)-
approved road bridges or other works (i.e. under the 
NWPA or any existing BC government-owned bridge) 
might need regulatory approval for modifications or 
replacement under the Navigation Protection Act 
(NPA).  TC will need the proponent to list any existing 
(NWPA-approved or BC government -owned) bridges 
that will be modified for the project so that TC can 
determine if the bridge owner wishes to opt out of 
the NPA or whether a Notice of Work is required (see 
attached).  Where there is a decision not to opt out, 
the following will be required: drawings of the works; 
methodology of construction (including contingency 
plans); description of historic, baseline and potential 
navigation use including First Nations use; description 
of the level of impact; and suggestion of appropriate 
mitigation for the impacts. 

Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services

Yes No Acknowledged.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

377 Transport Canada 30-Sep-14

TC is interested in knowing if/how Aboriginal groups 
navigate in the project area, particularly Goose Lake, 
for the purpose of practicing their traditional 
activities (such as but not limited to hunting, fishing, 
trapping, and harvesting) in the event Goose Lake is 
deemed navigable.  This information should be 
included in Part C of the AIR / EIS Guidelines in the 
event this information is required.

Land and Resource Use Yes No

TC-Navigation Protection Program has provided an 
email/letter to KAM informing that Goose Lake is 
determined to be non-navigable, Part C already includes 
requirements to consider how Aboriginal groups use the 
project area.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

378 Environment Canada 30-Sep-14

In Section 2.8, or another appropriate section of the 
AIR/EIS Guidelines, please reflect that the 
Application/EIS will state clearly whether the 
proponent will request a Metal Mining Effluent 
Regulations (MMER) Schedule 2 amendment due to a 
planned deposit of tailings into waters frequented by 
fish.

Fish populations and fish 
habitat

2.8 Yes No

Work is currently on-going to confirm the fish bearing 
status of streams and lakes in the Project area; however, 
at this time, it is not expected that a Schedule 2 
amendment will be required. The Application/EIS will 
make a clear statement of KAM's understanding and 
intent at the time of submission.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

379
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

 Please delete "provided by the Government of 
Canada" after "Information on SARA-listed taxa" here 
and anywhere this statement occurs in the AIR / EIS 
Guidelines.  This information will not be provided by 
the government of Canada, as it is the proponent's 
responsibility to gather and present this information.  
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Rare plants No No

The original wording in the AIR was intended to 
acknowledge that information on species at risk is 
available from EC from a number sources (e.g. its 
website, publications) and that this information would 
be obtained and reviewed as part of baseline data 
collection.  Reworded to '...information on SARA-listed 
taxa available from the Government of Canada...' to 
clarify our intent

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

380
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Rare plants No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate.  

381
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Rare plants Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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382
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please add riparian habitat to the list of rare and 
sensitive ecological communities.

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

No No
We will add riparian habitat by buffering the creeks in 
the LSA by distances specified in the provincial riparian 
management guidelines

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

383
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

EC recommends that wetland assessment be included 
to section 6.9.2. Assessment should includes wetland 
identification and classification, identification of Red 
and Blue listed ecological communities within 
wetland communities and assessment of wetland 
ecological function. The Canadian Wildlife Service 
Technical Report entitled “Wetland Ecological 
Function Assessment: An Overview of Approaches” 
(Hanson et al 2008) may be useful in providing 
options for selecting the appropriate function 
assessment methodology. 

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

6.9.2 No No

Wetlands are listed in 6.9.2 as sensitive ecosystems that 
will be included in the assessment.  Rare wetland types 
will be covered as the wetland ecological communities at 
risk defined by the BC Conservation Data Centre

No change was made to the draft AIR/EISG. 
The EISG states for baseline studies for Rare 
and Sensitive Ecological Communities 
(Section 6.9.2):
"Field surveys will be used to:
- confirm presences of ecological 
communities, and
- confirm accuracy of the typed polygons 
within mapped areas"
EC acknowledges that the response confirms 
that wetlands will be assessed as part of the 
rare and sensitive communities and those 
wetland ecological communities at risk (blue- 
and red listed wetland ecological 
communities) will be identified through the 
CDC. However, it is important that 
assessment of wetland function is included 
in baseline studies. The current EISG draft 
only mentions "confirm presence of 
ecological communities". The need to assess 
wetland function should be specifically 
stated in the EISG.

"evaluate wetland function" has been added 
to the bullet list referenced.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

384
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

385
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

Please list the mitigation hierarchy in the AIR / EIS 
Guidelines: avoidance, mitigation, then compensation 
for wetlands. It is important that all efforts be made 
to avoid impacts to wetlands and compensation 
should be considered the least preferred mitigation

Rare and Sensitive Ecological 
Communities

No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

386
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Terrestrial Invertebrates No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

387
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines  that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and distribution of terrestrial 
invertebrates

Terrestrial Invertebrates No No
Field surveys will be used to assess species presence but 
cannot provide an accurate indication of invertebrate 
population numbers

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

388
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Terrestrial Invertebrates Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

389
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Amphibian No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 



Proposed Ajax Mine Project
Working Group Comments and Issues Resolution Table

July 2015

Page 31 of 48

# Commenter's 
Organization

Comment 
Date Comment Valued Component(s)

AIR 
June 30, 2014 

Revision 
Section #

Related to 
Project 
Design 
Change

Issue Raised 
in Previous 

Review
Proponent Response #1 Follow-up Working Group Comment Proponent Response #2 EAO Response

390
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and breeding and non-breeding 
distribution of amphibians

Amphibian No No
Field surveys will be used to assess species presence and 
broad distribution patterns but cannot provide an 
accurate indication of amphibian population numbers

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

391
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Amphibian Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

392
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
EC mentions that the "North American racer" listed in 
Section 6.13.1 is referred to as the Western Yellow-
belied Racer by COSEWIC and SARA Schedule 1.

Reptiles 6.13.1 No No

Reference to the subspecies will be added in the AIR for 
clarification.  Note that there is only one subspecies in 
BC so the BC Conservation Data Centre uses the species 
name, as we have.

EC was unable to locate the change that was 
made to the EISG.

This has now been corrected.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's responses 
adequate. 

393
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Reptiles No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

394
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and breeding and non-breeding 
distribution of reptiles

Reptiles No No
Field surveys will be used to asess species presence and 
broad distribution patterns but cannot be used reliably 
to indicate population numbers

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

395
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines,buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Reptiles Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

396
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Migratory Birds No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

397
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
EC recommends that marsh birds be used a focal 
species group in stead of the American Bittern. This 
change should be reflected in the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Migratory Birds No No
Marsh birds will be addressed in the migratory bird 
assessment, and marsh bird habitats will be covered in 
the wetland assessment

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

398
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and distribution of migratory birds. 

Migratory Birds No No
Field surveys will be used to asess species presence but 
cannot be used reliably to confirm population numbers.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

399
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of  500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Migratory Birds Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

400
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please add to the AIR / EIS Guidelines that best 
available information, including draft recovery 
strategies to this list of mitigation strategies.

Migratory Birds No No Reference to draft recovery strategies has been added.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

401
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Raptors No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

402
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and distribution of raptors

Raptors No No
Field surveys will be used to asess species presence and 
broad distribution patterns  but cannot be used reliably 
to confirm population numbers.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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403
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of  500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Raptors Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

404
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
In addition to SARA-listed taxa, please include 
COSEWIC listed species here.

Raptors No No Reference to COSEWIC has been included.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

405
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please specify in the AIR / EIS Guidelines  that field 
surveys will be used to confirm species composition, 
abundance and distribution of mammals

Mammals No No
Field surveys will be used to asess species presence and 
broad distribution patterns but cannot be used reliably 
to indicate population numbers.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

406
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14

The LSA should include all linear features (e.g., new 
and existing access roads, haul roads and 
transmission lines, buffered by a minimum of 500 m).  
The inclusion of these features should be specified in 
the AIR / EIS Guidelines.

Mammals Yes No
The revised LSA for this VC will include all Project 
facilities buffered by a minimum of 500 m

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

407
Environment Canada-
CWS

30-Sep-14
Please add to the AIR / EIS Guidelines that best 
available information, including draft recovery 
strategies to this list of mitigation strategies.

Mammals No No Reference to draft recovery strategies has been added.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

408 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Identify any naturally-occurring contaminants that 
may be present in surface waters within the study

area, and which may be further influenced by project 
activities.

Surface water Quality No yes
Surface water baseline information will be presented in 
the Application/EIS, as currently stated in the AIR/EISG

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

409 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

If there is a potential pathway for human exposure to 
contaminants of potential concern (COPC) (through 
inhalation, ingestion of food or water, or dermal 
contact), undertake a detailed, quantitative human 
health risk assessment as part of the Human Health 
and Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA) being 
proposed. 

Health - general No yes
A detailied quantiative human health risk assessment is 
being conducted as part of the EA submission. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

410 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

 Provide an assessment of the following scenarios in 

the HHERA for human health impacts: 
consideration of baseline (pre-project), project alone, 
baseline + project (Application case), baseline + 
project + future project (Cumulative case), and 
decommissioning (post-project) scenarios.

Health - general No yes

The HHERA will provide exposure and risk estimates for 
base, project alone, application and cumulative cases in 
appendices to the HHERA technical data report but the 
assessment will focus on the changes in exposures and 
risks that occur between base and application  and 
cumulative cases. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

411 Health Canada 30-Jun-14
Please list the Criteria Air Contaminants which will be 
assessed, e.g. NOx, SOx, CO, VOCs, PM, ground-level 
ozone.

Air quality No yes The substances of interest are listed in Section 10.1.4

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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412 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

The existing CCME Air Quality Guidelines (or National 
Ambient Air Quality Objectives) for NO2 and SO2 are 
currently being revised for what will eventually 
become Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS). The Proponent is strongly encouraged to 
reference more conservative health-based air quality 
objectives in this section, including the proposed 
CAAQS (PM and O3), and other guidelines from US 
EPA and WHO, as may be applicable. 

Air quality No yes

A supplemental analysis will be included of the predicted 
concentrations against the following: • For the 1-hour 
SO2 and NO2 objectives, the U.S. EPA National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (US NAAQS) modified for 1-hour 
averages (U.S. EPA 2012)
• For the annual NO2 objective, the WHO Guidelines 
(WHO 2006).
Ozone and secondary PM have been scoped out of the 
assessment following discussion with the BC MOE.  More 
specific details will be included in the Detailed 
Dispersion Modelling Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

413 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Professional judgement is listed as an information 
source. This is not an information source but is more 
appropriately classified as an assessment method. Air quality No n/a

"Professional judgement based on relevant best 
practices" ( as listed in Table 10.1-1) is an information 
sources (e.g. knowledge of best practices).

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

414 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Dust from the open pit is a source of direct emissions 
from area sources. It can be a significant contributor 
to air contaminants and including dust from the open 
pit as one of the sources to be assessed would 
provide more certainty in the adequacy of the 
HHERA.

Air quality No yes
Metal accumluaiton in soil and veg as a result fo dust 
deposition has been included in the HHERA

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

415 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

In acknowledgement of public concerns over 
potential health effects resulting from uptake of 
metals present in particulate matter, Health Canada 
(HC) suggests including a health-based guiding 
principle in the particulate assessment program in the 
AIR/EIS Guidelines: to minimize the potential health 
impacts from toxic metals present in particulate 
matter (e.g. due to dermal and ingestion exposures 
from toxic metals deposited to soils and garden 
produce).

Air quality No yes
Metal accumluaiton in soil and veg as a result fo dust 
deposition has been included in the HHERA

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

416 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

HC suggests that the Application/EIS also include 
maps showing contours of CAC concentrations 
overlaid with the locations of sensitive sub-
populations, e.g. schools, health facilities, etc.

Air quality No yes

Agreed.  This level of detail is generally beyond that 
included in the AIR/EISG, however, consistent with The 
Guidelines for Dispersion Modelling in British Columbia, 
this will be included in a Detailed Dispersion Modelling 
Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

417 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include emissions from the open pit as an example of 
emissions from areas sources (see list on page 143). 
Dust from the open pit can be a significant 
contributor to air quality and listing this source 
provides more certainty that it will be assessed in the 
HHERA. 

Air quality No yes

Agreed.  This level of detail is generally beyond that 
included in the AIR/EISG, however, consistent with The 
Guidelines for Dispersion Modelling in British Columbia, 
this will be included in a Detailed Dispersion Modelling 
Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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418 Health Canada 30-Jun-14
Include VOCs (e.g. benzene) and ground-level ozone 
(formed in the presence of sunlight and NOx) in the 
list of Criteria Air Contaminants to be assessed.

Air quality No yes

The only VOCs to be addressed are Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbon species (PAH) expressed as Benzo (a) 
Pyrene (B(a)P) equivalent (as a mass concentration in 
air). B(a)P equivalent is a proxy for ‘diesel particulate 
matter’ for which there are no applicable criteria.  
Reactive VOCs  are not being modelled as Ozone and 
secondary PM have been scoped out of the assessment 
following discussion with the BC MOE.  This level of 
detail is generally beyond that included in the AIR/EISG, 
however, consistent with The Guidelines for Dispersion 
Modelling in British Columbia, this will be included in a 
Detailed Dispersion Modelling Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

419 Health Canada 30-Jun-14
Include particle size ranges in the references to 
inhalable and respirable particulate matter, e.g. 
PM2.5, PM10.

Air quality No yes

The only VOCs to be addressed are Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbon species (PAH) expressed as Benzo (a) 
Pyrene (B(a)P) equivalent (as a mass concentration in 
air). B(a)P equivalent is a proxy for ‘diesel particulate 
matter’ for which there are no applicable criteria.  
Reactive VOCs  are not being modelled as Ozone and 
secondary PM have been scoped out of the assessment 
following discussion with the BC MOE. This level of detail 
is generally beyond that included in the AIR/EISG, 
however, consistent with The Guidelines for Dispersion 
Modelling in British Columbia, this will be included in a 
Detailed Dispersion Modelling Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

420 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include a strong scientific rationale for exclusion from 
further assessment of metals which are present in the 
ore or airborne particulate matter, with particular 
reference to hexavalent chromium, manganese and 
uranium which are the focus of some public concern. 
The draft AIR/EIS Guidelines indicates that a 
minimum concentration threshold is indicated as a 
criterion for assessment; however, it would be 
beneficial to indicate the criteria for selection of the 
threshold concentrations.

Air quality No yes

Agreed.  This level of detail is generally beyond that 
included in the AIR/EISG, however, consistent with The 
Guidelines for Dispersion Modelling in British Columbia, 
this will be included in a Detailed Dispersion Modelling 
Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

421 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include in the lists of special receptors, “Aboriginal 
people”, e.g. “Places frequented by Aboriginal people 
and sensitive sub-population of the community (page 
144). The definition of an environmental effect under 
the former Act requires an assessment of the effect of 
any change to the environment on health and socio-
economic conditions and on the current use of lands 
and resources for traditional purposes by Aboriginal 
persons.

Air quality No yes

Agreed.  This level of detail is generally beyond that 
included in the AIR/EISG, however, consistent with The 
Guidelines for Dispersion Modelling in British Columbia, 
this will be included in a Detailed Dispersion Modelling 
Plan.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

422 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include temporary and seasonal human receptor 
locations (e.g. overnight camps, hunting lodges, First 
Nations ceremonial use areas etc.) in the list of 
sensitive receptors for Air Quality (and other human 
health VCs) - since people who spend more time 
outdoors could be more greatly affected by changes 
in air quality.

Health - general No yes
HHERA will consider inhalation exposures for the 
identified special recptor locations. The HHERA assumes 
all time is spent outdoor for all receptor locations 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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423 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

The statement on page 144 that “The standards or 
benchmarks used towards the assessment....will be 
clearly presented in the Application/EIS” adds no 
useful information to the AIR/EIS Guidelines. It is
a reasonable expectation that ALL information in the 
Application would be “clearly presented”. HC suggests 
that additional information be provided on how 
standards or benchmarks will be applied in the 
HHERA, e.g. what will be done if risk benchmarks are 
exceeded, i.e. will a more detailed site-specific risk 
assessment be done? Will additional 
mitigation/follow-up measures be undertaken?

Health - general No yes

The determination of signficance in the HHERA will be 
based on the incremental change in exposures and risk 
predicted to occur between  base and application cases. 
Thus, if exceedance hazard or risk acceptability 
benchmakrs are noted for the application case that are 
not noted for the base case, appropriate mitigation 
measures will be recommended. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

424 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

A modelling domain of 20 km by 20 km centered on 
the Project site may not include all human receptors 
of interest in the City of Kamloops, e.g. human health 
impacts may be underestimated since fine particulate 
matter can travel a considerable distance from the 
source.

Air quality No yes

While the CALPUFF study area is 30 km x 30 km the 
dispersion modelling domain encompasses a region 70 
km wide by 55 km long.  This region is sufficiently large 
to capture all of the potential effects of the Project.  If 
results indicate a need to go beyond a 30 km x 30 km 
domain the data are available.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

425 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

The AIR/EIS Guidelines indicates that air dispersion 
modelling results for specific metals will be compared 
against Texas screening levels or Washington State 
acceptable source impact levels. Some standards are 
more suitable for protection of the environment 
rather than human health, e.g. most of the acceptable 
source impact levels from Washington State are listed 
for averages over a year (24-hour averages are more 
relevant for assessing short-term health effects than 
annual averages). Where available for specific 
substances, guidelines or standards from Canadian 
jurisdictions or those which are the most conservative 
and protective of human health are preferred, e.g. 
Ontario Ministry of Environment 
(http://www.ebr.gov.on.ca/ERS-WEB-
External/displaynoticecontent.do?noticeId=MTA3MD
kz&statusId=MTY0NTkx).

Air quality No yes

This approach (Texas Screening levels and WA State 
ASILs) has been abandoned and a full HHERA 
commissioed.  The AIR/EISG has  been edited to reflect 
this.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

426 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Predicted concentrations for each assessment 
scenario (baseline, project alone, baseline + project 
(Application case), baseline + project + future projects 
(Cumulative), and decommissioning) should be 
compared to appropriate and relevant human health-
based air quality guidelines and/or standards. It is 
advisable to use the most current and conservative 
standards/guidelines which are protective of human 
health as the basis for significance assessment, 
including Canadian Ambient Air Quality Standards for 
PM2.5 and ozone, World Health Organization Air 
Quality Guidelines for PM2.5, PM10, ozone, NO2 and 
SO2 .

Air quality No No
Acknowledged. Assessment of inhalation exposures will 
be based on  human health-based air quality exposure 
limits. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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427 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

The project’s overall contribution of pollutants to the 
local airshed, regardless of whether the predicted 
values are well below the standards or criteria is an 
important factor in assessing the significance of 
impacts.

Air quality No No

Emission summaries for all of the cases studied will be 
presenetd (Existing or Base and Project Alone). While 
emission quantities are an important metric, the bulk of 
the assessment will focus on the predicted effects of 
these emissions.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

428 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

If the air quality impact assessment predicts that 
Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPC) values 
exceed applicable guidelines, or the project is the 
dominant source of a pollutant in the area, or the 
proposed project is in an area that is already 
experiencing environmental pressures from other 
developments, it is advisable that a quantitative 
human health risk assessment be conducted to 
provide more refined conclusion of human health 
risks (see also comment on Section 10.0)

Air quality No No
A quantitative human health risk assessment is being 
undertaken as part of the HHERA.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

429 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

The statement that the EIS will provide an assessment 
of the significance of the cumulative effects (of 
changes in air quality) does not provide any specific 
information on how the cumulative effects 
assessment will be applied to human health impacts. 
Please provide a detailed description on how the 
cumulative effects assessment will be applied to 
human health impacts in the AIR/EIS Guidelines.

Air quality No No

The assessment of potential human health risks 
associated with with cumulative effects assessment will 
be conducted in the same manner as the human health 
risk assessment of the baseline and application cases. 
The predicted concentrations of COPCs in air and other 
media anticpated to result form the project and other 
identified csources will will be used to estimate potential 
human exposures and the associated health risks. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

430 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include the potential effects of the project on 
groundwater sources of drinking water which are 
used
by the general population or Aboriginal peoples. For 
example, acid rock drainage, or migration of 
chemical contaminants due to seepage from tailings 
pond or metal leaching into aquifers may affect 
the quality of well water.

Domestic water quality No
The HHERA includes the assessment of water 
consumption on human health. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

431 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

If the consumption of traditional foods is one 
potential pathway of exposure to contaminants, a 
quantitative human health risk assessment would be 
informed by adequate baseline tissue data from 
the country foods being fished, hunted and harvested 
by local Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
communities. Please specify whether consumption of 
traditional foods is an operable pathway of 
exposure to contaminants and whether country foods 
will be done.

Country foods No
The HHERA includes the assessment of traditional food 
consumption on human health. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

432 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Information on the dietary patterns of local 
subsistence communities, particularly Aboriginal 
peoples, would also be useful for determining the 
magnitude of potential human health risks from the 
consumption of traditional foods.

Country foods No no

Where information is made available to the Proponent 
regarding dietary patterns through engagement with 
Aboriginal groups, this will be reviewed and 
incorporated into the assessment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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433 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Potential ingestion of metals in soils is an applicable 
route of exposure for inclusion in the HHERA due to 
deposition of airborne particulates to soil from mining 
activities (e.g. Science of the Total Environment 408 
(2010) 2181–2188). It is noted that the deposition of 
metals into soils from airborne 
particulate matter will be modelled (Section 10.3.4).

Country foods No Acknowledged.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

434 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Include animal-based country foods (along with plant-
based country foods) in the assessment of
cumulative uptake of metals from environmental 
media.

Country foods No
The HHERA includes the assessment of animal-based 
country food consumption on human health. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

435 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Specify whether a screening level and/or quantitative, 
detailed (site-specific) human health risk assessment 
of consumption of country foods will be undertaken, 
and include the criteria that would require escalation 
to a detailed quantitative assessment, if only a 
qualitative assessment is planned.

Country foods No

The HHERA will include a quantitative assessment of the 
potential effects of consumption of country foods on 
human health

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

436 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

Health Canada advises that consideration of 
community annoyance with noise, measured as 
percent highly annoyed (%HA) is a reliable and widely 
acceptable indicator of noise-induced human health 
effects for project operational noise and for long-
term construction noise exposure and it is 
appropriate for the AIR/EIS Guidelines to include 
thishuman health effects of noise (ISO 1996-1:2003).

Noise and vibration No yes
The %HA will be included as an indicator in the noise 
assessment

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

437 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

It is desirable for the Proponent to commit to a Noise 
Management Plan which describes in detail the 
measures which will be undertaken to mitigate the 
potential health impacts of noise, including 
community outreach actions. Health Canada advises 
that noise mitigation measures be considered when a 
change in the calculated %HA of human receptors 
exposed to long-term noise exceeds 6.5% (cf. U.S. 
Federal Transit Administration Report No. FTA-VA-90-
1003-06 (2006))

Noise and vibration No yes
A Noise Management Plan is listed as a requirement in 
Section 11.2

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

438 Health Canada 30-Jun-14

To the extent that grouse, deer, moose or other 
animals may be consumed by local Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal communities, include a separate "Country 
Foods Monitoring Plan" that is inclusive of both plants 
and animals. This would allow for a more thorough 
characterization of potential human health risks from 
dietary exposure to contaminants.

Environment - General No
The elements of a Country Foods Monitoring Plan will be 
specified based on the findings of the HHERA 
(Monitoring and Follow-up Section).

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

439 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Throughout the document, the Proponent has 
changed the words “waste rock” to “mine rock”.  This 
change does not seem to be linked to changes in the 
project design.  Please change back to waste rock

Environment - General yes No

Mine rock is the preferred term since it better 
represents the fact that the rock can be used for various 
on-site purposes, such as for aggregate. Thus, it is not 
stricly 'waste'. However, for the purposes of the AIR, 
'waste rock' will be used to maintain consistency. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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440 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

There are fewer details included in the project 
description than in the previously finalized AIR/EISg.  
EAO recognizes that some engineering details may 
not yet have been finalized and some flexibility is 
needed. However, EAO requires additional details 
about the current planned general arrangement (as a 
range of options where necessary) with clear caveats 
that such details may change through the assessment.  
Further, details about the location and scale of the 
proposed project components should be updated and 
included - for example, distance of TSF away from 
open pit (p. 3 of preface and p. 26 of section 3) and 
scale of stockpiles (p. 3 of preface).

Environment - General Yes No
Additional detail has been added to the General 
Arrangement and description. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

441 BC EAO 30-Sep-14
Please ensure you provide a clear overview in maps 
and text information about access to the mine

Environment - General Yes No
Additional detail has been added to the General 
Arrangement and description. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

442 BC EAO 30-Sep-14
Please ensure you provide the most current 
information available as to the relationship between 
the Kinder Morgan Pipeline and the mine

Environment - General Yes No Additional detail has been added to the document.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

443 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Preface - Development of AIR/EIS Guidelines (p. 6): 
o Last paragraph of this section - reword to “this 
resulted in changes to the Project’s General 
Arrangement (GA) that the Proponent felt would 
address some of the concerns raised in earlier 
consultation processes.”
o Last paragraph of this section – remove the word 
“minor”.
o Last paragraph of this section – delete last sentence 
starting with “these design changes…”. 

Environment - General Preface Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

444 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:
o P. 11 - in two places, the words “with updates as 
available” have been added.  Clarify whether you 
mean updates would be provided in advance of the 
Application or up-to-date information would be 
included in the Application?  Reword accordingly. 

Environment - General 3 Yes No The phrases have been re-worded. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

445 BC EAO 30-Sep-14
Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:
o P. 14 – clarify why “if required” was added to the 
first paragraph.

Environment - General 3 Yes No

If required' was added to refer to the fact that borrow 
sources may not been required for the Project. To 
improve clarity, this has been removed with the 
understanding that assessment will not be conducted on 
borrow sources if they are not proposed. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

446 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:

o P. 14 – clarify why “geochemical” was replaced with 
“water quality” in bullet (b).

Environment - General 3 No No
The geochemical characterization forms the basis for 
developing source terms, which are an input to the 
water quality model. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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447 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:

o P. 14 – clarify why “concentrate” was removed from 
bullet (c).

Environment - General 3 No No

Concentrate will be stored indoors before being loaded 
onto trucks and transported off site. Water from the 
concentrate will not form part of the water balance in 
terms of potential flow path to the environment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

448 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:

o P. 16 – clarify why angle of bench face was removed 
and replaced with “as per design sector” – what does 
that mean?

Environment - General 3 Yes No
The bench face angle is dependent on geotechnical 
conditions, which can differ depending on the area of 
the pit. Text has been revised to clarify. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

449 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:

o P. 16 – typo in second to last paragraph on page – 
“Blast-hole drilling in will be performed…” 

Environment - General 3 Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

450 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 3 – Detailed Project Description:

o P. 32 – clarify why several bullets have been 
removed from the list in section 3.11 that describes 
what will be included in the Application/EIS.

Environment - General 3 Yes No
The bullets have been simplifed to remove redundancy. 
There is no intention to remove requirements. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

451 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 4 – Assessment Process
o P. 40 – in section 4.3, reword first bullet in list to 
“…in the Section 11 Order and/or any Section 13 
Order…” 

Environment - General 4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

452 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 6.4 – Surface Water Quantity
o P. 66 – clarify why extreme events were removed 
from the last paragraph of this section. While EAO is 
not the expert in this area, this language was carefully 
developed by the Working Group members 
responsible. Please do not change this as it does not 
appear to have any relation to the change in mine 
design.

Surface water quantity 6.4 No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

453 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 6.10 – Grasslands
o P. 87 – The change in Grasslands VC to be about 
“rare and sensitive grassland communities” is not 
related to the change in the design.  Please change 
this back to the original format

Grasslands 6.10 No No VC has been updated accordingly.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

454 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Section 9.1 – Heritage Sites and Objects
o P. 143 – as noted above, Heritage Sites and Objects 
are to be set out as they were originally

Heritage - general 9.1 No No
The proposed revision to combine Heritage Sites and 
Heritage Objects has been reverted to the previously 
approved text.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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455 BC EAO 30-Sep-14

Part C
o P. 171 – EAO’s guidance document to proponents 
on FN consultation has been updated – reference 
most recent (2013) version. EAO will be providing 
First Nations an opportunity to comment on the 
revised AIR through the end of the Public Comment 
Period. During this time, EAO will also review carefully 
the updated FN consultation guidance and may 
provide supplementary information to ensure the 
current legal and policy context for First Nations 
consultation is considered and adequately addressed 
for your Application

Aboriginal - Part C Part C No No
Guidance information in the text has been updated. 
Potential for supplementary information acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

456
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 2, WPCIB has requested the AIR/EIS 
Guidelines be revised to include WPBIC as an 
Aboriginal group whose interests may be affected by 
the Project. Where Part C of the AIR/EIS Guidelines 
lists Aboriginal groups potentially affected by the 
Project, please add WPCIB under the "Additional 
Aboriginal groups identified by the Agency" heading 
throughout Part C. The Application/EIS will need to 
include ithe information outlined in Part C for the 
WPCIB, as well as teh otehr groups identified for the 
purposes of the EA.

Aboriginal - Part C Part C No No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

457
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 5, WPCIB highlights theimportance of 
assessing the potential adverse impacts of the Proejct 
on asserted Aboriginal rights and intersts. The Agency 
notes that sections 13 and 14 of the draft revised 
AIR/EIS Guidelines considers potential adverse 
imparcts to Aboriginal rights and interests, andt hat 
the informationr equired in the Application /EIS by 
these sections is already sufficient to fulfill the 
requirements for a comprehensive study undr the 
former Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (the 
former Act).

Aboriginal - Part C 13; 14 No yes Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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458
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

Under comment 27, WPCIB requests that the 
dvelopment of the Galaxy deposit and potential ore 
bodies in the vicinity of the Ajax deposit be included 
as "reasonably foreseeable" projects in the 
cumulative effects assessment. As noted in the draft 
revised AIR/EIS Guidelines, the cumulative effects 
assessment in the Application/EIS will be consistent 
with the Agency's guidance documents listed in 
Section 5.1.6. The development of the Galaxy deposit 
and potential ore bodies in the vicinity of the Ajax 
depoist would be considered "hypotheical projects" 
under the Operationasl Policy Statement Addressing 
Cumulative Environmental Effects under the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act (updated November 
2007). The Agency does not require the consideration 
of hypothetical projects as part of the cumulative 
effects assessment.

Environment - General 5.1.6 No No Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

459
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

in comment 41, WPCIB provides a number of 
comments relating to the assessment of economic 
effects of the project. The assessment of 
"environmental effects" under the former Act 
includes the effect of any change to the environment 
on health and socio-economic conditins and on the 
current use of lands and resources for traditional 
purposes by Aboriginal persons. As noted in Section 
17.1 of the revised AIR/EIS Guidelines, the 
Application/EIS will include an assessment of 
"environmental effects" as defined under the former 
Act.

Aboriginal - Part C No yes Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

460
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

in comment 65, WPCIB is concerned with the 
accuracy of the following statement from the Preface 
to the draft revised AIR/EIS Guidelines: "These design 
changes do no affect the scope of the proposed 
Project or the requirements of the environmental 
assessment process." The Agency was also intending 
to comment on this statemen, which is incorrect. The 
AIR/EIS Guidelines are being revised to reflect the 
changes to the design of the Project, including the 
geographic extent of project compoentnts (scope of 
project) and the studies required as part of the 
environmental assessment (scope of assessment). The 
revision of the AIR/EIS Guidelines themselves is also a 
change to the environmental assessment process. 
Please correct or remove this sentence from the 
revised AIR/EIS GUidelines.

Environment - General Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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461
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 2 and 18, SSN recommends Goose Lake 
be assessed separately as a supporting topic in a 
similar manner to Jacko Lake. SSN further requests an 
assessment of SSN's use of Goose Lake and the 
surrounding ecosystem for hunting. Please add Goose 
Lake to the revised AIR/EIS Guidelines as a supporting 
topic, or provide rationale for why this addition is not 
required

Aboriginal - Part C Yes No

Potential effects to VCs in relation to use of the area 
around Goose Lake will be fully addressed in the 
Application/EIS and therefore will be assessed to the 
same extent as Jacko Lake. This includes assessment for 
outdoor recreation and traditional uses. However, based 
on information collected to date, Goose Lake does not 
have the same broad-scale level of interest/use as Jacko 
Lake, and thus does not warrant summarization as a 
"Supporting Topic". 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. Refer to 
SSN issues resolution tracking 
table and correspondence on 
EAO's website for further 
details on the resolution of 
these issues.  

462
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

Under comment 4, SSN recommends the 
environmental assessment include a review and 
analysis of potential fluctuations in commodity prices 
over the life of the mine. Comments 14, 15 and 16 
also outline concerns with the assessment of 
economic or socio-economic effects. The assessment 
of 'environmental effects' under the former Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act (former Act) includes 
the effect of any change to the environment on 
health and socio-economic conditions and on the 
current use of lands an resources for traditional 
purposes by Aboriginal persons. As noted in section 
17.1 of the revised AIR/EIS Guidelines, the 
Application/EIS will include an assessment of 
'environmental effects' as defined under the former 
Act.

Aboriginal - Part C No yes Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

463
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 5, SSN outlines concerns with the 
proposed tailings storage facility and the potential for 
accidents and malfunction. Section 16 of the former 
Act requires the federal environmental assessment to 
consider the environmental effects of malfunction or 
accidents that may occur in connection with the 
Project. As noted in federal comments provided 
through the Working Group, please specify in the 
AIR/EIS Guidelines the requirement to assess the 
environmental effects of accidents and malfunctions, 
including potential failure of the tailings storage 
facility, in the Application /EIS.

Aboriginal - Part C Yes No The AIR/EISG will be revised to reflect this comment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

464
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

Under comment 6 and in other comments, SSN 
recommends a number of Valued Components (VCs) 
for inclusion in the revised AIR /EIS Guidelines. In 
responding to this comment, please note where VCs 
have been added to the revised AIR/EIS Guidelines, or 
provide a rationale for the exclusion of any VCs 
recommended by Aboriginal groups.

Aboriginal - Part C No yes

No additional VCs have been proposed as there is no 
evidence from on-going studies that any additional VCs 
beyond those established during previous discussions 
would be potentially affected by the Project. As outlined 
in Section 5 of the AIR/EISG, the Application/EIS will 
provide further rationalization for the selection of VCs. 
See also response to comment 91.    

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. Refer to 
SSN issues resolution tracking 
table and correspondence on 
EAO's website for further 
details on the resolution of 
these issues.  
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465
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 20, SSN recommends its Cultural 
Heritage Study be incorporated in the AIR/EIS 
Guidelines. The Agency encourages the proponent to 
work with the SSN to consider the Cultural Heritage 
Study as par of the assessment of 'environmental 
effect' in the Application / EIS, including the effects of 
changes to the environment on physical and cultural 
heritage.

Aboriginal - Part C No yes
KAM is committed to incorporating all portions of the 
Cultural Heritage Study report made available to it in the 
applicable sections of the Application/EIS. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

466
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 21, SSN is concerned that the cumulative 
impact of the New Afton mine is not considered in relation 
to air quality. The Agency required that the proponent 
provide a cumulative effects assessment in accordance 
with the  Agency's Operational Policy  Statement 
Addressing Cumulative Environmental Effects under the 
CEAA (updated November 2007). Under Section 5.1.6.1 of 
the draft revised AIR / EIS Guidelines, the Knew Gold mine 
is included in the list of other projects and activities that 
have been identified for consideration in the cumulative 
effects assessment. Please specify that the New Gold mine 
is the same as the New Afton mine in the AIR / EIS 
Guidelines. According to Section 10.1.6 of the draft revised 
AIR / EIS Guidelines, 'The cumulative effects assessment for 
air quality will consider existing industrial, commercial and 
residential activities in the region. Existing activities that 
may contribute to background PM in the Kamloops area 
near the projects site will be assessed as per Section 5. The 
cumulative effects assessment for air quality will need to 
include residual effects to air quality for all contaminants 
identified in the AIR / EIS Guidelines, and not only 
particulate matter. The Agency expects that the New Afton 
mine will be included in the cumulative effects assessment 
for air quality; please provide a rational in the AIR / EIS 
Guidelines if this is not the case.

Aboriginal - Part C No No

Section 5.1.6.1 updated to clarify that the "New Gold 
Mine" is the same as the "New Afton Mine"
The New Afton Mine will be considered as part of the 
effects assessment for air quality, as it forms part of the 
baseline condition for the Project. Where approrpiate, it 
will also be considered in a cumulative effects 
assessment.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

467
Canadian 
Environmental 
Assessment Agency

8-Oct-14

In comment 22, SSN Requests that information 
relating to SSN's traditional use be provided to SSN 
for review prior to inclusion in the Application /EIS. 
The Agency's letter of June 9, 2014, to KGHM Ajax 
Mining Inc. requires that the proponent provide 
Aboriginal groups with an opportunity to review 
information relating to their current use of lands and 
resources for traditional purposes, and that the 
Application / EIS include a summary of any comments 
provided by Aboriginal groups in relation to the 
information provided.

Aboriginal - Part C No yes Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

468

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

19-Dec-14

In section 10.1.2 on background concentrations, it is 
stated that the NAPS station is in Brocklehurst. The 
NAPS station had to be moved last year and is now 
located at the Federal station downtown. Previously, 
this was a satellite station measuring TRS, SO2 and 
PM2.5 only. Background air quality levels will be 
based on all available measurements from the 
airshed, not just the decommissioned Brocklehurst 
station.
Indeed, this is implied in the last sentence of the 
paragraph regarding data from additional stations in 
the airshed.

Air quality No No Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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469

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

19-Dec-14

The comments regarding air quality fall into three 
groups: those from Sarah Hansen on behalf of SSN, 
those from Chief Michael LeBourdais of Whispering 
Pines, and those from Health Canada. As far as I can 
tell, all the comments in the first two groups have 
been, or are being, dealt with adequately.

Air quality No No Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

470

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

19-Dec-14

In the case of the Health Canada Comments, many of 
them actually deal with the use of output from the 
dispersion modelling studies in the health effects 
analysis. As a meteorologist I am not qualified to 
comment on the use of the models used in the 
HHERA.

Air quality No No Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

471

Ministry of 
Environment, 
Environmental 
protection Division

19-Dec-14

The issue that seems to be of importance for the air 
dispersion modelling study is the HC request to 
expand the list of parameters that will be modelled. I 
note in the revised AIR I reviewed that SO2, NOx, and 
CO have now been added to the list of modelled 
gasses, and that Chromium, Tin, Vanadium and 
Uranium had been added to the list of metals 
considered in the dustfall predictions. In their 
comments HC also requested that ground level ozone 
be included in the parameters modelled. Over the 
past years I have argued that, given the relatively 
small production of ozone precursors from the mine 
relative to Kamloops, and the small size of the domain 
of interest, that an increase in ozone levels in the 
airshed is very unlikely.  The draft detailed dispersion 
modelling plan for the Ajax proposal is now under 
review, Health Canada is one of the groups involved 
in the review. I believe the question of whether ozone 
should be included in the modelling will be fully 
addressed through that review process.

Air quality No No Acknowledged. 

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and the 
Proponent's response. The 
inclusion of ozone in the air 
quality modelling was 
thoroughly discussed by MOE, 
EC, Health Canada and EAO. 
EAO recognizes the 
importance of considering all 
relevant and reasonable 
information to support a 
meaningful assessment of the 
potential air quality and 
human health effects, 
however, that there are 
substantial limitations and 
technical difficulties associated 
with ozone modelling, 
including large, and possibly 
unacceptable, uncertainties 
associated with the results and 
a lack of monitoring stations to 
validate the results of ozone 
modelling. 

472
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

19-Dec-14

Section 3.7:  The proponent has committed to 
including “results from the on-going geotechnical 
investigation and stability assessment” in the design.  
In a previous revision, the proponent changed from 
“feasibility level” geotechnical investigation and 
stability assessment to an unspecified “ongoing” level.  
He advises EAO that this AIR should include the TSF 
designs to a “Feasibility Level”, and that this design 
should be included as an Appendix to the application.  

N/A No No "feasibiliy level" has been included again.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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473
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

19-Dec-14

Section 17.4:  This section requires the proponent to  
include “A description of the alternative means of 
carrying out the Project.”  He advises additional 
clarity by adding language that ensure that this broad 
requirement will include a consideration of 
alternative methods or locations of tailings storage.  
This should not be an onerous requirement since a 
previous version of the project description included a 
dry stacked tailings storage facility.  The reasons why 
this earlier concept was abandoned should be 
explained.

N/A No No

Additional information has been added to Section 2.5 of 
the AIR to reflect the requirements for tailings 
alternatives analysis, as outlined in the March 19, 2015 
letter from the Associate Deputy Minister.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

474
Ministry of Energy & 
Mines

19-Dec-14

Section 17.6:  This section includes a commitment to 
conduct a “quantitative dam break and inundation 
study consistent with technical guidance from the 
Canadian Dam Association…”   for the TSF 
embankments.  It is George’s view that  this 
information requirement should provide an adequate 
assessment of the potential impacts of a tailings dam 
breach on the City of Kamloops.

N/A No No

AIR/EISG language has been updated to:
"Using the results of the dam break analysis, an 
assessment of the environmental effects of a 
catastrophic TSF dam failure, will be completed, 
including assessment of potential impacts to relevant 
Valued Components, and an emphasis on measures to 
protect downstream communities"

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

475
Pierce Lefebvre 
Consulting

19-Dec-14

Section 2.7 in Part A of the Application will detail 
project benefits as prescribed in the AIR/EIS 
Guidelines, including measures of the Project’s 
contribution to ‘economic growth’.  Part B of the 
Application assesses potential effects of the Project, 
focusing primarily on adverse effects. Section 7.1 in 
Part B of the AIR/EIS Guidelines describes a VC called 
‘Economic Growth’, but there is no indication that 
adverse effects on ‘Economic Growth’ are being 
contemplated.

Adverse effects on ‘economic growth’ would most 
likely relate to temporary market cycle closures, or 
the decommissioning and post-closure phases of the 
Project, or will otherwise be captured in the 
assessment of effects on the other economic VCs in 
Section 7.

If the Economic Growth VC is to focus on adverse 
effects of temporary closures or the decommissioning 
and post-closure phases of the Project, it is not clear 
how the BC Stats Input/Output model cited as the 
source of information for the assessment will inform 
the analysis.

Economic Growth No No

Acknowledged. The language in Section 7.1.4 of the 
AIR/EISG has been modified to remove reference to the 
economic model results, and to focus on identification of 
potential adverse effects.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

478

Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resource Operations, 
Resource Practices 
Branch

19-Dec-14

Jacques and I have reviewed the document and 
tracking table and they have adequately captured our 
comments/concerns re visual impact assessment. 
Thanks.

Visual Impact / Aesthetic 
Features (including Shading)

No No Acknowledged.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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479
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

19-Dec-14

• Re: Comment 64a - monitoring well locations.  The 
proponent has indicated plans to submit their 
application in April 2015. The application needs to 
include at least one year of baseline groundwater 
quality and quantity data.  If the baseline 
groundwater monitoring wells are not currently 
established, it is doubtful they will be fully prepared 
to submit their application at that time. 

Groundwater quality No No

Many wells have been established in the Project area, 
with varying lengths of data record. The Application will 
clearly outline the robustness of the baseline dataset, 
and the plan for on-going baseline data collection at 
recently installed wells.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

480
Ministry of Forests, 
Lands and Natural 
Resources Operations

19-Dec-14

• Section 6.6.4 Potential Effects of the Project and 
Proposed Mitigation – I noticed that Cherry Creek has 
been removed from this section.  It is understood that 
due to the project layout changes, the project is no 
longer located within the Cherry Creek watershed.  
However, consideration should be given to the 
potential effects of mine activities (pit-dewatering, 
changes in groundwater recharge from mine facilities, 
mine water management, water diversion facilities, 
etc) on groundwater divide locations.  Has the 
proponent considered the possibility that the 
groundwater divide location may be altered as a 
result of mine activities in a manner that could affect 
groundwater quantity in the Cherry Creek watershed?

Groundwater quantity No No

The Cherry Creek watershed is within the groundwater 
modelling domain. If the results of the groundwater 
modelling suggest a change in groundwater divide as a 
result of the project, this will discussed in the 
Application, and study areas will be revised as necessary.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

493 Environment Canada 17-Dec-14

The revised EISG relies on generic text stating that 
baseline water quality conditions will be quantified 
within "the proposed mine footprint, up-gradient, 
and down-gradient of the proposed facilities". Specific 
references to Peterson Creek and Cherry Creek have 
been deleted from the previous draft, and Goose Lake 
is not mentioned. This is likely sufficient for the EISG 
stage if the proponent understands that it should be 
conducting baseline work and reporting baseline 
conditions for all these watersheds. Also, monitoring 
locations are to be shown on Figure 6.3-1, but that 
figure is not presented in the EISG.

Surface water quality No No

Plans for assessment of the Peterson Creek Watershed 
remain unchanged from the previously approved 
AIR/EISG.
Revised language was provided in Section 6.3.4 of the 
AIR/EISG to clearly describe how Cherry Creek 
watershed is addressed.  

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

494 Environment Canada 17-Dec-14

Section 3.17 Project Supplies and Concentrate 
Transport Corridor (page 38): Please consider 
expanding "Traffic safety plan" to also include spill 
contingency plans.

N/A No No
Bullet has been updated to "Traffic safety and spill 
contingency planning"

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

Comments #481-492 (SSN) - These comments from the Stk'emlúpsemc te Secwepemc Nation (SSN) have been managed and responded to separately. Refer to EAO's website for details. 
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495 Environment Canada 17-Dec-14

Section 17.6 Accidents and Malfunctions:
- regarding "Describe the measures to decrease the 
likelihood or to mitigate for accidents and 
malfunctions…" please consider revising this 
statement by replacing "or" with "and" and by 
replacing "mitigate" with "prevent, prepare for, and 
respond to" (page 196)
- Regarding: "Accidents or malfunctions (including 
evaluation of worst case scenarios)", please consider 
adding "... for each incident type" after "scenarios" 
(page 197)
- regarding: "motor vehicle accidents" please consider 
adding ".../transportation accidents" (page 197)

N/A No No Revisions have been made as suggested.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

496 Environment Canada 17-Dec-14

Section 11.2 Environmental Management and 
Monitoring Plans (page 182), please consider adding 
the following plans:
- Explosives Management Plan;
- Hazardous Materials Management Plan (including 
transportation and spill response components);
- Spill Contingency Plan;
- and Emergency Communications Plan.
Ideally the Contaminated Sites Management Plan 
and/or the Accidents and Malfunctions Plan should 
include spill remediation and long term monitoring 
plan components.
"Transportation Management Plan" (page 183) 
should ideally include a spill contingency plan 
component, and contractor Transportation 
Management Plans should also be detailed to meet 
the same criteria.

N/A No No

Explosives Management and Spill Contingency plans will 
be added.
Hazardous Materials will be addressed through plans 
already listed in the AIR/EISG (e.g., Construction Waste 
Mgmt, Solid Wast Mgmt, Hazardous Waste Mgmt)
Emergency Communication will be addressed in the 
Emergency Response Plan, which is already listed in the 
AIR/EISG.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

497 City of Kamloops 22-Dec-14

Cumulative Effects Assessment of Additional Minerals 
Rights
To ensure that any incremental development or 
expansion of the project beyond those set forth in the 
proponent’s current project design is properly 
addressed, the City requests that the non project 
mineral deposits that the proponent owns near or 
within the City boundaries (i.e. Rainbow, Ajax North, 
Crescent, Tia Madra, Iron Mask) be assessed for 
cumulative effects in conjunction with the
project review. At stake for the City in this matter of 
future mineral development is the potential
impact to the residential development area 
designated in the Kamloops Official Community Plan 
and Aberdeen Community Plans, including but not 
limited to potential impacts to development of these 
areas beyond the current proposed lifespan of the 
project.

N/A No
Please see comment 458 from CEAA, which addresses 
this topic.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 
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498 City of Kamloops 22-Dec-14

Surface Hydrology and Groundwater Effects Study 
Areas
Given the significant issue of slope stability in the 
Aberdeen neighbourhood, it would appear that the 
Local Study Areas outlined for the Surface Hydrology 
and Groundwater assessments (Figures 6.4 1 and 6.5 
1, respectively) are insufficient to adequately assess 
the potential impacts of the project on this sensitive 
area of the City.
The City’s understanding is that the boundaries need 
to be far enough away from the area being assessed 
that it does not lock the result (i.e., if a constant head 
boundary were placed close to an area being 
evaluated it would probably make the model 
insensitive to any changes). As the City is quite 
concerned about the area along Hugh Allan Drive, 
shouldn’t the Local Study Area boundaries be quite a 
bit further away?

The Aberdeen neighbourhood is within the groundwater 
modelling domain. The southern limit of the 
neighbourhood  that is closest to the mine is included in 
the LSA.

As outlined in 6.6.4 of the AIR, potential effects to 
"changes to piezometric levels in the Aberdeen Hills 
area" are being assessed.

EAO has reviewed the 
comments and considers the 
Proponent's response 
adequate. 

Comments #499-510 (Whispering Pines/Clinton Indian Band) are being considered by the Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency.
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Topic Key Government 
Issue/Concern/Comment 

Stakeholder Manner Raised KAM Response Status of Resolution 

Tailings Storage Facility • Concerns regarding the former 
tailings storage facility location 
and methodology, in particular 
with respect to the proximity of a 
large and unproven (at planned 
production rates) dry tailings 
facility next to the Coquihalla 
Highway and its visual impacts.  

 
 
 

 

• MEM 
• MoTI, 
• City of 

Kamloo
ps 
(COK)  

• Meetings 
• Formal 

Working 
Group 
Comment 

On May 29, 2014, KAM announced the Ajax South General Arrangement (GA), which outlined an 
optimized Project design intended to address many of the concerns raised in earlier cconsultation 
processes. Key changes to the Project included: 

• relocating the Tailings Storage Facility more than five kilometres southeast, away from the 
Coquihalla Highway and farther from City neighborhoods; 

• re-designing the Tailing Storage Facility from a dry stack to a conventional tailings storage 
facility; 

• re-designing the Project to avoid impacts to Inks Lake, initially proposed to be used as a TSF 
seepage pond. The lake, though on private property, serves as a recreational destination for some 
community members. On account of the redesign, users, wildlife and the ecosystem will not be 
impacted by mine operations. 

 

• KAM presented an overview of the proposed project 
redesigns to the Project Working Group on June 23, 
2014 in Kamloops and responded to any questions. A 
site tour was also coordinated to provide regulatory 
members an opportunity to tour sections of the 
newly proposed Ajax South footprint.    

• The results of the technical studies will be presented 
in the Application/EIS under the Alternative Means 
of Undertaking the Project, Section 2.4. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 • Pursuant the Mt. Polley TSF 
breach, KAM received 
significant inquiry regarding its 
TSF design. Further, KAM 
received a directives letter form 
EAO on March 19, 2014 outlining 
submission requirements to 
address elements of the 
Independent Panel Report’s 
findings.  

• MEM 
• MOE 
• EAO 
• CEAA 

• Letter 
• Meeting 

• Following the Panel Report’s release, KAM immediately commenced assessment and evaluation 
of the proposed facility, informed by the aforementioned report’s recommendations, to ensure 
appropriate design review.  

• KAM has undertaken an alternatives assessment to ensure that the best available tailings 
management technology for the Ajax Project (site specific) was chosen. Informed by the 
assessment’s findings, KAM has modified its tailings management designs from a conventional 
unthickened buttresses design (32% solids) to a conventional thickened buttressed facility (60%) 
solids. This evolution in design reduces the expected water consumption requirement for the 
operation, will assist with dust mitigation on account of biodegradable binding agents added to 
the tailings (thickening polymer) and will also reduce the overall size of the facility.  

• KAM has also performed an inundation study for the proposed TSF.    

• KAM presented the preliminary findings and 
outcomes of the TSF Alternatives Assessment to 
EAO, CEAA, and MEM staff at a meeting on May 29, 
2015.  

• KAM presented a high-level overview to the Project 
Working Group on July 7-9, 2015 in Kamloops and 
responded to any questions. Consultants were 
available in person to discuss specifics about the 
assessment and preliminary inundation study 
results.  

• The results of the technical studies will be presented 
in the Application/EIS under the Alternative Means 
of Undertaking the Project, Section 2.4 as well as 
under the Accidents or Malfunctions Section 17.4. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Tournament Capital of 
Canada Brand 

• Potential impact to the 
Tournament Capital of Canada 
(TCC) brand, adopted by the 
City some years ago under the 
Kamplan. Of specific note were 
the visual impacts of facilities 
(former Project Design) and the 
potential implications to the 
brand itself given project 
pressures and proximity to the 
mining operation. 

• COK  •  • In 2013/2014 KAM undertook a Project redesign which was in part informed by the COK’s 
concerns relating to the potential visual impacts of the project on the City and the TCC brand. The 
visual impacts of the Project, particularly from the COK and major transportation corridors, have 
been reduced on account of the reconfiguration.    

• Under the Social VCs Pillar of the Application/EIS KAM acknowledges this concern. KAM, in 
pursuant discussions with COK personnel have identified components of potential impact that 
will be described in further detail under the Infrastructure, Public Facilities and Services VC, 
Section 8.1.  

• Particular concern was raised around the potential impacts to temporary accommodation 
availability, in particular during the summer, during KAM’s expected influx of a temporary work 
force during project construction. KAM has discussed this with the City and will present potential 
mitigations in the Application/EIS.  

• Consistent engagement on this matter has been 
undertaken with the COK, particularly through 
infrastructure discussions, but also relating to Social 
VCs.  

• Further discussion will be presented in the 
Application/EIS under the Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities, and Services VC, Section 8.1. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 

Accidents and Malfunctions • Pursuant the Mt. Polley TSF 
breach, the Federal regulatory 

• CEAA 
• NRCAN 

• Meetings 
• Letter 

• KAM worked with the Agency to include all revisions into the updated EIS Guidelines document 
and have ensured that those information and assessment requirements will be satisfied in the 

• Resolved. Specifics will be provided in the 
Application/EIS, under the Accidents or Malfunctions 
Section 17.4. 

                                                           
Note: This table does not include comments made / recorded during formal Working Group commenting periods. Working Group comment tracking tables are available on BC EAO’s website and are also provided as an appendix.  
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group, coordinated through 
CEAA, directed revisions to the 
Accidents and Malfunctions 
section of the EIS Guideline 
while the document was 
undergoing revision.  

• EC EIS/Application. 
• Accidents and Malfunctions are assessed in Section 17.6 of the Application/EIS. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS.  
 

Project Access and 
Infrastructure  

• Concerns related to proposed 
project access, originally proposed 
via Lac le Jeune Road via the 
Copperhead interchange.  

• Potential inadequacies of the 
existing road network for expected 
traffic volumes and load types. 

• COK 
• MoTI 

• Meeting 
• Comment 

• During the Ajax Project redesign process (2013/2014) KAM sought to identify an appropriate site 
access alternative mindful of regulatory considerations.  

• KAM explored alternatives, leading to the development of the current project access proposal, 
which will route all site traffic through an upgraded and reconfigured Inks Lake interchange. 

• KAM also developed eight alternatives for discussion and deliberation with government staff, 
and regulatory input was critical to the establishment of the preferred site access detailed in the 
Application/EIS. 

• Potential effects on transportation and traffic are assessed in Section 8.1 Infrastructure, Public 
Facilities and Services of the Application/EIS.  

• Project activities are expected to affect flow of traffic through some interchanges while overall, the 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA, Opus International 2015) concludes that the Project will affect 
interchange performance minimally, although some interchanges have pre-existing low level of 
service. The effect is expected to be not significant (minor).  

• This residual effect is expected to interact with construction of the Trans Mountain Expansion 
Project (TMEP). Currently, Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC (TMPL) is devising its logistics plans, 
which makes it difficult to determine the cumulative effects, although interaction is anticipated. 

• Mine Access design changes have been presented to 
Working Group members at the June 23, 2014 and 
July 7-9, 2015 formal working group meetings.  

• KAM has engaged with MoTI and CoK staff over the 
past 18 months on the design development and the 
Traffic Impact Assessment.  

• Although the initial findings have been shared with 
both CoK and MoTI staff, Technical findings and 
results will be presented in the Application/EIS under 
the Infrastructure, Public Facilities, and Services VC, 
Section 8.1.  

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Air Quality • Concerns raised regarding potential 
air quality and dust effects 
attributable to mine on the 
surrounding areas; 
 
 

• Ministry of 
Forest, 
Lands and 
Natural 
Resource 
Operations 
(MFLNRO) 
 
 

• Meeting 
 

• KAM has changed the General Arrangement (GA) moving significant Mine Rock Storage Facilities 
further away from the community and intends to implement further measures to address air quality 
and dust concerns. 

• Potential effects of the Project on dustfall and changes in air quality have been modelled in 
accordance with a detailed Dispersion Modelling Plan approved by the BC Ministry of Environment. 
Details of the assessment of air quality are presented in Section 10.1 of the Application/EIS. 

• The air quality modelling takes into account varying atmospheric conditions, prevailing winds, and 
proximity to the City of Kamloops. A three-dimensional CALMET wind field was used to drive the 
CALPUFF model. The CALMET data are based on surface measurements at four locations in the 
airshed, plus appropriate upper air data and prognostic meteorological data and was developed by 
the Ministry.  

• A base case model was developed and considers existing land based transportation emissions sources 
and existing non-point sources within the Kamloops airshed. Industrial emissions, including those of 
existing sources, are considered in the dispersion modelling assessment. The effects assessments also 
consider linkages between effects related to one VC and potential for effects on other VCs (e.g. air 
quality effects on country foods or surface water). 

• Project-specific meteorology and dust fall stations have been established, and data collection is on-
going. Results from these stations will be augmented with long-term regional data to derive 
appropriate estimates of weather conditions. 

• Potential effects on human health are assessed in Section 10.4 of the Application/EIS. The assessment 
considers all potential exposure pathways (including air, drinking water and country foods such as 
wild meat, vegetation, fish and traditional medicines), for human receptors for Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal people for all age groups and consider sensitive members of the population (young 
children, the elderly, pregnant women, etc.).  

• KAM will be required to meet requirements related to air quality in the waste discharge permit 

• Engagement with relevant Working Group members 
has led to the design of the Air Quality Assessment, 
most significantly was the multi-party meeting in 
Kamloops on November 26, 2014 with 
representatives from EAO, CEAA, MEM, IHA, COK, 
TNRD. 

• KAM’s Dispersion Modelling Plan approved by the 
BC Ministry of Environment in 2014.  

• Application results were presented at the July 7-9, 
2015 Working Group Meetings; a specific Air Quality 
Sub working group, as part of the Health Sub-
working group session, was also presented by lead 
consultants from Stantec.  

• The results of the technical studies will be presented 
in the Application/EIS under the Air Quality VC, 
Section 10.1. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

• The mine will have prevailing winds 
flowing over rock piles and into the 
city – concern raised what those 
impacts will have to air shed from 
the dust. 

• COK • Letter 
• Meeting 
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issued by the BC Ministry of Environment (BC MOE). KAM will implement an Air Quality 
Monitoring and Dust Control Plan, including measures to mitigate fugitive dust. 

In particular, dust will be minimized by: 
• covering crushed ore stock piles and conveyors,  
• paving the main access road, and 
• employing best-available dust suppressant technology, including watering and organic binding 

agents, vacuum collection systems, and covered structures; 
• Progressive reclamation of facilities, where practicable and appropriate.   

Emissions will be minimized by: 
• reducing haul distances as a result of condensed footprint, and 
• using the latest in EPA-approved diesel engine technology.  

 
KAM will also implement a Mine Closure and Reclamation Plan as presented in Section 3.17 of the 
Application/EIS. 

• The TSF surface will be reclaimed with a dry cover system designed to ‘store and release’ water, 
limit infiltration to underlying waste materials and provide a medium for establishing 
sustainable vegetation cover consistent with the final land use. The TSF cover system includes a 
low-permeability layer and overlying growth medium layer. 

• Environmental monitoring plans will be developed to inform the environmental management 
system and to support progressive reclamation during mining and closure at the end of mine 
life. 

Noise • Concern regarding the need for a 
buffer between the mine and the 
communities of Aberdeen and 
Knutsford to reduce noise, light and 
aesthetic impacts, and the possibility 
of a physical barrier (wall, berm, 
etc.) being placed between the mine 
and surrounding neighborhoods to 
reduce the noise, light and aesthetic 
impacts. 

• COK • Letter 
• Meeting 

• On May 29, 2014, KAM announced the Ajax South General Arrangement (GA), which outlined an 
optimized Project design intended to address many of the concerns raised in earlier consultation 
processes. Mine facilities such as the TSF and waste rock dumps were moved further to the south and 
away from the community of Kamloops.  

• Section 10.5 of the Application/EIS identifies and evaluates potential effects of the Project on noise 
and vibration levels and proposes mitigation measures for the construction and operational phases of 
the Project. 

• Noise baseline studies were conducted in 2012 and 2014 to quantify the baseline sound levels at 
selected locations within the Project Regional Study Area through field measurements. The baseline 
monitoring program included six locations that represented different areas.   Two of the locations 
were in a rural area. Two locations were near the Aberdeen development boundary, representative of 
a transition area between rural and suburban environments. The final two locations were within the 
suburban residential community of Aberdeen. 

• During both the construction and operations phases the predicted noise modelling results for the 
average noise levels at the nearest in the Aberdeen community are homes are below baseline levels 
while predicted average noise levels at all residential locations are below the annoyance guideline 
levels. 

Potential noise effects will be mitigated by Project design achieved by reducing the noise emission to 
receptor by increasing buffer distance, reducing equipment usage, and the use of enclosures.  
Proposed mitigation measures include: 

• conveyor from crusher to plant will be installed inside a gallery to reduce noise emission; 
• coarse ore stockpile enclosure will provide noise attenuation for equipment activities; 
• enclose heavy equipment such as mills, secondary crusher, compressors, pumps, and motors will 

be located inside buildings; 
• design roads to minimize haul distances; 
• use large trucks for ore and waste transport to minimize the number of trips required between 

• Preliminary findings were presented to relevant working 
group members, including COK personnel, at a meeting 
at KAM’s office on October 28, 2014.  

• Results were also presented to all working group 
members at the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. 

• The results of the technical studies will be presented in 
the Application/EIS under the Noise and Vibration VC, 
Section 10.5.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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the source and destination; 
• ensure that the mobile equipment is equipped with the manufacturer-recommended exhaust 

mufflers; and 
• location of plant facilities further from the City of Kamloops boundary. 

 
• Section 10.4.7 states noise effects from the Construction and Operation phases of the Project are 

predicted to comply with the BC OGC noise guideline, WHO and Health Canada noise guidance. The 
noise effect during the Closure and Reclamation phase is expected to be lower than that for the 
Construction and Operation  phases. 

• KAM will also implement a Noise Management Plan. 
Visual Aesthetics / 
Aesthetic Features  

• Concern regarding the need for a 
buffer between the mine and the 
communities of Aberdeen and 
Knutsford to reduce noise, light and 
aesthetic impacts, and the possibility 
of a physical barrier (wall, berm, 
etc.) being placed between the mine 
and surrounding neighborhoods to 
reduce the noise, light and aesthetic 
impacts. 

• COK • Letter • On May 29, 2014, KAM announced the Ajax South General Arrangement (GA), which outlined an 
optimized Project design intended to address many of the concerns raised in earlier consultation 
processes. Mine facilities such as the TSF, and waste rock dumps were moved further to the south 
removing many of the aesthetic impacts from the City and major transportation corridors.  

• Section 8.4 of the Application/EIS presents the assessment of potential Visual Impact and Aesthetic 
Features effects.  In the assessment, the Construction and Decommissioning and Closure Phases were 
assessed together with the Operations Phase, as the effects during those phases will not be 
substantially different nor greater than the effects during the Operations Phase. During these phases, 
the Project will alter the visual quality of the landscape. Mitigation measures including progressive 
re-vegetation will be applied, but residual effects on the landscape from some viewpoints will remain 
as presented in Table 8.4-13. The construction and use of the mine rock storage facilities and 
overburden and topsoil stockpiles will continue throughout the Operations Phase, and the parts of 
those Project components that are in use cannot be re-vegetated. Landscape viewing locations closer 
to the Project will be affected to a larger degree than those further away, as the Project components 
will occupy a larger portion of the view of the landscape. All Project components will be re-vegetated 
at closure which will minimize the long-term effect on visual quality during the Post-Closure phase. 
The effects assessment concludes that both the Project-specific and cumulative residual effect 
(reduction of visual quality) is predicted to be Non-Significant (Moderate). 

• KAM developed their visual impacts methodology, and viewpoint locations for assessment, through 
engagement with the COK and FLNRO.  

• In British Columbia, the Forest and Range Practices Act (2002) recognizes “scenic areas” as an element of 
the province’s resource base and establishes Visual Quality Objectives (VQOs) for those areas. The Act 
requires forest operators to set specific targets and develop strategies for addressing environmental 
priorities and objectives regarding visual quality. To that end, the BC Ministry of Forests, Lands and 
Natural Resources Operations (BC MFLNRO) has established procedures and developed tools for 
performing visual impact assessments to aid in managing visual effects of forestry activities. 
Non-forestry resource development activities are not subject to this legislation with respect to visual 
quality; however, the approach established by BC MFLNRO will be used as the framework for this 
assessment. Significant engagement with FLNRO staff was required to ensure the proper application of 
their methodology and to identify any additional locations for assessment.  

• Under the Social VCs Pillar of the Application/EIS KAM acknowledges this concern. KAM, in 
pursuant discussions with COK personnel have identified components of potential impact that will 
be described in further detail under the Infrastructure, Public Facilities and Services VC.  

• A 3D Interactive Digital model, created with a local Kamloops company, integrated the proposed 
project design into a google earth platform. This model was presented to COK staff and councilors on 
May 13, 2013 for beta testing and feedback. Additional waypoint/viewpoints were added following 
the meeting. The model provides the public an opportunity to visualize the project at their respective 
computers; the model remains updated and demonstrates various stages of mine development 

• KAM has engaged with COK, particularly through 
infrastructure discussions, but also relating to Social 
VCs and cited Community interest. 

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under the Visual 
Impact/Aesthetic Features VC, Section 8.2. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS.in the Application/EIS. 

• Visual impacts from various points 
within the community. Where will 

these structures be seen from? 

• COK  • Meeting 

• Visual impact of this industrial 
facility as travelers approached 
Kamloops from the south.  

• COK • Meeting  



Government Agencies Issues Tracking Tables 
 

KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. Ajax Project | Page 5 

Topic Key Government 
Issue/Concern/Comment 

Stakeholder Manner Raised KAM Response Status of Resolution 

5,10,15,23 and post-reclamation. Users can orient themselves from a chosen location to determine 
what, if any, visual impact there might be from that site.  

 

Dark Sky • Concern regarding light pollution 
being a health concern for residents 
near the Project.  

• Interior 
Health 
Authority 

• Meeting • On May 29, 2014, KAM announced the Ajax South General Arrangement (GA), which outlined an 
optimized Project design intended to address many of the concerns raised in earlier consultation 
processes. Mine facilities such as the TSF, and waste rock dumps were moved further to the south 
and further away from the City of Kamloops.  

• KAM has also sought to identify technologies and operational practices that will diminish the 
potential for light pollution including: using LED lighting, light shielding, and employing timers, 
motion sensors and dimmers.  These have been determine highly effective mitigations in similar 
operations.   

• Section 8.2 of the Application/EIS presents the effects assessment on the Dark Sky Valued 
Component. 

 
 

 

 
• Technical information and further discussion will be 

presented in the Application/EIS under the Dark Sky 
VC, Section 8.2.  

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 

• Concern regarding the need for a 
buffer between the mine and the 
communities of Aberdeen and 
Knutsford to reduce noise, light and 
aesthetic impacts, and the possibility 
of a physical barrier (wall, berm, 
etc.) being placed between the mine 
and surrounding neighborhoods to 
reduce the noise, light and aesthetic 
impacts. 

• COK • Letter 

Groundwater • Concerns raised regarding potential 
effects of the tailings storage facility 
on groundwater and any effects on 
slope stability issues on surrounding 
areas (including Aberdeen). 

• COK • Letter 
• Water  

• KAM has undertaken discussions with the COK in order to better understand their existing de-
watering system, consisting of roughly 20 wells, in the Aberdeen area. Through those conversations it 
is understood that water volume draws are fairly low. 

• Following KAM’s groundwater study and assessment no groundwater connectivity between City of 
Kamloops development areas (Pineview and Aberdeen) has been identified.  

• Additionally, based on preliminary numerical groundwater flow and particle tracking simulations 
groundwater is not predicted to migrate across the boundary between the Cherry Creek and Peterson 
Creek watersheds.   

• Detailed results of the assessment of potential effects on groundwater quality and groundwater 
quantity are presented in Sections 6.5 and Section 6.6 of the Application/EIS. Section 10.2 of the 
Application/EIS presents the effects assessment of the Domestic Water Quality Valued Component. 

• KAM will monitor water quality on an on-going basis throughout the life of the Project and will 
implement Surface Water and Groundwater Quality Management and Monitoring Plans to ensure 
human and environmental health is accounted for through all phases of the Project development 
(Section 11). 

• Initial discussions surrounding groundwater 
connectivity as well as the preliminary 
interpretations were provided to relevant Working 
Group members at a Friday November 14, 2014 
meeting.  Members from COK, MOE, TNRD, FLNRO 
attended.  

• During the July 7-9, 2015 Working Group sessions 
KAM presented results of the groundwater 
assessments. While the high-level findings were 
presented to all working group members, KAM 
coordinated a separate session for water quantity 
and quality topics in a Water VC specific sub-
working group question and answer session.   

• Technical information and further discussion relating 
to Groundwater will be presented in the 
Application/EIS under the Groundwater Quality 
Section, 6.5 and Groundwater Quantity Section 6.6. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 
 

Slope and Geotechnical 
Stability  

• Concerns regarding the potential 
implications the project may have on 
existing slope stability issues within 
the COK North Slope communities 
of Aberdeen and Pineview.  

• COK • Meeting 
• Letter   

• Geologically, no connection between the project area and the development areas within COK exist; 
therefore, it is not expected that the project will have any implications on existing slope stability 
considerations within the COK communities of Aberdeen or Pineview. Further information regarding 
local and regional geology will be provided under the Geology, Landforms and Soils VC, Section 6.2.    

• With respect to potential vibration effects on structures, Section 10.4.7 states that the predicted air 
blast levels for all homes, industrial structures and towers were all well below the structural damage 

• Preliminary findings and interpretations were presented 
to relevant working group members, including COK 
personnel, at a meeting at KAM’s office on October 28, 
2014.  

• Noise and Vibration results were also presented to all 
working group members at the July7-9, 2015 WG 
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(133 dBL) and annoyance levels (120 dBL). The predicted air blast level at the closest residential 
structure is 112 dBL. Thus, it is also highly unlikely that any air blast can cause any cosmetic or 
structural damage for this receptor and other similar receptors at further distance.   

• Vibration levels are below the annoyance threshold levels at the all residential locations; vibrations 
levels are predicted to be below the annoyance threshold outside of 1km from the project site.  

meetings in Kamloops. 

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under the Geology, 
Landforms and Soils VC, Section 6.2 as well as the Noise 
and Vibrations VC, Section 10.5.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Blasting • Concern raised regarding short- and 
long-term effects of blasting on the 
surrounding area, including 
vibration effects. 

• The frequency and time of day of 
the blasting, as well as potential 
vibration of the neighboring houses 
is an issue; 

• COK • Letter 
• Meeting 

• The noise and vibration assessment for potential human health effects covers a broad area with a 
wide array of residential receptors ranging from urban and suburban to rural and quiet rural 
locations.  

• Section 10.5 of the Application/EIS identifies and evaluates potential effects of the Project on noise 
and vibration levels and proposes mitigation measures for all phases of the Project to minimize the 
identified effects.   

 
Noise: 
 
• Noise baseline studies were conducted in 2012 and 2014 to quantify the baseline sound levels at 

selected locations within the Project Regional Study Area through field measurements. Potential 
noise effects will be mitigated by Project design achieved by reducing the noise emission to receptor 
by increasing buffer distance, reducing equipment usage, and the use of enclosures.  Proposed 
mitigation measures include: 
• conveyor from crusher to plant will be installed inside a gallery to reduce noise emission; 
• coarse ore stockpile enclosure will provide noise attenuation for equipment activities; 
• enclose heavy equipment such as mills, secondary crusher, compressors, pumps, and motors will 

be located inside buildings; 
• design roads to minimize haul distances; 
• use large trucks for ore and waste transport to minimize the number of trips required between 

the source and destination; 
• ensure that the mobile equipment is equipped with the manufacturer-recommended exhaust 

mufflers; and 
• location of plant facilities further from the City of Kamloops boundary. 

 
• Section 10.4.7 states noise effects from the Construction and Operation phases of the Project are 

predicted to be below baseline the BC OGC noise guideline, WHO and Health Canada noise 
guidance. The noise effect during the Closure and Reclamation phase is expected to be lower than 
that for the Construction phase.  

• During both the construction and operations phases the predicted noise modelling results for the 
average noise levels at the nearest in the Aberdeen community are homes are below baseline levels 
while predicted average noise levels at all residential locations are below the annoyance guideline 
levels. 

• KAM will also implement a Noise Management Plan. 
 

Vibration: 
 
• Section 10.4.7 states that vibration effects from the Construction and Operation phases of the Project 

are predicted to comply with the USBM and DFO vibration guidelines, and will be not significant 

• Preliminary findings and interpretations were presented 
to relevant working group members at a meeting at 
KAM’s office on October 28, 2014.  

• Noise and Vibration results were also presented to all 
working group members at the July7-9, 2015 WG 
meetings in Kamloops. 

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under the Noise and 
Vibration VC, Section 10.5.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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(moderate). The vibration effect during the Closure and Reclamation phase is expected to be lower 
than that for the Construction phase. 

• With respect to potential vibration effects on structures, Section 10.4.7 states that the predicted air 
blast levels for all homes, industrial structures and towers were all well below the structural damage 
(133 dBL) and annoyance levels (120 dBL). The predicted air blast level at the closest residential 
structure is 112 dBL. Thus, it is also highly unlikely that any air blast can cause any cosmetic or 
structural damage for this receptor and other similar receptors at further distance.   

 
Proposed mitigation measures for potential vibration effects include: 

• blast designs were based on the damage threshold at the closest location (i.e. Jacko Lake) while 
other receptors are located much further away; 

• blast designs were developed to reduce annoyance effects from blast-induced air blast 
overpressure; 

• maximum explosives mass per time delay for the different blast zones (Z1, Z2, and Z3) decreases 
substantially from 1020 Kg to 68 Kg as the blasts approach Jacko Lake 

• use of lower explosives per delay in Z3 enables the blast effect to be in compliance with the DFO 
stipulation at Jacko Lake 

• hole diameter sizes, number of decks, and stemming configurations are designed for different 
zones; 

• only one hole/delay will be fired on the blast; 
• minimum time delay between holes in all blasts will not be less than 8 millisecond (ms); and 
• row time delays will be incremented from the front of the blast towards the back with 100 to 300 

ms. 
• Blast timing and frequency can be adapted and designed to address concerns potential concerns.  

 

Country Foods • With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of plant inventory 
done on Secwepemc medicinal, 
spiritual and food plants, how they 
will be impacted and if they will be 
transplanted. 

• Canadian 
Environmen
tal 
Assessment 
(CEA) 
Agency 

• E-Mail • The plant inventory on Secwepemc medicinal, spiritual and food plants was considered in the effects 
assessment of the following Valued Components: 
• Country Foods Valued Component (section 10.3 of the Application/EIS); 
• Rare Plants (Section 6.8 of the Application/EIS); and 
• Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes (Section 8.5 of the 

Application/EIS).  
• Table 6.8-10 in Section 6.8 presents the locations and range of losses of Traditional Use Plants within 

the rare plants VC Project Study Area. The highest estimated losses of Traditional Use Plants will be 
cattail (100%) and willow (57%). Willows and cattails are associated with wetland habitats. Wetlands 
were assessed in Section 6.9. Willows are associated with swamps and cattail is an indicator of 
marshes and there will be additional habitat around the Local Study Area in which these species 
could still be collected. 

• For those rare plant occurrences that cannot be avoided, transplantation of these rare plants will be 
considered based upon the guiding principles laid out in the BMP: Guidelines for Translocation of 
Plant Species at Risk in British Columbia. 

• The effects assessment of the Country Foods Valued Component states that for traditional plants and 
backyard garden produce, increases in trace metal concentrations between baseline and future cases 
are smaller than those noted animal and fish tissue and reflect the very small increases in metal 
concentrations in soil associated with the Project.  

• The baseline and future case trace metal tissue concentrations are used in conjunction with estimated 
metal concentrations in other environmental media (e.g. domestic water) to estimate human 
exposures to trance metals from multiple sources for baseline and future cases. The potential human 
health risks associated with exposures to trace metals from multiple sources are evaluated in detail in 
the Human Health Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA) and the significance of these exposures is 
evaluated in the Human Health VC (Section 10.4 of the Application/EIS).  

• Residual effects from the Project on human health are assessed to be not significant. 
 

• KAM hosted a meeting with relevant Working Group 
members on November 26, 2014, during which the 
HHERA assessment inputs, outputs and methodology, 
including Country Foods, was presented for discussion. 
Representatives from EAO, CEAA, MEM, IHA, COK, 
TNRD attended.  
 

• Human Health results were presented to all working 
group members at the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in 
Kamloops. Further exploration of findings was made 
available during the Health Sub-Working group breakout 
session on July 8, 2015.  

• Discussion surrounding the assessment and findings on 
Terrestrial ecosystems, including medicinal, spiritual and 
food plants for First Nations was better outlined during 
the Working Group session on Terrestrial topics on July 9, 
2015.  

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under Country Foods 
VC, Section 10.3 while Rare Plants, Section 6.8, and 
Cultural Use of Land and resources for Traditional 
Purposes, Section 8.5 will provide more specificity as it 
relates to First Nations concerns.  
 



Government Agencies Issues Tracking Tables 
 

KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. Ajax Project | Page 8 

Topic Key Government 
Issue/Concern/Comment 

Stakeholder Manner Raised KAM Response Status of Resolution 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Fish and Fish Habitat • Concerns regarding the initially 
proposed Fish Offsetting Plan which 
focused efforts on Jacko Lake as like 
for like offset within the watershed.  
With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of fish and fish habitat 
studies. 

 

• FLNRO 
• DFO 
• CEAA 

• Meeting 
• E-Mail 

• KAM initially focused on a proposal and model that would see offsetting measures developed for 
both Jacko Lake and Peterson Creek, as Jacko Lake had seen similar offsetting during Teck’s Ajax 
Mining operations during the 1980s and ’90s. Following further discussions, the regulatory group, 
consisting largely of personnel from FLNRO, DFO, MoE, outlined a preferred option — the 
development of a new sport fishery and wildlife ecosystem at Inks Lake.  

• Inks Lake is directly adjacent the project and offsetting at Inks Lake is consistent with Provincial 
government interests and largely aligned with DFO offsetting objectives which seeks to ensure such 
work is performed in close proximity to expected losses. Inks Lake is currently unsuitable as a fishery 
and would require significant work in order to render the ecosystem appropriate to accept the 
introduction of fish.  

• Potential effects on fish populations and fish habitat, including potential cumulative effects when 
appropriate, are assessed in Section 6.7 of the Application/EIS.  

• The effects assessments concludes  the following with respect to direct, indirect habitat loss, fish 
mortality and primary productivity: 
• The Significance of direct habitat loss of the northeast arm of Jacko Lake and the section of 

Peterson Creek within the Project footprint is anticipated to be Not Significant (minor). With the 
proposed offsetting ratios (habitat loss: habitat gain) and the similarity of the offsetting measures 
with the historical and ongoing mitigation and management measures in Jacko Lake (fish 
stocking, installation of outlet dams to raise the water level and increase water storage) the 
effectiveness of the offsetting plan to address serious harm to fish associated with direct habitat 
loss in Jacko Lake and Peterson Creek is assumed to be high. 

• The Significance of indirect direct habitat loss in Peterson Creek resulting from reduced flow is 
anticipated to be Not Significant (moderate). The Probability that the residual indirect habitat 
loss will occur is deemed Low, since the magnitude of flows during September to April are very 
small and the difference between the predicted flow and guideline threshold flow is often on the 
order 0.001 m3/s, which is likely within the resolution of the water balance model and field 
validation measurements. 

• The Significance of fish mortality on the productivity of the rainbow trout population within 
Jacko Lake from Blasting and from installation of the sheet pile dam is anticipated to be Not 
Significant (minor). The Probability that there will be a measureable change on the productivity 
of the rainbow trout population is deemed Low.  

• The Significance of changes in primary productivity on the productivity of the rainbow trout 
population Peterson Creek is anticipated to be Not Significant (minor). The Probability that there 
will be a measureable change on primary productivity is deemed Low, since the magnitude of 
flow changes are likely within the resolution of the water balance model and field validation 
measurements. 

 
KAM will implement a Fisheries And Aquatic Life Monitoring Plan so that measures and controls are in 
place to minimize potential adverse effects on fish during all phases of the Project. 
 

• KAM has engaged with relevant regulatory WG 
members. Following up on an initial discussion on 
October 8, 2014, in which KAM presented preliminary 
assessment findings while seeking guidance from 
regulatory attendees regarding the application’s contents 
and offsetting, KAM presented their initial offsetting plan 
on February 5, 2015 (Provincial) and February 19, 2015 
(Federal).  

• A subsequent meeting was requested and coordinated by 
FLNRO staff on April 21, 2015. KAM attended and 
presented their offsetting plan in greater detail.  

• Following the meeting KAM was directed to look at 
alternatives for their fish offsetting plan, specifically 
potential for the creation of a fishery at Inks Lake. KAM 
undertook a significant shift in assessment and design as 
a result.  

• Fish and Aquatics assessment results and the updated 
offsetting plan were presented to all working group 
members at the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. 
Further exploration of findings was made available 
during the Fish and Aquatics Sub-Working group 
breakout session on July 8, 2015.  

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under the Fish and Fish 
Populations VC, Section 6.7.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes (CULRTP) was added as a new Valued 
Component in Section 8.5 of the Application/EIS, which includes fishing as an indicator for the 
assessment as it related to First Nations stakeholders.  
 

Socio-Economics • Socio-Economic considerations 
remain a key topic of interest for 
various regulatory groups.  

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of Employment and 
impact/economic benefits. 

• COK 
• TNRD 
• CEA 

Agency 

• Meeting 
• Letter 
• E-Mail 

• KAM has undertaken engagement activities with relevant stakeholders; results will be presented in 
Section 7.  

• The assessment of potential economic effects is presented in section 7 of the Application/EIS and 
includes the following Valued Components: 
• Economic Growth (Section 7.1); 
• Labor Force, Employment and Training (Section 7.2); 
• Income (Section 7.3); 
• Business (Section 7.4); 
• Property Values (Section 7.5); and  
• Economic Diversification (Section 7.6). 

 
• Section 2.7 of the Application/EIS discusses Project benefits, using the statistics available from 

provincial ministries. The Project is expected to make a positive contribution to social and 
economic conditions in the City of Kamloops (Kamloops) and the surrounding area, as well as 
within the Province of British Columbia (BC). The magnitude and nature of these benefits will 
differ between the Project phases (i.e., construction, operation, decommissioning and closure, 
and post-closure).  

• During the construction and operation phases, the Project is expected to create substantial 
employment, business activity, and income around Kamloops and in the Thompson-Nicola 
Regional District (TNRD). Aboriginal groups in the vicinity of the Project, including Tk’emlups 
te Secwepemc and the Skeetchestn Indian Band (jointly known as Stk’emlupsemc of the 
Secwépemc Nation [SSN]), also stand to benefit from employment, training, and other economic 
aspects of the Project. Economic indicators for SSN are not dissimilar from those for Kamloops 
but unemployment rates are higher for SSN communities than for Kamloops. 

• KAM has maintained ongoing engagement with relevant 
regulatory WG members. Although further meetings 
were held with COK and TNRD (outlined in Section 7) 
KAM held day-long Socio-Economic Impact Assessment 
follow-up workshops with the TNRD on September 29, 
2014 and September 30, 2015 with COK representatives.  

• While further information accumulation was undertaken, 
initial findings and the methodology and timelines for the 
SEIA were presented to stakeholders.  

• The Socio-Economic VC assessment results were 
presented to all working group members at the July7-9, 
2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. Further exploration of 
findings was made available during the Social Sub-
Working group breakout session on July 8, 2015.  

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under Section 7.0 while 
Section 2.7 will discuss Project Benefits.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat 

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of a study on health of 
the wildlife population. 

• CEA 
Agency 

• E-Mail • Potential effects of the Project on wildlife, -including habitat alteration and loss, disturbance and 
displacement and mortality-, and measures to mitigate potential adverse effects are described in 
Sections 6.11 to 6.17 of the Application/EIS. Effects on wildlife will be monitored through the 
implementation of the Wildlife and Vegetation Monitoring Plan. 

 
• Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes was added as a new Valued 

Component in Section 8.5 of the Application/EIS, which includes hunting/trapping as an indicator 
for the assessment.  

 

• Results were presented to all working group members at 
the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. 

• The results of the technical studies will be presented in 
the Application/EIS under Sections 6.11-6.17.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of terrestrial 
resources. 

• CEA 
Agency 

• E-Mail 

Water Quality/Quantity  • Concerns were raised regarding 
potential reductions in flow for 
downstream water license holders 
on Jacko Lake. 

• Water bailiff accesses to water 
management structure an important 
consideration.  

• Concerns regarding water quality 

• FLNRO 
• MOE 
• CEA 

Agency 

• Meeting 
• E-Mail 

• In order to address concerns regarding assuring water volumes for downstream license holders, and 
the need for flow control access and management, KAM developed and designed the Peterson Creek 
Downstream Pond (PCDP). This water retention structure will serve to store adequate water for the 
above noted purposes. Water will remain under the management of the Crown (FLNRO) and the 
water bailiff. 

• Some key findings relating to water quantity have also been shared with working group members 
including: 

o Expected reduction in Peterson Creek annual streamflow and low flow (of varying magnitude) 

• Initial discussions surrounding Water VCs as well as 
the preliminary results and interpretations were 
provided to relevant Working Group members at 
November 14, 2014 meeting. Members from COK, 
MOE, TNRD, FLNRO, attended.  
 

• An additional meeting to discuss the PCDP and 
KAM’s commitment to downstream license 
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Stakeholder Manner Raised KAM Response Status of Resolution 

implications of surface and 
groundwater quality.  

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern regarding KAM's 
consideration of water management 
and water quality for human use. 

during all phases of mine life.  
o KAM reaffirmed that existing irrigation license requirements will continue to be met through 

operation of the aforementioned PCDS. 
o Expected decreases in peak flows during Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning and 

Closure due to operation of PCDS. 
o This has a residual benefit insofar as it reduces potential flooding issues where Peterson Creek is 

culverted through Kamloops. 
o As for groundwater, the open pit lake is predicted to be a permanent groundwater sink (maximum 

stable pit lake elevation ~ 684 masl.) 
• With respect to water quality considerations: 
o Science Based Environmental Benchmarks (SBEB) and Water Quality Benchmarks (WQB) were 

developed for Category I parameters.  
o No parameters are predicted to exceed water quality guidelines, WQBs, or SBEBs in Jacko Lake. 
o Baseline concentrations of most Category I parameters contribute the majority of concentrations; 

mine attributable influences are expected to be minor. 
o Peterson Creek’s flow contribution to the Thompson River is very small, therefore changes to water 

quality parameter concentrations be undetectable. 
 

• The effects assessment on human health concludes that with application of the mitigation measures 
outlined in the Air Quality and Water Quality sections, substantial changes to human health due to 
the Project are not expected.  

 
The mitigation measures described in the Groundwater VC chapter will reduce the potential for changes 
to the quality of groundwater in the Peterson Creek aquifer, used as a source of domestic water in 
Knutsford. In particular, these mitigations will control the release of effluent containing trace metals into 
the environment and subsequent effects to groundwater quality.  The mitigation measures recommended 
for the protection of groundwater in the vicinity of the East Mine Rock Storage Facility (EMRSF) include 
the following design features:  

• East MRSF Pond – located down-gradient of the EMRSF. The primary function of this pond is to 
intercept seepage and runoff from the ERMSF. The pond will be lined with a synthetic liner, the 
performance of which is monitored using an under liner drainage system;  

• Foundation preparation under the EMRSF; and  
• Reclamation of the EMRSF. 
 

• Potential effects on human health are assessed in Section 10.4 of the Application/EIS and include a 
Human Health Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA). The assessment considers all potential 
exposure pathways (including air, drinking water and country foods such as wild meat, vegetation, 
fish and traditional medicines), for human receptors for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people for all 
age groups and consider sensitive members of the population (young children, the elderly, pregnant 
women, etc.). 
 
 

requirements with FLNRO staff, as well as licensees, 
was held on June 4, 2015 in Kamloops.  

• During the July 7-9, 2015 Working Group sessions 
KAM presented results of the groundwater 
assessments. While the high-level findings were 
presented to all working group members, KAM 
coordinated a separate session for water quantity 
and quality topics in a Water VC specific sub-
working group question and answer session. 
 

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under Water 
Quantity and Quality VCs, Sections 6.3-6.6, while the 
Human Health VC, Section 10.4 will provide topical 
information on Human Health assessments.  

 
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 

Cumulative Effects • With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of cumulative 
environmental impacts. 

• CEA 
Agency 

• E-Mail • Section 5.3 of the Application/EIS presents the assessment methodology for cumulative effects. 
Cumulative effects are assessed in each of the assessment chapters (Chapters 6 through 10), as 
required by the BC EAO (2013).  The method for assessing cumulative effects follows the same steps 
as the Project-specific effects assessment, as described in Section 5.2:    

1. Scoping and identification of potential effects; 

• Results were also presented to all working group 
members at the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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2. Description of potential effects and mitigation measures, with subsequent identification of residual 
cumulative effects; and 
3. Identification and characterization of residual cumulative effects.   

Reclamation and Closure • Reclamation and closure plans and 
intentions have been important 
considerations for various 
regulatory groups.  

• Particular interest post-Mt.Polley 
panel report release, heightened 
interest in dry vs. wet closure 
options.  

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of reclamation and 
closure plans.  

• MEM 
• FLNRO 
• MOE  
• CEA 

Agency 

• Meeting 
• E-Mail 

• Section 3.18 of the Application/EIS includes a Reclamation and Closure Plan. The Project will be 
designed with closure in mind; progressive reclamation will continue throughout the life of the 
Project.  

• Security/reclamation bonds will be put in place in accordance with the Ministry of Energy and Mines 
requirements, and reclamation will continue until requirements are met.   

• Reclamation, water quality and other relevant monitoring will continue until results meet regulatory 
requirements and further monitoring is no longer necessary. 

• Specific to the TSF, KAM is proposing a dry cap and closure design which will see the reclaimed 
facility refer water, once water quality benchmarks are attained, southwards to Humphreys Creek. 

• The TSF is predicted to be a Non Positive Acid Generating (NPAG) facility.  
• The main objective of the re-vegetation program presented in the Reclamation and Closure Plan will 

be to support the equivalent grazing capacity of the grasslands to the pre-disturbance condition. The 
project is intended to be returned to the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) upon successful completion 
of reclamation plans. Other objectives include providing long-term stability of disturbed areas, 
preventing invasive species, reducing erosion and dust emission, and providing diverse habitats for 
self-sustaining ecological communities.  

• Native vegetation is a major component of the existing landscape within the Project footprint. 
Predominant species include blue-bunch wheatgrass and rough fescue; shrubs such as big sagebrush, 
rabbit-brush, rose and snowberry; and woody species including aspen, ponderosa pine and Douglas-
fir.  

• Grassland reclamation will include both native and agronomic forage species. Fall rye and annual rye 
grass (agronomic species) will be included to provide quick establishment and ground cover for 
erosion control, soil stabilization and weed control. Pasture will be established using alfalfa, 
wheatgrass, fescue and ryegrass.  

• Further details on seed mixes are provided in the Conceptual Restoration Plan (Section 11.18).  

• Results were presented to all working group members at 
the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in Kamloops. 

• The results of the technical studies will be presented in 
the Application/EIS under Closure and Reclamation, 
Section 3.18.  

 
• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 

Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

 

Human Health • Significant interest in potential effect 
from the project on human health.  

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding KAM's 
consideration of the effects of the 
mine on the health of people. 

• CEA 
Agency 

• EAO 
• HC 
• IHA  
• COK 
• MOE 

• Meeting 
• Email 

• A specific Health Pillar was created during the recently concluded AIR/EIS Guidelines revision 
period in order to address regulatory concerns relating to the appropriate assessment and 
presentation of Human Health related information. While most information was already being 
assessed, the pillar model provided a single source location for Health all health related studies, 
models, and assessment materials.  

• Within the health pillar, potential effects on human health are assessed in Section 10.4 of the 
Application/EIS and include a Human Health Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA). The assessment 
considers all potential exposure pathways (including air, drinking water and country foods such as 
wild meat, vegetation, fish and traditional medicines), for human receptors for Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal people for all age groups and consider sensitive members of the population (young 
children, the elderly, pregnant women, etc.). 

• The effects assessment on human health concludes that with application of the mitigation measures 
outlined in the Air Quality and Water Quality sections, substantial changes to human health due to 
the Project are not expected.  

• Project activities are not predicted to result in an increase in human health risk although exposure to 
particulate matter (PM) 2.5 and PM10, exposure of receptors to the criteria air contaminants (CACs) 
or contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) are expectantly going to see a minor increase via 
inhalation direct contact/ingestion.  

• Mitigation measures recommended in the Air Quality section will reduce the effects of the Project on 

• KAM hosted a meeting with relevant Working Group 
members on November 26, 2014, during which the 
HHERA assessment inputs, outputs and methodology, 
including Country Foods, was presented for discussion. 
Representatives from EAO, CEAA, MEM, IHA, COK, 
TNRD attended.  
 

• Human Health results were presented to all working 
group members at the July7-9, 2015 WG meetings in 
Kamloops. Further exploration of findings was made 
available during the Health Sub-Working group breakout 
session on July 8, 2015.  There was significant discussion 
surrounding both Air Quality and Water Quality inputs 
to the Human Health Risk Assessment.   

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS in Section 10, with 
Human Health described specifically under Section 10.4.  
 

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
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human health by reducing air emissions and dust deposition, as well as reducing potential metal 
loading to streams and lakes. These measures include: 
• design mitigation measures such as installation of covers over coarse and fine ore stockpiles; 
• dust collectors, and use of covered concentrate transport trucks; 
• Haul road-associated dust will be mitigated with use of coarse gravel and aggregate material on 

road beds and minimizing haul distances; and  
• Other operational mitigation measures include watering haul roads, reducing idling of vehicles 

and equipment, and maintaining mobile equipment to meet emission standards.  

Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Current use of lands and 
resources for traditional 
purposes 

• With respect to “other additional 
issues that need to be fully 
addressed” provided by SSN, 
concern raised regarding the EA and 
KAM’s consideration on the hunting 
blind complex study. 

• CEA 
Agency 

• EAO 

• E-Mail 
• Meeting 
• Letter 

• Current Use of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes was added as a new Valued 
Component in Section 8.5 of the Application/EIS, which considers ceremonial traditional uses of the 
land including ceremonial uses and that considers the hunting blind as a site valued by SSN. A 
Cultural Heritage Study (CHS) was prepared by SSN and considered in the effects assessment. 
Further, an updated CHS is being prepared, which will cover the areas further south which were not 
considered in the initial investigations.  

 
  

 
 

• KAM has engaged with the EAO and Agency to 
appropriately develop this additional VC for inclusion in 
the Ajax Project Assessment. 

• Technical information and further discussion will be 
presented in the Application/EIS under the Current Use 
of Lands and Resources for Traditional Purposes, Section 
8.5.  

• Planned consultation activities during the Technical 
Review Stage are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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Stakeholders/ 
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Air Quality • Potential for the mine negatively contributing to 
the air quality of the area; 

• Kamloops already has periods of bad air quality, 
with other industries and natural events such as 
wildfires and dust storms contributing to the 
conditions; 

• Geography of the valley, prevailing winds and 
blowing dust; 

• Proximity of the proposed mine to the City of 
Kamloops; 

• Large amounts of dust that will be generated and 
distributed within the Thompson River Valley - 
dust will contribute to a marked deterioration in 
the airshed quality of the valley for many 
kilometers, since the city is subject to huge 
amounts of wind from the southwest.   

• Potential for airborne distribution of harmful 
metals and other contaminants;  

• Dust management near Jacko Lake; Dust and 
chemicals from the TSF affecting hay crops; 

• Nuisance emissions at sub-threshold levels (rural 
and urban);  

• Potential air quality problems from historical 
projects in the area that might return if the mine 
operates; 

• Potential effects of air quality on visitor 
impressions of the Kamloops area; 

• Concerns about post-closure air quality; 
• Concerns about  metals (mercury, arsenic, 

uranium) contamination in dust from processing 
and the associated health hazard; 

• Concerns about chemicals used in processing and 
dust from haul trucks;  

• Potential for deposits of arsenic and toxic 
chemicals in the air transported to the air in and 
around Kamloops; 

• Rock/mineral constituents, carbon emissions, and 
dust (especially PM 2.5) could contribute to poor 
air quality; 

• Potential effects on air quality from toxic dust and 

• Public Individuals1  
• Kamloops Physicians 

for a Healthy 
Environment Society 

• Kamloops Tourism 
• Kamloops Area 

Preservation 
Association 

• Grasslands 
Conservation Council 

• KAM Community 
Advisory Group  

 

• Letter 
• Workshop2 
• Door-to Door 

Canvassing 
• Drop-in Visit/Casual 

Meeting 
• E-Mail 
• Meeting 
• Open House3 
• Phone-Call 

 

KAM has changed the General Arrangement (GA) and will implement further measures to address dust-related 
soil contamination concerns. 
 
Potential effects of the Project on dustfall and changes in air quality have been modelled in accordance with a 
detailed Dispersion Modelling Plan approved by the BC Ministry of Environment. Details of the assessment of air 
quality are presented in Section 10.1 of the Application/EIS. 
 
The air quality modelling takes into account varying atmospheric conditions, prevailing winds, and proximity to 
the City of Kamloops. A three-dimensional CALMET wind field was used to drive the CALPUFF model. The 
CALMET data are based on surface measurements at four locations in the airshed, plus appropriate upper air data 
and prognostic meteorological data and was developed by the Ministry. The base case modelling considers existing 
land based transportation emissions sources and existing non-point sources within the Kamloops airshed. 
Industrial emissions, including those of existing sources, are considered in the dispersion modelling assessment. 
The effects assessments also consider linkages between effects related to one VC and potential for effects on other 
VCs (e.g. air quality effects on country foods or surface water). 
 
Project-specific meteorology stations have been established, and data collection is on-going. Results from these 
stations will be augmented with long-term regional data to derive appropriate estimates of weather conditions. 
 
Potential effects on human health are assessed in Section 10.4 of the Application/EIS. The assessment considers all 
potential exposure pathways (including air, drinking water and country foods such as wild meat, vegetation, fish 
and traditional medicines), for human receptors for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people for all age groups and 
consider sensitive members of the population (young children, the elderly, pregnant women, etc.).  
 
KAM will be required to meet requirements related to air quality in the waste discharge permit issued by the BC 
Ministry of Environment (BC MOE). KAM will implement an Air Quality Monitoring and Dust Control Plan, 
including measures to mitigate fugitive dust. 
In particular, dust will be minimized by: 

• covering crushed ore stock piles and conveyors,  
• paving the main access road, and 
• employing best-available dust suppressant technology, including watering and organic binding agents, 

vacuum collection systems, and covered structures; 
Emissions will be minimized by: 

• reducing haul distances as a result of condensed footprint, and 
• using the latest in EPA-approved diesel engine technology.  

 
KAM will also implement a Mine Closure and Reclamation Plan as presented in Section 3.17 of the 
Application/EIS. 
The TSF surface will be reclaimed with a cover system designed to ‘store and release’ water, limit infiltration to 
underlying waste materials and provide a medium for establishing sustainable vegetation cover consistent with the 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS.  

                                                           
1  “Public Individuals” can be meeting and workshop attendees or general public stakeholders such as landowners.  
2 Workshops were held on a) May 30, 2012, attended by general public stakeholders,  City of Kamloops, Kamloops & District Fish & Game Association, Kamloops Exploration Group Society (KEG), Lac Le Jeune Conversation Association, Thompson Rivers University; b) June 13, 2012, attended by general public 
stakeholders, Aberdeen Community Association, City of Kamloops, Grasslands Conservation Council, Kamloops Area Preservation Association, Kamloops Daily News, Kamloops Naturalist Club, Kamloops Stockmen's Association, KAM Community Advisory Group, Public, Lac Le Jeune Conversation Association; 
and c) June 28, 2012 attended by general public stakeholders, Aberdeen Highlands Development Corp., City of Kamloops, Kamloops Exploration Group Society (KEG), Kamloops Fly Fishers' Association, Kamloops Stockmen's Association, Public, KPMG, and Thompson Watershed Coalition. A workshop was also 
held on on April 18, 2012 – no issues/concerns where identified during this workshop.  
3 Open Houses were held on June 24 & June 26, 2014; November 25 & November 26, 2014; September 12, 2013; and January 16, 2013. 
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diesel fumes;  
• Potential exceedances in pollution levels and 

planned mitigation. 
• Concerns about objective measures and 

assessment of effects; 
• Concerns about sufficiency of studies, modelling, 

and monitoring stations; 
• Concerns about cumulative and meteorological 

effects on air quality; 
 

final land use. The TSF cover system includes a low-permeability layer and overlying growth medium layer 
including: 
• a compacted till (silty clay) layer approximately 30 cm-thick; 
• a non-compacted overburden layer, approximately 30 cm-thick; and 
• a topsoil layer approximately 30 cm-thick. 
Environmental monitoring plans will be developed to inform the environmental management system and to 
support progressive reclamation during mining and closure at the end of mine life. 
The assessment of domestic water quality is presented in Section 10.2 of the Application/EIS. 

Climate Change • Concerns about the carbon footprint of the mine. • Public Individuals 
 

• Workshop The effects assessment for the Greenhouse Gas Management Valued Component is presented in Section 6.1 of the 
Application/EIS. The proposed Project is anticipated to emit up to 123 kt CO2eq/yr during the Construction phase 
and less during the Operation phase. The effects assessment compared the Project-related GHG emissions to 
provincial and national reported emissions and with comparable mining projects in BC to determine the 
significance of the residual effect. The Project will increase atmospheric GHG emission even after the application of 
mitigation measures, though the predicted residual GHG emissions are considered to be negligible and assessed as 
not significant. 
The Project will be required to comply with legislated provincial and national reporting and mitigation 
requirements. The Project will also be required to assess and report on GHG emissions on an annual basis 
provincially under the BC Reporting Regulation and federally under the Canadian Environmental Protection Act. 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Human Health  
 

• Need for more comprehensive health studies, 
modeling and information; 

• Need to consider health implications and cost; 
• Potential effects from the Ajax Project could lead 

to poorer health or even early mortality for 
vulnerable populations in the community, 
including the elderly, pregnant women, young 
children or people with asthma or other breathing 
difficulties; 

• Potential effects on surrounding community and 
workers’ health and safety from lethal gases from 
underground; 

• Potential health effects on Kamloops residents 
relating to air (particulate matters) and water 
quality 

• Exclusion of uranium, chromium and manganese 
from the list of substances to be studied; 

• The proximity of the mine to schools and the 
effect of lead on children; 

• Concerns raised regarding metals in deer/cattle; 
• Concerns raised about the effects of dust on 

children’s health within 2 km radius of mine. 

• Public Individuals 
• Kamloops Area 

Preservation 
Association 

• Meeting 
• Open House 
• Drop-in Visit/Casual 

Meeting 
• Workshop 
 

Potential effects on human health are assessed in Section 10.4 of the Application/EIS and include a Human Health 
Ecological Risk Assessment (HHERA). The assessment considers all potential exposure pathways (including air, 
drinking water and country foods such as wild meat, vegetation, fish and traditional medicines), for human 
receptors for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people for all age groups and consider sensitive members of the 
population (young children, the elderly, pregnant women, etc.). 
 
The effects assessment on human health concludes that with application of the mitigation measures outlined in the 
Air Quality and Water Quality sections, substantial changes to human health due to the Project are not expected. 
Project activities are not predicted to result in an increase in human health risk. With the exception of exposure to 
particulate matter (PM)2.5 and PM10, exposure of receptors to the criteria air contaminants (CACs) or 
contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) via inhalation and non-carcinogenic COPCs via direct 
contact/ingestion, resulted in predicted risk estimates (CRs, hazard quotients [HQs]) that were below relevant 
benchmarks for both Baseline Case and Future Case conditions. Exposures to PM2.5 and PM10 that exceed the CR 
benchmark of 1.0 were predicted for both Baseline Case and Future Case conditions. In both cases the events occur 
infrequently and the change in inhalation-related health risks between Baseline Case and Future Case is negligible. 
Thus, a change in human health risks associated with exposures to Project-related PM10 and PM2.5 emissions is 
expected to be not significant. Direct contact/ingestion exposures to carcinogenic COPCs (arsenic) were predicted 
to result in incremental increase in lifetime cancer risks (IILCRs) that were below the cancer risk acceptability 
benchmark of 10-5 for both Future Case exposures. 
 
Mitigation measures recommended in the Air Quality section will reduce the effects of the Project on human health 
by reducing air emissions and dust deposition, as well as reducing potential metal loading to streams and lakes. 
These measures include: 

• design mitigation measures such as installation of covers over coarse and fine ore stockpiles; 
• dust collectors, and use of covered concentrate transport trucks; 
• Haul road-associated dust will be mitigated with use of coarse gravel and aggregate material on road 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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beds and minimizing haul distances; and  
• Other operational mitigation measures include watering haul roads, reducing idling of vehicles and 

equipment, and maintaining mobile equipment to meet emission standards.  
 
The mitigation measures described in the Groundwater VC chapter will reduce the potential for changes to the 
quality of groundwater in the Peterson Creek aquifer, used as a source of domestic water in Knutsford. In 
particular, these mitigations will control the release of effluent containing trace metals into the environment and 
subsequent effects to groundwater quality.  The mitigation measures recommended for the protection of 
groundwater in the vicinity of the East Mine Rock Storage Facility (EMRSF) include the following design features:  

• East MRSF Pond – located down-gradient of the EMRSF. The primary function of this pond is to intercept 
seepage and runoff from the ERMSF. The pond will be lined with a synthetic liner, the performance of 
which is monitored using an under liner drainage system;  

• Foundation preparation under the EMRSF; and  
• Reclamation of the EMRSF.  

Noise and 
Vibration, 
including 
Blasting  

• Potential effects from noise/blasting given the 
project’s proximity to residential areas;  

• Potential noise heard by the landowners from 
blasting and drilling; 

• Potential effects of blasting on infrastructure and 
residential houses; 

• Potential effects from vibration related to 
processing; 

• Potential effects and physical damages from 
blasting on nearby trailers; 

• Potential change in projected noise and vibration 
over time; 

• Potential effects from blasting (shock waves) on 
wells which can cause them to move and dry up; 

• Potential effects from blasting on animals/pets; 
and 

• Potential effects of blasting on elementary school 
children; 
 

• Public Individuals  
• TLC For Pets 

 

• Door-to-Door 
Canvassing 

• Drop-in Visit/Casual 
Meeting 

• Meeting 
• Open House 
• Workshop 

The noise and vibration assessment for potential human health effects covers a broad area with a wide array of 
residential receptors ranging from urban and suburban to rural and quiet rural locations.  
 
Section 10.5 of the Application/EIS identifies and evaluates potential effects of the Project on noise and vibration 
levels and proposes mitigation measures for all phases of the Project to minimize the identified effects.   
 
Noise: 
Noise baseline studies were conducted in 2012 and 2014 to quantify the baseline sound levels at selected locations 
within the Project Regional Study Area through field measurements. Potential noise effects will be mitigated by 
Project design achieved by reducing the noise emission to receptor by increasing buffer distance, reducing 
equipment usage, and the use of enclosures.  Proposed mitigation measures include: 

• conveyor from crusher to plant will be installed inside a gallery to reduce noise emission; 
• coarse ore stockpile enclosure will provide noise attenuation for equipment activities; 
• enclose heavy equipment such as mills, secondary crusher, compressors, pumps, and motors will be 

located inside buildings; 
• design roads to minimize haul distances; 
• use large trucks for ore and waste transport to minimize the number of trips required between the source 

and destination; 
• ensure that the mobile equipment is equipped with the manufacturer-recommended exhaust mufflers; 

and 
• location of plant facilities further from the City of Kamloops boundary. 

 
Section 10.4.7 states noise effects from the Construction and Operation phases of the Project are predicted to 
comply with the BC OGC noise guideline, WHO and Health Canada noise guidance. The noise effect during the 
Closure and Reclamation phase is expected to be lower than that for the Construction phase. 
KAM will also implement a Noise Management Plan. 
Vibration: 
Section 10.4.7 states that vibration effects from the Construction and Operation phases of the Project are predicted 
to comply with the USBM and DFO vibration guidelines, and will be not significant (moderate). The vibration 
effect during the Closure and Reclamation phase is expected to be lower than that for the Construction phase. 
 
With respect to potential vibration effects on the Elementary Pacific Way School, Table 10.4-19 in the 
Application/EIS presents that the magnitude classification rating during construction and operation phase was 
rated to be medium, and thus there will be perceptible change from baseline condition. 
 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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With respect to potential vibration effects on structures, Section 10.4.7 states that the predicted air blast levels for 
all homes, industrial structures and towers were all well below the structural damage (133 dBL) and annoyance 
levels (120 dBL). The predicted air blast level at the closest residential structure is 112 dBL. Thus, it is also highly 
unlikely that any air blast can cause any cosmetic or structural damage for this receptor and other similar receptors 
at further distance.   
 
Proposed mitigation measures for potential vibration effects include: 

• blast designs were based on the damage threshold at the closest location (i.e. Jacko Lake) while other 
receptors are located much further away; 

• blast designs were developed to reduce annoyance effects from blast-induced air blast overpressure; 
• maximum explosives mass per time delay for the different blast zones (Z1, Z2, and Z3) decreases 

substantially from 1020 Kg to 68 Kg as the blasts approach Jacko Lake 
• use of lower explosives per delay in Z3 enables the blast effect to be in compliance with the DFO 

stipulation at Jacko Lake 
• hole diameter sizes, number of decks, and stemming configurations are designed for different zones; 
• only one hole/delay will be fired on the blast; 
• minimum time delay between holes in all blasts will not be less than 8 millisecond (ms); and 
• row time delays will be incremented from the front of the blast towards the back with 100 to 300 ms. 

 
Water Quality 
and Quantity 
 

1) Water Quality: 
• Mine's impact on water quality, usage and 

treatment; 
• Ensure water quality is protected during mine 

operations; 
• Need for water quality research, assessing 

potential effects on water quality, and protecting 
water quality; 

• Usage of water from Kamloops Lake, and 
potential contamination of this water; 

• Concerns raised regarding water quality, 
especially potential leakage from piles into 
Peterson Creek. 

• Concerns raised regarding potential effects from 
acid drainage from stockpiles. 

• Concern raised about waste from tailings going 
into Inks Lake. 

 
2) Water Quantity: 
• Concerned about the amount of water to be used 

by the Project and how much will come from 
Kamloops Lake; 

• Concerns regarding the pumping station location 
affecting flow in the southeast arm of Jacko Lake - 
low flow could cause the arm to become stagnant 
and there could be serious fish loss in the area; 

• Irrigation if water levels in Jacko Lake fluctuate; 
• Potential effects to Rush Creek (flows once every 

five years); 

• Public Individuals 
• Sugarloaf Ranches 
• Kamloops Area 

Preservation 
Association 

• Riseform Fishing 
• Kamloops Fly Fishers' 

Association 
 

• Workshop 
• Meeting 
• Drop-in Visit/Casual 

Meeting 
• E-Mail 
• Open House 
• Phone-Call 

1) Water Quality: 
Potential effects on fish populations and fish habitat are assessed in Section 6.7 of the Application/EIS. The 
assessment considers potential effects on rainbow trout population abundance and fish habitat utilization in Jacko 
Lake and Peterson Creek.  
The Application/EIS identifies measures to avoid or minimize adverse effects on fish and fish habitat, including an 
offsetting plan to ensure no net loss of productive fish habitat. In addition, KAM will implement a Fisheries And 
Aquatic Life Monitoring Plan so that measures and controls are in place to minimize potential adverse effects on 
fish during all phases of the Project. 
 
KAM will implement measures to address water concerns, including: 

• designing the Project to maintain a negative water balance, 
• designing a robust surface water collection and management system for the site, 
• recycling water to the greatest extent possible, and 
• relocating the TSF out of the Alkali Creek watershed (including Cherry Creek). 

 
With respect to potential effects from acid rock drainage, KAM has conducted a geochemical characterization of 
waste rock to guide blending requirements in the mine waste management plan. These operational management 
plans, in addition to long-term reclamation plans, are intended to provide long-term geochemical stability.  
KAM will also implement an Acid Rock Drainage Management Plan, and a Construction Waste Management Plan 
(refer to Section 11 of the Application/EIS). 
KAM will also implement a Mine Closure and Reclamation Plan as presented in Section 3.17 of the 
Application/EIS. 
The TSF surface will be reclaimed with a cover system designed to ‘store and release’ water, limit infiltration to 
underlying waste materials and provide a medium for establishing sustainable vegetation cover consistent with the 
final land use. There will be no ultimate closure pond and excess water will shed via a channel connecting the TSF 
to Humphrey Creek (assumed in the Post-Closure phase); in the interim flow will be diverted to the Open Pit. 
Water collecting in the TSF water management ponds will either be pumped back to the TSF or directly to the 
Open Pit or gravity drain to the Open Pit in the Decommissioning and Closure phase. In the Post-Closure phase, 
the water management ponds are expected to operate as evaporation ponds with any flood flow released to the 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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• Concern that drilling could inadvertently connect 
fractures and cause immigration pattern that 
would damage the flow of an area. 
 

3) Fish and Fish Habitat: 
• Potential project effects on fisheries, in particular 

Jacko Lake; 
• Need for protection of water quality and quantity 

to sustain sockeye salmon and trout in the 
Thompson River watersheds; 

• Need for protection of water quality and quantity 
to sustain stocked rainbow trout in Jacko Lake; 

 
 
4) Groundwater Quality: 
• Potential for groundwater contamination due to 

mine activity; 
• Potential long-term effects on groundwater of 

acids produced by weathering, and oxidation of 
residual sulfides and other minerals; 

• Concerns raised regarding infiltration of residue 
into the groundwater; 

• Concerns raised regarding potential increase in 
groundwater issues in Aberdeen; 

• KAM to address climate change relating to water 
table levels in aquifers; 

environment. 
 
2) Water Quantity: 
The Project is being designed to minimize water use, with water recycled on site to its greatest extent. At peak 
operation, water use will be less than 0.5% of Kamloops Lake’s lowest inflows. 
The assessment of effects on surface water and groundwater quantity are presented in Sections 6.4 and 6.6 of the 
Application /EIS respectively. 
KAM will also implement a Water Management and Hydrometric Monitoring Plan to protect water quantity. 
 
3) Fish and Fish Habitat: 
Potential effects on fish populations and fish habitat, including potential cumulative effects when appropriate, are 
assessed in Section 6.7 of the Application/EIS.  
The effects assessments concludes  the following with respect to direct, indirect habitat loss, fish mortality and 
primary productivity: 

• The Significance of direct habitat loss of the northeast arm of Jacko Lake and the section of Peterson Creek 
within the Project footprint is anticipated to be Not Significant (minor). With the proposed offsetting 
ratios (habitat loss: habitat gain) and the similarity of the offsetting measures with the historical and 
ongoing mitigation and management measures in Jacko Lake (fish stocking, installation of outlet dams to 
raise the water level and increase water storage) the effectiveness of the offsetting plan to address serious 
harm to fish associated with direct habitat loss in Jacko Lake and Peterson Creek is assumed to be high. 

 
• The Significance of indirect direct habitat loss in Peterson Creek resulting from reduced flow is 

anticipated to be Not Significant (moderate). The Probability that the residual indirect habitat loss will 
occur is deemed Low, since the magnitude of flows during September to April are very small and the 
difference between the predicted flow and guideline threshold flow is often on the order 0.001 m3/s, 
which is likely within the resolution of the water balance model and field validation measurements. 
 

• The Significance of fish mortality on the productivity of the rainbow trout population within Jacko Lake 
from Blasting and from installation of the sheet pile dam is anticipated to be Not Significant (minor). The 
Probability that there will be a measureable change on the productivity of the rainbow trout population is 
deemed Low.  
 

• The Significance of changes in primary productivity on the productivity of the rainbow trout population 
Peterson Creek is anticipated to be Not Significant (minor). The Probability that there will be a 
measureable change on primary productivity is deemed Low, since the magnitude of flow changes are 
likely within the resolution of the water balance model and field validation measurements. 

 
KAM will implement a Fisheries And Aquatic Life Monitoring Plan so that measures and controls are in place to 
minimize potential adverse effects on fish during all phases of the Project. 
 
With respect to potential effects from blasting on fish, blast designs have been developed to protect marine life in 
Jacko Lake during the spawning period, by complying with the maximum allowable levels of ground vibration 
and airblast stipulated by the Department of Fisheries and Ocean Canada. 
 
With respect to Thompson River, the effects assessment states that changes in flow in the Thompson River 
downstream will be negligible and that there is no reasonable expectation that there will be an effect on Fish and 
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Fish Habitat. 
 
4) Groundwater Quality: 
Detailed results of the assessment of potential effects on surface and groundwater quality are presented in Sections 
6.3 and 6.5 of the Application/EIS. Section 10.2 of the Application/EIS presents the effects assessment of the 
Domestic Water Quality Valued Component. 
Based on preliminary numerical groundwater flow and particle tracking simulations groundwater is not predicted 
to migrate across the boundary between the Cherry Creek and Peterson Creek watersheds.   
KAM will monitor water quality on an on-going basis throughout the life of the Project and will implement Surface 
Water and Groundwater Quality Management and Monitoring Plans to ensure human and environmental health is 
accounted for through all phases of the Project development (Section 11). 
 

Accidents and 
Malfunctions 

• Concern raised regarding accidents and 
malfunctions specifically regarding any effluent 
ending up in Peterson Creek or in the little water 
course that runs out of Makaoo Lake; 

• Concern raised about waste from tailings going 
into Inks Lake; 

• Concern that KAM will not have a contingency 
plan and fund in place in case of a malfunction of 
the TSF. 

• Concern raised regarding where would effluent 
go in the event of a TSF breach; 

• Concerns regarding malfunctions and what 
would be affected by a release; 

• Concerns about the August 4, 2014, failure of a 
tailings storage dam at Imperial Metals’ Mount 
Polley copper mine and the Ajax Project. 

• Potential effects of the mine on the Kinder 
Morgan Pipeline and the possibility of a rupture  

• Public Individuals 
• Grasslands 

Conservation Council 

• E-Mail 
• Phone-Call 
• Open House 
• Meeting 
• Workshop 

Makaoo Lake is located outside of the catchment affected by the Project, and thus potential effects are not expected 
on this lake and water course. 
 
The location of the TSF in the updated GA avoids Inks Lake. 
The TSF embankment design will be in accordance with the Canadian Dam Association Dam Safety Guidelines. 
Stability analysis will be completed as part of geotechnical design TSF embankments. This information will be 
provided as supporting documentation to the Application/EIS.  
Accidents and Malfunctions are assessed in Section 17.6 of the Application/EIS. The assessment includes scenarios 
for TSF failure. KAM will implement an Accident and Malfunction Management Plan (including consideration of 
potential effects on the Kinder Morgan pipeline). Further, the Kinder Morgan pipeline will also be realigned to 
avoid mine facilities. 

The proposed Ajax Project TSF dams will utilize downstream construction buttressed with excavated mine rock. 
The company intends to use best-available technology and has committed to adopt best practices emerging from 
ongoing investigations and inquiries of the Mount Polley dam failure. The proponent continues to explore the 
nature of best-available tailings storage technology, including, thickened, paste and filtered or dry stack tailings 
storage. A full assessment of options is included in the Application/EIS. 

Section 3.17 of the Application/EIS includes a Reclamation and Closure Plan. The Project will be designed with 
closure in mind; progressive reclamation will continue throughout the life of the Project. Security/reclamation 
bonds will be put in place in accordance with the Ministry of Energy and Mines requirements, and reclamation will 
continue until requirements are met.  Reclamation, water quality and other relevant monitoring will continue until 
results meet regulatory requirements and further monitoring is no longer necessary. 

 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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Aerial Surveys • Concern expressed about low-level magnetic 
aerial survey (March 2014) and the timing of the 
flights, as they were scheduled to happen at the 
peak of calving season, a time when pregnant 
cows become exceptionally skittish to 
disturbance; 

• Concerns raised regarding potential effects from 
noise and vibration on horses due to airborne 
geophysics survey (field work). 

• Public Individuals (e.g. 
landowners of 
Knutsford area) 

• Letter 
• Phone Call 
• E-Mail 

KAM delayed the aeromagnetic survey by more than six weeks to allow the calving season to conclude. As well, 
the company agreed to fly only between the hours of 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. weekdays only, to limit potential 
disturbances to people. Letters notifying of the flights were hand-delivered to area landowners. 
 
With respect to potential effects on horses from airborne geophysics survey, the concern was passed on to the 
KAM program lead and the property near Separation Lake was avoided as much as possible.   
 
 
 
 

Resolved. 

Access • Concerns raised regarding potential effects of the 
closure of Goose Lake Road for use by local 
landowners; 

• Concerns raised regarding access to Jacko Lake. 
 

• Public Individuals • Open House The effects assessment of land and resource use is presented in Section 8.5 of the Application/EIS. KAM is 
committed to developing a site Access Management Plan, which will address overall access to the site for resource 
users, including ranchers, for the construction, operation and decommissioning of the Project. The Access 
Management Plan’s primary objective will be to maintain public safety and worker safety, while allowing for 
continued use and enjoyment of areas in proximity to the Project. The Access Management Plan will: 
• Identify activities likely to be affected by the Project; 
• Identify what continued land uses will be permitted and where those activities can occur; 
• Identify what control measures might be necessary to ensure continued public and worker safety; and 
• Commit KAM to timely and on-going communication with affected land and resource users to enable 

continued use of the area where safe and appropriate to do so. 
As a part of this, KAM is committed to working with ranchers on an annual basis to understand their plans for 
ranching activities in proximity to the site, including the timing and nature of those activities. This will include 
KAM providing updates on the Project’s construction and operation, and any changes to the availability of lands 
for ranching purposes. If so desired by ranchers, this annual information sharing process can also provide results 
of other monitoring programs, so as to address any concerns ranchers have regarding things such as air quality, 
water quantity, noise and vibration, etc. The sharing of information, both on behalf of KAM and of the ranchers 
will allow for adaptive management if there is variation from the predicted Project effects. This may include 
developing enhancement measures within KAM’s private lands (e.g., clearing areas to permit improved access, 
developing new water access, etc.) to support on-going ranching activities. KAM has indicated in meetings to date 
with local ranchers and water licence holders potentially affected by the Project that KAM will work with ranchers 
to ensure sufficient mitigation measures are present where Project-related adverse effects impact the ability to 
sustain cattle operations. 

Access Management will be subject 
to ongoing consultation between 
KAM and land users.  

Non-Traditional 
Land and 
Resource Use 
(Environment 
and 
Environmental 
Appreciation) 

Recreation: 
• Potential effects on recreation opportunities in 

Inks Lake, and mitigation for loss of recreational 
pursuits; 

• Land-based effects on outdoor recreation 
activities (such as skiing and fishing). 

• Potential for lost or compromised recreational 
opportunities, primarily those associated with 
Jacko Lake, Inks Lake, Goose Lake, and Goose 
Lake road; 

 
Cattle and Grazing: 
• Concerned that deer population in the current 

TSF area will move into landowner’s haying 

• Public Individuals 
• Sugarloaf Ranches 
• Kamloops Tourism 
• KAM Community 

Advisory Group  

• Workshop 
• Meeting 
• Open House 
• Letter 

KAM followed-up on concerns raised by landowners by conducting for example direct visits to landowner homes 
and properties to discuss issues, concerns, and future plans. KAM also hosted a ranching event was held at a 
KAM-owned property in Knutsford to discuss ranching concerns. 
 
Recreation: 
Section 8.6 of the Application/EIS presents the effects assessment on outdoor recreation. Potential effects related to 
reduced opportunities as a result of changes in access will occur from the start of construction through operations. 
The effect is expected to be of medium magnitude as circumstances will differ substantially from the baseline 
condition.  Goose Lake and Goose Lake Road will both be taken out of recreational use and the northeast arm of 
Jacko Lake will no longer be available for fishers. Blasting activities will place some restrictions on recreationalists 
accessing Jacko Lake, particularly up to approximately Year 13 of operations. Project-related traffic could also 
potentially impact some recreationalists (e.g., cyclists using Lac Le Jeune Road). Mitigation measures (e.g., 
development/enhancement of alternate outdoor recreation activities) will be in place to offset the loss or alteration 
of these opportunities. The potential effect related to reduced opportunities resulting from changes in access are 
expected to be Not Significant (Moderate). 
 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 



Public Issues Tracking Tables 
 

KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. Ajax Project | Page 8 

Topic Key 
Issues/Concerns/Comments Raised 

Stakeholders/ 
Organizations 

Manners Raised KAM Response Status of Resolution 

fields once TSF has been built; 
• Potential effects to cattle, in particular cows and 

calves; 
• Metals in deer/cattle; 
• Potential for cattle to eat drilling mud or 

bentonite; 
• Mine proximity on location of cattle grazing; 
• Potential project effects on ranching and cattle 

movement; 
 
Other Non-Traditional Land Uses: 
• Potential effects of mining on land use rights of 

others; 
• Potential damages to property gates of Sugarloaf 

Ranches; 
• Location of the mine in relation to Sugarloaf 

Ranches property; 
• Concern regarding the proximity of the mine to 

the landowner's property, and effects on their 
water well; 

• Concern raised regarding past project fieldwork 
activities such as archaeological work and drilling 
for water on landowner's property without 
permission; 

• Potential effects of mine on ranching activities 
during construction and operation; 

• Concern raised regarding proximity of TSF to the 
landowner's property. 

Potential effects related to diminished quality of experience are expected to be Not Significant (Moderate). 
Individual outdoor recreationalists may experience a reduced quality of their experience. This would be most 
likely for fishers on Jacko Lake (e.g., as a result of blasting activities) and hikers accessing areas where some 
potential effects related to other VCs may occur (e.g., visual impacts). Assessed over the broad range of activities 
and locations however, it is anticipated that mitigation measures and the opportunities presented in other locations 
will help to offset the potential effects.  
Potential effects related to reduced opportunities resulting from changes to resources are expected to be Not 
Significant (Minor). The Jacko Lake fishery has not expected to be adversely effected. Trapping within the Project 
footprint area has not been undertaken for a very long time. Hunting activities (on private land) have been 
generally restricted by the need to ask for permission to access the land for hunting purposes.  
 
Cattle and Grazing: 
The effects assessment of land and resource use presented in Section 8.5 of the Application/EIS states that potential 
effects related to changes in current ranching practices will occur from the start of construction through operations. 
The effects are expected to be of minor magnitude as circumstances will differ from the average value for baseline 
conditions.  The Project will alter the way in which existing ranching activities occur by removing some grazing 
lands in the immediate vicinity of the mine site, altering access to lands currently used for ranching, and altering 
the movement of cattle between grazing sites and across KAM property as a result of Project activities. The effects 
assessment concludes that the residual effects related to the changes to current ranching practices are expected to 
be Not Significant (Minor).  Despite the loss of some lands and access to and across KAM lands, it is anticipated 
that both the mitigation of contributing VCs (air quality, water quantity, noise and vibration) and the 
implementation of the Access Management Plan will help to off-set the identified effects.  KAM’s ongoing 
commitment to ranching and the ranching community is expected to help enhance resiliency within the 
community.    
 
KAM has also indicated in meetings to date with local ranchers and water license holders potentially affected by 
the Project that KAM will work with ranchers to ensure sufficient mitigation measures are present where Project-
related adverse effects impact the ability to sustain cattle operations. 

 

Visual 
Aesthetics/ 
Dark Sky 
(Project Related) 

• Potential adverse effects on visual/aesthetic 
features;  

• View obstruction caused by the power line and 
waste rock storage facility; 

• Concern regarding visual aesthetics of tourism 
corridors and driving routes; 

• Size and visibility of the waste rock and tailing 
piles (from landowner properties); 

• Potential effects to dark sky from light pollution 
(mining being conducted 24/7); 

• Potential blockage of the sun and wind by project 
components (affecting solar and wind energy 
used for homes). 

• Public Individuals 
• Kamloops Tourism 

• Letter 
• Workshop 
• Meeting 
• Open House 
• Phone Call 

Section 8.4 of the Application/EIS presents the assessment of potential Visual Impact and Aesthetic Features 
effects.  In the assessment, the Construction and Decommissioning and Closure Phases were assessed together with 
the Operations Phase, as the effects during those phases will not be substantially different nor greater than the 
effects during the Operations Phase. During these phases, the Project will alter the visual quality of the landscape. 
Mitigation measures including progressive re-vegetation will be applied, but residual effects on the landscape from 
some viewpoints will remain as presented in Table 8.4-13. The construction and use of the mine rock storage 
facilities and overburden and topsoil stockpiles will continue throughout the Operations Phase, and the parts of 
those Project components that are in use cannot be re-vegetated. Landscape viewing locations closer to the Project 
will be affected to a larger degree than those further away, as the Project components will occupy a larger portion 
of the view of the landscape. All Project components will be re-vegetated at closure which will minimize the long-
term effect on visual quality during the Post-Closure phase. The effects assessment concludes that both the Project-
specific and cumulative residual effect (reduction of visual quality) is predicted to be Non-Significant (Moderate). 
 
Section 8.2 of the Application/EIS presents the effects assessment on the Dark Sky Valued Component. 
 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
 
The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Geology, 
Landforms, Soils 

• Concerns raised regarding changes to the 
topography of the land and the effects of those 
changes, and soil stability. 

• Public Individuals 
 

• Workshop Section 6.2 of the Application/EIS presents the effects assessment for the Geology, Landforms and Soils Valued 
Component. The residual effect (alteration of baseline landforms) was rated as not significant (minor) during 
Construction, Operations and Closure Phases of the Project. As a result of the Project, change at the landscape level 
will occur.  The Project will affect slope gradients and topographic function of the landscape.  The development of 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  
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a compact Project footprint and the eventual reclamation of the site would reduce the overall effect of the Project.  
The original distribution of baseline topographic conditions would not be re-established; however, upon 
reclamation, a fully functional landscape would be developed to support the reclamation goals.  Following 
implementation of mitigation measures, residual effects, in the form of new topographic features and water bodies, 
are expected to remain for the alteration of landforms indicator.   

Stability analysis was completed as part of geotechnical designs of the waste rock storage facilities and TSF 
embankments. This information is provided as supporting documentation to the Application/EIS.  
 
Section 3.17 of the Application/EIS includes a Reclamation and Closure Plan. The Project will be designed with 
closure in mind; progressive reclamation will continue throughout the life of the Project. 

The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Consultation • Concern raised regarding how the community 
can be kept informed about monitoring progress 
and upholding commitments; 

• Concerns raised regarding the need to provide 
more concrete project details to the community. 

• Public Individuals 
 

• Open House 
• Phone Call 

Planned consultation activities during the Technical Review Stage are presented in  
Section 4.7.3 of the Application/EIS. 
 
As outlined in Section 3.17.9 of the Reclamation and Closure Plan, monitoring during the closure period is required 
under section 10.7.30 of the Code and the Environmental Code of Practice for Metal Mines (Environment Canada 
2009) to demonstrate that reclamation and environmental protection objectives are being achieved. Monitoring 
activities will be carried out by qualified technicians and the results provided in annual reclamation and 
environmental monitoring reports. 

Consultation between KAM and 
public stakeholders on monitoring 
results will be ongoing.  

Closure and 
Reclamation 

• Concerns raised about the scope of reclamation 
plans and remediation of the site after mine 
closure. 

• Concerns raised regarding the ability to restore 
grasslands and recreate natural habitat; 

• Concerns raised regarding need to monitor 
reclamation phase, in particular Knapweed 
would be a major issue; 

• Concerns raised regarding the potential for 
reclamation to not be completed if the mine goes 
bankrupt; 

• Concerns about quality of reclamation work in 
northwest corner of property that used to belong 
to George (now KAM’s); 

• Concerns raised regarding effectiveness of weed 
control during reclamation, and use of proper 
seed mixes. 

• Public Individuals 
 

• Workshop 
• Meeting 

Section 3.17 of the Application/EIS includes a Reclamation and Closure Plan. The Project will be designed with 
closure in mind; progressive reclamation will continue throughout the life of the Project. Security/reclamation 
bonds will be put in place in accordance with the Ministry of Energy and Mines requirements, and reclamation will 
continue until requirements are met.  Reclamation, water quality and other relevant monitoring will continue until 
results meet regulatory requirements and further monitoring is no longer necessary. 
The main objective of the re-vegetation program presented in the Reclamation and Closure Plan will be to support 
the equivalent grazing capacity of the grasslands to the pre-disturbance condition. Other objectives include 
providing long-term stability of disturbed areas, preventing invasive species, reducing erosion and dust emission, 
and providing diverse habitats for self-sustaining ecological communities. Native vegetation is a major component 
of the existing landscape within the Project footprint. Predominant species include blue-bunch wheatgrass and 
rough fescue; shrubs such as big sagebrush, rabbit-brush, rose and snowberry; and woody species including aspen, 
ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir. Grassland reclamation will include both native and agronomic forage species. Fall 
rye and annual rye grass (agronomic species) will be included to provide quick establishment and ground cover for 
erosion control, soil stabilization and weed control. Pasture will be established using alfalfa, wheatgrass, fescue 
and ryegrass. Further details on seed mixes are provided in the Conceptual Restoration Plan (Section 11.18).  
Planning diverse habitats for self-sustaining ecological communities will be based on ‘Reclamation 
Treatment Units’ (RTUs) that identify areas based on elevation, slope and aspect (solar radiation). 
The RTUs are simplified capability units that provide the framework for developing treatment regimes that focus 
on the specific ecological factors that are limiting to the establishment of target plant communities including 
grasses, forbs, trees, and shrubs. Monitoring and maintenance of re-vegetated areas will continue until self-
sustaining vegetation has established and will likely be required into the Post-Closure phase. Monitoring includes 
presence / absence inspections, mapping of areas identified as containing invasive plants that have been treated 
with herbicide or physically removed and maintenance of the data base of the ‘Invasive and Alien Plant Program’ 
(administered by the Southern Interior Weed Management Committee). Maintenance includes weed control and 
re-vegetation.  

 

Traffic • Concern raised regarding increased traffic along 
Goose Lake Road as a result of the Project; 

• Concern raised regarding traffic effects on 

• Public Individuals 
• KAM Community 

Advisory Group  

• Meeting 
• Letter 
• Workshop 

Potential effects on transportation and traffic are assessed in Section 8.1 Infrastructure, Public Facilities and 
Services of the Application/EIS. Project activities are expected to affect flow of traffic through some interchanges. 
Overall, the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA, Opus International 2015) concludes that the Project will affect 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
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highway corridors utilized by visitors to 
Kamloops; 

• Concerns raised about increased use of Lac La 
Jeune Road combining mine use with recreational 
traffic; 

• Concerns about increased traffic on Hwy 5A and 
Goose Lake Road during construction. 

• Kamloops Tourism 
• Grasslands 

Conservation Council 

• Meeting interchange performance minimally, although some interchanges have pre-existing low level of service. The effect 
is expected to be not significant (minor). This residual effect is expected to interact with construction of the Trans 
Mountain Expansion Project (TMEP). Currently, Trans Mountain Pipeline ULC (TMPL) is devising its logistics 
plans, which makes it difficult to determine the cumulative effects, although interaction is anticipated. 

A Transportation Plan will be developed by the proponent in conjunction with the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure. 

the Application/EIS.  

The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Compliance and 
Enforcement 

• Concern raised regarding compliance and 
enforcement, as well as the accountability of the 
proponent for following appropriate guidelines 
and requirements. 

• Concerns about the legacy of mining, as 
exemplified by problems encountered with 
historic mines in other jurisdictions. 

• KAM Community 
Advisory Group  

• Meeting The Project has undergone a number of design changes, including relocation of tailings and mine rock storage 
facilities, which were moved farther south and away from Kamloops neighborhoods. KAM will meet or exceed 
Ministry of Energy and Mines and other regulatory requirements regarding noise, dust and other operational 
aspects, and the Project will follow best management practices and adaptive management strategies. 

Section 3.17 of the Application/EIS includes a Reclamation and Closure Plan. The Project will be designed with 
closure in mind; progressive reclamation will continue throughout the life of the Project. Security/reclamation 
bonds will be put in place in accordance with the Ministry of Energy and Mines requirements, and reclamation will 
continue until requirements are met.  Reclamation, water quality and other relevant monitoring will continue until 
results meet regulatory requirements and further monitoring is no longer necessary. 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS. 

The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 
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Socio-Economics • Need for a comprehensive socio-economic study 
to be completed so that potential effects on 
tourism, property values, professional recruiting, 
staffing and training for locals, etc., can be 
evaluated; 

• Concerns about the perceived “marginal grade” 
of the Ajax Project and mine viability, and the 
danger of commodity swings and boom and bust; 

• Concerns about whether local residents who seek 
Ajax Project employment will be trained; 

• Concerns about the possibility that some people 
might move to Kamloops just to work at the mine 
even though they have no connection or 
commitment to the community; 

• Concern raised regarding the proximity of new 
layout of the power line to landowner's property 
and potential effects of mine on landowner's 
lifestyle; 

• Concern raised regarding change in viewscape 
affecting tourism and therefore economics in 
Kamloops; 

• Concern raised regarding potential effects on 
future business plans and expansions; 

• Concern raised regarding location of mine on 
area businesses; 

• Concern raised regarding potential effects on 
infrastructure, housing and recreation; 

• Concerns raised regarding jobs from the Project 
for Kamloops residents; 

• Potential of decline in property value near mine; 
• Potential of increase in crime due to increase in 

population; 
• Potential of increase in taxes; 
• Concern raised regarding potential effects on city 

image, tournament branding and 
recruitment/retention of professionals. 

• Public Individuals 
• TLC for Pets 
• KAM Community 

Advisory Group  
• Sugarloaf Ranches 
• Kamloops Tourism 

• Letter 
• Meeting 
• Drop-in Visit/Casual 

Meeting 
• Phone Call 
• E-Mail 
• Workshop 

KAM is committed to building strong and lasting partnerships in the community, to hiring employees locally, and 
to identifying partnerships with education and training organizations and institutions to develop the expertise 
required. 

Potential effects on business: 

Potential effects of the Project on Business are presented in Section 7.4 of the Application/EIS. In summary, the 
residual effect related to increased labor competition is expected to be Not Significant (Minor). No mitigation is 
proposed as it is expected that the businesses will be able to manage effectively through their own planning. No 
cumulative effects are anticipated. 

Potential effects on property values: 

Potential effects on property values are assessed in Section 7.5 of the Application/EIS. Section 7.5.5.6 states that 
during the construction and operations phases of the Project, the Project activities are expected to have a Not 
Significant (Moderate) effect on perceived changes in residential and agricultural property values. It is assumed 
that mitigation measures for other disciplines, such as air quality, noise and vibration, and visual impacts and 
aesthetic features will minimize potential Project effects on residential and agricultural property values. After the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the Project is still expected to have two residual effects: Perceived changes 
in residential property values, and Perceived changes in agricultural property values. 

The cumulative effects assessment concludes that after the implementation of mitigation measures, a cumulative 
effect will likely remain. There may be a perceived cumulative change to agricultural property values, especially 
during and immediately following construction of the Trans Mountain Expansion Project (TMEP). 
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Wildlife and 
Wildlife Habitat 
(including 
Grasslands) 

• Concerns raised about displacement of local 
wildlife and loss of natural habitat, particularly 
grasslands; 

• Concerns raised regarding the ability to restore 
grasslands and recreate natural habitat; 

• Concern regarding the amount of grasslands 
affected with the new GA. 

• Concern about what will happen to waterfowl 
using the tailings pond. 

• Public Individuals 
• Grasslands 

Conservation Council 
• KAM Community 

Advisory Group  
 

• Workshop 
• Meeting 
• Open House 

 

Potential effects of the Project on migratory birds, including effects on birds landing on the TSF, are assessed in 
Sections 6.16 of the Application/EIS. 
Potential effects of the Project on wildlife, -including habitat alteration and loss, disturbance and displacement and 
mortality-, and measures to mitigate potential adverse effects are described in Sections 6.11 to 6.17 of the 
Application/EIS. Effects on wildlife will be monitored through the implementation of the Wildlife and Vegetation 
Monitoring Plan. 
KAM acknowledges the importance of grasslands as sensitive ecosystems that support large number of species. 
Potential effects of the Project on grasslands and measures to mitigate adverse effects are described in Section 6.10 
of the Application/EIS. 
Grasslands link to numerous other valued components, including most vegetation and wildlife species listed as 
value components, recreation, and land use. The interrelationships between grasslands and these valued 
components are discussed in each VC. 

In addition to terrestrial habitat mapping (which classifies the grassland communities), grassland priority mapping 
from the Grasslands Conservation Council of BC has also been considered when determining effects to grasslands. 
Grassland priority mapping considers rare ecosystems, habitat for species at risk and terrain types, as well as other 
benefits such as improving air, water, and human health. 

Permanent destruction of grasslands will be avoided where possible. Re-establishment of grasslands during 
progressive reclamation may be proposed as mitigation 

Security/reclamation bonds will be put in place in accordance with provincial requirements 

Should the Ajax Project be approved and proceed, a variety of management and mitigation plans will be 
implemented to avoid or minimize adverse effects on grasslands, including: 

• Wildlife/Vegetation Monitoring Plan; 
• Air Quality Monitoring and Dust Control Plan; 
• Transportation/Access Management Plan; and 
• Surface Water Management/Monitoring Plan. 

 
Potential effects on outdoor recreation will be assessed and described in the Application/EIS.  

• Access to Jacko Lake will be maintained during operation. However, use of Jacko Lake and surrounding 
land will be restricted during blasting for public safety. 

• Advance notification, when possible, of proposed blasts. 
• Peterson Creek flows will be maintained downstream of the project area. 

Mitigation and offsetting approaches for potential effects on fish habitat are being evaluated as part of the 
Application/EIS. The Outdoor Recreation VC will consider potential effects on recreational fishing and present 
potential mitigation measures. 

Technical studies are underway 
and the results will be presented in 
the Application/EIS.  

The public will have the 
opportunity to review the results 
during the Technical Review Phase. 
Planned consultation activities 
during the Technical Review Stage 
are presented in Section 4.7.3 of the 
Application/EIS. 

Mine Design 
(Project Related) 

• Concern about distance of KMP pipeline from the 
Project berm and pit; 

• Concern raised regarding the location of the 
tailings pond and where will the ore be milled. 

• Concern raised regarding the proximity of East 
Waste Rock Storage Facility (EWRSF) to 
landowner's property. 

• Concern regarding mine site location and safety 
issues associated with the new GA; 

• Concerns regarding extent south of industrial 
disturbance; 

• Ditches needed around facilities; 

• Public Individuals 
• Grasslands 

Conservation Council 
 

• Workshop 
• E-Mail 
• Meeting 
• Open House 
• Phone Call 

 

The updated GA brings key facilities closer together reducing air emissions. This change responds to health 
concerns related to dust and noise generation. The TSF is also proposed at a new location, which avoids Inks lake 
and prevents the TSF from being visible from the Coquihalla Highway.  
The pit will be located at least 50 m from the pipeline. 
KAM intends to process ore on site and ship a copper concentrate for smelting in other places. There will be no 
smelter in Kamloops. There will be tailing storage facilities on site, but the safety of Peterson Creek and 
neighboring Jacko Lake will be a major priority. KAM will design structures and processes with the watershed's 
safety in mind. 
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• Concern about long-term effectiveness of tailings 
pond dyke materials; 

• Concern raised regarding the new location of 
Mine Rock Storage Facility (MSRF) and proximity 
to nearby property; 

• Concerns raised with the location of the Project 
and suggestions to relocate the mine. 
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The noise level, 24hr. 7days per week from the mine crushing 60,000 tonne of rock a day, blasting, use of haul-trucks and multi engines, will be excessive and damaging to property owners, recreation site 
users and wildlife. The 2500 ha. of sensitive natural grassland will have a high rate of reclamation failure.  As well as the chemical residue from recycled water and tailings having the potential to seep into 
surface and ground sources. The Kamloops valley is prone to wind and inversions. The mine will add particulates, toxins and exhaust fumes to an already saturated environment. The mine will require a high 
voltage power line that will extend directly through residential areas and be a major consumer. Presently a 50% increase is predicted for residence over the next few years while the mine will be receiving a 
subsidy. The city of Kamloops and the surrounding communities were not established as a mining town environment. The massive amount of overburden from the mine will cover a significant area of southern 
hillside changing this environment forever.

1 08-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2 08-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

3 09-Jun-11 Marjorie Ponne Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1

4 09-Jun-11 Derek Fisher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

5 12-Jun-11 Mary Hill Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

6 15-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC

7 17-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Aberdeen, BC

8 17-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Aberdeen, BC 1 1

9 17-Jun-11 Paul Dagg Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

10 17-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

11 17-Jun-11 Glenn Dreger Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1

12 17-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

14 18-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Aberdeen, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

13

To Whomever it may concern:
1. With Canada's poor environmental record in the rest of the world, is there any concern about allowing a giant size strip mine, partly within the city limits of 85,000 people. Has this ever been done before? 2. 
We live at the highest point in Kamloops with a view over the valley and have watched the air quality deteriorating every year to the point where it is starting to be a health hazard to even live in Kamloops. 3. What 
amount of fine particles and what kind of chemicals is this mine going to put into Kamloops already fragile air shed? 4. With climate change happening and the concern for fresh water, is it wise to jeopardize the 
future water supply from Kamloops Lake, for the benefit of a Polish strip mine? 5. Allowing this mine to go ahead will influence the health of the majority of Kamloops 85,000 people. WHY WAS 
ENVIRONMENT CANADA CREATED IN THE FIRST PLACE? 

The proposed Ajax mine is partially within the city limits and too close to the general population. The noise, dust, odors and toxins produced will have a huge negative impact on the lives of people in the city. 
Peterson creek runs right through Kamloops to the river and there are plans to relocate it, but what about the toxins it will ultimately carry? How much water will a mine that handles 60,000 tons of rock per day 
drain from Kamloops Lake(where there are plans to put in a marina). It is a horror for tourism. I have seen a badger in the grasslands south of Kamloops and it is an endangered species. As well burrowing owls 
have been reintroduced to the east of the proposed mine site. Both roughed and sharp tail grouse use the area, which contains leks. There are little ponds full of life and driving on Goose Lake road has always 
been a delight, plus people have fished Jacko Lake forever. The environmental impact is huge as both precious grassland and treed areas will be destroyed

Hello,
As a concerned Kamloopsian, I wish to voice my opposition to this project. When as moderate a group as the Kamloops Naturalist Club has serious reservations about the project proceeding, that is a fair 
indication that a longer period for public input is required. I urge authorities to consider prolonging the period for public input and to make the Kamloops public more aware, through the various media outlets, of 
the nature of this project. Thank you for considering this request

After reviewing the project description and attending the public meeting held in Kamloops on June 16th, I would like to offer my thoughts and comments on the proposed Ajax copper-gold mine. First of all, I 
should state that I live at ** Personal Information Removed by EAO **in the Aberdeen area of Kamloops, about 3.5 km from the proposed open pit since 1988. I would also like to state that I worked in the mining 
industry from 1969 to 1992 as a chemist in assay laboratories doing quality control and environmental management (15 years at Brenda Mines, 4 years and Hemlo Gold Mines in Ontario and 4 years at the 
Samatosum copper-silver-zinc mine near Johnson Lake here in BC).

It was stated last night that consultations are ongoing with both the Kamloops and Skeetchestn Indian Bands. If so, why weren't they at the meeting to indicate their support (or not) of the project?

I have a number of technical concerns about the project that I would like to see addressed in the more detailed environmental impact assessment;
o   Where we live, we can sometimes here noise from the trains moving through Kamloops, particularly in the winter, even though they are 10 km away. I believe that we would hear noise from the trucks, 
shovels and drills in the open pit and possibly even the crushers that would be unacceptable and disturb our quality of life.
o   There would be dust generated from the open pit, the crushed ore stockpile and the tailings disposal area that would drift into Aberdeen, Pineview and Dufferin. It has been said that these areas could be 
kept wet for dust suppression, but what about between November and March? All one has to do is look at Highland Valley Copper where they had to construct gigantic dust cover domes for the crushed ore 
stockpiles in order to try to solve their dust problems.
o   Mr. Whittaker stated on June 16th that the pit will eventually be 450 m deep. This indicates to me that the bottom of the pit will be well below the Aberdeen, Pineview and Dufferin subdivisions and that the 
shock waves from blasting will be travelling upwards towards these populated areas. I have visions of cracked concrete foundations and drywall, not to mention the noise from each of the blasts. What is this 
going to do to our property values? Are to proponents prepared to guarantee each home owner that they won't decrease in value?
o   What effect will the blasting have on the historical groundwater issues that have been present in the Aberdeen subdivision? The City of Kamloops has done a lot of work over the years to mitigate this 
problem, but I'm concerned that the open pit blasting may introduce new flows and exacerbate the problem all over again.

The noise level, 24hr. 7days per week from the mine crushing 60,000 tonne of rock a day, blasting, use of haul-trucks and multi engines, will be excessive and damaging to property owners, recreation site 
users and wildlife. The 2500 ha. of sensitive natural grassland will have a high rate of reclamation failure.  As well as the chemical residue from recycled water and tailings having the potential to seep into 
surface and ground sources. The Kamloops valley is prone to wind and inversions. The mine will add particulates, toxins and exhaust fumes to an already saturated environment. The mine will require a high 
voltage power line that will extend directly through residential areas and be a major consumer. Presently a 50% increase is predicted for residence over the next few years while the mine will be receiving a 
subsidy. The city of Kamloops and the surrounding communities were not established as a mining town environment. The massive amount of overburden from the mine will cover a significant area of southern 
hillside changing this environment forever.

I currently live in the Aberdeen area and don't know too much about the proposed Ajax Mines project.  I attended the public forum June 16/2011 to try and gather more information to educate myself in order to 
make an informed opinion.  It was very interesting to hear some of the comments, especially from those that live close to the proposed project.  I would like to request that a brochure/survey information package 
be distributed to Kamloops residents regarding proximity, noise levels, operating hours, footprint, etc. etc.  I have several friends in the Aberdeen area who are unaware of the proposed project.  It is your job and 
the proponents job to inform the residents/public of Kamloops of the potential impacts.  If you believe your communication efforts to date are effective, you are wrong.  The people are not aware, especially the 
Aberdeen, Pineview, Dufferin and Sahali areas.  There is a significant demographic of young families in the areas mentioned who are very busy with daily lives, school ending, summer holidays etc.  As a result, 
the majority of people are unaware of this public comment process and/or the potential impacts of this mine on their future lifestyle, surroundings, finances, etc. There needs to be written information distributed 
directly to the resident of Kamloops!!!

This project should absolutely not proceed. To put a mine such as this next to city limits is irresponsible.  Two kilometers from existing major residential areas is bad enough but now there will be no expansion 
of the city towards this boundary. With the mine in place, where will the city of Kamloops expand?? There is no where else to reasonably go. To say, as the proponent did at the July 16th forum, that the noise 
level is within the acceptable limits of the city bylaws (120 db i.e equivalent to a loud rock concert)is ridiculous, NOT 24 HOURS PER DAY 7 DAYS A WEEK, that is is not reasonable to assume it is 
acceptable. First Nations have been consulted, that's great and I assume they will be paid by Ajax as New Gold has also done, that is good for the bands and that is good for Ajax, but who is going to pay the 
residents and/or their children for their rights??  If the EAO approves this then there is something seriously wrong with our system.  EAO has a long track record of approving all such applications which puts 
into question what the real considerations are?

I have numerous concerns about this project that are either not addressed or only briefly tocuhed on in the project report. 
 1)  Proximity to residential areas - although the report indicates that the project will be 10 km west of Kamloops in fact it appears by the map that the centre of the project including the pit and the processing 
facility will be  within 2 km of residential areas in Kamloops - and even closer to areas currently anticipated for futre residential development
 2) The processing facility will be operated 24 hours a day, 365 days a week.  There is no comment on the noise that such a plant generates. 
 3) The only reference to noise is in section 7, where the report only speaks about the health impact of high noise levels - it does not address at all the impact of lower grade noise that could be 24/7 on the 
quality of life of people living in nearby residential areas, who did not anticipate living near an industrial site. 
 4) Air quality and dustfall - given the anticipated traffic, and intensity of activity the impact of this on the city as a whole needs to be clarified. 
 5) Sandhill cranes frequently stop over near Knutsford during their spring migration - what will be the noice and activity impact on this species - they are not listed in the report. 
 6) Aesthetics - the first impression visitors gain if Kamloops is very important, for our future growth and torusim industry.  For people flying into Kamloops, the visual impact of an open pit mining oeration of this 
magnitude in such close proximity to the city and underneatha common approach path used by commercial flights into the city, could significantly damage their impression of our city and impact upon future 
growth in areas outside of the mining sector. 
 
 Overall, despite the economic benefits, the negative impact on the city could be substantial and needs to be more clearly articulated and estimated.  The impact on housing value in two large areas of the city 
(Aberdeen and Pine Ridge) could be substantial.

I am a current resident of the Aberdeen area in Kamloops and would like to express my concern about the proposed Ajax Mine development.  I attended the public hearing meeting on June 16th and I do believe 
the issue of proximity to city limits was expressed and I would like to echo that most Kamloops citizens are under the impression that this mine would be located 10 km southwest of the city (even as per the 
EAO project description), not within 1.5 km of our residences.  As a professional working in Natural Resources, I have a good understanding of the mineral extraction industry and am personally not against it. 
However, I am unaware of any open pit mine of this magnitude in B.C. that is situated this close to a populated area, especially to a community that is already heavily burdened by the side-effects of a pulp mill. 
 
 The Kamloops area and especially the highlands experience tremendous winds at most times of the year and although the proponent indicated that dust control would be a priority, I can't imagine that the entire 
mine site would not produce significant dust during a 38 degree windy day.  The water consumption just to keep the dust down during a typical Kamloops summer would be staggering! 
 
 I have confidence that the federal and provincial E.A process will adequately assess the environmental impacts here, but I have doubts that the social/economic aspects of this project will be addressed.  I 
understand the 400 jobs will be valuable to Kamloops but what about the losses to tourism and the property values for people living adjacent to the mine?  I recently moved my family to upper Aberdeen to 
experience the peace and quiet and proximity to nature and now I am mortified that there may be a mine within 1.5 km of my house and two elementary schools.  I am familiar with the "not in my backyard" 
mentality that many Canadians have regarding development but I think you would agree this is just a little too close for comfort?  Will the mine be compensating us for lost property values as well?  During your 
review process, please carefully consider how this project will impact the residents of Kamloops. 
 
 Thank you for your time.

o   The project description states that "acid mine runoff" is not expected. What about alkaline mine runoff? Brenda Mines closed in 1990 but they had to construct a wastewater treatment plant to treat the 
alkaline runoff coming off their waste rock piles, mainly due to dissolved molybdenum contamination. There is currently no end in sight as to how long this will be required. At the Samatosum Mine that I worked 
at, acid mine runoff was not expected to be a problem. It is and they also had to construct a wastewater treatment plant  when the mine closed in 1992 and again it continues to operate. 
o   I'm concerned about runoff from the waste rock piles and tailings being contaminated with not only blasting residue (nitrates and ammonia) but dissolved minerals. Is this water going to be collected and 
treated or just pumped into Inks Lake. If it is going to be treated, where will it be discharged.
o   What gives the proponents the right to announced that Inks Lake is basically being sacrificed for mine & mill operations? What about the cattle and wildlife that graze in this area and drink out of the lake? I'm 
afraid I can't buy the proponents statement that no sediments will be introduced into the lake. All it will take is one process upset or tailings line malfunction and we all know where the sediments will go.
o   How much water is going to be drawn from Kamloops Lake? I understand that New Gold and Ajax are both going to use the old Afton Mine pump house. How does the proposed combined volume of water 
intake compare to what was allowed under the old Afton water license?
o   Where will the garbage and sewage generated at the mine be disposed of?
o   What will be used as a potable water source for mine employees?
o   Having previously worked in an assay laboratory, I know that a lot of chemical fumes can be generated from the acid digestion processes used to analyze the ore and concentrates. What is going to happen 
to these fumes? 
o   If and when the mine commences operation, exploration for additional ore bodies nearby will likely be ongoing. What will happen to Jacko Lake if more ore is discovered underneath it? Will it also be 
sacrificed and drained? Will the ongoing blasting caused rock fractures that could result in leakage from Jacko Lake into the open pit?
o   The project description states that there will be road kill, construction and blasting wildlife mortalities. To me, a statement like this is totally unacceptable and this issue needs to be addressed.

As you can see, I have a number of concerns that I would like to see addressed. After reading the project description a couple of times and attending the June 16th meeting, I really can't support this project. I 
have visions of the Aberdeen subdivision looking like Kalgoorlie in Western Australia or Bingham Canyon in Utah and all of our property values and quality of life diminished. The bike rides I've been able to enjoy 
along Goose Lake Road and the hikes up Coal Hill will be gone forever.  I look forward to seeing my concerns addressed.

I am not in agreement to the agenda of the Ajax mine. I beleive it will cause irreverible damage to the surrounding area amd lakes, especially Jacko Lake as it is a favorite wilderness spot to kayak and 
photograph nature. The noise and pollution will not be welcome by locals or tourists as they pass through this region. 

Although I am not opposed to resource extraction and am well aware of our society's growing demand for copper and other resources, I have several concerns regarding this project.
1. The Government of British Columbia (A GIS Based Water Quality Assessment of Thompson Region Watersheds, Samantha Cooper) has identified the Peterson Creek Watershed as the highest risk small 
watershed in the region based on the local landscape (ie, cement channels, location through town) and water extraction licenses. The proposed diversion will further aid in the destruction of the water quality and 
ecosystems in this watershed.
2. Mining activity in close proximity to Jacko Lake. Associated activity including toxic tailings via surface and subsurface runoff will surely have negative impacts on water quality. The lake is a popular destination 
for recreational fishers, and long term effects of the toxic substances can accumulate in the aquatic food chain, and in turn be transferred to humans via fish consumption.
3. The use of Inks Lake as a toxic tailings runoff pond. The lake and area is a popular all-season recreation area. In summer, the area is frequented by hikers, bikers, and used as livestock grazeland. In winter, 
the lake is one of the most popular pond-hockey and snowshoeing spots in the area. All recreation in the area will be eliminated. 
4. Local wildlife. Aberdeen and Pineview Valley is faced with an increasingly troubled bear-human issue. The scale of this project will surely lead this animal's habitat destruction, and force more bears into these 
urban areas.
5. Urban Sprawl. Kamloops is faced with a challenging terrain for urban development. Each year, the City is expanding outwards and upwards into the surrounding highlands. Air quality, noise, and habitat 
destruction are a few of the issues that plague the City each year with urban sprawl.
6. Kamloops Lake water intake system. Water for mining process is proposed to come from a pump house located at Kamloops Lake. An extraordinary amount of energy and emissions will be associated with 
this process. Water extraction in such a large volume should always be a concern.

I wish to express my concerns and opposition to the diversion of Peterson Creek as part of the proposed Abacus/Ajax mine proposal. 
 The stretch of Peterson Creek that will be lost presently flows through a shallow valley.  It has been dammed in several places by beavers, and has matured into the epitome of what we imagine when 
organizations like Ducks Unlimited expound the virtues of wetlands as sanctuaries for a vast array of wildlife, purifiers of our fresh water supplies and carbon sinks that remove tons of carbon from the 
atmosphere and store it as future coal supplies. 
 Some may say wildlife will find other places to live, but all thinking people realize that we must do everything we can in BC and Canada to protect our fresh water supplies, and to mitigate the effects of climate 
change.  Peterson Creek is doing that job. 
 When I talked to the representatives at the open house June 16th, they assured me that the mine would “create” a stream virtually the same as the original creek.  I believe the mine has the equipment to 
“create” a stream bed, and even duplicate beaver dams, but they will never create a wild set of marshes with aspens, willows, bulrushes and all the other plants and wildlife that presently exist in Peterson Creek.  
 That will be lost forever if they are permitted to divert the creek. 

After attending an informational meeting about the proposed Ajax mine yesterday, I was not reassured about the project. 
 
 I am worried about numerous issues related to the Ajax mine.  I'm concerned about the ecological consequences of destroying Inks Lake, rerouting Peterson's Creek, and destroying the pristine grasslands 
ecosystem.  I'm concerned about the effects this project will have on the aesthetics of the Kamloops area, as large waste rock dumps and a massive tailings pond would likely greatly damage Kamloops' tourism 
industry and also create eyesores for residents.  I'm also concerned that this project would greatly hamper city development, as I believe further residential building was planned to occur south of Aberdeen. 
 
 However, as a recent homeowner in upper Aberdeen, my primary concerns relate to what effects this project will have on the living conditions of myself and my family.  I believe a "mega mine" inside the city 
limits and perhaps less than two kilometres south of residences in Aberdeen and Pineview Valley will have numerous deleterious effects.  I worry about the health effects of dust and particulate matter that would 
be greated from the construction and operation of the mine.  Additionally, the sound and vibration caused by mine operations, including but not limited to blasting, could be very disturbing to myself and other 
residents in the area.  The Project Manager for the Ajax mine stated that tests on sound and vibration had been conducted; however, these blasts were a fraction of the size that they would be in the operational 
mine and only thirty blasts or so were conducted, minimizing their validity.  Also I believe low cloud cover could increase noise.  Sound and vibration tests should not be done in ideal conditions, but rather in 
worst-case conditions, so the possible effects can be fully known.  In addition to significant risks to the health and well-being of nearby residents, the existence of a mega-mine, so close to residences, would 
very likely be disasterous for home values in the area.  As a house is typically the largest investment that a person ever makes, this would be economically devastating to thousands of homeowners, even as it 
economically benefits hundreds of miners. 
 
 In short, I believe this mine to be simply too large and too close to residences in Kamloops.  While there would be an economic benefit to a few if this project continues, there would be a guaranteed 
environmental cost, and probable health, social, and economic costs for many who already live in the area.    

We thought this land, which also falls within the City of Kamloops, was in the ALR; how can there be open pit mining here, so close to many residential neighbourhoods, including a new Seniors Home.  It is a 
windy area, noise and pollution will affect a huge area.  Transportation along Lac Le Jeune Road (a road not built for such traffic) will affect recretational areas used in summer and winter.  The grasslands and 
wildlife will never recover from such an onslaught. There are so many other areas away from the City suitable for such a project.  As to the jobs created, how shortsighted when they come at such a huge cost to 
the residents of Kamloops, a City that prides itself on tourism and all the recreational and sports facilities built at great cost and supported by the taxpayers.  There has obviously been much planning done in 
secret, proving that it will be a controversial project for Kamloops.  Please examine this very carefully.

17-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld
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15 18-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

16 18-Jun-11 Glenn Dreger Knutsford, BC 1

17 19-Jun-11 Marvin Beatty Chase, BC 1 1 1

18 19-Jun-11 Jenny Perry Lac Le Jeune, BC 1 1 1 1

19 19-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1

20 19-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

21 19-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

22 19-Jun-11 Ray Lac Le Jeune, BC 1 1

23 19-Jun-11 Susan Cairnie Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

24 19-Jun-11 Isabel Cairnie Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

25 19-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Aberdeen, Kamloops,  
BC

1

26 20-Jun-11 Glenn Dreger Knutsford, BC 1 1

27 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

28 20-Jun-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC

29 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

30 20-Jun-11 Rob Lucas Kamloops, BC 1

31 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

-

32 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC

To whom it may concern:  As a resident of Upper Aberdeen in Kamloops, it was with some interest that I attended an Open House pertaining to the proposed new mine within the city limits of Kamloops.  What 
other open copper mines are within  2.2  kms of a residential area in Canada.  What kind of an environmental impact will the open-pit mine have not only on Aberdeen, Knutsford but also upon Pineview. Given 
the winds that sometimes blow in the area, what guarantees does the region in question have that the dust will not medically affect people with respiratory problems, not to mention the dust that will coat our 
yards and houses.  I recognize the fact also that there are no quarantees that the grass lands, rivers and lakes in the area will be protected from pollution.  Finally, I note that your mine and one other mine in the 
area will be drawing water from Kamloops Lake.  How are you going to protect the lake from environmental pollution.

Hello, I am a Contractor located in Kamloops and have worked at many mine sites throughout BC. Although this Ajax Mining venture seems to be an economic booster for the City of Kamloops I beleive there are 
more important issues at stake. The biggest being the environment. Jacko Lake is the main water source for Peterson Creek. Without Jacko Lake Peterson Creek will cease to exist. That creek is home to a 
great variety of wildlife which includes, beavers,fish,bears and countless numbers of bird species. The proximity of the Ajax pit is directly adjacent to Jacko Lake. If there is any sort of geological failure to the pit 
wall Jacko Lake will be drained. Believe me, after working in and around mining for 28+ years I have seen many engineering flaws and unexpected cracks in open pits. Too much risk.

We just wish to give our support for the Ajax mine proposed for the Kamloops area.  We trust that government environmental regulations will be followed and think that industry should be encouraged in our city.  
Too much emotional concerns seem to be constantly put into these type of proposals.  Other mines have flourished in this same area and industry has done its best to be aware of environmental/esthetic 
concerns.  Though we are not experts on scientific areas we trust that our government agencies will ensure proper compliance with all rules/regulations/laws.
Thank you

Ajax Mine Kamloops: Continuation of Canadian Gullibility  The typical Canadian attitude toward resource development is either a mix of naiveté or innocence. Perhaps it is foolishness. I tend to have a harsher 
view and stupidity comes to mind. 
 The Ajax proposal calls for the removal of thousands of tons of copper and gold all of which will be shipped in raw form to offshore buyers. It will be processed in manufacturing plants in those countries and 
then some of it will be sold back to Canada. The procedure is referred to as economic colonialism. It was the basis of the fur trade, the India Far East Company and is the modus operandi for the oil industry and 
other resource companies in Canada. It is a form of rape with little satisfaction for the afflicted party. 
 One glaring example is Inco, the International Nickel Company. It remove the resource from Canadian soil then ships it a thousand miles south to Huntington West Virginia where for the last half century it has 
created as many as twenty thousand jobs in manufacturing, engineering, management and R & D to the benefit of our American cousins and owners. 
 Our Canadian mentality, which is vested in our government bureaucrats, the news media and in the minds of politicians, has it that this procedure is good because it creates jobs. Well that is certainly true, but 
for every job Ajax will create in the Kamloops region there will be another four jobs created out of the country. 
 So here is the picture. We will suffer the environmental hazards, and there will be many in exchange for 400 or so jobs. We will experience the disruption of our wonderful mountain environ with its peaceful 
tranquility in exchange for explosions, grinding gears and pollution. And in return we will get the short end of the economic stick. 
 Now that is a bargain. It is a great bargain….for the owners of the mine. But not the good folks of Kamloops and the region. 
 Economic development is great. But is is not acceptable when the cost is an environment that is so contaminated people cannot enjoy their community and its natural setting. The risk is simply too great. What 
the mine will bring to the region is a giant scar that can never be restored. Displacing Peterson Creek, extinguishing our placid lakes and building a huge tailings pond and bank is simply too high a price to pay. 
The loss will never be recovered, particularly when most of the benefit will go to others who live far away and care little for our interests.

Good day,
I wish to relay my families total opposition to the proposed Ajax mine, south of Kamloops.

We believe that this proposed mine will destroy vital habitat for wildlife, including fish, waterfowl and other species. Jacko lake is a prized trophy fishing lake, and the areas surrounding to the East and West, are 
utilized daily by the citizens of Kamloops for hiking, dog walking, cross country skiing, ice skating and other natural activities. Approving this proposed mine would be environmentally irresponsible on the behalf 
of our government officials.

Air quality in the Kamloops area has been significantly impacted over the last few years, and continues to be increasingly so. Every year, forest fires cause severe respiratory issues for residents, and the 
proposed mine function will significantly compound the situation. To allow a large operation so close to residential areas is truly negligent.

Noise impact and property devaluation are other considerations that give further evidence to the  negative impact that this proposal would have on present, and future, residents and development in this area.

Please strongly consider the views of the residents that this project will impact. While I am in support of mining ventures in general, I could never support one so close to vital wildlife habitat as well as residential 
areas. This proposal is one that cannot be accepted.

I am a 17 year old student at South Kamloops Secondary, where myself and many of my friends are deeply concerned about this proposed project. We are the generation who will have to live with the future 
consequences, and we believe that the short term benefits of this mine are heavily outweighed by the negative long term consequences on the economy, environment, community and health. 
 
 We have been told that Peterson Creek will be rerouted, and assured that this can happen without negative impact which is blatantly untrue. Rerouting the creek will destroy habitat, introduce toxins, and cause 
major changes to our ecosystem. Myself and my friends grew up playing in Peterson Creek - why shouldn't future generations have to same right?  
 
 There has never been a project like this approved within 2 miles of residential areas - why should this one be different? This open pit mine is 24 hours a day, and living in Aberdeen, we will be able to hear 
drilling and blasting constantly. This is not to mention the noise, sound, light, air, and water pollution. The mine will destroy ecosystems, grasslands, ponds, and treed areas. It will emit pollution, toxins, dust, and 
odors.  
 
 There is also the issue of chemical runoff into lakes and ponds. Toxic substances can be retained in fish which are then eaten by humans, birds, and other animals. Do we really want to risk our health and that 
of future generations and species? This mine will handle 60,000 tons of rock every day, using huge amounts of water taken from Kamloops Lake. We do not want a mine in our backyard - do you? 

Hello, I live in Pineview Valley which as stated by the proponent will be 2 kilos from the north waste rock dump and 4 kilos from the Ajax Pit. I have a number of issues that I would like to be addressed by the 
proponent. They are as follows: 
 
 Pollution - noise, air and vibration. At the open house on June 16th, 2011 the proponent statd they had conducted test blasts to measure vibration. These blasts were of a size that is well under the normal 
production blasts that would be carried out during mining. Can the proponent not conduct test blasts of the size that would be used on a day to day basis. If so could residents that are close by also be notified 
when these test blasts would happen so they could be at home to monitor the noise and vibrations themselves. This way the residents would be able to judge for themselves the type of noise and vibration that 
may occur on a daily basis ---- or there may be none would help give assurance to near by residents that there would be no impact to them. 
 
 Dust pollution is another issue that as a resident of Pineview Valley I would be very concerned about. How will dust be controlled and what systems would be put in place if dust from the mine became an issue 
for the residents of neighboring residential areas.  
 
 As stated at the open house this mine is very close to residential areas and any type of disruption of residents being able to have quiet enjoyment of their living spaces will be a major concern.  
 
 We all have families with young children and must be able to sleep at day and at night. We are concerned for our health which could be affected by noise, dust and vibration from the mine. I believe the 
proponent must be held accountable to meet guidelines to ensure residents of Kamloops will not be affected in a negative manner from this mine being within city limits. 
 
 Another concern is the proponent I believe is going to currently mine the Ajax pit. What future plans do they have to mine closer to residential areas. And what safeguards will be in place if they decide to put a 
pit yet closer to residential areas. 
 

  Thank you. 

I do not think that useing the Lac Le Juene,Meadow Creek road for the transport of ore is a good idea.  Because of all the pine beetle kill in our area,the road was taken under siege by logging trucks this past 
year.There was one truck that overturned right by the entrance into Lac Le Jeune.Many residents have complained about near misses and being run off the road. Come spring time there are weight restrictions 
on this road.What would the ore trucks do then?Also,the pavement on this road is not in the best of shape,and all that heavy truck traffic will only make it worse.The other safety issue is that this road goes by 
four parks and is a school bus route.Please find another route or another place to mine.

As a concerned student and citizen of the Kamloops area, I am strongly opposed to the open pit mine project. Through standing together we spoke up and successfully defeated the planned creosote burning 
project. We as a community are capable of saying no to this mine, which will result in a far greater negative impact on our community, environment, health and quality of life. 
 
 I ask you, is this really the direction we want our city to take, a city which takes pride in being the Tournament Capital of Canada?  How does this fit into Kamloops' vision of increasing its tourism and being 
seen as a regional center, which attracts people from all over? We already have a pulp mill, and adding this mine will further decrease the quality of our air, making us less attractive to tourism, investors, and 
athletes. 
 
 While I understand the draw to create more jobs, in 23 years these jobs will be gone, leaving us with hundreds of displaced workers with families to support, and devastating environmental consequences which 
will remain with us far longer than any economic benefits. It is the citizens of Kamloops who will be left to deal with the increased toxins in our air and water, the destruction of natural habitat, grasslands, 
forested areas, and lakes. Our children will still be breathing this air, long after KGHM mining has moved on. KGHM is an international company which has no ties to this area or the people who live here, and 
thus little incentive to conserve our resources and quality of life.  
 
 Kamloops needs to create jobs which are sustainable and long-term, and to prioritize our community's health, quality of life, and environment over the short-term financial benefits this mine could bring. We 
have a right to choose which direction our city takes, and we do not have to stand by and accept this mine. We have the power to create the community we dream of. 

What are the plans to suppress the dust from the course ore stock pile.. HVC is just completing a cover over the three piles, not only for dust suppression, but the  recovery of huge loses of  copper. If possible 
the surge pile may be designed in an excavation to avoid the cost to cover an above ground design.    The prevailing wind is from the south- west and could cause huge problems for Ajax down the road.  I am 
not aware of the intended tailings location, however in a couple of years this will be a major problem for the company. Unfortunately tailings pond dust cannot be controlled as  the flow wanders  all over.     
Highmont   tailings and the HVC  tailings  pond dust goes for miles during the summer. However there is no Kamloops down wind.   I was a General Mine Foreman for 8 years at the Jeffrey Mine, CJM, 
Asbestos, Que. and 24 years  developing Lornex-HVC. and operations.    The personel who will be responsible for the operation of the mine when you start production  should be  included  in the initial design.  
As as a career miner I wish you nothing but the best. It will be great for the area. It would be nice if you could just move the ore body 10 miles in the bush.  The pit  blasting and noise will not be a problem, just 
keep the blast time the same hour every day.      Good Luck and may the price of copper remain stable.

To whom it may concern,  

Unfortunately, I was unable to attend the public meeting last night regarding this mining application due to a previous commitment.  I wanted to take the time to let you know my thoughts regarding the proposed 
Ajax mine project.   

I live in Aberdeen about 2000 meters from the proposed mine.  Had I any indication that we could have a mine less than a 20 minute walk from our front yard, there is no way I would have chosen to live here.  
Our home is a higher end property and part of the reason we bought here is the "green belt" afforded by the agricultural land behind the development.     

Unfortunately, I think this development has the potential to cause damage to our waterways, our air quality (which is already frequently severely impacted by smoke in the summer), and our water 
reserves/ground water.  Please assess very carefully any increase in particulate when making your decision as in the last few years it has been routinely hard for people who don't have respiratory illnesses (and 
impossible for those that do) to go out and exercise in our city due to the particulate generated by forest fires.  We are opposed to anything that could cause further erosion of our air quality.  The wind comes 
directly down from the mountains onto our home.  The flow of air is predominantly from the South or Southwest.  We do not agree with any project that could increase particulate in this air.  There are also many 
underground streams in our area that originate at the top of the mountain.  We have all read about the damage to the ground water that can occur with mining operations, and do not want to be exposed to any 
potential toxins via the ground water.     

As far as I can gather, the only benefit to Kamloops of this mining project is via job creation and tax revenue.  Though money can be seductive it is certainly not the most important consideration.  I urge officials 
at all levels of government to consider whether or not you would support this project if you lived in this neighbourhood.  If the answer is no, ask yourselves why, and whether or not imposing an industrial project 
of this scope (essentially within a residential area) is an appropriate choice.     

It is my belief that "economics" like GDP and tax revenues are only one measure of success of a society.  A better measure of success and progress is the populations health and happiness.  What we stand to 
gain in jobs and tax revenue has no meaning in the long term if it erodes our living environment and quality of life.  I am strongly opposed to this proposed ajax mine and I hope that our government has the 
courage to stand up for the citizens of Kamloops in rejecting this applicationThe proponents for the mine have said that the preservation of Jacko Lake and Peterson Creek are of prime importance to them.  They do not believe that Jacko Lake will drain into their pit.  I do not believe they 
can make that statement with 100% certainty.  In any venture such as this, there will be the possibility of error.  I would expect the mine to be able to indicate the degree of certainty they have in their statement 
that the lake will not be drained. 

Well, Kamloops...this is a little more than a silly zipline, huh? 
 
 I have family that live very near the site of this proposal and will myself be in Kamloops for the next two years attending TRU.  Given the choice between long-term environmental damage (there can be no other 
word for what will happen with this mine) and the economic impact, I stand with those opposed to the Ajax Mine. 
 
 If it were not to be undertaken, would Kamloops simply dry up and blow away in the semi-arid desert air?  Of course not. 
 
 Air quality, watersheds and grasslands cannot simply become something we continue to significantly affect in negative ways.  Change is inevitable, yes...but what needs to change is our approach to preserving 
and protecting the natural world that sustains us all. 
 
 Mark me down as opposed to the Ajax Mine.

It seems that Kamloops is being encouraged to passively accept the proposed Ajax Mine Project with the promise of new jobs for the area over the next 20 or so years, but at what cost to the environment and 
quality of life for those living in the area? Kamloops residents closest to the mine location will lose the very reasons they probably chose to live here--the scenic beauty, the wildlife, the peace and quiet, the 
healthful benefits of clean air and water. There is no real guarantee that the positions promised by mine proponents will be filled by local Kamloops residents and at best those postions are projected to last only 
about 20 years. Kamloops appears to have a comparatively healthy economy at present It can afford to take the time to carefully seek out new business and economic opportunities for the community--those that 
do no have such a negative environmental impact for so many people in what is now a very desirable city in which to live and one that tourists are encouraged to visit. Whatever short term monetary gain 
Kamloops area residents think they will be getting will most definitely be offset by the long term destruction of the environment by Ajax Mine Project.

An additional comment.  The map used is way out of date; the housing developments now extend much closer to the proposed mine, also the new Seniors Residence is on Iron Mask Road.

I am echoing the comments made by others, regarding the control of dust from the waste rock and tailings.  The proponents are planning several square kilometers of exposed surfaces that would create dust 
problems.  At the meeting on June 16th, the proponents brushed off these concerns by saying they had to look out for the welfare of their employees, therefore there would be no dust problems for the people 
downwind of the mine. This is not good enough.  The employees could be protected with respirators, leaving the rest of us to deal with the dust, toxic or not.  Several square kilometers of exposed rock and 
tailings to control, coupled 5 months of sub zero temperatures at that elevation where spraying with water is not a solution, they will need some very innovative plans to convince me that there will not be health 
problems and reduced quality of living in Kamloops due to increased dust in our air.

Lyle first let me say glad you came to Kamloops for the environmental presentation.By why of a suggestion have your calling cards printed in a larger typeface...virtually impossible to read !!

Lyle it's Fathers Day today that I am writting you ...as I am very concerned about the future legacy for my son,grandson and hopefully his family in the future. I stood up the other night and expressed my concern 
about this proposed mine.The area which it will change for hundreds of years is a very beautiful grassland setting.The drive to and from Edith Lake is a delight...and can and should be for generations to 
come.There is no monetary dollar sign to it's value...in a very real sense like Stanley Park.

The low grade ore coupled with the volatile copper prices may very well leave a ruined landscape. Interesting to read the Reuters article June 15th 2011 about KGHM in Poland. The Polish government has a 
32%  stake in the company and just forced through a doubling of the dividend.This was contrary to managements plans to invest more into operations. 

Reading and watching the videos of NewGold's operations in Mexico at the Cerro San Pedro Mine and it's environmental track record is very unsettling.

There is a cost to our tourism potential in Kamloops...yes we win the Beautiful City Award regularly...oh Tournment Capital Of Canada...oh 1 million overnight visitors so far on Rocky Mountaineer Trains...oh 
lets see we have a huge charter bus tourism and what will visitors see when this mine gets going..

 I don't have a pension..my income is from investments and I wouldn't touch this !!!  

The public open house for the Ajax mine was a huge disappointment. The venue was much too small to hold the 350 attendees. Many people for forced to stand in the hallway and were unable to hear or see the 
three presentations. The question period was much too short which resulted in many attendees unable to ask their questions or express their concerns. Both government agencies quickly ran out of handouts, 
again leaving most attendees disappointed.   
 
 My questions is: Did the government agencies and proponents of the Ajax Mine fail to anticipate the huge public out cry about the impact of the project or was this an attempt to save money on the open house?  
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33 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

34 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

35 20-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC

36 21-Jun-11 Dr Henk van Zyl Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

37 21-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

38 22-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

39 22-Jun-11 Ross & Bev Lorimer Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

40 22-Jun-11 Geramy Powell Delta, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

41 22-Jun-11 Hal Peterson Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

42 22-Jun-11 Thomas Caine Kamloops, BC 1 1

43 22-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1 1

45 22-Jun-11 Glenn Dreger Knutsford, BC 1

46 22-Jun-11 D. Leblanc Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

44 June 20, 2011

Concerns re: Proposed  AJAX Mining Project Kamloops, B.C.

I am a citizen of Kamloops who attended the public input meeting initiating the Environmental Assessment Review process for the Ajax Project.   My husband and I chose to live in Kamloops 47 years ago.   We 
raised our family in the community and now have grandchildren growing up here.   We came because we loved the arid climate, fragile grasslands, and   clean lakes and rivers as well as the opportunities to set 
up successful professional practices.  I believe the proposed Ajax mine will jeopardize the future of this pristine   environment and negatively affect citizen lifestyles (and potentially health).   In addition the 
economic benefits will be short lived.  Our community has dealt with a reputation of being, ‘that smelly pulp mill city’.   In recent years we have overcome some of those perceptions by focusing on our numerous 
tourism opportunities, higher education institutions, and incredible civic recreational facilities… all things that encourage folks to settle in this region.  An open pit mine 25 square kms. in size and partially within 
the Kamloops city limits will have just the opposite affect. 

I would like to focus on a number of concerns that I hope will be considered in the scope of the environmental assessment.  
1.The Fragile Grasslands: Once the grasslands are destroyed they are gone forever.  What took hundreds of years to form, gone in an instant.  The proposed mining area contains flora and fauna that people in 
this region enjoy for hiking, birding, snowshoeing, etc.  I have worked for one of the largest open pit mines in the world and reclamation/mitigation is NEVER a way to restore the landscape to the way it was 
before a mine is commissioned.  

2.Water: In the past this very dry region has experienced a lowering of the water table in times of drought.  Future projections from hydrologists predict this will only get worse as global warming increases.  Will 
there be enough water to sustain such a mining project?  At what cost…to agriculture, to citizens (particularly ranchers), to fishing lakes and streams in the area?  What are the limits on demand?  If water is to 
be shared, as well, with another mining company (which I believe is the plan) who will have priority rights if shortages occur?

3.Health: We are a medical family and have definite concerns about the health hazards that might be associated with the mining project.  These could include everything from chemicals used in processing, 
dust, noise, and general stress.  What studies have been done in other similar operations to assess these impacts?  Once again, having worked onsite at an open pit facility, I know first hand that risk 
management must include contingencies for a variety of emergencies…fires, electrical outages, weather crisis, etc.  Such events can often result in catastrophic health hazards.                                                      
                  
4.Employment and the Economy: Yes, there will be jobs created in the construction phase of the project and also for the projected 23 years after the mine is commissioned.  Let us assess this for a moment.  
The mine will only operate as long as the company is making money.  If the price of copper falls below a certain level the mine will no longer be viable.  We saw this in the past with Afton.    Many of the jobs 
would be filled by workers from outside the region because of the need for specialized skills.    However, the big issue is how many people will lose their jobs because of the project…in tourism, ranching and 
other new industries that decide not to come to, ‘that city with the mine beside it’.  This is a zero sum game. I hope the scope of this assessment takes more than a 23-year focus!   So many decisions are made 
without the next generation and beyond in full view.  The pulp mill located In Kamloops is a perfect example of “short term gain for long term pain”.  The increased tax base in this type of project is often a 
mirage, as we have seen from the demand by the pulp mill for special tax relief.
The biggest winner from this project will be the offshore proponent from Poland that owns 51%.  I see no long-term financial benefit to our local community.

I am opposed to the proposed AJAX mine. My reasons are several and include: 
 (1) Use of water from Thompson River system. The Thompson/Fraser system is already subject to massive salmon kills due to insufficient water flows and related high water temperatures. The additional 
draws by AJAX would only exacerbate this problem. 
 (2) Loss of habitat for wildlife and humans.  This area is home to many animal and bird species. Rock dumps, tailings ponds, mine digs will surely destroy the wildlife currently using these many acres. 
 (3) Loss of Jacko Lake.  I am one of hundreds of people that enjoys fishing Jacko Lake. Whether or not the lake accidently drains out due to some unforeseen crack or fault line, as suggested by some,  this 
lake will be lost to me.  I would not fish the lake with all this industrial activity so close at hand. 
 (4) Noise.  The AJAX mine site is very close to my home in Aberdeen. I am sure the noises usual to any mine worksite ( haul trucks, diggers, various engines, dynamite blasting) would be heard in my 
neighbourhood.   Presently,  at night I hear the coyotes and the cows.  I would not enjoy the industrial noises. 
 (5) Dust, fumes.  At the Public Meeting,  I heard Jim W.- mine proponent- provide assurances that dust would be controlled.  But how could they suppress all the dust for such a huge area?  Summer 
evaporation and Winter freezing surely would make this task impossible.   And, so far as fumes,  there can be little control.  Diesel fumes from many machines would have to escape the mine site.  The mine 
would be south west of my home.  The prevailing winds in Kamloops are south westerly.  I can see the dust and smell the fumes already! 
 6) Loss of property values.    For the reasons mentioned herein,  I believe my property value would decrease,  along with the values of other Aberdeen and Pineview homes.   This does not seem right to me. 

As a developer who has tried in the past to develop in Aberdeen and has been discouraged due to ground water issues in the area I believe a ground water study should be completed for the project that would 
specifically address the tailings pond. 
 
 In our attempts to develop in Aberdeen, we heard concerns over the potential leakage from sprinkler heads and underground services.  Surely the tailings pond would pose a greater threat.

To Whom It May Concern:

 I am a homeowner and resident in the Pineview Valley area just north of the proposed Ajax Mine site.  Can you please let me know what type of environmental impact we can experience in the Pineview Valley 
when the mine is in operation.   Will we have to deal with vibrations, dust, pollutants from the site?   If everything is approved as quickly as possibly when can we expect the mine to be in full operation?

THE CONCERN IS:
1.  LOCATION: Kamloops is mostly built on the side of a mountain where the soil contains a percentage of volcanic ash and is unstable in certain areas.  Putting a giant size mine on the mountains above the 
city poses a significant risk to the structural integrity of buildings and homes. When asking whether a mine this size has ever been put above a city of 85,000 people.  THE ANSWER WAS "NO".  The unstable 
structure of the soil has always been a major concern to building on the hillsides of Kamloops.  Locating this massive mine 3 Km from homes and on top of this mountain is extremely risky since there will be 
significant vibration from the daily blasting of this mine.  They promise only one blast a day but we know that will be huge.

HOW CREDIBLE WILL THE CANADIAN ENVIRONMENT ASSESSMENT AGENCY BE IF A MAJOR CLASS ACTION SUIT RESULTS FROM APPROVING THIS AJAX MINE?

2.  AIR QUALITY:  The air quality in Kamloops is poor on most days and people's health is already being compromised.  The cancer rate in Kamloops is higher than in most cities in Canada, not talking about all 
the children using inhalers.  Ajax mine will only add to this overburdened air shed.

I have just been informed of the proposed Ajax Mine Project and generally I am please with increased economic activity for the Kamloops region. However I am greatly concerned about the increased truck traffic 
on Lac Le Jene Road. I have read portions of the project proposal that I feel would affect my use and enjoyment within the region and although the loss of Jacko Lake is significant, I am sure there will be 
compensating improvements for fishing activity close by. I have also heard that there may be increased truck traffic on Lac Le Jeune Road to the Coquihalla Hwy at the Logan Lake interchange. The proposal 
states that the current mine road running perpendicular to LLJ Road will be used to transport materials. This is the only acceptable transportation link. LLJ Road is used primarily recreational users, local 
residents, ranchers and campers/vacationers. It is not designed or suitable to be a transportaion corridor for mining or hauling trucks. It is simply not safe and would have a huge impact on the quality of our life 
in the area. We chose to live and recreate in this area because it is quiet and away from traffic. We have suffered enough with the devestating pine beetle that has caused our forests to be defoliated and 
increased traffic noise in the area from the Coquihalla Highway immensely. I urge you to continue with the proposed transportation route from the mine site to the Coquihalla Hwy, that is along the old mine road, 
parallel to the railway. Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion. I shall be monitoring the continuing project implementation. 

I find it disgusting, though not surprising that once again we entertain the idea of money over health and environment.  As a resident of upper Aberdeen I feel that the proposed Ajax mine will ruin the beauty of 
the area, cause incredible air pollution, disrupt wildlife, harm water resources, etc, etc, etc.  After reading other comments on this board, it seems to the that the common  consensus of the residents of 
Kamloops, is that we are against this proposed mine.  Please listen to the people that live here and love where they live.  We need to maintain our integrity as an environmentally conscious city, the beautiful 
"Tournament Capital" that would not look so beautiful to visitors driving in when the first thing they see are enormous mountains of waste rock behind the Aberdeen hills.

Registry File Number: 11-03-62225  Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the Ajax mine proposal for the Kamloops area.  We reside in the Lac Le Jeune area, south of the proposed mine. At 
the public open house on June 16, it was disclosed that up to 14 ore trucks per day would access the Lac Le Jeune Road, near Inks Lake, and haul uphill to the Walloper interchange at Highway 5. There is an 
existing interchange at Inks Lake that would be much safer and less costly in the long run.
We have several concerns with the hauling proposal as presented:
Safety- Our major concern is safety .The Lac Le Jeune Road is a 2-lane road used by a mix of traffic including residents, tourists, school buses and some industrial traffic. In recent years there have been 
several incidents involving industrial vehicles, such as a collision between a logging truck and a passenger vehicle this past winter. We are opposed to an increase in heavy industrial traffic on LLJ Road and 
believe the Inks Lake interchange is a better long term solution.
Traffic delays- The loaded trucks hauling uphill will be travelling at a very slow speed on the LLJ Road. This will cause significant delays to road users. There are limited passing opportunities that may cause 
“risky” driver behaviour as vehicles attempt to pass slow moving trucks.
Road Strength- The Lac Le Jeune Road undergoes seasonal load restrictions (to 70%  legal axle load) on a yearly basis in the spring. This restriction can last up to 2 months and means that industrial use is 
limited. The mine proposal indicates operations 365 days per year, but that would not be possible with load restrictions. 
Road Condition- The LLJ Road is part of the public sideroad network and is not in great condition. The additional wear and tear on the road will accelerate the deterioration of the pavement. The loaded trucks 
hauling uphill and the associated forces on the road will result in increased costs to maintain the road.
Access- The current access from the mine to LLJ Road has limited visibility. The intersection would likely have to be relocated. The funding would be better spent upgrading/constructing the present road that 
gives access from the mine to the Inks Lake interchange on Highway 5.
Snow removal- During a heavy snowfall LLJ Road is cleared after Highway 5 is safe and clear. This sometimes results in quite a delay for using the secondary road.

We think these factors are significant and provide a sound rationale for the construction of an all season access road from the mine site to Highway 5 at the Inks Lake interchange.

The public open house for the Ajax mine was a huge disappointment. The venue was much too small to hold the 350 attendees. Many people for forced to stand in the hallway and were unable to hear or see the 
three presentations. The question period was much too short which resulted in many attendees unable to ask their questions or express their concerns. Both government agencies quickly ran out of handouts, 
again leaving most attendees disappointed.  

 My questions is: Did the government agencies and proponents of the Ajax Mine fail to anticipate the huge public out cry about the impact of the project or was this an attempt to save money on the open house? 

I find it disturbing that such a large open ore project is launched so close to town, ruining the beautiful grasslands and areas around aberdeen. One of the main attractions of that drew me to Kamloops is the 
great variety of outdoors activities and the area designated will destroy a large a  amount of beautiful landscape I frequently enjoy on a bike and I'd hope to share with my kids in the future. I understand the 
financial incentives and the job creation aspect is always quoted, but quality of life is a large drawing card for any town and city. Kamloops has been working extremely hard promoting and "selling" this town as 
the tournament capital of canada, in the hope of creating a sport and activities centre draw towards Kamloops. Placing a huge open ore ugly mine right on the edge of town goes against everything the town is 
working towards. Our focus should be trails, hikes, mountain bike and dirt bike trails. In the modern internet era, more and more people are leaving big cities to come and stay in town like ours as they can still 
run their business online but have a great quality of life...If we ore the top layer of the edge of town we kill the goose that lays the golden eggs...a beautiful countryside. I think it is completely the wrong direction 
to take at this point in time. The world is becoming greener , no-one wants a mine on their doorstep, it'll destroy the improving image this town has been working on so hard. We want those who want to enjoy the 
great outdoors and enjoy their sport to settle and visit. Allowing a large mine on the edge of town is just crazy. I completely oppose this project and hope to enspire everyone I speak to, to voice their concerns as 
well.

I am a resident of Aberdeen in Kamloops, BC and live approximately 3 KM from the proposed mine site.  While I am supportive of mining in BC, I am very concerned about how this proposed mine may affect 
one of the premiere living locations in Kamloops and property values in the area.

I am particularly worried about blasting and the noise / dust (air quality) associated with such activity.  If we are subjected to noise from daily blasting, then the value of our property will decline and the quality of 
living will drastically be altered.  The Pineview sub-division is even more at risk as it is closer than the rest of Aberdeen.  Will blasting be a part of the mine operation and if so, what steps will be taken to ensure 
the sound will be reach Aberdeen and the rest of the city?

I am also worried about how Jacko Lake will be affected by such a project.  It appears that the mine will encompass the lake, so will anglers lose one of the most popular lakes in the area. Also, how will the 
proposed mine protect the quality of the lake for future generations?

How will the increased trucking access the mine and has any consideration been taken on he toll of the roads due to the increased congestion of the roads?

When I view the aerial photos of the land the mine will occupy, showing their planned pit, waste rock managements sites, roads and tailings pond, I see a barrier to wildlife travel that is 10 kilometers wide.  
There is a large population of deer and other wildlife living south of the mine, that migrate north, into the Iron Mask and Kenna Cartwright park area for their winter range.  The planning of the mine is such that 
there is no reasonable corridor for wildlife to travel their annual routes between summer and winter range.  Not only will the mine eliminate the wildlife on the 5000 acres of grasslands they destroy, their effect 
will stretch many kilometers to the south as ungulates starve because they cannot access their traditional winter ranges.

I am strongly opposed to the Ajax mine project. There are many reasons for my opposition, first being that it is completly ridiculous to have a project of this magnitude so close to a thriving neighbourhood. As a 
local resident I am deeply concerned about noise, dust, blasting, air quality, esthetics and propery values. All Kamloops residents, not just those in Aberdeen will be affected by the added polluntants. Kamloops 
is a beautiful place to live and we need to keep it that way. If we were aware of this project we certainly would not have chosen to live in Kamloops.  The hills of Aberdeen are home to some of the best trails 
Kamloops has to offer as well as an abudance of wildlife. 
 The Environment will be affected, how could it not be. When we blast, drain lakes and reroute water flow, it no doubt will have a domino affect upon the environment.  

 The economic benefits do not justify the the total cost to our environment and neighbourhood.  This mining corporation comes with lots of money behind it and unfortunately our government tends to cater to 
that. It is time however that our environment take presidence over economy. The consequences are far to great.

5.Decision Making Process and Political Issues

How much say does the City of Kamloops have in the decision making process?  As the projected mine site is partially within the city boundaries is there not an issue of municipal zoning?  As a citizen, I am 
happy to be involved in this early part of the assessment process but involvement does not mean influence nor does it give the power to actually affect the final decisions.  I find it distressing that the people who 
will be the most affected by the decisions (the community) are the ones with the least power to influence those decisions.  I believe the citizenry should be better represented in this entire process.

6.Monitoring and Enforcement

Environmental assessment and subsequent approval to proceed to commissioning and full operation are simply the opening scenes in any project.  If adequate monitoring is not done on a regular basis and by 
an independent monitor then the assessment guidelines and limitations are useless.  As well, if there is not subsequent enforcement after monitoring then it still remains useless.  I have worked with companies 
over the years, both here in Canada and off shore, which employ EIA processes. I have found two glaring problems that weaken this chain of events.  First, government regulators are spread so thin with layoffs 
and staff cut backs that it is in some cases impossible to do adequate monitoring and enforcement.   Unfortunately, this leads many companies to stray from agreed on guidelines.  What guarantee do we have 
that that will not be the situation with Ajax?  If a lax process of monitoring and enforcement were to take place we, the citizens, would pay the price.
Will the company operate at the internationally accepted standards of ISO 14001?
Will it seek ISO 14001 certification?
7. Visual Impact
The visual impact of this huge project will be an ‘eyesore’ for at least the life of the mine.  Mitigation must be guaranteed and thorough. An adequate bond should be put in place. This becomes even more 
important if the price of copper plummets and the company deserts the project mid stream because it is no longer financially viable to continue operation.  We have seen that this can happen. People form their 
opinions on first impressions.  Is this mine the image we want to present to the world?
THE BOTTOM LINE
Two final questions: What is the benefit of this project and for whom?
What kind of a community do we want to leave as a legacy for our children and grandchildren?   
Thank you for the opportunity to be involved in this process.  I hope your group will see fit to expand the parameters of the assessment so that an enlarged focus will pay more attention to the social, lifestyle, and 
health issues of the citizens of Kamloops and the surrounding area.  Those citizens will ultimately be most affected by the decisions that you make.  

 June 21, 2011 
Environmental Assessment Office 
RE: Comments on Line 

**Names removed by EAO to protect the privacy of the individual**are ranchers whose property is located within close proximity to both New Gold and Ajax Mining proposed tailings ponds. Our concern is the 
noise and dust from these tailings ponds. 
1. Now that Ajax has acquired the old Afton Mine Site and tailings pond, who is responsible for the proper reclamation of this property? And who sets the standards for this reclamation? 
2. Is there an environmental safety requirement regarding how close a tailings pond can be located to your private residence or work place as in my situation both New Gold’s tailings pond is located 
approximately 750 meters and Ajax’s proposed tailings pond 2.5 to 3 km from our residence and work place. 
3. What is the health risk of long term exposure to tailings pond dust? 
4. Loss of good air quality and loss of property value… Anyone to take responsibility for that? 
5. Heavy duty equipment working at night causing loss of sleep… Any compensation for that? 
6. The spillway from Ajax’s proposed tailings pond will be allowed to flow into Alkali Creek, which is the same water shed that supplies our domestic water. Will this contaminate our domestic water supply? 
7. On all the maps of the mine area we have seen, there is NO indication of any homeowners’ residences which are located in the immediate vicinity.  If possible, we would like a representive from your office to 
view the area surrounding these mine sites as they affect many personal residences and work sites. 
Thank you, 

-Personal Information 
Withheld

22-Jun-11 1 1 1 1 1 1
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47 22-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1

48 22-Jun-11 Unhappy Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

49 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

50 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

51 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

52 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

53 23-Jun-11 Gordon Lloyd Kamloops, BC 1

54 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

55 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

56 23-Jun-11 John Burgher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

57 23-Jun-11 Glen Littlejohns Pineview, BC 1 1 1 1 1

59 23-Jun-11 Jean Humphries - 1 1

60 23-Jun-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

61 23-Jun-11 Mary Star Mahara Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

62 23-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

58

This should not be approved. It is ridiculous. Just too close to the residents of Kamloops. No where is North America is a mine so close to a city this size. They will ruin Jacko Lake and the beautiful surrounding 
grasslands. Kamloops already has an air quality problem which the dust from this will only add to. Not worth it for a mere 23 years of jobs. 

this  proposed mine  on the  outskirts  of kamloops will do many things  to the detriment  of the  residents  life styles ...property values  in the entire  city will  decrease  likely by  40% to 50% . and the visitors  to 
kamloops will instead  of  considering  it as a nice  play  to live, will continue  on to either vernon  or kelowna ...the  dust and noise which  is a part  of mining , will impact  everyone ...except the  owners  of  the 
mine  who will continue to live far away ,and not be worried about  the  environment ,  or  the health  issues that  the mine will bring to the area...the  probable  loss of  jacko lake  would be a tragedy , because  it  
is a tremendous  tourist attraction  .but , if  the mine  does go ahead ,  we   would be able  to  do away  with  our  tourism  offices, cut staff at  city hall, and  see  houses  offered  for sale  in aberdeen , sahali ,  
south  and north  kamloops  at a fraction  of  their  cost ......I can not  conceive any  other  city  in B.C. even  remotely  considering  a mine adjoining the city boundaries ....except  kamloops .  we moved here 
from  the coast  50 yrs. ago , raised a family , and enjoyed the  peace and tranquility  of  the area ..we were saddened by the  loss  of  mission flats beach  when the  pulp mill arrived , with the "smell of money"  
and  in the many  years that  we have had  the smell, are assured that  they are  working  on  it..but every time  the environmental  people complain about emissions , the mill says we can't afford  that , and we'll 
have  to  shut  the mill down ..so the environment  department says  oh we can't have that..and that  will likely be the same response  to complaints about  the dust and noise coming  from the ajax mine ...once 
this mine is here, kamloops  is  done as a destination for anyone looking  for a place to live and raise a family .

Please take the time to look at these videos! 
   
This is THE TRACK RECORD OF AJAX MINE in their Mexican operation.    http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w1aQ71SdZZA&feature=player_embedde
  
 Is this what is going to happen to Kamloops if we let Ajax proceed?   What do you think is going to happen to the equity you built up in your house?    How do you think this mine operation is going to effect your 
families health?    Do you think anyone is going to move to Kamloops "THE MINING TOWN" except people that work for the mine, with an increase in an already deteriorated air quality, including fine dust 
everywhere, increase in emphysema and lung cancer?  
   
The list goes on and on, YOU HAVE THE INTERNET, EDUCATE YOURSELF, TALK TO YOUR FRIENDS AND FAMILY!

The beleve the Ajax mine project will have an affect on aberdeens homes due to blasting. Residents will defintly feel shock waves from blasting of hard rock, not to mention nose,dust and water polution. I think 
the project is way to close to the city.

I have sent an email 10 days ago to Ajax and have had no reply regarding the environmental impact on the Pinview Valley (just North of the proposed mine site).  What will be the impact on our neighborhood?   
Will there be noise, vibrations, toxic dust/fumes, threat of flooding from leaking tailing lakes?  No one seems to have clear difinitive answers.  Will the environmental assesments better explain the risks of the 
mine site to nearby residental neigborhoods?  Better yet will this information be made public?  

Dear Mr. Milobar,
As a representative from the City was not present at the first public meeting held last Thursday on the proposed new copper-gold mine site, 50% of which is within city limits, I am writing to provide some input 
for your consideration.
 The presentations from the Federal and Provincial Environmental departments were very informative but only dealt with the effect of mine operations on the environment. A major concern from the many people 
attending the meeting was how would mine operations affect the health of everybody living in Kamloops. In your message on the City's home page it is stated how Kamloops offers a "fit and healthy lifestyle". It 
became quite clear from questions being raised in the meeting that our health could be seriously affected with this new mine being only two kilometers from the nearest residences at Aberdeen and Pine Valley.  
To date the impression of the general public was that the mine site was a long way from the City and residences and it would not affect our daily lives, particularly as the Company states in its literature that the 
site is 10 km from city limits. This is incorrect and in the meeting their representative admitted they measured the distance from the Petro-Canada station!
 
Much of the environment destruction is well known and documented but as this mine will be right next to and part of our City its daily operations for the next 23 years will significantly affect our health, climate 
and daily lives.  A Provincial senior scientist and biologist has projected that Jacko Lake will be dead within five years notwithstanding that the company states the lake will not be affected and they will protect it. 
The lake will be right next to the large open pit mine and inevitably will become polluted if not destroyed by the blasting.  Peterson Creek originates from Jacko Lake and likewise will become polluted with toxins 
and waste from the mine which will then be carried to our Downtown and eventually into the South Thompson River from which we get our drinking water.
 
The company states they will do their best to control dust from the mine. The majority of all prevailing winds here come from the South or South West direction.Thus inevitably our air quality will be adversely 
affected by dust from the mine. If strong winds occur as we experienced last week any efforts to control dust will be futile. Already our medical clinics are filled with people suffering from sinus and asthma 
problems. Weather inversions periodically occur over the city and these would trap any pollutants from the mine in the air making the situation very poor. These do happen at the Logan Lake mine and can last 
many days. We have all visited that mine and the many inches of dust affecting a large area emphasizes the problem and what will happen to the upper Aberdeen and Pine Valley areas. This could cause a 
population decline which would negate any economic benefits of the Ajax low grade mine. 
The company states that their water requirements to be taken from Kamloops Lake will not affect the Lake levels. The very large ongoing amounts of water required by an operating mine are considerable and 
reliable sources indicate this is not the case and water levels will be affected. For nine months of the year when water flows are low if the level of Kamloops Lake drops it could have a serious effect on the South 
Thompson River, communities downstream, and the salmon runs.
 
Although the economic benefit of some 400 additional jobs in the community may be attractive a large mine site on our door step could have the effect of Kamloops being branded a polluted dirty mining town 
instead of the vibrant healthy community your comments on the web site portrays. Tourists travelling here will have a first impression of a large mine operation and huge mountain of a waste dump instead of a 
pristine wilderness with beautiful lakes and a beautiful community.
 
I have lived here for the past 26 years and seen Kamloops grow from a mill town reputation to a large healthy diversified community. We owe it to our children and grandchildren to keep our City where they 
would want to live.
Thank you for your consideration and service to us all.
My wife and I, long time residents of Kamloops and currently residing in the Aberdeen subdivision of Kamloops, strongly oppose the development of an open pit mine and associated facilities partially within the 
City of Kamloops. The proposed Ajax Mine is, in our opinion, far too close to homes, schools, recreation facilities and community activities. We believe the mine will have short term and long term negative 
effects on our quality of life. We are of the opinion that the mine will also have a negative impact on the lives of citizens of Kamloops.

Consequently, we urge you and the authority vested in provincial and city officials to oppose ( do not approve) this development.

CC Kevin Kruegar, MLA Kamloops
        Terry Lake MLA Kamloops-North
        Peter Milobar, Mayor City of Kamloops BC

I have to wonder if this has  been thought through. There are so many concerns with this it is not funny. Wildlife, air quality, property values, and the list goes on and on. Does anyone not care about what the 
residents of kamloops  think. We will only suffer from this, not benefit.

My wife and I, long time residents of Kamloops and the Aberdeen subdivision, strongly oppose the development of a large open pit mine in such close proximity to houses, schools, recreation facilities. We 
believe the mine and mine facilities, if allowed to go ahead, will have a very negative effect of our lifestyle and on our community.

I wish to register my strong opposition to Ajax mine project proposed for the Kamloops area. Its potential negative impact on the environment surrounding Kamloops is undeniable. The resultant destruction of 
the surrounding lands will also ruin our city's desirability to new residents and businesses - both during the operation of the mine, and forever afterwards. Finally, the supposed consultation meeting last week in 
Kamloops was not consultation at all - but the mine representatives going through the motions so they can say that they "consulted".  That such a project could be in line to be approved shows me that the 
government processes in place to protect the environment, the livelihood of the residents of our city, the ranching community, and our local tourism industry, are merely a sham and this it makes me 
embarrassed to be a citizen of BC and Canada.

The proponent of the Ajax mine has already shown little regard for the quality of life, health issues and effect of property values for residents surrounding the mine. It is also obvious that they have little regard for 
safety issues. Although the mine property covers a huge area within the city limits and just outside the City of Kamloops, the mines representatives insist on constructing the Explosive Storage Facility in an area 
south of the Goose Lake Road within metres of homes on both Goose Lake Road and Edith Lake Road. The facility will result in numerous trips per day across Goose Lake Road, a public road which is a 
popular recreation area just south of the city limits. The items stored in the facility include bulk ammonium nitrate and bulk emulsion which will be transported to the open pit across Goose Lake Road for the life 
of the mine, a total of 8400 days.   
The storage and transportation of explosives will result in significant risk to nearby homeowners and public traffic on Goose Lake Road over the 23 life of the Ajax Mine.  

I have read the comments in this section with interest. I estimate that more than 95% of the comments are strongly in opposition.  
 
 In a knee-jerk fashion I agree with all of them. I wondered whether that was enough. Am I being selfish or short sighted in opposing a project that will create jobs? Should I oppose this simply because it will 
have a negative effect upon me?  
 
 After reading the the thoughtful and detailed letter from the retired assay scientist I have concluded that it is enough. The problems he articulates so clearly have convinced me that I - for one - do not want to 
live here if the mine is approved.  
 
 Will this mine be able to avoid all of the problems that have been described? The answer is almost certainly no. Even if they are somewhat successful at dust suppression, noise abatement water protection etc, 
there will be negative impact upon the community.  
 
 Is that worth 400 jobs? No.  
 
 The effect of this mine will be a loss of many other people like me, who bring employment to this community. The net increase in jobs will be offset by the many people who - like me - say this will be the last 
straw. I believe we will suffer a net loss of jobs if this mine comes in.  
 
 I live in Aberdeen because it affords me gorgeous views and relatively clean air compared to the rest of the city. The proximity of the subdivision to the city center (where I conduct my business)and to my kids 
activities makes it my preferred location. There are other nice areas of the city but they don't offer all that. The drive to Westsyde or Valleyview is too long given the activites my kids are involved in. If I want to 
return to the office in the evening it is a short five minutes away from Aberdeen. I want to live there despite the long winters. 
 
 We already have a significant shortage of doctors here. If we undermine the livability of our community will that help us to attract more? No. Does that mean that the people they would have employed will have 
to look elsewhere for employment? Yes.  
   

 The tourism industry is a mainstay of our local economy. Will this mine hurt that business? Of course it will. Does that mean that the people employed in tourism jobs may have to look elsewhere for 
employment? Yes. The same thing can be said for the agricultural industry, already in trouble.  
 
 And then there is me. I am a self employed professional. I have two university degrees. I am analytical by nature. I chose to move to this city from the Okanagan, after careful consideration and much to the 
astonishment of my friends there.  
 
 "Kamloops stinks," they said. "It's windy and dirty," they said. "There's no lake," they said. What I saw, however, was a good sized, thriving city in the midst of relatively unspoiled country. I was willing to accept 
the loss of the Okanagan because it made good business sense for me to come here. And at the end of the day I could return to a lovely quiet home on the hillside.  
 
 This mine will end that. And for me, it will be the last straw. I can earn my living whereever I choose to live. So I will leave. Period.  In leaving, I will have to lay off the 3 people I employ in jobs that pay well. A 
direct loss of 3 jobs.  
 
 My accountant will lose our family business and my company business. My business landlord will have another empty space to fill. My dentist and my doctor will both lose 5 patients. My insurance broker will 
lose business. So will my gym, my mechanic, my hairdresser and all the other businesses I frequent with the large discretionary income I have been fortunate enough to earn over the years.  
 
 I have spoken with three other self employed people in this community and they are also considering this leaving if this mine gets approval. If 100 people like me leave this city will lose more than it can ever gain 
through this mine. If one mid sized company chooses not to relocate here because of the poor lifestyle we will be in a net loss.  
 
 We can plant flowers on marigold miles until the cows come home. If we are surrounded on all sides by dirty noisy industry, our quality of life will suffer. Kelowna will continue to compare itself favorably to 
Kamloops and will continue to attract the doctors and self employed people who will not sacrifice lifestyle for a foreign owned mine.  
 
 Our city will regret this forever once the real economic and lifestyle costs are added up. When I say "our" city, I hope it will still be mine as I really love it here. But for me, this will be the last straw. If you build it, 
I will go. 

Dear Environmental Assessment Panel:

Amidst the concerns being raised about this massive Ajax mine project is the fact that this operation will decimate a large area of fragile grasslands, which are at a premium in this province and can never be 
replaced.  I'm participating in a 5 year survey project for the BC Breeding Bird Atlas and a large section of my UTM square lies in the projected mining area.   During my survey work I have been amazed at how 
many bird, animal, and plant species occur here.  Many of them are indigenous to grasslands, which means that they cannot just go somewhere else.  

    A number of ranchers are reliant on the grasslands in this area, and they are jusifiably concerned over the major impact such a large mining project will create.  They love twhere they live and provide locally 
raised cattle and sheep for the market.  There are rules about overgrazing and environmental stewardship which most are happy to comply with, and yet in one fell swoop, some foreign mining company can 
come in and totally decimate the same environmental surroundings..

   Mining today is on a massive scale, which totally changes a landscape.  "Reclamation" never can take the place of the original ecology, which has developed over a long period of time. Since the almighty 
dollar usually dictates what replacement plantings will be done, native grasses and plants are rejected in favour of cheaper, non-indigenous ones which grow fast and look good, but lack what is needed by the 
species who make the area their home.  

  Is it really worth destroying an environment one cannot put a price tag on for the sake of short-term gain which, arguably, may really not benefit BC very much in the long run?  I think not, and neither do those 
who live in the area and who stand to lose something very precious.
 

To Whom it May Concern
 We are opposed to the proposed Ajax Mine.  We ranch in the area adjacent to the mine, and at this time we have had no assurances from the mine that it will not adversely affect our operation. 
 Our concerns include the following: 
 -dust pollution from blasting and tailings "pond",contaminating our pastures and hayfields. 
 -leaching of contaminates into the soil surrounding the tailings area. 
 -the amount of water used from Kamloops Lake and ground wells in the area. 
 -use of Inks Lake as a settling pond. 
 -noise pollution from blasting and crushing of the rock. 
 -loss of property value
 -increase of traffic on the Lac Le Jeune Road, the road is not built for heavy ore trucks, and is currently patched in many places and is breaking up in other places.  We trail our cattle from one part of the ranch 
to another using the road.  This will become almost impossible with the increased number of ore trucks ,mine personnel, and supply trucks. 
 -changing the course of Peterson creek and potential damage to Jocko Lake from the main pit of the mine. 
 -loss of wildlife habitat ,with the tailings area being the spring and fall range of Mule deer. 
 -loss of the way of life we have had for the last century--we were told we could always get a job at the mine. 
 We hope that the Agency will look very closely at the mine and it's impact on the Envirnoment and how it will directly effect many people.  The number of jobs it will create sound good, but, in the end we have to 
have a clean world to live in and food to eat .

I am extremely concerned about the negative effects of the Ajax Mine on Jacko Lake. The 46.7 hectare Jacko Lake is a very popular fishing lake due to its location on the outskirts of Kamloops, in an area 
renowned world wide for its excellent fly-fishing. The quality of fishing brings in many people to the area and is a great benefit to the local economy. The lake is particularly popular because of its low elevation 
resulting in one of the first lakes to be ice free in the spring and one of last to freeze up late in the fishing season. The quality and size of the fish are above average and accessibility to the lake is easy, being 
only a few metres from the city boundary.  
 
 My concerns are: (1) page 41 of the Ajax Mine Project Description indicates that
 1/2 hectare of fish habitat of the northwest arm of Jacko Lake will be destroyed to accommodate the western arm of the pit. This is a particularly fertile part of the lake and greatly favoured by flyfishermen; (2) 
The Proponent is unable to assure the public that 23 years (8400 days) of continued blasting within meters of the lake would not affect the bedrock and eventually lead to the draining of the lake. This of course 
is a benefit to them as there is a large body of ore below the lake. 
 
 The construction of the Ajax Mine will lead to the eventual destruction of Jacko Lake and should be considered to be an environmental disaster. 

I have been a resident of Aberdeen for 3 years (and Kamloops for 30) and I love the atmosphere of the area. Unfortunately, that will disappear almost instantaneously, along with clean(er)air, the quiet and our 
health if the Ajax mine opens. It is unfortunate that the "economic boom" this will supposedly bring has become more important than maintaining the value of a city, a beautiful grassland region (and lake), the 
health and support of the residents and the value of property in the areas of Aberdeen, Pineview and Knutsford.  
 As mentioned by others, the instability of the soil in this region should alone be enough to make one question the viability of a mine situated not only above an elementary school, but numerous neighbourhoods 
and the rest of the city. One ill-timed blast (coupled with environmental circumstances) would be all we need to have everything come crashing down. The devastation to the landscape, and the city and its 
residents, is not worth the mine. 
 I DO NOT support this mine. I hope others will speak up as well. I would relocate if it goes through, which is too bad because I love where I live.

Aberdeen, BCPersonal Information 
Withheld

23-Jun-11 1 1 11
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63 25-Jun-11 Carolyn Dymond Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

64 25-Jun-11 Terry Maslasz Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

65 26-Jun-11 Mike and Penny Gilker Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

66 26-Jun-11 Paula Pick Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

67 27-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

68 27-Jun-11 Robert Mayser Kamloops, BC

69 27-Jun-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1

70 27-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1

71 28-Jun-11 Justin MacKenzie Ucluelet / Kamloops, 
BC

72 28-Jun-11 Pat Henelly Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

73 28-Jun-11 James Piper Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

74 28-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

75 29-Jun-11 1 1 1 1 1 1

76 29-Jun-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

77 01-Jul-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1

78 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

A review of documents relating to the purchase of my home in Aberdeen located approximately 2 kms from the proposed North Waste Rock Management Facility indicates that when I purchased my home in 
1981, I was required to sign a Covenant with the City of Kamloops. The Covenant pursuant to Section 215 of the Land Title Act indemnifies the City against any losses that may incur to me as a result of any 
movement, slippage, settlement, or other failure due to unstable soil conditions of the land my home was built on. The Covenant was obviously registered against my property due to the unstable soil conditions 
in the area just below the proposed Ajax Mine. 
 
 I am deeply concerned about the affect on my home and surrounding homes from the billions of tons of waste rock to be piled in the North Waste Rock Management facility just above this unstable area. I am 
also very concerned about the negative affect of this massive weight on the water table and the numerous underground springs that flow from the facility down through the already unstable ground in Aberdeen 
and Pineview Valley. It will be impossible to predict the scope of any potential damage to homes and property until the mine is allowed to open and then it will be too late. The values of our homes will be faced 
with a huge decline if the mine is allowed to go ahead. Homeowners will also have no recourse against the City of Kamloops when the damage occurs due to the Covenant we were all forced to sign. 

According to the Ajax mine project map, the proposed east waste rock pit will border the north/south fence line of my property  from Goose Lake road to the City's south boundary & since I rely entirely on solar & 
wind for my power supply, I suspect the 300 foot high (or possibly higher)"berm" surrounding the rock pit will interfere with the solar panels, cutting off my power source by about mid-day, particularly in winter 
when the sun is already low in the sky.  Do you have a solution for this?   
 If the proposed 300 foot high (or higher) "berm" should interfere with the prevailing southwest winds (on average 20-30 miles/hour- -mostly all day every day) thereby reducing my power supply even further,  
would you have a solution for this?

I believe the idea of such a massive mining development so close to a major population is ludicrous! The impact on air quality, water quality, grass lands, wildlife and general quality of life for residence of 
Kamloops and especially Aberdeen. The city of Kamloops has invested in infrastructure to attract tourism with the "Tournament Capital" initiative and has gone to lengths to attract such companies as Rocky 
Mountain Rail Tours. What will this mine do to the reputation and beauty of Kamloops and surrounding areas. Kamloops must decide if it is a town that will pursue tourism or heavy industry. We can decide to 
be Hamilton or Kelowna. The government of British Columbia should be ashamed of trying to put heavy industry within Kamloops city limits, without the proper environmental impacts. I will be one resident of 
Kamloops who will not only vote against any party who approves this mine, but will also actively campaign for the opposition. 

The proposed Ajax Mine will have huge negative impact on our ungulate populations. The vast area of the mine plus the waste rock and tailings facilities will be an unnatural barrier to the migration of large herds 
of mule deer as well as some white-tailed deer and moose to their natural wintering grounds. The herds travel from their summering areas at Lac Le Juene, Hull Mt. etc., during the fall breeding time to settle 
around Sugarloaf Mt., Iron Mask Mt. and Coal Hill to spend the winter. If the mine goes ahead, it will be impossible for the animals to reach these areas, which will lead to starvation and decimation of the herds. 
The eight-foot fence spanning the Coqhihalla Highway will be an impassible barrier to the west and the community of Knutsford to the east will stop migration to their natural wintering grounds.

 As Chairperson of the Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Committee for the Kamloops & District Fish and Game Association from 2001 to 2009 I was head of a crew of volunteers that spent over 150 man-days 
improving wildlife habitat in the Kamloops area, much of it in the proposed Ajax Mine area. The Association worked in partnership with The British Columbia Ministry of Environment and the Public Conservation 
Assistance Fund to improve ungulate habitat by removing unnatural hazards, such as abandoned barbed wire, and invasive plant species. 

 Since the old Afton Mine closed in the late 1990’s until now, it is noticeable that the health and numbers of the herd has improved substantially and it has never been in better condition. It is undetermined at this 
time whether it was the closing of Afton Mine or the hard work by volunteers to improve the habitat, or a combination of both, that is responsible for excellent condition of the herds. We do know, however, that 
the Ajax Mine will destroy an important wintering ground for the ungulates resulting in starvation and death of these fine animals.

Fact of distances using Google Earth so you can double check if you want.  Abbeyglen Way is 1.75 km from edge of Waste Rock (Tailing Storage, told it is going to be the height of a 12-story building = dust = 
emphysema and lung cancer), and it will be 2.33 km from the edge of Ajax Pit.  Pineview, will be 1.75km from edge of north waste rock.  City Hall to edge of mine = 6.45 km; North side of bachelor to edge of 
mine = 10 km; Logan Lake distance to Highland Valley Mine is 15 km to center of mine to center of Logan Lake.  I have been told that Logan Lake have dust problems created from the mine!   I appreciate an 
answer to this question: We have a 13 ft Allan Block retaining wall and we paid thousands of dollars to engineering firms testing the soil.  W were told to be very careful of watering too much, as the whole 
hillside is very fragile for sliding.  I have quite extensive experience when it comes to explosives and know all about the vibration associated with them.  If you give the go ahead for a mine of this size, this close 
to buildings that are built on a fragile hillside, who is going to pay for the damage?  I again appreciate an answer to this question.

To whom it may concern, 
As a former resident of Kamloops, who had to move because of a poor economy, it makes the most sense to our family to, if there is going to be mining in BC, to do so in a location that has already previously 
been mined.

To whom it may concern, 
 
 I am writing to express great concern over the proposed Ajax mine within the city limits of Kamloops, British Columbia.    We purchased our home in the Aberdeen area of Kamloops specifically because it was 
so near the grasslands and was the most quiet and pristine part of Kamloops.  We love nothing better than to sit on our deck or in our garden and breathe the fresh air that the constant breezes carry and to 
listen to the crickets and the distant lowing of cows in pastures at the top of the hill.   If the Ajax mine were to go into operation within two short kilometres of our home our quality of life would be drastically 
affected. 
 
 As a light sleeper I would no longer be able to sleep at nights with the constant drumming of heavy equipment and intermittent blasting going on through the night.  
 
 Our air would no longer be clean and I would be concerned for my daughter playing outside and breathing the dust and filth being produced so close to our house. 
 
 The grasslands are what define Kamloops' topography and this massive, ill-thought out mine would destroy huge quantities of this sensitive ecosystem. 
 
 Waterways would be rerouted, compromised and polluted.   
 
 It fills me with fear to know that some far away people are planning to destroy the home that I have worked for so many years to acquire, the home where I plan to raise my family, grow vegetables in the garden 
and enjoy the serenity of our peaceful hills. 
 
 I will do everything possible to make my voice and the voices of all of my neighbours heard with regard to the ignorance and greed that are guiding this mine's progress. 
 
 It is my hope that Ajax will realize how unwelcome they are here and that quality of life far outweighs a few short-lived jobs and revenues. 

You have got to be kidding, a mine in city limits. We can't have a pit fire in our yards in Kamloops because we want clean air but hell we need another mine. We have garbage cans coming out our butts because 
we want to be green. We keep hearing about the jobs that will be created but what about the ones that will be lost through tourism. It has been difficult already to attract doctors to our pulp mill/mine city with all 
the pollution just think how quick they will want to come to Kamloops with the Ajax mine. People need to think about the long term and the damage that can't be reversed. I hope the citizens of Kamloops take the 
time to think about the damage that will be done. Noise/ Pollution?

You can add our names to the chorus of protests against the proposed Ajax Copper/Gold mine on the southern border of Kamloops for the following reasons. 
 
 a) Destruction of sensitive grasslands. Once the grassland has been destroyed attempts at reclamation will never re-create the natural ground cover again. 
 
 b) Blasting, crushing and noise from heavy machinery at the site, as well as along Lac Le Jeune road during hauling will adversely affect residents and wildlife. 
 
 c) Dust and toxins from tailings and waste rock rock dumps will be airborne and negatively affecting residents and homes nearby. 
 
 d) Potential for serious damage to Inks, Jacko and Kamloops Lakes as well as Peterson Creek. 
 
 e) Wildlife habitat and migratory corridors will be destroyed. 
 
 f) Living conditions of the residents of Aberdeen and Pineview Valley. These are residential areas that should not be subjected to 24/7 noise and dust pollution as well as the negative effect on property values. 
 
 g) The long term effects on the growing importance of the tourism/service economy. The mine jobs are a short term gain for long term environmental and economic pain. 
 
 In conclusion the proposed mine is an inappropriate venture too close to the city of Kamloops. The mine is not sustainable in the long term and poses too many health, pollution and environmental risks. 

I would like an answer to my question: 
 How many hectares of the 2500 hectare Ajax mine footprint, is native grasssland now. how much grassland would be destroyed if the mine was approved.  I have had a tour of the proposed mine site and been 
to a public meeting.  My first point is that I think it is a huge mistake to build a mine within the boundaries of Kamloops.  It is short-sighted, Kamloops will need to grow and the old mine site, on already disturbed 
land might be suitable for residential development.  The proposed site is much too close to Aberdeen and Pineview Valley subdivisions.  Those residents will be exposed to dust, air, pollution and noise 24/7. It 
seems to me to be ridiculous to build a mine right in a big city.  If this was Kelowna, it would be unthinkable.  BC is a very large province with sources of copper all over the place.  The tailings pond is probably 
undersized.  And what a ugly sight to see as you come into the Kamloops area.  What impact will that have on tourism?   My second area of concern is protection of native grasslands.  Jim Whittaker, 
spokewman for Ajax had no knowledge of native grasslands and did not know that once disturbed, it is near to impossible to restore/reclaim the land to its original condition.  Bunchgrass, the predominant plant, 
does not recover from being disturbed.  100 years after the homesteaders, the land they tried to put crops on, is still missing bunchgrass and tends to be weedy.  After the mine has closed, sure they can reseed 
with introduced species like Russian crested Wheatgrass.  It can be seeded, it will spread, not allowing native species to be started.  Cattle will eat it.  So you can achieve restoration of grazing for cattle.  but 
you have lost native grassland.  "British Columbia contains the largest remaining area of North America's Intermountain Grassland ecosystem...Grasslands are the most threatened ecosystemof British 
Columbia, even more threatened than old growth coastal rainforests".  (Chris Harris 'Spirit in the Grass', p.12).  Only 1% of BC was native grassland and only about a 1/3 of that remains in its original ecological 
condition.  And in that 1% reside 30% of the BC endangered plant and animal species, including the badger, burrowing owl, Lewis' Woodpecker, western rattler, and spadefoot toad.  The environmental studies 
however, cannot just look at individual endangered species but must look at the entire fragile grassland ecology.     The land around the old Teck mine is pristine native grasslands.  A burrowing owl was seen 
there a few weeks ago.  This is high quality burrowing owl habitat.  Blasting effects fish and birds, so even outside the 2500 hectare mine site, wildlife will be disturbed.  I have a question: how much of the 2500 
hectares proposed by Ajax will be native grassland?  For low quality copper ore, it is an abomination to think that Ajax mine could destroy 10 square miles of land half of which is within Kamloops and much of it 
pristine native grasslands.                                  Reading: The Grasslands of the Southern Interior of British Columbia, E.W. Tisdale.  Published in Ecology, vol.28, No. 4 (Oct. 1947), pp.346-382.

Ensure that the BC Environmental Assessment will include an analysis of the toxins contained in the dust generated from the mine.  A comparison site in a neighbourhood 2 Km away could certainly be made 
available to you, to show the difference between the existing dust, and that that will be created by the proposed mine. 

I would like to say I support the proposal if the environmental impacts can be monitored, reasonably mitigated, and mitigation measures strongly enforced. Every big project has impacts and its better for the 
environment overall if we have developments near communities than off in the hinterlands. I remember when the Coquihalla Highway was proposed and that had many more impacts to ecosystems, wildlife, and 
fisheries than a site specific mine that can be carefully controlled. Yet most people wanted the Highway because it saved an hour in travel time. Kamloops City should be provided with benefit sharing revenue 
directly from the mine. Just like First Nations will get.  
 Too many people complain about the City, taxation, crime mand lack of good jobs yet say not in my back yard. Any direct proven significantly adverse impacts to homeowners should be financially 
compensated. The B.C. interior desperately needs foreign investment and resource development. Otherwise our grand kids will be left to carry bags, clean rooms and serve fast food for the foreign peoples that 
allowed resource development. Please figure out a way for the mine to proceed it will benefit Kamloops and all of B.C. 

According to the Project Summary report completed by Knight Piesold Consultants prepared for the proponent of Ajax Mine, a 1500 metre section of Peterson Creek just below Jacko Lake will be diverted to 
make room for the open pit as well as a small section downstream to make room for the East Waste Management Facility. This will be done at considerable risk to the environment. Firstly Peterson Creek is a 
fish-baring creek, in the matter of fact during the second week of June a fisheries biologist for the province of BC counted over 300 rainbow trout spawning in the section just below Jacko Lake in an area slated 
to be diverted. The 1500 metre diversion will go directly through the old Afton Mine tailing facility. Any toxins, impurities, sand etc. will be washed down stream and pour into the Thomson River just upstream of 
both Pioneer Park and Riverside Park, both popular City of Kamloops recreation sights frequently used by swimmers during the summer months. 
 
 Peterson Creek has many water licenses below the diversions and the users of the creek are at risk of loosing this vital resource. 
 
 The Thompson River hosts a numerous amount of salmon runs, the most notable being the Adams River run which has its spawning grounds approximately 60 kms upstream of the mouth of Peterson Creek. 
The Adams River Sockeye run alone hosts between 2 million and 6 million returning spawning salmon each year. The mature salmon, which also include coho and chinook, hold in many areas including the 
mouth of Peterson Creek on the way to the spawning grounds. Most importantly the salmon fry will hold at the mouth of the creek as they work their way to the Pacific Ocean.  Knight Piesold Consultants 
confirmed in their report that salmon fry were captured at the site in July and August 2008 and both coho salmon and rainbow trout were captured there in September 2008. 
 
 The greatest risk to Peterson Creek, however, is the possible draining of Jacko Lake. The proponents of the mine are unable to assure the public that 23 years (8400 days) of continuous blasting just metres 
from Jacko Lake will not damage the bedrock, which could lead to the eventual draining of the lake and the destruction of Peterson Creek. 
 
 The diversion of Peterson Creek will not only negatively affect the fish habitat in the creek itself, but also create risk to water license users, affect the water quality of the recreational sites within the city of 
Kamloops, and could also have a potential negative affect of the salmon runs using the Thompson River system. 
 
On page 40 of Knight Piesold Consultants report the writers acknowledge that fish habitat will be lost if the diversion is allowed. They and the proponent must also acknowledge the many other negative affects 
on the environment and users of the Peterson Creek and stop the mine at once.

I would like to state my view of the new Ajax mine proposal for the Kamloops area. 
  I do not want to see the mine project move forward for several reasons.  
  The idea of relocating a portion of Peterson Creek really concerns me, if that needs to happen then there are more  issues and concerns with this mine than we are even now being told about.  Also I do not 
trust that Jacko lake will come out of this mine unscathed. 
  I live in Sahali and do not want a mine outside my backyard so to speak as there is NO guarantee of control of odors , pollution to our waters or toxins to our bodies.  
 If The mine had been here when we moved I would have seriously considered not  purchasing the property that I did, which leads to another concern which is the  potential decreased  value to our property.  
  The location of the mine is too close for comfort for me. I am a health professional and  significant health problems are far too often found in hindsight no matter how reassuring the "experts" might be as to the 
safety of the project. 
  As far as jobs go, if we need to destroy our valuable land for the sake of gold and copper then we need to employ 2 generations of people to find alternatives to such products rather than setting up a mine for 
the same purpose.  
  Having lived here for 15 years and dealt with the odors from Domtar  over the years I see no good reason to potentially increase that issue by including  the south shore. People who do not live in Kamloops who 
visit us observe the smell when they are here as a real negative (we don't notice it as much now , gotten used to it I guess) and being downwind from the proposed site will not be good. 
  I strongly oppose the development of the Ajax mine.

Although I am generally in favor of projects that will bring jobs to the community, I am opposed to this particular project as I don't believe the estimated economic benefits justify the potential impacts.  My areas 
of concern are: 
   
 Air Quality - dust control in mines is a difficult prospect (see attached) - even if the operator takes all available measures to control dust emissions, at best they would simply be reducing it; as a resident of 
Aberdeen, I can attest first hand to the strong winds that regularily howl through the area, so I don't see how the mine operator could reasonably be expected to prevent this from affecting the Aberdeen/Pineview 
areas. 
 
 Noise - blasting, coupled with around-the-clock industrial activity 3km away on a plateau - I can't say for certain if this would be heard from my home (I think it's reasonable to say yes)....but that's not something 
I want to find out after the project has been approved and it's too late. 
 
 Property Stability - homes in the Aberdeen area have covenants applied to restrict the amount of water used for irrigation - specifically because of ground stability issues - having such a large scale operation 
happening in this area, using that much water, coupled with blasting, makes me wonder what effects this will have on the stability of properties - especially in the long term.   
 
 Property Values - as a home buyer, I wouldn't even consider buying a home 3km from an open pit mine...and I'm sure I'm not the only one - therefore perception alone will likely suppress property values (I 
suspect the fact this project is being considered at all is likely already affecting those values); if there turns out to be tangible ill effects (dust/noise pollution, ground stability issues) this would further decrease 
values. 
 
 Keeping all of that in mind, the operator believes they can minimize or eliminate these risks/impacts - however, if once the project is operating, it is found that the noise is in fact disruptive, dust is in fact blowing 
into these neighborhoods - what then?  What recourse, if any, is available to the affected residents?  My expectation is that if the project goes ahead, and there are impacts, that those of us living in those 
neighborhoods will simply have to absorb the lost value of properties, put up with the noise/dust/potential health issues, and potentially pay out costs associated with any ground stability problems. 
 
 That said, I don't see how any of the residents here can consider that to be an acceptable risk. 

We in Kamloops don’t have forests or oceans bordering our city; we have landscapes,  rare and precious grasslands landscapes. That’s all we have.
 We also have an ethical responsibility to future generations to leave them with the natural wonder of the grasslands surrounding the city, not to mention our responsibility to the plants and animals that live in 
these rare zones.   We want a clean and healthy earth surrounding us.  We don’t want to burden future generations with 25 square kilometres of rubble and mine waste to look at.  We don’t want another one-
time resource development to further degrade our city giving it an “industrial, resource-based ” label.   Moving forward, Kamloops will need a good clean and green reputation as a city to attract business and 
talent in the future, in an age of competitive globalization where people and business can locate anywhere.
 The life of the mine is only supposed to last 23 years.   That is less than one-third of a life time.  When the mine is finished, those 400 promised jobs and boost to the city’s tax base will be long gone. We’ll still 
have 25 kilometres of waste on the edge of our city that won’t go away. That is so little return for such a high ecological price to pay. 
 We have the opportunity now to make important choices that will have major effects far into the future.  In this case, let’s make the right choice.
 This mine should not happen…
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79 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1

80 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1

81 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1

82 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

83 03-Jul-11 Karie Ghering Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

84 03-Jul-11 Jane Steele Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

86 03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

87 03-Jul-11 Glenn Dreger Knutsford, BC 1

88 03-Jul-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

89 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

90 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

91 04-Jul-11 Colin Covington Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

92 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1

93 04-Jul-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

85

When the mine prepares the areas for the waste rock piles, there will likely be a lot of disturbed ground and piles of soil reserved for future reclamation.  I am concerned about the growth of invasive and noxious 
weeds on this disturbed soil, and would like to know how the proponents plan to handle this problem.

My husband and I moved here from Vancouver 6 years ago and chose the Aberdeen area to live in Kamloops because it offers peace and quiet compared to other areas of the city. There are no railroad tracks, 
no major highways, no ambulance or fire stations with their sirens, and no airport traffic noise. We are not only definitely not interested in having our solitude destroyed but also our land devalued, air quality 
affected, or the environmental distortions that will occur with tailings ponds, grassland destruction, animal migration and feeding grounds destroyed, or lakes and creeks altered!!! We feel violated in that we feel 
that the city of Kamloops has sold out the residents of Knutsford, Lac Le Jeune, and the Aberdeen area of Kamloops by trying to slide this development under our noses without taking our valid concerns into 
serious consideration before moving forward with this project. This proposal definitely weighs on the side of negative as opposed to the positive benefits it may bring to the Kamloops economy. There is much to 
be said for the quality of life we enjoy in this community and the quality will definitely be downgraded for many citizens who have chosen this wonderful haven to invest in homes and raise their children.

In Kamloops, I went to the first public meeting on June 16th regarding the Ajax Mine proposal. I was shocked and delighted to see so many people in attendance and concerned over the proposed mine.

I live at the top of Aberdeen and it soon became apparent that I should be educated about what could be happening in my own neighbourhood.

The first concern I have is that the proposed mine is exceedingly close to where I live. This was not apparent from the maps but became so as the Proponent gave an overview of the location of the mine and 
what to expect.

Through questions from the audience, I learned and realized that the proposed mine will diminish the pristine area where the mine is to be located and the surrounding area. I frequent the Lac Le Jeune Road 
throughout the year taking in many outdoor activities. I find it saddening that this area will be scarred for life and the many habitats of birds and wildlife will be changed. It disturbs me that Jacko Lake along with 
Inks Lake, will disappear along with a great fishing lake. It would be a shame to lose what is very important to most of the people of Kamloops – a beautiful tranquil grasslands area which is home to many 
species.

It should be noted the pollution my neighbourhood will be exposed to such as noise, air, water and light pollution makes me worried. The proponent did not satisfy my concerns when the audience asked what 
they plan to do about these pollutions. When he said two holes were blasted to hear the effect, he said it was within the guidelines. Yet, there will be holes blasted all day and night, consequently, not just two 
holes. This does not sound like a relevant or equivalent comparison.

All of these negative repercussions for low grade ore are unacceptable to me. I understand the need for progress and helping Kamloops grow with new industry.  The mine lifespan of 23 years is a long time and 
to me, not a good compromise for Kamloops.

After the meeting, I thought about what I had heard. One of the first things that came to my mind was that I wanted to move. I cannot see how anyone would want to listen to noise pollution for 24/7 or breathe 
the dust filled air. I moved to Kamloops for the peace and quiet of a small city and the easy access to the rural area where I could enjoy all kinds of outdoor activities. That will be taken away from me if this 
proposed mine is accepted by the Federal and Provincial governments.

I am obviously not a supporter of the Ajax mine. Please consider the concerns of Kamloopsians when making your decisions about whether the Ajax Mine is a plus or negative to this community, not just meeting 
and fulfilling the rules laid down for it to proceed.

Thank you for your considerations.

Abacus Comments to the Environmental Assessment
My husband and I have been involved in agriculture and employed in ranching for most of our lives.  We have also lived in close proximity to an active and post production mine and know very well what goes 
with living there.  We have seen how the dust rises from an active haul road, heard the constant beep, beep, beep, of the backup alarms on the machinery, the chugging of the cats and loaders working on the 
waste dumps, and lost dogs to the panic that they feel from the daily blast.  With a view to eventual retirement but still wanting to be active in agriculture, producing both lamb and beef, we bought acreage in the 
Knutsford area.  We were aware at the time that the grasslands in the area were for sale as acreages.  While we were sad that the large expanse of native grasslands would be lost, we expected that there 
would be others moving into the area who would likely be interested in agriculture.  We were also very aware of the mining which had been active in the area and knew it to have been abandoned due to low 
grade and low prices.  We did not ever expect to have mining become locally active and especially not on the scale that is now being proposed.
Having been involved with the KamPlan meetings we were aware of the plan for the city of Kamloops to be expanding in a southerly direction and knew of development plans and proposals in the works.  The 
Pacific Way Elementary school and the new fire hall were built, both of which were planned to be centrally located in the southwest community area, not at the very outskirts of the homes.  All these plans are 
threatened by the proposed mine going in just two kilometres over the hill from the present houses.
We add our concerns to all those already listed by others in regards to the environmental, wildlife,  grasslands, loss of agricultural land, safety, noise, pollution, property value, tourism, way of life, and health 
concerns.  We have a few specific concerns we would like addressed:
We have been told at the meeting that the waste rock is “just rock” and does not pose any environmental threat. Yet at the same meeting we were told that they have to build a ditch around the perimeter of the 
waste rock to catch any runoff water and contain it.  We are aware that sediment and iron oxides are possible contaminants, and we understood that all blasted rock was contaminated with residue from the 

 blast.    We would like to know where they are going to direct this contained water to, as it is all uphill to the processing plant, and downhill to Peterson Creek.  

We would also like to know just what the explosives are that are being stored south of the Goose Lake road in the explosives storage facility.  These are the materials which will be transported to the site daily 
crossing the Goose Lake road which is a public road down which school children are transported.  What kind of a crossing will be required there? What safety measures will be taken to protect Peterson Creek 
when it is being crossed?
In regards to the sludge tailings they propose to use, where else in Canada is this technology being used at this time and how successful is it? How can they say there will be no dust, when all the  research we 
have done tells us there will always be dust.  What kinds of chemicals will be in the tailings which may become airborne in the dust?
With regards to landowner rights, when purchasing property in a rural area what are a landowners rights to ‘quiet enjoyment’ of their lands??  We believe the level of noise considered pollution is less in the rural 
areas than in the city. 
And how can Jim Whittaker state that it’s ‘not a problem’ to remove this pristine grasslands from the ALR, when most ordinary property owners have quite a hard time even subdividing property within the ALR, 
never mind removing it! 
While some landowners in the immediate neighbourhood of the mine have not even been contacted, others have had ‘strong arm’ tactics used on them in negotiations.  What resources do landowners have to 
deal with intense pressure to sell. 
‘Fair market value’ was a phrase used by the mines negotiators, should these landowners not be offered a premium for their lands as they will be losing their homes, livelihood, peace of mind and heritage, 
causing extreme stress due to pressures of the decision to sell or stay.  
And if landowners decide to stay there is the very real possibility of loss of property value.  If they have invested time, hard work and money in their property how are they to be compensated for that? How are 
they to be compensated for the loss of the peace and tranquility of living in a rural landscape once it’s industrialized?
While the city of Kamloops residents are all being given water meters to decrease water usage, the mine will be using millions of litres of water out of Kamloops Lake just downstream! This is the water that was 
saved by the homeowners in Kamloops so that it can be sucked out of the lake, and won’t benefit the salmon in any way!
And Mayor Milobar writes columns talking about protecting the Kamloops ‘Airshed’, when the dust from all the crushers, blasting, waste dumps, tailings, and access and haul roads will be blowing down over the 
hill into Kamloops 24/7!
The movement of Peterson Creek from its present course will require it to be routed through old blasted rock which contains residue from the Afton mining of the Ajax pit, how will it be sealed to prevent contact 
with the waste rock?  And how do they plan to compensate for the loss of riparian areas all along the creekbed??
As I sit here writing this I hear a multitude of birdsong, the crowing of my rooster in the henhouse and the ewe’s calling to their lambs, but thankfully no sound of heavy equipment working or the constant sound 
of rocks falling from the crusher, and I hope to keep it that way!

The proposed Ajax mine pit, 2-1/1-3 km distant from my home & the east waste rock pit next to my fence line, make my home on 30 acres of prime bunch grass grazing land, totally worthless at this time.  I have 
owned this property for many years, have invested a considerable amount on its development, on my "retirement" home, & taxes.  Besides destroying the "peaceful enjoyment of my own property" I find that 
home insurance would not cover any damage incurred thru mining operations  - so TAKE NOTE - This applies to everyone!  Insurance coverage is void if damage is caused by any mining operation, ie vibration, 
dust, toxins, water seepage.  Is Abacus or KGHM prepared to produce a written agreement providing for compensation to home  owners for any property damage incurred as a result of your operations?  
Otherwise, what would you plan to do about this serious problem?

Apparently the Aberdeen groundwater problem is susceptible to large scale instability under adverse conditions of slope, ground water pressures & geology.  Groundwater pressure is the key variable which may 
alter stability over time.  Since blasting vibration & waste rock pressure could drastically alter the present situation, what would you  do if this should occur?

The destruction of the huge area of wildlife habitat to make room for the proposed Ajax Mine will have a significant negative affect on numerous species of wildlife. The numbers and health of many animals and 
waterfowl will be negatively impacted by the destruction of grasslands, forests and ponds. Much of the wildlife to be negatively impacted is considered to be “at risk” by the Province of British Columbia. Some of 
these species have been identified as “at risk “on page 37 of the Project Summary completed by Knight Piesold Consultants for the proponents of the mine include: 
 -    Badger (Provincially Red-listed, SARA schedule 1 Endangered) 
 -    Great Blue Heron (Provincially Blue-listed) 
 -    Swainson’s Hawk (Provincially Red-listed) 
 -    Peregrine Falcon (Provincially Red-listed,SARA                 Schedule1       Threatened) 
 -    Barn Swallow (Provincially Blue-listed) 
 -    Great Basin Spadefoot  (Provincially Blue-listed, SARA schedule 1 Threatened) 
 -    Western Toad (SRA Schedule 1 Special Concern) 
 
 Other species also spotted in the area of concern include the Burrowing Owl (a species at risk) and the Sharp-tailed Grouse (columbianus subspecies) which is Blue-listed and is considered vulnerable and at 
risk. The Sharp-tailed grouse is of major concern to local biologists of the Province of BC. The area to be destroyed by the mine is home to three LEKS or Dancing Grounds, which are essential to the 
reproduction and well being of this “at risk” species. The leks cannot be moved and the affects destroying them cannot be mitigated. 
 
 A major concern of the mine is that a vital environmental negative impact was overlooked in the report completed by Knight Piesold Consultants and that destruction of this important resource is one of many 
reasons that Ajax Mine is an environmental disaster and should not be allowed to go ahead. 

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.  Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 4, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:              
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                          • Water consumption – references article ‘Water Consumption in Copper Mines in Arizona’ and states that at 60,000 tpd, water consumption would equal 2.5 billion US gallons of 
water pumped from Kamloops Lake each year.
• Tailings Storage – references mine in Butte Montana which is part of the largest superfund hazardous waste cleanup in the US to cite concern over potential tailings-related problems in the future, particularly 
as terrain slopes downhill to Kamloops Lake and there exists and extensive network of springs and little creeks
• Environmental Impact Assessment Approach – recommends that provincial and federal government use Folchi Method to assess impacts associated with the Project.

Since the location of the proposed processing plant has been moved due to the depth of bedrock - do you plan to review the core samples for bedrock depth in the north & east waste rock pit?  What would you 
do if the waste rock compacts, settles, & therefore becomes unstable?  Will this be monitored on a regular basis? -- & by whom?

Because the proposed east waste rock pit is planned for construction so close to my property line - what guarantees are in place pertaining to the stability of the 300 foot high (or higher) "berm".  Is there a 
restriction on height?  What are the requirements for the distance of set-back from my property line? What precautions would be taken for seismic occurrence up to maximum magnitude? What if damage was 
caused thru an engineering error? Are inspections done on a  regular basis?  -- over the entire life of the project -- by whom?

The proposed Ajax Mine will require a huge amount of water to be pumped from Kamloops Lake to its Tailings Storage Facility at the western end of the project. The Tailings Storage Facility is located within the 
City of Kamloops on a plateau above the subdivisions of Aberdeen and Pineview Valley. Although the mine will attempt to reuse much of the water, a significant amount will seep into the water table above the 
Aberdeen and Pineview Valley. 
 
 Both areas are already subject to water problems from underground springs resulting in flooded basement and shifting of soils. Furthermore many of the homes in the areas are subject to a Covenant pursuant 
to Section 215 of the Land Title Act that indemnifies the City against any losses that may incur as a result of any movement, slippage, settlement, or other failure due to unstable soil conditions of the land just 
below the proposed Tailings Storage Facility.  
 
 The additional water introduced to the water table to the already unstable soil conditions below the proposed could lead to significant damage to homes and properties below the proposed Ajax Mine.

I’m not going to pretend to be an expert on mining nor the environment, but I don’t really need to be, to understand the problems associated with the proposed mine. 
  
 First there’s the obvious pollution of the air with dust and chemicals.  Then there’s the noise.  Nearby residents may not necessarily notice the noise of blasting and heavy equipment, but it will be there and we 
all know about the harmful effects of long term noise pollution.   
 
 Aberdeen has a history of underground water problems.  Houses and private and public property have been damaged.  The city has spent millions of dollars dealing with it.  Can you really guarantee that the 
mine will not cause any changes to the aquifers that eventually flow under Aberdeen, and also pollute the water in them? 
  
 Next it will be flat out ugly – a big hole. a tailings pile and so on.  I’m sure that the fish in Jocko Lake, and the moose, deer, bear, foxes, coyotes, marmots, birds, and other animals that I’ve seen during my more 
than 30 years residing in Aberdeen won’t like it any more than I do. 
  
 I realize that the economics of the project probably isn’t part of your mandate, but allow me to touch on this too.  Of course there will be a tax benefit to the city of Kamloops, wages for the employees, and the 
spinoffs.  What about the loss in tourism?  Judging by the plans I have seen in the paper, the Coquihalla Highway will bring drivers right past the tailings pile.  How will that attract tourists?  What about lost 
property taxes if people stop moving to Aberdeen and maybe even start moving away.  Let’s not forget the increased medical costs for the people whose health will be affected! 
  
 The possible economic benefits of the mine are far outweighed by environmental and other concerns.   Please do not approve the project. 

Please enter my name in opposition to the Ajax project on environmental grounds.
I expect the billions of gallons of water the project will consume will find its way into the water system; ground water, rivers, streams etc along with the arsenic, heavy metal and other contaminants. The noise 
polution, as the mine is proximate to the city and to the people living in the area, will create ongoing stress and make a contribution to the sociological difficulties that will only be compounded by air pollution too.
I would estimate that the mine may directly and indirectly contribute to a number of serious injuries, if not deaths because of stress and pollution.
To that end there is also the issue of biased information being delivered to our constituency by the owners of the mine. It is their objective to profitably remove copper and gold  and not to attend to the long range 
welfare of the people in the area. Thus their presentations, promises and covenants cannot be regarded with any seriousness. Nor can governments guarantee anything, given the short term attention elected 
officials have.
Hopefully our departmental officials, including yourself are not persuaded by any economic considerations too! The advantage is all to the developers of the mine. They will appreciate revenues in excess of $7 
billion while the region will gain about $300 million (after taxes) as a contribution to the local economy over the 23 year life of the venture. MOreover I understand that the BC government will make a contribution 
of 30% of the $600 million expenditure for the mine. It seems more equitable to me should the government contribute their 30% - $180 million to Kamloops to stimulate entrepreneurial development that would 
likely create one thousand jobs and more oof comparatively clean light manufacturing and services.

In the 'concerned citizens meeting' Mr. Whittaker basically stated none of the below noted situations will arise or even revealed could be a problem.  We are all human and know accidents, malfunctions, 
miscalculations, failures, catastrophies, misjudgements, what you say or what you want to happen does not always happen or is the truth.  With this project impacting a vast land mass, homes, livliehoods and 
especially the people who each year faithfully pay TNRD or City taxes deserve sraight forward answers.  Over these years we have all developed and created our own ways of living life to it's fullest extent, 
peacefully and with a sense of enjoyment, Ajax Mines comes in with little regard to the neighbourhoods and residents of the Lac Le Jeune / Knutsford / Kamloops areas by only generating jobs for maybe 23 
years (not even with certainity Kamloopsians) however destroying valuable natural grass land and habitat for EVER and EVER. We the (TNRD residents / Kamloopsians) would like in writing and with 
gaurantees that these and many more WHAT IF'S will not happen over the life of the mine and rehabilitation years!  

- What if our peaceful, healthy and fullfilling lifestyle is affected? 
- What if Jacko Lake DOES drain or a fish kill transpires due to vibration or contamination to this popular fishing lake? 
- What if Peterson Creek which eventually drains into the Thompson River does become contaminated? 
- What if the EAST and NORTH waste rock pits slip or become unstable  due to the depth of bedrock or ground water drainage or seepage? 
- What if a FULL 'mine blast' not a 'small' TEST blast does cause noise and damage due to vibration to homes in Knutsford, Aberdeen, Pine Valley or other areas? 
- What if the South or South West prevailing winds do carry mine dust into the communities of Knutsford, Aberdeen or Pine Valley? 
- What if the endangered Sharp Tail Grouse, possible burrowing owls, deer and other wildlife are displaced from their original habitat? 
- What if 'Grazing Grasslands and hayfields' NOT in the 6400 Acres of pristine territory destroyed by the mine become unusable for the remaining ranchers due to dust and othe contaniments? 
- What if 'Rush Creek' does drain, flow, or leaches through the tailings pond onto ranch hayfields or Jacko Lake does have overflow runoff water running into the present Inks Lake which eventually will become 
extinct? 
- What if 'Acid Rock mine drainage' or if not acid rock 'Alkaline mine drainage' does become a problem at some point over the years or even into the 'rehabilitation years'?   
- What if your 'Open Pit' does end up with water seepage issues that do exist to some extent in the present mine pits in the local area? 

These are only a few of the 'WHAT IF' situations that may arise and we are sure other groups can add many more to this list which to this date have NOT been addressed, shown any concern or regard for, 
almost a 'DON'T Care' if it happens attitude, acknowledge problems could happen or a written contigency plan brought forward to deal with these circumstances.  We ( TNRD residents / Kamloopsians) would 
like to hear from Ajax their truthful explanations to the 'WHAT IFS' and assurances from our GOVERNMENTS of WHO, HOW LONG for a response and the complete and once again truthfull SOLUTIONS to 
a 'WHAT IF!!

The proponents of the mine made no mention of a Corporate Social Responsibility plan at the Public Information Meeting.  I am wondering if they have one, and if so, what type of activities they plan to support 
or initiate.

03-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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94 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1

95 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1

96 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

97 04-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

98 05-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

99 05-Jul-11 Mary MacGregor Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

102 05-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

103 05-Jul-11 Matt Kamloops, BC 1 1

104 05-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

105 05-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1

106 06-Jul-11 Sean Templeton Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

101

On the front page of todays Kamloops Daily News Tuesday July 5th 2011, there is an article that our BC Enviroment Minister; **Mr. Terry Lake agrees to and quotes on a report released from a 'Government' 
appointed Task Force to study at 'risk (wildlife) species'. The report feels saving individual species at risk is not as valuable as an approach to 'SAVING the ECOSYSTEMS.' Mr. Lake also agrees with the report 
that says laying out an important framework that will help BC develop a plan to make on the ground differences for species at risk. He also says **"we have this great diversity that needs to be protected but it will 
take some time to get it right". There is more to this article but he can start 'making his plan RIGHT' 'VERY VERY QUICKLY' by protecting the ECOSYSTEMS of ORIGINAL Natural Grasslands in Knutsford, 
Kamloops,along the Lac le Jeune road, other areas that could be affected, ryparian areas of Peterson Creek, Jacko Lake, the at risk species specifically the Sharp Tail Grouse and other wildlife and areas that 
John and Glen have posted information about previously. After Mr. Lake's comments today as the Enviroment Minister Mr. Terry Lake HAS only one decision and that is to say NO!! and strongly recommend to 
anyone else making the decision the answer has to be NO!! to ABACUS, KGHM and the AJAX Mine project.  Will this happen, as approximately three weeks ago Mr. Terry Lake was on the local Radio station's 
'talk back' show not coming out and supporting the mine out right, suggesting though local ranchers could and possibly may have to supplemnt their income by getting Abacus (AJAX) Mine Jobs.(The Task 
Force was even comprised of some ranchers)  Yes, we realize Mr. Lake has other voters to look after however as the Enviroment Minister his Enviroment portfolio should be his most important concern.  

 ** Thanks to 'The Daily News' Kamloops BC, Tuesday July 5 2011 Article on front page titled >>>Enviroment  B.C. accused of dithering on species at risk.  

1

1

11 1 1 1

1100 1 1

I live near the top Aberdeen, my wife and I moved to Kamloops and bought our house in 2009. My concerns about the proposed mine are both selfless and selfish- OUR environment, my family’s health and the 
value of my property and my neighborhood. There seems to be a lot of hard working people going to be directly impacted if this mine is built and I believe that the net effect on Kamloops will be a loss. I am not 
sure EA process will quantify quality of life, city brand/ reputation (e.g. The Tournament Capital), regional esthetics, environmental quality (air, water, flora/ fauna) etc., but I hope that for the sake of our 
individual interests/concerns that there is a way to aggregate and represent them accurately on a balance sheet. I have little faith that anything but big business and lobbying will prevail in this matter and that the 
people of Kamloops will be forced into a permanent relationship with a mining operation that will benefit some at the cost of many and expose all in the region to a massive environmental debt. But I support the 
environmental assessment process as presented to the people of Kamloops at the public meeting on 16 June 2011. Thank-you for the opportunity to express my concerns with this project.

Is this Ajax mine going to set a precedence in Canada, whereby any mine can start a massive strip mine, partially within a city border?

Our subdivision is l.7km from the border of the mine, not 10km as the mine officials claim, and is located on a very fragile hillside.   Who is going to pay for any damage that will probably result from a mine being 
this close to our homes.  How can our homes not be damage from daily massive explosions?  This would mean it is not safe to invest money in private property as most of one's investment could be lost to 
mining interests.  What does this do to the growth of cities in Canada?  The mining laws need to be changed with respect as to how close a mine can operate to any city.  Highland Valley Copper Mine is 15km  
from  the town of Logan Lake  and they have major dust problems at that distance.

 I have several concerns about this new mine. 
 
 1. Economic impact is limited to the life expectancy of the mine. Can we be assured that the economic impact (jobs, tax revenue, etc..) will be greater than the economic cost of the mine (health costs, 
environmental clean-up, lost property values in Aberdeen, lost tourism from fishing lakes, etc..)? 
 
 2. What is the image that Kamloops desires? Do we want to be known as an industrial city, with smoke stacks and potential dust clouds? I can appreciate the necessity for jobs, but I also want to make sure 
that projects do not deteriorate our beautiful city. A beautiful clean city attracts tourists who spend money. 
 
 3. Once approved, what power does our government have to limit the mine. If pollution becomes too great, can we step in and shut the mine down? 
 
 More jobs are always a welcome addition for our city. However, a mine offers a very limited time-frame for employment, so we need weigh short-term boost versus long term impact for this project. 
 
 Think of the Mission Hill development as an example. A great high-rise condo development created at the height of the construction boom in Kamloops. One market shift (and mismanagement by a developer) 
and now we have this ugly eye-sore that our city is responsible for. Will the mine follow a similar path? Can we be assured that we will get a long term economic impact, that will leave us with a good legacy, 
rather than a environmental/economic nightmare? 
 
 Thank you for reviewing my concerns

There was an earlier comment regarding the Coquihala highway being protested but accepted once it was in place.  The comparison of a significant piece of infrastructor within the province, to the proposed 
Ajax mine project, in my opinion, is not even remotely similar. 
 
 The highway provides long term jobs for maintenance crews, improved the safety of users to get between Kamloops and Vancouver compared to Highway 1 through the canyon which was often blocked due to 
avalanches and or accidents. 
 
 The highway provides lifetime bennifit to users, the mine does not.  The proposed mine will have a lifespan of 23 years during which yes, there will be jobs and economic spin offs for Kamloops but at what 
cost.  The Provincial government (AKA taxpayers!!), will contribute approximately $180 million dollars to KGHM/Abacus just for start up.  Why??  To encourage foreign investment?  Could that $180 million be 
directly spent to create some small business opportunities for locals as opposed to leaving the country to profit foreign business?  
 
 What other potentially negative economic issues will crop up?  Will there be an increase in health issues due to dust (ie. respiratory issues?) that will tax our local health care system?  Assurances have been 
made by the proponent that all dust will be controlled however what if it isn't?  I drive by Hyland Valley Copper every day and there is considerable dust.  They have been in opperation for a long time, follow the 
same worker health and safety guidelines set out in provincial (WCB) or federal regulation, yet they still have a dust issue.  To the point there are structures (dome like) being built to further control the dust. 
 
 Water has been discussed many times however I believe is worth repeating.  Water metres for Kamloops residents, to hopefully get them all to use less, yet the proposed project will take BILLIONS of litres per 
year for its opperations.  Where does it all go? 
 
 I understand there are natural components like arsenic within the soils surrounding Kamloops.  In a relatively inert state (in the ground undisturbed) all is good.  What happens to it being concentrated in a dry 
(only 30% moisture content) tailing pile?  Will there be the possibility of leaching?  Catchment/containment areas will be set up to "mitigate" environmental impact.  The environmental impact is the loss of Inks 
lake that many people use to camp at, skate, etc. 
 
 There are many things to think about and the economics are certainly one of them.  But we need to figure out the true economic bennefits, look at long term what will the proposed Ajax mine "create" for the city 
of Kamloops.  Will it have a legacy effect or will we be looking to fill the hole with garbage when the project is completed and all foreign investment is back with it's investors.

Plans for the proposed east waste rock pit appear to be immediately adjacent to the septic field on my property.  If it should be compromised in any way,  through blasting vibration, or water seepage, how would 
you deal with the matter?

Since your proposal includes 24/7 operation I have major concerns about all the accompanying noises, in particular the constant backup warning signals on vehicles working in the mine pit & east waste rock 
pits, which would be in very close proximity to my home. This will not only seriously affect those of us in the immediately adjacent area, but the almost constant prevailing winds from the southwest will 
undoubtedly carry this high pitched, aggravating, incessant sound well into the Aberdeen & Pineview Valley residential areas. For this to carry on continuously 24 hours/day, everyday, would be absolutely 
intolerable. How would you propose to deal with such an unreasonable situation? 

If this mine proposal should be approved what plans do you have to prevent dust outfall from any areas of operation? Since the east waste rock pit would be in very close proximity, I would be extremely 
concerned about dust filtering into my home

To:   Nicole Vinette, Project Assessment Manager Government of B. C., Department of the Environment P.O. Box No. 9426 Stn. Prov. Govt., Victoria, B. C.   V8W 9V1
Lyle Thompson, Project Manager, Government of Canada Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, #410 – 701 West Georgia Street, Vancouver, B. C.  V7Y 1K8

Copies:     The Honourable Cathy McLeod, Member of Parliament, The Honourable Christy Clark, Premier, MLA Kevin Krueger, MLA Dr. Terry Lake, Minister of the Environment, His Worship, Mayor Peter 
Milobar, Mayor of the City of Kamloops, Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, Interior Health Authority, Okanagan and Thompson Region

From:       Kamloops, Resident Taxpayers of Pineview Valley
Re:     Federal and Provincial Environmental Assessments of proposed Ajax Mine Project
Date:   July 5, 2011
We are registering our vehement opposition to the implementation of the proposed Ajax Mine Project.   

As stated at the public meeting on June 23, 2011 by the Ajax Project Manager, Jim Whittaker, KGHM Polska Miedz SA is a mining company – this is what they do, and will go ahead with  the project even in the 
face of opposition from the residents of the affected city.  In their initial feasibility study some years ago, no doubt the proximity of goods and services, and an existing highway, made this a very desireable 
project from the company’s point of view.  The usual cost of this infrastructure had already been paid by the citizens of  B. C.   The suggested benefit to the city, a 7 million annual payroll, would barely cover  the 
cost of advertising promoting the HST, already spent by the Provincial government. This illustrates the “drop in a bucket” that 7 million would represent.

However, the costs to the community would include:

1.  Health care, with the increase in respitory and allergy issues as a result of the increased dust and toxins in the air, water and ground.
2.  Highway maintenance – daily heavy trucks along Lac Le Jeune and the Coquihalla
3.  Decimated property values in the neighbouring ranches, Aberdeen, Pineview Valley and Knutsford
4.  Landslides will most likely occur where homes are built on the steep slopes of hills impacted by the daily blasting vibrations, which would exacerbate the instability of some ground due to water issues – 
resulting in higher insurance costs 
5.  Much heightened possibility of forest fires in the urban forest surrounding Aberdeen Pineview and Knutsford, with the projected 1,000 workers during the proposed Construction phase.  The environmental 
cost would be absolutely irreplaceable, as has been well addressed by the many persons who have already registered their objections, which we strongly support.  
We are requesting replies on five issues:

Because the proposed east waste rock pit would be in very close proximity to both my underground water development & cistern, I have considerable concerns about the safety of my water supply. What would 
you propose to do to protect my water supply if any damage was caused by blasting vibration &/or water seepage or contamination?

The many square kilometers of destruction that will be formed by the tailings ponds will be with us for many more years than the 23 year proposed lifespan of the mine. Again, a quick trip out to the Highland 
Valley will show the stunning impact. Or perhaps a drive by Craigmont mines - 30 years after the close of the mine the tailings ponds are still an ugly scar. 

All of this water must flow downhill into one of Cherry, Alkali, Guerin, or Peterson creeks.  Much of the runoff will flow into the urban Peterson Creek where it will flow right through the center of town. How does 
Ajax propose to preclude the total death of these stream systems? How much of the daily millions of gallons will join the already troublesome groundwater flow down through Aberdeen? How can this properly be 
assessed? 

It seems that Ajax will be permitted to alter the course of Peterson Creek for several hundred meters. I find this interesting in light of recent rulings by DFO where not so much as one meter of alteration can be 
permitted in Peterson Creek where it flows through downtown Kamloops.  

The waste rock piles will be hundreds of feet high and many kilometers long. Many people think they will be only an unsightly byproduct of the mine. However, from February until July each year melt water will 
run off and through the waste piles collecting metals and poisons. The resulting toxic stream will flow down via the Alkali and perhaps Cherry Creek systems to the river. The attached photo (sorry about the poor 
quality) shows the brilliant orange run-off from the waste piles at Gibraltar mine. This water then flows untreated into the surrounding watershed. I have seen this sort of runoff at several BC mining operations. 
What is to stop the same runoff here in Kamloops?  

Tourism: 
Unfortunately, Kamloops is already known as a smelly mill town. It seems that discharge from the Domtar mill is acceptable to MOE but it is not acceptable to many residents and certainly not for tourists. The 
visual impact of the mine from the Coquihalla will be striking but not a tourist draw. The impact on the air-shed will only strengthen the perception that Kamloops is a smelly, polluted place. Does Kamloops really 
want to be perceived as another Trail or Sudbury? 

Seismic: 
I really don’t know anything about this but I question the impact of thousands of explosions over many years located a scant 3.5 km from many houses. Who will be attesting to the safety of this – Ajax? 

I would like to see the environmental assessment process more open so that the citizens of Kamloops can feel like a proper evaluation will be made. There is no question that people in Victoria, Ottawa or 
Poland will not have to live with the impact of this mine; it will be borne by you and I and our children. 

I am a resident of Pineview Valley and am very concerned about the location of the proposed Ajax mine which I understand would be only 2 km from our community. Pineview is a thriving development with a 
large number of young families and seniors. I am most concerned about dust, air quality and noise. I have nothing against mining and the economic benefits it would bring, but the bottom line is it is located too 
close to city limits. Please take a close look at current city maps (this community has grown and developed significantly over the last few years and continues to grow) and ask yourself if you could support this 
project if it were located outside your backdoor.

The most important concerns that should be addressed in the environmental assessment of the Ajax Mine proposal, should be: (1) effect on surface water and groundwater sources in the vicinity; (2)all the 
potential steps that could be taken by the proponents to enhance grassland resources in the vicinity, in mitigation of the grassland that will be affected by mine operations; (3) effect of dust on agricultural 
production in the vicinity as well as on near-by residential developments; (4) actual proven ability to reclaim for agricultural purposes, the agricultural land used or affected by mining operations; (5) safe routes 
for vehicles involved in mine operations; and (6) all the potential steps that could be taken by the proponents to reduce the effect of mine operations on adjacent agricultural operations.

I am writing to question how an industrial installation of this magnitude could be considered so near to Kamloops. 

First let me say that in general I am in favor of mining. I appreciate the jobs, the taxes and I am aware that most of the products that I use come at least partially from the earth with some environmental cost. In 
fact, this mine would very likely be of direct economic benefit to me. However, I also believe it is possible to locate a mine too close to a population center of 85,000 people. Environmental impacts that may be 
tolerable 50km away from a city are not necessarily tolerable when located 2km from a city. 

These concerns are coming from an intelligent person with a scientific background who believes in rational analysis and comment, not groundless hysterical blather. Yes, I live in Aberdeen but I believe many of 
the impacts will affect other areas of Kamloops as much or more. I hike and run in the area bounded by Highways 5 and 5A, the Goose Lake Road, and Aberdeen several days a week, year round. I also travel 
extensively in the Chuwhels, Greenstone, Inks areas. I believe I have a fairly good idea of the conditions and topology of the area. 

I understand the Ajax group will be providing details on plans for mitigation of environmental impacts resulting from the mine, rock crushers, waste rock piles, tailing ponds, water supply, blasting, trucking, etc. 
Clearly Ajax will be attempting to minimize the apparent impact as part of this process. I would hope to see the specific plans for mitigation publically posted for review by all. 

Several of my concerns are as follows: 

Dust: 
The mine will be a massive generator of metallic ore dust from the blasting and crushing operations. Also, the many hundreds of daily trips by the ore trucks will generate immense dust plumes if roads are dry. 
The wind blows vigorously toward the east and north east almost every day through the valley between Jocko Lake and Coal Hill. This constant wind will carry all metallic ore dust, blasting fumes, and exhaust 
from vehicles toward South Kamloops, Valleyview, Dallas, etc. and will deposit at least the dust in those areas. I believe much of this wind may also often circle around to blow back into town across Sun Rivers.  

Each person who is interested in the impact from this mine should take a drive out to Highland Valley mining operations to see the dust there. Drive up to the office parking lot where you can see the daily 
accumulation of metallic dust. Rub some of it on your fingers to see that it is not just normal 'dirt' dust – it doesn’t come off. Stop on the side of the road 1km, 2km, 4km, and 8km from the main processing area 
and look at the impact of the dust in forest. I think everyone should see the widespread impact of all this dust. 

Kamloops already has a severely compromised air-shed due to the pulp mill. Do we really need another major source of air pollution? 

Waste Water: 
I assume that much of the mitigation for the dust created by the mine will revolve around water spraying on roads and ore removal operations. Also, the stunning amount of water used in the various ore 
processing operations will all be released back into the environment. Unfortunately, the area of the mine has very limited water outflow options. All of the water that is pumped up the hill from Kamloops Lake will 
of course eventually return to the river.  

1 1

1.  From the Environmental Assessment Office:   An aerial display/map/photo of the proposed mine site, including the ranches, neighbourhoods and highways for a five km corridor around the area, to be made 
available to all concerned parties and displayed at further public meetings.
2.  From the Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure:  The projected cost of further maintenance of the highways impacted by increased heavy trucking.
3.  From the Interior Health Authority:  a report covering what issues would need to be examined to determine the health effects resulting from increased airborne dust, toxins and water and ground 
contamination. 
4.  From  Kamloops-North Thompson MLA, Dr. Terry Lake, and Minister of the Environment.  An explanation as to his public support of this project, when the Environmental Assessment process governed by 
his ministry, had barely commenced.
5.  From the Provincial Fire Safety Authority:  What kind of plan is in place to allow the Province to charge KGHM/Abacus/Ajax with the costs of fire fighting and the loss of homes and infrastructure in the event 
of a fire originating from the proposed mine site?
In your position as Project Assessment Manager, would you kindly address these questions with the officials of the agencies mentioned above, or whichever authority is appropriate.  Thank you for your attention.

Kamloops, BCGordon Gillespie05-Jul-11

05-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld
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107 06-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Lac Le Jeune, BC 1 1 1 1

108 06-Jul-11 Phil Claydon Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

109 06-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1

110 06-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

111 06-Jul-11 Allan Havisto Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

112 07-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

114 07-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

115 07-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1

116 07-Jul-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

There are many concerns and questions from residents regarding this project. Rather than repeating or duplicating  comments, I will chose one topic which might otherwise be missed by public input.  I 
understand that the Tailings Pond, the westerly Waste Rock Management Facility, and other waste deposits are within the Cherry Creek water drainage; whereas the easterly Waste Rock Management Facility 
(huge) is within the Peterson Creek drainage, which flows through the middle of downtown Kamloops. This puts our city, its residents, and the very central core of Kamloops at unnecessary risk of leaching from 
waste rock and other deleterious substances.  I would request, and urge, that the company and government authorities relocate the east Waste Rock Facility westward into the Cherry Creek drainage. It is 
prudent to limit pollution to one drainage, rather than two. It is more prudent to divert any such pollution and risk away from the core of City Kamloops. The distances involved to re-locate are minor.  The added 
benefit of re-locating the East Waste Rock dump, is to divert noise, dust, other pollutants, and major disturbance further distance from major residential areas. 
I would appreciate your written response. Sincerely

Please accept this as my written submission regarding the proposed copper mine development by the Proponent, KGHM Ajax Mine Inc. (“KAM”) in Kamloops, British Columbia.   
 I am strongly opposed to the development of this mine in and near the City of Kamloops for the following key reasons:   
1.   The Mine’s Proximity to Schools and Residential Homes will Impact a Significant Number of Residents;  
2.   Airborne Bi-Products of Mining Activity Pose Health Risk to Residents;  
3.   The Mine will Drive Down Property Values of Nearby Homes;  
4.   The Mine will have a Significant Negative Impact on the Aberdeen Ground Water/Underground Spring Problem;   
5.   The Mine’s Operation will Eliminate the already Fragile Peterson Creek Watershed;  
6.   The Mine’s Excessive Noise will Disturb the Peace, Quiet and Enjoyment of Residents;   
7.   The Illumination of the Mine Site will cause Skyglow which will Negatively Effect the Serenity of the Area;  
1.   The Mine’s Proximity to Schools and Residential Homes will Impact a Significant Number of Residents As half of the 2,500 hectare mine is located within the City of Kamloops, the CEAA and the EAA need 
to determine if the proposed copper mine will have an overall detrimental effect on the City of Kamloops and its citizens.
 The Canada Post website shows 3,590 homes and 433 apartments for a total of 4,013 residences in the V1S postal code.  The V1S postal code is the postal code which boarders the proposed mine site.  The 
2009 statistics for the City of Kamloops show the population of Aberdeen at 9,635 people out of a total population of 84,495.  Therefore 11.4% of the population of Kamloops lives in Aberdeen.  Also, there are 
three elementary schools, 2 in Aberdeen and 1 in Dufferin, totally 1010 children, within 2 - 4 kilometers of the KAM project.  On the City of Kamloops website, a portion of the Mayor’s Message states:… The 
natural surroundings allows for year round recreational opportunities. …  It is a wonderful safe and healthy environment to raise a family.  The mine will deny 11.4% of Kamloops residents of enjoying the 
Mayor’s promise of a “wonderful safe and healthy environment to raise a family”.                                                                                                                                     2.   Airborne Bi-Products of Mining Activity 
Pose Health Risk to Residents   
The CEAA and the EAA need to determine if there will be crystalline silica contained in the dust from the KAM project.    Crystalline silica is a basic component of soil, sand, granite, and many other minerals. 
Quartz is the most common form of crystalline silica.  Cristobalite and tridymite are two other forms of crystalline silica. All three forms may be inhaled when workers chip, cut, drill, or grind objects that contain 
crystalline silica.  The Canadian Centre for Occupational Health and Safety website contains valuable information regarding silica dust and health.  In part, their website states:   What are the long term health 
effects of exposure to quartz silica?   
 INHALATION: Prolonged or repeated exposure to fine airborne crystalline silica dust may cause severe scarring of the lungs, a disease called silicosis. …  Inhalation of quartz has also been associated with a 
number of other, less well characterized, harmful effects including effects on the kidney (glomerulonephritis), the liver, the spleen and immune system disorders (progressive systemic sclerosis, scleroderma or 
rheumatoid arthritis).   
 Will quartz silica cause cancer?    The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has concluded that crystalline silica in the form of quartz or cristobalite from occupational sources should be 
classified as carcinogenic to humans, upgraded from its previous classification as probably carcinogenic to humans.  This conclusion was drawn on the basis of a relatively large number of human population 
studies that together provide sufficient evidence in humans for the carcinogenicity of inhaled crystalline silica.  In many (although not all) of these studies, lung cancer risks were elevated and could not be 
explained by other factors.  It also needs to be determined what effects diesel fuel, machinery exhaust and chemicals used in the mining process will have on the citizens of Kamloops.  

3.   The Mine will Drive Down Property Values of Nearby Homes   
No one wants to live adjacent to an open pit copper mine, not even the mine’s employees.  An employee would not live where they could hear, smell, feel and see the mine 24 hours a day.  As the desirability of 
an area decreases, so too do property values.  Kamloops already has a very difficult housing market.  In the Spring of 2011, the sales to listing ratio was 34%.     
 A mine less than 2 km from residential home will have a detrimental effect on 
property values.   
4.   The Mine will have a Significant Negative Impact on the Aberdeen Groundwater/
Underground Spring Problem  
The Aberdeen subdivision of Kamloops is well known for having ground water/
underground spring issues.  I understand that Golder & Associates have been hired by KAM to conduct groundwater studies.  The City of Kamloops has done extensive studies on this topic and has produced a 
document entitled Aberdeen Groundwater Area Information Summary City of Kamloops Current to:  2008 December 31.  This document can be found on the City of Kamloops website.  This document 
summarizes numerous reports from experts including Golder & Associates.   
 In 2006 Golder & Associates did a stability review of the Aberdeen groundwater problem.  The Summary, in part, states: Although the finding was of generally acceptable stability in the Aberdeen Area, those 
areas under treatment are dependent on continuous treatment to maintain margins of stability.  Should treatment stop for an estimated five to ten days, it is anticipated that ground movement could result in 
some parts of Aberdeen currently under intensive treatment.  …  The groundwater model indicates the recent rise in groundwater pressure within the downslope development area largely results from the 
expanding area of new upslope development.  While the upslope development contributes to increased groundwater pressure and therefore to reduce stability in downslope areas, the upslope development is 
located on more stable strata and is not susceptible to the same type of stability concerns.   At the June 16, 2011 open house, Jim Whittaker, Project Manager for KAM, stated 
that he does not know why Aberdeen has such a groundwater issue.  Mr. Whittaker stated that they have not found a ground water problem at the proposed mine site.  The Golder & Associates report clearly 
states that the “rise in groundwater pressure within the downslope development area largely results from the expanding area of new upslope development” and that the “upslope development is located on more 
stable strata”.   
This mine will have a significant negative impact on the already delicate Aberdeen groundwater problems which may result in further ground movement and possible loss of property.  
 5.   The Mine’s Operation will Eliminate the already Fragile Peterson Creek Watershed   
Samantha Cooper, Ministry of Environment, has produced a report entitled A GISbased water quality risk assessment of Thompson Region watersheds, January, 2011.
 In this report, the Peterson Creek Watershed has been ranked the number 1 highest risk small watershed in the Thompson Region.  Ms. Cooper states: The highest ranked small watershed unit was Peterson 
Creek (Kamloops) due to its high landscape score …and its moderate water use multiplier …  The high landscape score was largely driven by high proportions of urban development (its lower reaches run 

 through the City of Kamloops), mining, and agriculture.  If mining is allowed in the area, the Peterson Creek Watershed will be eliminated forever.     

6.   Excessive Noise will Disturb the Peace, Quiet and Enjoyment of Residents    
The CEAA and the EAA needs to determine what level of acoustic noise will be generated (from blasting, operation of mine equipment, back-up indicators on equipment, etc.) and what level of noise will be 
experienced by residents with properties neighbouring the mine and beyond.   At the first public open house on June 16, 2011, Jim Whittaker said the sound/noise will be within the allowable City limits.  He 
quoted the figure of 120 dB.  115dB is equivalent to sandblasting or a loud rock concert; 120 dB is the threshold of pain.   City of Kamloops Noise Control By-Law No. 24-42 states,  4. (a) No person shall make 
or cause, or permit to be made or caused, any noise in or on a public or private place which is liable to disturb the quiet, peace, rest, enjoyment, comfort, or convenience of individuals or the public.  
 4. (b) No person being the owner, tenant, or occupier of property shall allow or permit such property to be used so that noise or sound which occurs thereon or emanates therefrom, is liable to disturb the quiet, 
peace, rest, enjoyment, comfort, or convenience of individuals or the public.  As a portion of the proposed mine is within City limits, this By-law is applicable.   Mr. Whittaker further stated that they did test 
blasting, which comprised of approximately 30 holes being blasted and there was negligible vibration or sound picked up at the outer detection devices.  A resident of Goose Lake Road, asked if that would be a 
typical blast size when the mine is operating.  Mr. Whittaker stated “no, a typical blast would be 4 – 5 times greater in size.”     There will be excessive noise from blasting and mining equipment which will impact 
the peace, quiet and enjoyment of residents.   
7.   The Illumination of the Mine Site will cause Skyglow which will Negatively Effect the Serenity of the Area  
 Skyglow is described as the illumination of the night sky or parts of it. The most common cause of skyglow is artificial light that emits light pollution, which accumulates into a vast glow that can be seen from 
miles away and from high in the sky.  Three experts in the field, Travis Longcore, Catherine Rich and Christian Luginbul have stated:   Skyglow, and more generally light pollution has various negative effects: 
from aesthetic diminishment of the beauty of a star-filled sky, through energy and resources wasted in the production of excessive or uncontrolled lighting, to impacts on birds and other biological systems, 
including humans. Skyglow is a prime problem for astronomers, because it reduces contrast in the night sky to the extent where it may become impossible to see all but the brightest starts.  It is a widely held 
misunderstanding that professional astronomical observatories can "filter out" certain wavelengths of light (such as that produced by low-pressure sodium). More accurately, by leaving large portions of the 
spectrum relatively unpolluted, the narrow-spectrum emissions from low-pressure sodium lamps allows more opportunity for astronomers to "work around" the resulting light pollution.  Even when such lighting 
is widely used, skyglow still interferes with astronomical research as well as everyone's ability to see a natural star-filled sky.   Due to skyglow, people who live in or near urban areas see thousands fewer stars 
than in an unpolluted sky, and commonly cannot see the Milky Way.  Fainter sights like the zodiacal light  and Andromeda Galaxy are nearly impossible to discern even with telescopes.  
 Conclusion  
 For the above-noted reasons and the reasons that many others have voiced, if the permit for the KAM project is granted, there will be an overall detrimental effect on the City of Kamloops and its citizens.   

 Good day, I wish to relay my families total opposition to the proposed Ajax mine, south of Kamloops. 
 We believe that this proposed mine will destroy vital habitat for wildlife, including fish, waterfowl and other species. Jacko lake is a prized trophy fishing lake, and the areas surrounding to the East and West, 
are utilized daily by the citizens of Kamloops for hiking, dog walking, cross country skiing, ice skating and other natural activities. Approving this proposed mine would be environmentally irresponsible on the 
behalf of our government officials.  
Air quality in the Kamloops area has been significantly impacted over the last few years, and continues to be increasingly so. Every year, forest fires cause severe respiratory issues for residents, and the 
proposed mine function will significantly compound the situation. To allow a large operation so close to residential areas is truly negligent.  Noise impact and property devaluation are other considerations that 
give further evidence to the  negative impact that this proposal would have on present, and future, residents and development in this area.  Please strongly consider the views of the residents that this project will 
impact.  While I am in support of mining ventures in general, I could never support one so close to vital wildlife habitat as well as residential areas. This proposal is one that cannot be accepted. 

Re: Abacus Mining, Ajax Mine Project, ref #11-03-62225 
The main reason for this mine project to not be approved, is that half of it would be within city limits, the other half right on the edge of city limits.  The project would be near ( less than 3 kms ) from a local 
elementary school and residential areas.  This would not even be considered in other cities, i.e. Vancouver.  I have no problem with the mining industry, just move this project to 10 kilometres completely outside 

 of our city limits. 

The proposed Ajax Mine will destroy a total 376 hectares of pristine forest in addition to the loss of Inks Lake to make room for the Tailings Storage Facility and the Process Water Pond. The forest currently 
consists mostly of Interior Douglas Fir and Ponderosa Pine. The Ponderosa Pine is recovering well from the recent pine beetle attacks with younger trees being spotted and growing nicely through out the area 
devastated by the beetle. The proposed TSF area is currently a valuable wildlife habitat and will impact numerous red and blue listed species. It is also an important wintering ground for mule deer, white-tailed 
deer and some moose. Inks Lake, which is slated to be destroyed for the Process Water Pond, is also a valuable habitat for  numerous species of waterfowl.     The area is also extremely important to the 
ranching industry with the subject property a valuable grazing area for cattle. The TSF will also have a devastating affect on nearby hay and cattle ranches as the noise and dust would make it impossible to 
operate in a normal fashion.     The TSF will also result in the elimination of the Inks Lake Road, a well used public road frequented by many recreation users and ranchers.     The TSF , which will be half within 
the boundaries of the City of Kamloops, will be a huge blemish on the character of the City forever. The TSF will be almost as high as Sugarloaf  Mt.., a well known city landmark, as it stretches almost 3 kms 
south and occupies the area between the Lac Le Juene Hwy and the Coquihalla Hwy. Thousand of travelers coming from the west per day will be greeted by a huge pile of rubble and tailings and the city’s 
character will change from a pristine oasis in the grasslands of British Columbia to one dust, noise and rubble.     The proposed TSF is only one of the many reasons that the Ajax Mine should not be allowed to 
go ahead. It will destroy valuable wildlife and waterfowl habitat, it will destroy valuable grazing lands and change the character of this beautiful city forever.

I am opposed to the development of the proposed Ajax copper-gold mine on the following grounds;
Air Quality: The mine will be located close to an expanding urban area. People who live in Kamloops are familiar with the copper development in the Highland Valley. On windy days the air in much of the 
Highland Valley is filled with fine particulate matter. I'm sure this will also occur near the Ajax Mine. Environmental assessment should determine if dust from the mine and settling ponds is toxic. Even if the dust 
if non-toxic the heavy level of dust will lead to poor air quality and is not appropriate near an urban area.

Impact on Water: The mine proposes to draw water from Kamloops Lake. Any environmental assessment must look carefully at water Levels in the Thompson River which feeds the lake. In the past few years 
water levels have been very low during the summer months. Last year, during the Adams River sockeye run the Thompson was low enough that you could see the backs of the fish in shallow areas. Kamloops 
also draws its water from the Thompson. Any activity by the mine which will alter the water flow in the Thompson should be prohibited. Disposal of waste water is also an issue. In the Highland Valley settlement 
ponds have created an unsightly desert. This should not be allowed near an urban area. Ajax also proposes to realign Peterson Creek. It will flow beside the mine and tailings areas. Any leeching into this creek 
will be carried directly through the residential areas of Kamloops as the creek enters the Thompson in the heart of the city. If locating a mine near an urban area is acceptable I submit, that Logan Lake, (a 
purpose built mining community), would not have been built so far from the mines in the Highland Valley.

Impact on Kamloops: Kamloops is a growing city. In the future it will require more land for residential development. The land in the direction of the proposed mine is some of the most easily developable land 
near the city. Large portions of the site are already within the city boundaries of Kamloops. This clearly indicates that Kamloops regards this area as having development potential. A mine in this area will force 
Kamloops to develop in less desirable areas which are more difficult to service. Long-run implications of mine development: The proposed mine has an estimated life of 23 years. An open pit mine of the type 
proposed will provide jobs during its short life but it will ruin the site in perpetuity. As can be seen in the Highland Valley open pit mining is so destructive of the landscape that it cannot be used for any other 
purpose.. I urge the environmental assessment committee to visit the Highland Valley and ask if such a development is really the highest and best use of the land where the proposed Ajax mine will be located. 
The small mine which is currently located on the site could be reclaimed; a larger mine will be beyond reclamation. Low grade copper-gold deposits are not rare. The central part of British Columbia is full of 
similar mines and mining claims. I'm sure an alternative site, in a more appropriate area, could be found for this project.

We have many concerns about the impact of the proposed Ajax Mine on the environment and on the citizens of the Kamloops area.

1. Impact on water. How can we tolerate destroying Inks Lake, rerouting Peterson Creek which feeds into the Thompson River, and vastly threatening Jacko Lake?  Jacko Lake has been a world class fly fishing 
lake for many years. Its proximity to Kamloops and and propensity to produce strong fighting Kamloops trout have been a source of enjoyment for the sportsman and revenue for the angler in Kamloops. How will 
this affect the ecosystem of the area? (The shoreline of the South & North Thompson Rivers are protected by not allowing individuals to alter the shorelines adjacent to their properties, yet a large corporation is 
given free reign to make drastic changes to waterbodies in this water shed?) Ajax Mine will use massive amounts of water that will be pumped from Kamloops Lake. What effect will this have on the level of 
water in the lake over a period of time? Affecting the volume of water in the lake will affect the water temperature which in turn will have an impact on the ecosystem of the lake and migrating sockeye salmon for 
Adams River. Even if the some of the water is returned , what will that waste/returned water contain? In low water years, who will have priority for water use?

2. Impact on air quality. Our air is already compromised by the emissions from Domtar pulp mill. How can we possibly endure further particulate in the air from open pit operation? Ajax says they plan to spray to 
keep the dust down......how is this possible in the winter with below freezing temperatures? Ajax claims it will protect air quality as it has to protect their employees. They will have access to air filters and 
respirators. Our area residents will experience poorer air quality (we don’t even allow backyard burning). What effect will the southwest winds have in moving particulate towards populated areas? What happens 
when inversion traps pollution in the valley? Is the province ready to deal with the corresponding increasing health care costs?

3. Impact on land/soil/property value. The Aberdeen area has already experienced stability problems in the residential area. What impact will such large excavation along with on-going blasting have on soil 
stability and water table of the region, residential property value & grassland? Aberdeen and the even newer Pineview Valley residential areas, not to mention Knutsford and long established area ranchers may 
be at risk.

4. Impact on wildlife. Change an eco system and you destroy wildlife. Our grasslands are sensitive and we have seen much work go into protecting habitat in Lac du Bois. So why would we allow another area of 
our city to face habitat destruction? This area has been ranching for over 100 years.

5. Future Exploration. The maps of the exploration area that Ajax is also promoting .. Rainbow/DM cover a massively larger area, north to (or almost to) the Thompson River. What awaits us in the future if this 
project is approved?

6. There will be increased heavy truck traffic on the Coquihalla Highway which will endanger motorists and increase wear and tear on the road surface. How can an open pit mine set up operation within (and 
closely bordering) a city that grew from agriculture and transportation and now grows in the area of higher education (TRU), recreation (tournament capital, Sun Peaks resort, fishing and numerous golf 
courses), and transportation? Kamloops is NOT the place for this open pit mining operation. When Lornex built their townsite they situated it 15 km from the pit. The proposed Ajax Mine is within the city limits 
and within 2km of Aberdeen and Pineview Valley. Please, for the five impacts/risks cited above, do not permit this open pit mine to reopen and grow within and so close to such a large area population.

We believe the Provincial and Federal Governments, the City of Kamloops and the TNRD should force Abacus KGHM Ajax Mining after this comment period is complete and before the next session to: Though 
it probably is not a prerequisite, the AJAX MINE is an extrodinary circumstance. Considering the map being used is not up to date, unclear measuring distances, changing mine infrastructure, within the city 
boundaries, TNRD developed areas and affecting thousands of people . Mail to EVERYONE in the REGION a CLEAR UP TO DATE detailed MAP that is approved by the four levels of Government and 
include 2011 City of Kamloops roads,(ABERDEEN, PINEVIEW VALLEY residential areas), future developments (KAMPlan) and all TNRD Developed properties (including Cherry Creek and up to Lac le 
Jeune) with correct KM or mileage distances to these neighborhoods from the EAST and NORTH waste rock facilities, the 'moved' processing plant, the pit, tailings pond and all infrastructure to EVERYONE in 
the REGION. Since this is a Foreign Company included in the mailout they should give a short detailed description including pertinent information such as: who will be hired and from where, Guarantees in 
writing to protect us against MINE, RESIDENTIAL, PERSONAL or HABITAT mishaps or failures, where will the profits go, legacy they will leave behind, a rehabilitation pledge and transportation routes.

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.  Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 6, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:              
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                          • Employed for over 45 years in the mining industry and states that the large mine size and close proximity to homes will compromise quality of life.  Dust, noise, vibration and light 
pollution, and diminished water supply will negatively affect local residents and overall, mininng operations will eliminate the tranquil rural lifestyles in the area and pollute the environment.

Our house values will drop in Kamloops because other then miners why would someone want to live in a city with so much polution. I'm not looking forward to the noise or the damage to our enviroment.In city 
limits close to town, are you kidding? We have trouble recruiting doctors to our fair city just imagine when the mine goes into town. Yes, there will be approx. 400 high paying mine jobs but what do the rest of the 
65,000+ residents get? Most likely we will loose tourism jobs. Tourists will love Kamloops when they drive into town and see the destruction of our grasslands, hear and smell the rest of the destruction.Yes, they 
won't stay long. Most important who would want to live in a city with all the pollution. Kamloops stand up and be a voice don't sit back while our city is ruined.

113 07-Jul-11 Lora S Kamloops, BC 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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117 07-Jul-11 Kamloops Flyfishers 
Association

- 1 1 1 1 1

118 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

119 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

120 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

121 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

122 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

-

123 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

-

124 08-Jul-11 Sharon Antoniak Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

125 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

127 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC

128 08-Jul-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC

129 08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1

130 09-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

126 The Kamloops and District Fish and Game Association (KDFGA) wishes to make the following submission regarding the proposed Ajax Copper-Gold Mine Project near Kamloops, British Columbia.  The 
KDFGA represents some 300 plus individuals in the local area who have a keen interest in the outdoor environment, in particular, the fish and wildlife resources of the area and Province.  Our group is also a 
member of the BC Wildlife Federation which has some 38,000 members in the Province.  A number of our members are retired or active fisheries and wildlife biologists, others have decades of experience in 
the local area including ranching, forestry, guiding etc.
 
The Jacko Lake area and surrounding grasslands and forested area have been a favorite site for fishing and hunting activities for many of our members for decades.  In particular the lake is one of the first low 
elevation lakes to open for spring fishing and one of the last lakes to freeze over for late fall fishing with easy access from the city.  The fishing restrictions and stocking programs which our club has endorsed 
for this lake in co-operation with the local small lakes biologists have produced a quality fishery just out of the city limits.  It will be next to impossible to replace this resource if it is lost.
We will restrict our comments to the ecological values of the area although members have direct concerns regarding the impacts on the city and area.   Our initial impression is the numerous environmental 
impacts does not support the development of a mine on this site.  I am sure you will hear their other concerns.  We will present our concerns in point form for ease of reference.
 
We would request assessments be completed on the following concerns:
 Jacko Lake
·         How will the potential drainage of the lake due to underground rock fissures be addressed?
·         Blasting will have a direct impact on the lake through vibrations, what impact may this have on fish and other aquatic life forms?
*     The western edge of the pit will intrude approximately 1.25 ha into the northeast arm of the lake.  In its project description, the company makes light of that, saying that it is less than 3% of the lake and has 
low habitat value because it is shallow and has a silty substrate.  However, shallow water usually equates with prime biological productivity and the northeast bay is a popular fishing location on Jacko due to the 
abundance of insect life and feeding trout.  This area is also one of the area's first used in the spring by swans, geese and ducks and later in the season by herons and a variety of songbirds.

Dust from blasting and excavation activities will result in some fine particulate which will ultimately settle out on the lake.  We are concerned the residuals from the blasting materials and the newly exposed rock 
with its numerous chemical components present a potential lethal chemical mix.  Is there a histogram of the wind patterns for the areas adjacent to the pit and processing site so the areas with the highest 
potential impacts can be identified?  This particulate may very well change the chemistry of the lake affecting the PH and other water properties affecting the fish directly or the aquatic vegetation or insect life.  
What is being done to record the existing water conditions and what is proposed to be done to monitor and/or ameliorate the changes over the life of the mine?

·         The lake and its riparian areas are valuable sites for birds of prey and a variety of song birds.  What steps are being taken to monitor the existing populations and the impacts on these species over time?  
The lake provides valuable habitat for swans in the initial open water in spring plus habitat for ducks and geese.
·         The open pit and mine workings will need to be securely fenced to ensure wildlife and humans are protected.
·         The mining and processing activities are going to destroy the tranquil nature of the present lake during fishing activities.  What steps are being proposed to reduce noise pollution and the visual impacts of 
the site?  What steps are required when blasting is occurring in close proximity to Jacko Lake?
·         Our club worked with the Ministry of Environment to secure access for the public to this resource.  Will access of the public be guaranteed in the future with a dedicated public access route and area for 
recreation?  There are also opportunities to enhance the site recreational features with hiking trails along the lake and public viewing areas for the mine activities.
 
Peterson Creek
·         It is our understanding that a portion of the creek has to be moved to allow room for a rock disposal site.  A new channel for the creek can be readily made by machinery but the ecological conditions for 
fish habitat with vibrant insect life and plant vegetation cannot be readily replicated and loss of habitat will occur.  What is being proposed to mitigate this loss?
·         The rock waste dump is going to be adjacent to the Peterson Creek drainage and any water flow through this material could end up entering the stream channel and be deposited in downstream water 
users systems or directly into Kamloops City and eventually the Thompson River.

Water Impacts on the Thompson River Watershed
·         This mine is only one of many projects and cities that draw water from the Thompson River watershed.  Every year the river levels of the Thompson system have been dropping which results in low water 
flows and high water temperatures in the critical summer months which impact migrating salmon.  Some of these salmon runs are world class.  What is the cumulative drawdown on the watershed with all these 
water users, mining, irrigation etc. including the City of Kamloops?  What level of use is sustainable?  What do we do when minimum flows cannot be maintained to support migrating fish stocks?
 Rock Waste Dumps
·         The two proposed rock waste dumps are winter habitat for both Mule Deer and Whitetail Deer with some usage by Moose.  There will be a net habitat loss for all these species especially in the winter 
months when animals are at their most vulnerable.
·         There are several Sharptail grouse leks in the general vicinity of the waste rock pits.
·         It has also been reported that Sandhill Cranes use this area as a resting and feeding spot on their northward and southward migrations.
·         A concern of members is the reclamation plans for these rock waste dumps as well as the tailings area.  What are the reclamation plans for these sites?
Tailing Storage
·         This operation is also of major concern to our members as the area is a prime wintering and movement corridor for deer and the occasional moose.  Other species of wildlife also inhabit the area.   With 
the Coquihalla highway right-of-way being fenced and the mine site plus tailing area behind fencing there will be no means of north-south access for ungulates for some eight kilometers.  Will there be some 
provisions for wildlife movement? 
·         There are several small seasonal creeks which flow through the proposed disposal area and exit into range lands to the west of the Coquihalla Highway.  There will be a chemical cocktail from the 
processing and separating of the copper and gold at the plant.  This solution will be pumped to the disposal site and the major portion of the water removed but what chemicals will remain in the residual 
materials as they are deposited?  What safeguards are being taken to prevent these materials from leaching into the ground water and potentially into adjacent lands?
·         Although Inks Lake does not have a viable fish population it is an important habitat for waterfowl.  This lake is one of the first water bodies to be ice free in the spring and is heavily used by swans.  
Throughout the remainder of the open water season geese and ducks use this area extensively.
·         It would appear that this area has the highest level of concern for the dissemination of fine particulate into the surroundings.  Again has a histogram of wind dispersion been assessed for this area to 
determine the predominant flow direction?  This area when fully developed with a 200 meter thick layer over 2 and ½ kilometers appears to be very exposed to the westerly and easterly winds which prevail in 
Kamloops.  What effect will these particulates have on the surrounding vegetation for wildlife and the area cattle ranching community?  What effect will particulate have during an east wind with fines blowing 
across the Coquihalla Highway?

Shipping of Concentrate and Mine materials
·         At this time it appears the preferred shipping route is south and north along the Lac LeJeune road.  This road system is a winding route through prime habitat for wintering deer and the occasional moose.  
 This road system also passes by five well used fishing lakes, a winter cross country skiing area and two Provincial Park sites and will impact the experience for all these users.  The Ministry of Environment 
estimates more than 29,000 angler days are expended on these lakes on an annual basis.  It would be our suggestion that a road be linked to the Coquihalla Highway at the Inks Lake exchange to minimize the 
heavy truck traffic to this secondary highway.
·         The Lac LeJeune road is narrow and winding with limited passing opportunities which will create a potential safety concern unless passing lanes and road realignments are undertaken. 
 Power line Corridors
*     The construction of  one or more power lines to this development are going to impact wildlife habitat, potentially increase the spread of noxious weeds and impact wildlife species such as raptors due to 
collisions with wires and pylons.
Mitigation and Financial Guarantees
·         It is obvious there will be some loss of wildlife habitat and some minor to major impacts on the fisheries values.  It is our hope that the following funds should be part of any final agreement:
o   A trust fund to be established similar to the Highland Valley Enhancement Fund.  These monies would be used to mitigate wildlife losses, fisheries losses and recreational losses in an area some distance 
from the proposed mine site.
o   A substantial deposit is held on account to mitigate any damages in the case of mine closure or suspension of activities.
 
We wish to thank you for the opportunity to provide input into the environmental review process and look forward to working with you as the project evaluation continues.

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.  Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 8, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:              
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                           • Distance to Project stated by proponent (10km from some turnoff) is open to misunderstanding
• All measurements should be also provided in Imperial for ease of understanding
• 3D Mapping should be included
• Consultants are not familiar to the local community
• Unclear assessment of impact of ancillary structures including power/water lines and Peterson Creek re-routing
• Are ranchers rights and traditions being adequately included?
• Are there alternative ore bodies available in further-removed areas that could be mined instead?
• Mine employment will create a “boom and bust” situation
• Tourism in Kamloops will be negatively impacted

To whom it may concern:  I am a resident of Aberdeen subdivision in Kamloops, B.C. and have been so for 23 years.  My husband and I are adamantly opposed to the building and production of Ajax Mine in 
Kamloops. It appalls me to think that money and big business may come before the impact this will have on our community. There is much talk even by our local MLA that this will bring economic wealth to 
Kamloops in the form of 400 jobs. What about the jobs that will go elsewhere at our expense? I would venture to say that none of those people will be living in the Aberdeen, Knutsford, Pine Valley and areas 
surrounding the proposed mine. Those in our outlying areas who have chosen to live there for peace and tranquility will have lost what they so treasure.  I believe that the cost to the people of Kamloops will be 
far greater than the advantages and our quality of life will suffer. Some of the negative impacts to our area and environment are as follows:  The removal of precious water from the North and South Thompson 
Rivers to operate this mine. The displacement of Peterson Creek and disruption of our grasslands. Constant and very bright lights as the mine will operate 24/7. Noise and vibration from the constant moving of 
heavy gigantic machinery. Vibration and dust from blasting. Constant dust from the moving of heavy equipment and ore. The added noise of traffic on the old Merritt highway as more vehicles go up and down it. 
(We already here more noise due to the removal of pine beetle kill trees How can Jacko Lake and the fish stocks not be affected permanently when the pit will be within feet of it? I do not doubt that the value of 
our homes in Aberdeen will go down as the effects of the proximity to this mine are felt.  These are only a few of the concerns and it sickens me to think of what our beautiful neighbourhood could become. I 
hope that those opposed even if not affected by this event will speak out.

Since Goose Lake road is a well travelled "thru" road directly to the LacleJeune road, used extensively by residents, as well as recreationists (cyclists, motor bikers, joggers, hikers, dog walkers, etc.) Mine 
vehicles could constitute a serious hazard when crossing against the traffic flow to the "explosives storage". By what method would  the "thru" traffic be warned of vehicles crossing?  How many times per day 
would this crossing occur?  What would the plans be  to maintain in good condition this portion of Goose Lake road?  What type of crossing would be planned for Peterson Creek at this point? What would be 
done to prevent toxic dust or other pollutants off the vehicles from entering Peterson Creek at this crossing? The road leading to the "explosives storage" appears to be approximately 1.5 km. in length over 
valuable grasslands--would this road be fenced?    Would this road be paved to prevent erosion & dust?  

If this project should be approved, what company would be hiring the 1000 labourers for the 2-year construction period, & the 385 workers for the 23-25-27 years?  Can you guarantee these workers would be 
hired from the Kamloops area, from B.C., or Canada?  Would you plan to hire workers through the Federal Govt's Temporary Foreign Workers Program? & if so would KGHM immigrate their own employees?

In an excerpt from the March 2009 "Resource World", Doug Fulcher, Pres/CEO, is quoted as follows:  "In addition to the Ajax area there are several other areas of known mineralization on the 8000 Ha property 
that will be developed at a later date, including the Monte Carlo, Rainbow & DM/Audra prospects"..."We see a New Gold model that exists below the old open pits at Ajax west & east.  I think we can expand the 
open pit as we go to the northeast of our defined resource."  Also, the Crescent Zone is mentioned as an area for further exploration.  Please explain where these four development sites are located, & give the 
details of what is meant by "several other areas...that will be developed at a later date including the Monte Carlo, Rainbow & DM/Audra prospects" (also include the Crescent Zone) 

To whom it may concern,  
 I am excercising my right to voice my oppinion, while I still can.  I and my family, are residents of the Aberdeen neighborhood. My children are 5 & 6 years old and both attend Pacific Way Elementary.  I can see 
the school from my kitchen window.  Several weeks ago I was informed of the plans to open the Ajax Copper mine, pretty much directly behind the school. My husband and I are completely against this mine 
going in.  We are extremely concerned about the impact to environment, as well as the health and well being of all neighborhood residents.  I understand that industry growth is important for a growing city, but 
why chose a site so close to a thriving, wonderful family neighborhood? has this been carefully thought through?  Is it safe?  The 400 jobs the mine will create, is not more important than the over a 1000 
residents living up here.  And so close to a childrens elementary school!!  Now whenever I look out my window, all I can envision, is dust, smoke and pollution rising up from the hill behind my kids school.  I just 
really need to know, will this be safe for environment and all?  

Hello,    This letter is in regards to the purposed Ajax Mine, to be located (as the crow flies) 2 Km from our home in a densely populated area of Kamloops. Having been in the mining industry for 25 years I can 
assure you that the negative consequences of this mine going into production will far out weigh any employment or monetary gains that they can promise.  I'm a little disappointed that the entire process has 
made it this far. Thanks for your time

I speak against permitting this project, even in a scaled-down form

The Environmental Assessment of the Ajax Mine in Kamloops and Rural Area  
 The immediate economic gains from this proposed Ajax Mine will largely leave Canada, the province of B.C., and the community of Kamloops to accrue to the proponent, a foreign company.  International 
investment is important, immediate economic gains look good, but not when there are significant adverse effects that cannot be mitigated or reversed.  Where is the proof that there is sustainability for the 
following concerns?  
 •    Economic: The Tourism Industry in the Kamloops and area community and related quality and job opportunities that is dependent on a marketing image that promotes a pristine environmental setting.  
Ranching and other food production that is specific to the area’s climate, water sources, and population.  Property values remaining on par with pre-mine assessments.  Absorbtion of increased costs by BC 
residents that will ensure the maintenance of substantial alterations necessary in the community to accommodate traffic, health care and potential environmental effects.    •    Environmental Stewardship  
Rare grassland species, wildlife, fish, mammals and habitat that is prolific in this area.  The change in the quantity and quality of the water sources in the form of lakes, surface runoff and ground water that are 
utilized by bird, wildlife and humans of the Kamloops area. The relocation of Peterson Creek.   The greenhouse gas emissions will be substantially increased at a time when government seeks reduction.   The 
increase of hydro electric power usage, a new high voltage transmission line, and cost absorption by BC residents.  The adverse affects of relocation of the Kinder Morgan oil and gas pipeline to accommodate 
the mine location.  •    Social, Cultural and Health  The Kamloops, surrounding area and the Aboriginal community’s core values and defining unique features will change.  The areas altered air quality, over a 
twenty three year period, in an area prone to wind and inversions that will be impacted.  The importance of the quality of life and living in the quiet enjoyment of property will present a significant change to 
residence.  The threat of safety issues including waste rock and tailings, explosive storage site and transportation and increased traffic on public roads.  The proposed Ajax Mine site would in introduce a 
significant change to the city of Kamloops and area that will not be in the best interest of the present or future.

I have four concerns regarding the possible development of the Ajax Mine in Kamloops.   1) Noise and air pollution. Blasting and rock crushing creates an enormous amount of noise and dust. The city of 
Kamloops has bylaws regarding these kinds of issues - to some, the issue may be quality of life (peacefulness), to others it may be a medical issue (ex: air quality).  2) Wildlife. Aberdeen and Pineview are at 
the edge of the city's development at this point. We already have problems with bears in these areas. Because of the spread of the Ajax development (and noise)all wildlife, including bears, will enter the city 
even more. Two examples are last fall, when a bear chased a young man on the Aberdeen golf course and last spring when a bear entered a Pineview family's garage and van.  3) Underground disturbances 
due to blasting. Aberdeen and Pineview are built into hills. Some areas have already had issues with houses slipping/moving. Blasting can change the way water moves underneath the earth and can change the 
stability of it also.  4) Tailing ponds toxicity/water quality for the entire city. This project is to last over twenty years, but it's toxic legacy will last a lifetime for the residents of Kamloops and the wildlife 
(including fish) that we share the area with. Other such projects in the area from the past are long since shut down, but are still needing to be watched for the arsenic content, etc, in the tailing ponds. These are 
manned by a few people hired by the owner of the company to do a job in the most economical way possible, as the mines are no longer producing, just costing them money. It is on the honour of these people 
to report when the tailings are not fitting the 'safe' criteria. Should there be leaks, etc, what's to stop the toxic water from leaching into the ground, or run through Peterson Creek to larger human water sources?   

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.  Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 7, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:              
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                          • Jacko Lake is important to flyfishers, close to the city and one of the first area lakes to ice-off in the spring.
• Berm at east end of Jacko Lake touches the lake and there are stability concerns
• How will continuous blasting, noise, and dust in the pit affect fish and food sources?
• Will fishing restrictions be imposed?
• Recreational use at Inks Lake is a concern
• Will Ajax Pit Lake be turned be used for recreational purposes following filling?

08-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

-

I have been a resident of Kamloops since my birth and I am also a Prospector and I would like to state that I am in favour of the Ajax Copper –Gold Mine Proposal.
The economic value that will be brought to Kamloops and area from a Proposal such as this far out weight the value brought in by Tourism. People who work at the mine will make a real wage as opposed to the 
minimum wage obtained by Tourism related employees. This mine will not only hire employees but will source out it’s supplies from the Business located in Kamloops and Area. They will also pay taxes to the 
City of Kamloops and the Province.  We need our Federal & Provincial Governments to ensure that this proposal proceeds will all the Environmental safe guards known to it. Backup plans need to be 
established so if something does occur that the response to rectify it will be swift and any damages mitigated.  I am very interested in hearing how the Proponents will be dealing with all environmental concerns 
that need to be dealt with. Please ensure that the high powered Environmental Groups and other Fear Mongers do not thwart this proposal as the Proponents will not be able to satisfy everybody.  I attended the 
first Open House and will attend all future Open Houses.
Thank you for allowing me to voice my opinion.

The public open house held on June 16 for the Ajax mine was a huge disappointment. The venue was much too small to hold the 350 attendees. Many people for forced to stand in the hallway and were unable 
to hear or see the three presentations. The question period was much too short which resulted in many attendees unable to ask their qestions or express their concerns. Both government agencies quickly ran 
out of handouts, again leaving most attendees disappointed.   I ask that for the next public open house, if one is necessary, be held at a much larger venue and the question period be unlimited to ensure that 
each and every person has an opportunity to ask questions or express their concerns. An event such as the opening of an open-pit mine close to a residential area that will affect thousands of lives for a quarter 
of a century needs input from every person affected by it. If our MPs can work all night to deal with the postal strike, the proponent' high priced help can do the same.  If a thousand or more attendees make the 
effort to show up, their questions or concerns should not go unanswered.

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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131 09-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

132 09-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

133 09-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

134 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

135 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

136 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1

137 10-Jul-11 C. Ryan Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

138 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

139 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1

140 10-Jul-11 Jason & Susan 
McGillvray

Lac Le Jeune, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

141 10-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

142 10-Jul-11 Dan Cairnie Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

143 10-Jul-11 Kristin S. Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

144 10-Jul-11 Michael J. Hewitt Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Hello, I am a resident of Kamloops, B.C. and I'd like to register my opposition to the Ajax mine for the following reasons.
 1. I don't want a mine in my city limits.  It will change the character of the community dramatically, dominating the industry here from one of tourism, agriculture, ranching and support of mining, to actually 
having mining in our backyard.  I’d rather see the lands continue to be used for ranching cattle, which is a renewable resource, and the impact on the landscape can be regulated enabling the area to generate 
money for the economy while sharing it with other uses. 
 2. I see many species of wild animals while in the proposed mine development area and I don’t want them and the species at risk e.g. badgers, their ecosystem, habitats, and critical habitats destroyed nor 
diminished e.g. blocked migratory routes.  I don’t want the animals killed, harmed or harassed during construction, nor pushed into adjacent communities as they seek new refugia to then be considered a 
nuisance and have to be destroyed.
 3. I recreate a great deal on the Goose Lake Rd. and Jacko Lake area, from passive viewing to hiking, mountain biking, canoeing, fishing and skating and this great pleasure offered by the countryside is 
afforded very close to my, and others’, homes.  An open pit, gargantuan tailings piles, blasting, air quality degradation and machine operation around the clock are but a few things that will destroy this ability.  
 4. I recreate often in the Peterson Cr. drainage within the City of Kamloops, from it’s confluence with the S. Thompson River up to the Highway 5A.  I do not want to see the natural hydrology of the creek 
manipulated and altered by discharge from the mine, nor it’s quality contaminated to any extent.  I love experiencing the natural ebb and flow of the seasons in this drainage and don’t want to see this 
compromised by the mine. 
 5. I don’t want the industrial noise of the operation e.g. blasting and vehicle backup alarms, intruding into the City’s soundscape at any level.  It is challenging enough to regulate this community’s noise without 
adding mineral exploitation and it’s ancilliary activities to the melee.
 6. The state of Kamloop’s airshed has become a top issue for the City of Kamloops (City of Kamloops Annual Report 2010) with an Airshed Management Plan in development.  This is reflected in the regular 
submissions to local papers where people express their concerns about emissions from Domtar and CN.  If dust from the operation were to degrade the airshed, this would be yet another matter to contend with.  
 
 6. This isn’t an impoverished and dying community; this is one that is bringing in tourism steadily and is slowly growing e.g. as Canada’s Tournament Capital, it is estimated that $12 million in local spin off 
benefits were gained in 2010 (City of Kamloops Annual Report 2010), plus the Rocky Mountain Railtour brings people from around the world to Kamloops in droves throughout the summer.  The community will 
continue to thrive without the Ajax mine, and, importantly, in a manner that can be sustainably managed as compared to the devastating impacts this mine will have on the landscape forever. 
Please consider the above in your agency’s deliberations, and make a determination that the mine has too many significant negative effects to approve. 

While the community’s concerns have been well described in many previous submissions, I would like to review a number of issues as specifically detailed in the proponent’s project description.     1.   The 
proponent states that the project is located 10 kilometers west of Kamloops.  This is, of course, inaccurate and misleading.  We now know that the project falls, in large part, within city limits.  It is immediately 
adjacent to a number of rural residences and is less than two kilometers from major residential areas.     2.   The proponent states that various chemical reagents will be added to the process slurry stream.  
While those regent compounds are not identified, they are acknowledged to be hazardous materials such that they will be located within a secure containment area and within a secure bounded area in order to 
limit spillage.       My brief layman’s inquiry into copper processing identified Xanthates as the likely candidate.  Typical copper processing reagents include potassium ethylxanthate and sodium ethylxanthate, 
although dithiophosphates and dithiocarbamates are also used.  Sources note that Xanthates are poisonous and water downstream of mining operations can be contaminated.       3.   The proponent states that 
heavy ANFO and emulsion explosives sufficient to produce 66,000 tons of ore per day (24,000,000 tons per year), will be stored in areas close to the Ajax open pit (that is, adjacent to the residential areas noted 
above) and such bulk explosives will be delivered to the blasting locations.   4.   A tailings facility (a slag heap) measuring 3 kilometers by 1 kilometer will be visible from the Coquihalla Highway on entering 
Kamloops.       5.   The proponent describes a closure and reclamation process, once mining has ceased, in which each open pit will be filled with water.  The proponent notes that water quality sampling will be 
considered and potential treatment options followed and that, as a safety measure, an earthen berm will be constructed around that open pit.  That is, a 261-hectare pit filled with water containing potentially 
hazardous materials will come to be located adjacent to the above noted residential areas.     6.   Peterson Creek and Cherry Creek fall within the project area and flow into the South Thompson River and 
Kamloops Lake. The proponent notes that the Project has the potential to affect downstream water quality.  The proponent notes that release of effluents to the aquatic environment may cause the deterioration 
of aquatic habitat and may also have negative impacts on irrigation water and human health.  The proponent notes that his is particularly relevant given the proximity of the City of Kamloops.     7.   The 
proponent notes that a number of airborne emissions may result from the Project including particulate matter.  I would note that the use of the word "may" in this context is misleading.  Given its size and scope 
the project will result in significant airborne emissions, particularly dust and other particulate matter.     8.   While health based guidelines for noise are noted, it appears that a study of current background 
ambient noise versus anticipated noise levels has not been carried out and no measures to address noise concerns are identified.     9.   The proponent notes that contaminants may (!) affect both wildlife and 
plants within the project.  The Project Description further notes that heavy metals such as copper, cadmium, lead, chromium and mercury are known to be persistent and mobile in the environment and to be 
potentially toxic to many forms of life.  The proponent notes that, to date, an analysis of heavy metal leach potential has not been carried out.       10.  The proponent notes that mining operations were previously 
carried out on this site between 1989 and 1991 and from 1994 to 1997.  Total production during this 7 year period was 17 million tonnes of ore mined.  This compares to the 24 million tonnes of annual 
production currently proposed.     As stated on the KGHM website: “All extractive technology is by its very nature burdensome on the environment… the copper industry in this regard is a prime example.”     
This is a major industrial enterprise.  It calls for the movement of 8.7 trillion tons of material over the lifetime of the project.  It involves the extensive use of hazardous materials, and the production of significant 
quantities of noise, dust and contaminants, all within close proximity to a major population centre and a major watershed.  While the proponent acknowledges potential hazards, and some abatement measures 
are identified, such measures are inadequate to the potential risks identified.     I note that mines of this scope are typically located in planned communities (Tumbler Ridge and Logan Lake come to mind) and, 
in those settings, residential areas are located 15 to 20 kilometers from the mine site.     While this project would be workable in many settings, I believe the Ajax Project presents an unacceptably high level of 
environmental and health risk in this location and 
should not be approved.   

I live in Aberdeen, and I would like to register my family's complete opposition to the proposed Ajax mine.  My concerns about the mining project echo many of those who have written before me, but it bears 
repeating.     -The proximity of the mine to large neighbourhoods and elementary schools, as close as 2 kilometres.  It seems to me, at that distance, it would be very difficult to protect them from the mine's 
effects.     -The dust created by the mine, combined with the incredible winds experienced in that area could make it impossible to be outside in at least Aberdeen, if not other areas as well.  Along with the dust, 
any other chemicals used, or by-products created would be carried to the downwind area, which is Aberdeen.  The company has claimed they will "attempt" to control the dust and that does not sound very 
encouraging to me.     -The very existence of the mine would decrease the surrounding area's property values.     -How loud will the mining operation be?  I haven't been able to find concrete numbers.     -I 
believe that the destruction of that much natural habitat within city limits, and rerouting Petersen Creek could adversely affect much more than just the surrounding neighbourhoods.     -My final concern is that 
the Ajax Mine project details on Abacus Mining & Exploration Corporation's website list the project as 10 kilometres from Kamloops, which it is clearly not.  If they are going to publish something as simple as 
that to make the project appear more favourable, what else will they skew to get their project passed?     I think the mine is simply too close to the community to be safe.       In my opinion, the positive of the 400 
jobs to be created by the project should be considerably outweighed, and would be definitely marred by the negative impact to the health, financial welfare, and stability of the more than 400 people in the 
surrounding neighbourhoods.     I appreciate the opportunity to register my opinion. 

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table. Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 10, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                           • Quality of life will be compromised
• Independent studies of the Project should be conducted
• Review Process – minimal inclusion and limited participation of public to date
• Environmental Issues: Negative recreational impacts to Jacko and Inks Lakes / Peterson Creek diversion will negatively affect residents and wildlife / Environmental assessment of tailings is unsatisfactory, 
including leakage potential / Fate of water used in mining process is unclear / Underground  water system will be disrupted
• Health Issues: Proponent responses to health-related impacts is insufficient
• Economic Issues: Real estate values will be diminished / Who will pay compensation if homes are damaged? / Taxpayers, tourism will be negatively impacted in the long run

I would like to state from the outset that my wife and I are totally opposed to the Ajax mine.  
Speaking as an ex-miner I can speak with knowledge on this subject. The fact is Aberdeen residents will feel blasting, they will have dust on their decks and in their homes especially on windy days of which 
there are many in Aberdeen and the noise pollution will also be heard as the detailed plans I have seen show the mine operations within 950 meters of the top of the hill.
The City of Kamloops should be concentrating on attracting clean industry and the growth of the clean industry it already has, TRU, Tourism and Tournament Capital Status. These are far more sustainable 
long term, than dirty industry like mines and pulp mills. There are lots of technology industries out there with high paying jobs that we should be working hard to get here in Kamloops. 
The smoke screen of 400 jobs at this mine is just that. They will not be taking 400 people off the unemployed list in Kamloops, or out of unskilled low paying jobs either. This figure would be at the mines full 
capacity and would be for a relatively short period of time. The world credit crunch and fickle commodity markets meant that the New Gold mine was on a slow go for a few years and was only employing a 
skeleton crew. This in the Ajax case would still mean that the citizens of Kamloops would still be suffering the stigma attached with dirty industry. 
All the environmental concerns already mentioned in other comments are very real, on a lighter note you have to smile when the citizens of Kamloops abide by by-laws that state they cannot use round up on 
weeds in their yard, but the Ajax mine can divert Peterson Creek and in all odds kill of trophy lakes like Jako?? The imbalance here is pretty hard to put into words. 
As Aberdeen residents the effect on our biggest investment our home, they are already being affected.  I can also state this fact: I have a colleague that has relocated to Kamloops from the lower mainland for a 
high paying job here in Kamloops none mine related!! They were buying a house in upper Aberdeen and had an offer accepted on a house in the $600,000.00 range and have backed out two weeks ago solely 
based on the possibility of this mine being on our door step. This is happening now and it is not even here yet.... FACT !!! I love our City and I love my community here in the Aberdeen hills. So many have 
worked so hard over the last 15 years to make Kamloops a destination to live and visit. Kamloops will lose this as unfortunately a dirty industry like this will have Kamloops known as a mining town. It is 
something that as professionals in our relative fields is making my Wife and I consider moving away from Kamloops let alone Aberdeen.  It is with a heavy heart I write this as my gut instinct is the decisions are 
already made and the concerns of the residents of Kamloops will be insignificant to our new neighbour, who’s investors are greedy and all overseas where they will offer us the scraps of the table while the big 
bucks are taken out of the country.

On page 3 of the Background Information Report, under List of Project Components is an item shown as "Concentrate storage & shipping area".This area is not shown on any map - please define the location  
as well as details as to size of same.  Also missing from the report is location & size of parking lot area for staff, & any other equipment, fire department, first aid post, fuel storage tanks, garbage facility, sewage 
disposal.  As to the matter of sewage disposal what would plans be for sewage treatment at the mine site?

If this project is approved, in what location would top soil be stored to be used for reclamation purposes? The stockpiled  material could be another source of pollution especially if it is deposited in upwind areas 
of Pineview Valley or Aberdeen. it also may be some time before seeding roots sufficiently to be able to  stop wind & water erosion.If this does cause problems how would you plan to deal with it?

If this project is approved, how is it possible to instantly duplicate the two riparian/wetland areas  you want to divert, since they are extremely varied in nature & are what they are today through gradual 
development over countless years? These areas are far too valuable to the ecology & would not be allowed to be altered in any way by others - why is an exemption allowed for such a project as this?

If this project should be approved & at some future point in time it is found the tailings pond is not of adequate size, in what direction would it be expanded?  If an entirely new area is required where would it be 
 located?  If the waste rock pits are found to be not large enough would they be exapanded? If so, in what direction?  If an additional waste rock pit is required where would it be located? 

Please accept this as my strong oppostion to the proposed Ajax mine.     I attended the Open House regarding the proposed Ajax Mine on June 16th.  Some background - I moved back to Kamloops two years 
ago from Vancouver.  I had grown up in Kamloops and was eager to return to my hometown to be close to family and have a calmer pace of life.  When we began looking for homes, the only area that I was 
willing to buy in was Aberdeen.  I had grown up in Aberdeen for 15 years and loved it.  The community, the proximity to town and the overall neighbourhood.  My husband and I found the perfect home at the very 
top of Aberdeen.  It was brand new and beautiful.  Everything we ever wanted but could never afford in Vancouver.  Sure we paid more for it then we would have in other areas of town, but this was Aberdeen 
and I felt it was worth every penny.      Now 2 years later, my dreams of being able to live in my hometown for many years to come feels like it is coming to an end.  The proposed Ajax Mine is deeply concerning 
to me.      At the presentation there were many moments that surprised, shocked and scared me.  But the most upsetting thing to me during the meeting was watching the representatives from the mine.  Their 
behaviour during the meeting was disrespectful to the people of Kamloops and to the Government process.  During the whole meeting, I watched the Government reps take notes on the questions and concerns 
being raised.  I saw the CEO from the mine make one note.  The mines Environmental Manager, Duanna Stoopnikoff did not take one note nor answer any questions.  In fact, during most of the Government 
presentations and questions Ms. Stoopnikoff and Mr. Whittaker whispered and laughed. It felt as if this meeting was simply a check box that they had to complete to get approval for the mine from the 
Government but it did not matter to them at all what the people of Kamloops were worried about.  Here are citizens scared and worried about their homes, health and environment and they sit there and giggle 
and whisper???  These are not people who I would want to do business with.       I drove to the mine site this weekend.  I wanted to see for myself what was being proposed.  The area is beautiful and rich with 
forest and green lands.  On our drive up we saw deers, coyotes, birds and fish.  There are so many factors that make it difficult for me to believe that this could ever be approved:   - the mine would be 3km from 
an Elementary School (Pacific Way)  - property values  - destruction of the environment  - human health concerns  - aesthetics  - noise and other pollution   I want to believe in our system.  I want to believe in 
our processes.  I want to believe that the BC Government would not sacrifice the citizens of Kamloops quality of life for short term economic gain.  I want to believe that I live in a province that I can be proud to 
call home and where my children's children will live.       I am compelled to get involved and make people aware and demand that this be closely reviewed because as much as I want to believe.... I have my 
doubts.  As I watched the representatives from the mine, doubt crept over me.        Please prove me wrong and I hope that the BC Government says no to this proposed mine.      
 Thank you.

I would like to comment on this proposed mine near Kamloops, BC. This mine should not go ahead because it will be located much too close to the city of Kamloops and will negatively affect the people that live 
near to the site as well as in the City. There will be negative affects including light pollution, blasting shocks, noise, dust, water usage and groundwater pollution, tailings pond, increased traffic, destroying the 
recreationally popular inks lake and surrounding grasslands, to name a few. The price we will pay for jobs for a few years will negatively affect Kamloops forever. No amount of mitigation will address these 
negative affects because the mine will be so close to the city and other rural residents living in the area.  The price is too high. This mine proposal should be turned down.

I feel that the Ajax mine proposal should not go ahead. This project is much too close to Kamloops and will have a detrimental affect on the environment from tailings, dust, blasting shocks, water useage, light 
pollution, ground water pollution, to name a few. Being so close to kamloops, this mine will negatively affect the quality of life of the people that live in Kamloops and the rural residents who live close to the 

 proposed site and should not go ahead. 

Our family lives within 400 yards from the designated area of the proposed Ajax mine tailings storage facility.  We operate a cattle ranch adjacent to the mine site.  Our ranch has been in operation for over a 
century, and our family plans to continue to ranch in this area well past the proposed operation plan for the mine.   We have grazed cattle on the areas of the proposed mine site for decades.     We have 
concerns about the effects of dust from the tailings storage facility on the health of our family, noise that will disrupt the natural peacefulness of the area in which we chose to live, and changes to the ground and 
surface water composition in the area secondary to the massive accumulation of tailings over the course of the mine’s operation.       We also have concerns regarding the effects of the mine on our ranching 
operation.  The tailings storage facility is close to our cattle operation and hay fields.  If dust from the tailings drifts onto our hay and grass lands, it would have negative effects on the health of our livestock, and 
compromise the quality of feed we produce.  The large footprint of the mine disrupting natural movement of wildlife will also lead to larger numbers of deer feeding on our hay fields and grass in the summer and 
stored feed in the winter.      Our ranch property borders the south limit of the proposed tailings compound.  This type of tailings facility has not been used anywhere else in Canada.  It is relatively new 
technology in its design, and to place it so close to Kamloops, in an area of two watersheds (Peterson Creek and Cherry Creek), and limited by the Coquihalla and Lac le Jeune highway is troublesome.       We 
hope that the following issues will be examined.     1.   Dust preventative measures need to be mandated to ensure that wind, variation in weather patterns, and labour disruptions don’t lead to dust becoming 
a health hazard or environmental problem. The use of thickened tailings for this size of impoundment in these specific weather conditions needs to be fully investigated and understood.       2.   Adequate 
space, wall stability, and design of the tailings storage facility need to be evaluated to ensure that the facility doesn’t need to encroach on neighbouring land or disrupt highway design. If the height and 
wall angle of this facility cannot be achieved as proposed, will the mine take up more agricultural land?    3.     Groundwater flow and quality should be studied prior to operation and as tailings accumulate. 
Effects of ground compression from the weight of the tailings on the ground water quantity and quality needs to be monitored.       4.     Soil testing and forage analysis in areas adjacent to tailings compound 
should be collected and routinely evaluated throughout the planning and operation of the mine. Monitoring for loss of production or quality from mining activity needs to be incorporated into the plans and a 
method for compensation determined.     5.   Wildlife numbers and movement should be studied prior to operation and measures to mitigate effects from translocated wildlife on neighbouring ranchers and 
homes  undertaken.  These may involve wildlife fencing, and compensation for damages.     6.   Mine operations should be designed to allow for reclamation of area back to useable agricultural land with 
safe forage and safe surface water.  7.   A proactive, preventative approach to weed control of disrupted land needs to be put in place while the proponents study, plan and begin operations and throughout 
the production of the mine and reclamation process.  Already the mine proponents have disrupted areas of grasslands and left them vulnerable to invasive weeds that will have detrimental effects on ranchers 
and grasslands in the area.       8.   Proponents of mine should take measures to mitigate the effects of loss of agriculture land, grasslands on ranchers and livestock production in the area.     We 
believe the proposed Ajax mine could have a negative effect our family lifestyle and livelihood.  We have lived on this land and worked in balance with it for over a hundred years.   We hope that thoughtful 
consideration is taken to mitigate the effects the mine will have on its neighbours, and to the land and water the mine will permanently alter with its operations. 

We live in Knutsford and are alarmed at the possibility that the community will be damaged by the construction and operation of an open pit mining operation.  We are extremely concerned about the potential 
effects on the environment, our health and our financial well being.   Our specific concerns include:   Noise – Knutsford is consists of rolling grasslands where noise travels unimpeded over great distances. 
This mine proposes to operate 24/7 365 days a year. There will be blasting and heavy equipment operating – there will be noise.   Air Quality- Knutsford is windy. The wind dries the soil and carries dust.  In 
spite of the mine representatives assurances we can’t imagine that the mine will be able to control the dust from this huge operation. Dust reduces air quality. What toxins will be contained in that dust?    Water 
Quality- The proposal states that Peterson Creek will be diverted, Inks Lake will be turned into a settling pond, and water will be pumped from Kamloops Lake. It is unacceptable to put fresh water supplies at 
risk. What contaminates will seep into the water supply?   Vibration – we are concerned about detrimental effects of vibration on our home and property.   High voltage power lines - High-voltage power lines 
create electromagnetic fields around them and expose anything nearby to electromagnetic radiation.  We donknow the impact on humans from this exposure but it is not something we would like to discover first 
hand.   This mining operation will scar the visual landscape with huge rock piles,a settling pond, a massive open pit and high voltage power lines.    Decreased property values- We would like to continue living in 
Knutsford but will we want to, if the Ajax mine is approved? Will we be able to sell our home if we chose to move?  It is devastating to think that equity that we have worked years to accumulate may be greatly 
diminished.   We as individuals are asked to conserve resources and protect the environment through efforts such as improving the energy efficiency of our homes, driving less, recycling, composting etc.  It is 
disheartening to think that our contributions will be erased by this mine that proposes to operate 365 days a year consuming electricity, fossil fuels and fresh water.    We are look after our health by exercising, 
eating a healthy diet and getting enough sleep.  How does one live a healthy life in such close proximity to mining operation? 

  It is not acceptable to locate an industrial operation of this magnitude in the communities of Knutsford and Kamloops. 
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I was a founding member in 1989 of Thompson Institute of Environmental Studies of which I am now Chair, also a founding member of Fraser Basin Council of which I am still the Environmental member, one 
of the seven members along with First Nations, the Federal Govt, the Provincial Govt, the Municipal Govt, Industry and an Independant chair Dr. Charles Jago. I have lived in Kamloops 40 years, raised my 
children here and now am helping raise grandchildren. I have many concerns about our earth overall, so have done much work with governments at all levels. Twelve years off and on with the Federal Govt on 
NPRI, CEC etc, fifteen years with the BC Treaty Process, and over twelve years with the the Kamloops LRMP, all voluntary work to try to make a difference. During this time I have always worked locally as well 
on many issues.

My family and I moved here 40 years ago with 4 children. We came from spending 20 years in the north of Canada, so spent much time in the outdoors the first 10 years. Much of this time was spent in the 
Knutsford area. We walked, biked, walked our dog, watched the wildlife and learned about BC plants during the nice weather, and in winter we snowshoed, cross country skied and brought shovels and cleared 
the ice on Inks Lake. Sometimes all the wetlands on Peterson Creek would freeze before snow and we could skate for miles as there was lots of water in those days.

Last week and this week friends took me back up, and we drove, walked, photographed and videod the complete area to be destroyed for the sake of low grade ore which is probably not needed and I believe will 
have no benefit whatsoever, only hardship, firstly to the ranchers, the native people of the area, the immediate neighbours and the residents of the city of Kamloops. The grasslands, which are within the city 
boundry,( in the area where the north waste rock dump is scheduled to be) is some of the best and healthiest grasslands in the interior of BC.  My video and photos show the native grass to be waist high.  This 
grassland is in the ALR. as is most of the mine. These grasslands also have many species that we will lose, some are blue and red listed with the govt. What are we thinking? After my two trips up there, I truly 
do not understand.
I also photoed the area where Peterson Creek will be diverted into the old mine tailings. I am sure we will lose it also along with Inks Lake which is the slurrey pond and Guerin Creek which also runs by (these 
are both listed as sensitive in KAMPLAN). Many of us also have concerns about Jacko Lake, with an arm cut off to be included in the main pit. A fisheries expert told us the fish will be dead in 5 years and the 
lake would probably drain eventually due to the mine. That is already four important water bodies but there are two more which will be hugely affected by this mine. Water will be taken from the Thompson River 
and Kamloops Lake to the tune of over two billion gallons per year.
Several communities downstream drink this water along with at least three first nations communities.  This could cause multiple problems as Kamloops Lake has 42 years of toxic pollutants in layers from 
Weyerhauser, now Domtar pulp mill, and if the water is lowered these pollutants can come to the surface by boats etc. Dilution the solution. There are several other issues involved as well. If water is taken from 
the Thompson the pulp mill will have trouble meeting their permit. On Kamloops Lake is located Tobiano golf course one of the top 5 in Canada. Their plan is to build their marina in 2013 and it could be left high 
and dry.

One of the important concerns with all this water use is, where will all this water end up? Polluted and flowing down the creeks into the South Thompson River, one of our top salmon streams in BC?
We visited all the ranches and landowners, their properties will all be worthless. The ranchers were told by our new BC minister of environment last week that if their ranches were no longer viable to take a job 
at the mine.

I first lived here 44 yrs ago when there was no pulp mill. Kamloops has always had weather inversions, but with climate change the days of inversions have increased many fold. With the different polluting 
industries these inversions create more and more difficulties for our 90 thousand residents. We are now well past the point of our airshed being overburdened with toxic pollutants. We cannot withstand any 
further pollutants  including dust and continue being a thriving city. I have here the NPRI document from 2008 from Domtar Pulp Mill, and that alone shows our airshed is overburdened, and we have many more 
polluters.  We will survive as we have through Afton with mercury found
1/4 of a mile from my home in the West End of downtown Kamloops. We need to have an airshed study done long before this project is seriously considered.

Possibly the most important issue is the fact that this mine can and will cause many, many hardships, but the benefits will likely be small in comparison. There will possibly be some tax benefit to the City of 
Kamloops. Maybe some jobs, but if the company brings the workers from Poland (or elsewhere) illegally to Canada as just happened in Alberta,
then even that will not be a benefit. The devastation in the area will take thousands of years to restore if ever.  There is no possible way this can be done in a sustainable way.

Thank you for reading my points. I do so hope you will consider cancelling this project (possibly the first open pit mine in Canada within a large city).

To Whom it may concern.

My husband and I moved to Kamloops over 30 years ago, have raised our children here, and were looking forward to retiring in this wonderful community. I am concerned about the quality of our life in Kamloops 
after hearing about the proposed Ajax Mine development WITHIN our city limits. I was not reassured after listening to an
unfavorable report by the Auditor General on the Enviromental Assement Office. My concerns are:
Air Quality
The mine will be above the largest, and growing, area of Aberdeen. Many young families live here and a new elementry school was recently built close to the mine site. There
are frequently winds that blow from the south which will bring dust from the mine site. It will be impossible to stop all the dust. Kamloops is also prone to inversions, when stale air sits in the Valley. Our air 
quality is already compromised with the Domtar Pulp Mill emmisions and a mine the size of Ajax will make this a health hazard.  Fog is another issue in our city. Frequently our flights are grounded due to fog. 
The particulate from the mine will again destroy the air quality.
Water Quality and Run Off
The Aberdeen area has for many years battled under groundsprings and the city has put in place pumps to help combat this problem. Residents have had their basements flooded and foundations have shifted 
due to ground water. It is my concern that blasting from the mine will cause shifting in those underground waterways resulting in problems for home owners.  The run off of contaminated water from the mine 
can not help but leach into the ground water and end up in our water shed making its way to contaminate not only Peterson Creek, but evertually to the Thompson River which is the cities drinking water supply. 
Our city will suffer a decrease in tourism, loss of wild life habitat, constant noise, light polution and increased  difficulties to attract professionals to our communities / hospitals. It is my belief that some residents 
will leave as the quaility of life will not be what it once was.

I urge the Enviromental Assessment Office to please look closely at the impact this mine will have on the quality of life in our community and not just at the brief economic factor. If the price of copper and/or 
gold goes down, as it has in the past, Ajax can walk away claiming that economically the project is no longer viable. The residents of Kamloops will live forever with the impact on the enviroment this mine will 
cause.

I am concerned with the location proposed for the Ajax mine Project. It is my understanding that from the top of Pacific Way road which is where current housing development stops, the mine will only be roughly 
2 km away. It is my understanding that there is a lot more housing development proposed for this area which would then make that 2 km even shorter. Also what about the underground water that runs not far 
beneath some of our homes, how will this be affected by ground movement or the tailing pond.  Open pit mine...what about the dust. We always have wind up here in Aberdeen, this would increase a lot of 
allergies for those of us that suffer from allergies. If it were an underground mine, then the wind would not be a concern. With a good majority of the housing development moving toward Knutsford, should we 
not save this well loved land/area for more housing development. I'm sure there must be a better location that is further out from a city this size. I can't even have a fire in my back yard due to already bad air in 
the area, but yet there is no problem with having a dust causing mine basically out my back door!  I would love to see a mine go ahead to provide more jobs for BC economy, but the location for this one I feel is 
in an area I would consider more desirable for future home development. We must also look at all the children that reside in Aberdeen through to Pineview. One of the largest populations I'd say in this city, how 
will this jeopardize their health-air-water--all which could potentially be polluted.

I am writing to express my significant concern about the potential development of the Ajax Mine in Kamloops, BC. I live in the Aberdeen area of Kamloops and I DO NOT support this project.

My concerns include the following:
1. Proximity of the mine to the fastest growing residential area in Kamloops, which means that any environmental or health impact will be multiplied by the significant growth that
is occurring just over the hill in the Aberdeen area.
2. Air quality.  Kamloops air quality is already at risk, and air quality changes in a neighbourhood that is known for decent air quality may significantly impact people who have lung disease or are at risk for 
developing it. Again proximity to the mine is a major concern.
3. Impact on land and water table. Aberdeen is a heavily managed area and shifting and water table issues have been an issue. The impact of blasting and water table changes could impact many homes in the 
Aberdeen area.
4. Kamloops Lake water levels and relocation of Peterson Creek- what will the impact be given the impact on these natural waterways?
Overall- mines are not for cities- please consider the potential impact on our health and homes.

Reference: Ajax Mine Project- Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry file number 11-03-62225I am writing to express my significant concern about the potential development of the Ajax Mine in 
Kamloops, BC.
My concerns include the following:
Air Quality in Kamloops - this city is known for its inversions and lingering poor air quality when air pollutants stagnate in the valley. The airshed is already burdened enough without the addition of such a large 
industrial operation so nearby.
Noise pollution - Environmental effects of open-pit mining - including loss of habitat for wildlife, which is very significant and important to me. I am an environmental health officer by trade and am very familiar 
with the by-products of mining such as heavy metal contamination of ground and surface waters, problematic for humans and wildlife alike. This is not the future I would choose for this area.
Environmental and aesthetic effects of re-routing Peterson Creek. This is a well- used recreational zone and very significant wildlife corridor. Long-term (!) environmental impacts for a relatively short-term 
gain. I understand the economic gain is desirable but the forecast life of the mine is not a long period of time. This is another example of human near-sightedness. I urge you to truly consider the environmental 
impacts of this proposed mine and weigh that against the proposed lifespan of 20 years.  I am a long-time resident of the Kamloops area. I love it here, it has wonderful qualities, one of the biggest of which is 
that I can access unspoiled natural beauty within a very short distance of my home.
Thank you for your consideration.

I am providing the following comments on behalf of myself as a resident of Kamloops and as one whose outdoor recreational activities will potentially be negatively impacted by the proposed subject mine.  I am a 
member of both the Kamloops Fly Fishers (KFF) and the Kamloops & District Fish & Game Association (KDFGA), both of whom have submitted comments independently to you.  Although I am currently the 
president of the KDFGA, and as such have signed the submission (which was prepared by a committee) from that club,  the following comments are mine alone.     I know the area of the proposed mine well.  
The area between Jacko Lake and Knutsford has a special place in my heart.  As a teenager, I lived at Knutsford and hiked and hunted the area of the proposed mine in the 1950s and shot my first deer in that 
area and with my first bird dog, shot many grouse in the intervening bunch grass rangeland.  I have fished Jacko Lake since the 1950s.   I would prefer that the area of the proposed Ajax Mine remain in its 
current relatively unspoiled natural state.  Note that I have used the term relatively, because I realize that there exist remnants of the old Ajax pit immediately east of Jacko Lake and its associated overburden 
dumps to the south of Peterson Creek (which caused a short portion of Peterson Creek to be relocated).  Those impacts, however, are a mere fraction of the havoc to be wreaked by the proposed new mine if it 
goes ahead.  Those scars from the original mining have the potential to heal somewhat, with time, if they are not added to.  My concerns about the proposed development are, in no particular order of preference, 
presented below.  They focus mainly on direct impacts to the environment and impacts on the ability of outdoor recreationists to access their chosen pursuits.   Before any approvals are granted to KGMH Ajax 
Mining Inc. by senior levels of government, I recommend that the proponent be required to provide evidence that those impacts can be satisfactorily mitigated or compensated.   IMPACTS TO JACKO LAKE 
Jacko Lake, because of its proximity to the proposed mine pit and its importance both locally and provincially as a fishing lake is, arguably, the most obvious concern.  Due to Jacko’s proximity to the city, most 
Kamloops anglers can be fishing there within one-half hour of leaving their homes.  Jacko is also one of the last lakes in the area to freeze in winter and one of the first to become ice free in spring, so it is 
available to anglers when many other lakes are not.  Provincial fisheries biologists tell us that Jacko generates, conservatively, some 5000 angler-days per year which translates into approximately $500,000 
being injected into the provincial economy annually.   As an angler and as a retired biologist, I am concerned about the following potential impacts to the lake itself and to the enjoyment of the angling experience 
by me and other anglers.   *  What impact will the adjacent continuous blasting have on the bedrock beneath the lake and between the lake and the pit?  The proponents told us that as a result of test drilling, 
they have determined that the bedrock is currently sound and the lake will not drain.  However, what might be the impact of heavy blasting over a period of 5, 10, 15, or 20+ years?  I realize that it would be 
equally disadvantageous to have the lake drain into the working pit, but what compensation is the proponent prepared to provide in that eventuality?  Will he just say, “Oops!” and turn away?  I recommend that 
the proponent be required to fund an independent geological study by a consultant chosen by federal and provincial environmental agencies to assess those findings and that no operating permits be issued 
until it is determined that the lake will, in fact, not drain.   *  What impact will persistent blasting and accompanying vibrations through the bedrock have on the ecology of the lake, the fish and other aquatic life 
forms?  *  What impacts might mine dust, and explosives residue mixed with it have on the lake’s ecology including the riparian area?  If it isn’t lethal to the fish, would toxic substances be introduced to the 
food chain and thus render the fish unfit for human consumption?  What might be the impact on avian species dependent on the lakefringing marshes and riparian zone?   *  As an angler, I appreciate the 
present tranquil experience of a dayJacko and other lakes.  However, the nearby blasting and milling operations are certain to destroy that ambience.  What does the proponent propose to do to mitigate the 
noise pollution and compensate for the loss of peace and quiet by anglers?  I don’t think he can.   *  Approximately 1.25 ha of the northeast arm of the lake will be obliterated by the western edge of the pit and 
a berm is proposed to prevent the lake’s draining at that location.  The company justifies that intrusion into the lake by saying in its project description it is less than 3% of the lake’s area and that it is poor habitat 
because it is shallow water and the substrate is silty.  However, shoal areas usually equate with good biological productivity.  In fact, that area is favored for fishing by many anglers because they catch fish 
there, so there must be something there that attracts the fish.

 I would rebut the company’s wishes by saying that the amount they want to intrude into the lake is far less than 1% of the total area they want to mine, so why don’t they just not dig that far west?.  The amount 
of ore they will get out of that bit shouldn’t make much difference to their production in the grand scheme of things and by not intruding into the lake, they will have a much reduced chance of accidental leakage 
of the berm.   *  It is rumoured locally that the best ore is under Jacko Lake itself.  If that is the case, would it not be in the best interest of the company if the lake did drain or became so contaminated that it was 
no longer a viable fishery?  I would appreciate a response from the proponent in that regard.   IMPACTS OF WASTE DUMPS AND TAILINGS STORAGE *  The two proposed rock “management” facilities and 
the tailings storage facility will eliminate wintering habitat for ungulates (mule deer and whitetail deer).  Further, they are certain to be a source of dust pollution during the life of the mine.  That is particularly true 
for the tailings “mountain.”  Also, how will blowing tailings dust be prevented from creating a traffic hazard on the adjacent Highway 5?   *  The bunch grass rangeland in the area is habitat for sharp-tailed 
grouse.  What has the company done to identify the leks (dancing grounds) that are in the area and what does it propose to do avoid those critical habitats?  Or are such losses considered acceptable?   *  Inks 
Lake and Wallender Lake are seasonally important to waterfowl and perhaps other non-game species.  The potential impact of the mine on their ecology should be determined and remedial actions agreed to 
before any permits to proceed are issued.  Inks Lake in particular should be assessed because of its proximity to the tailings storage area and its proposed use as a storage area for recycling water.  Its value as 
waterfowl habitat will undoubtedly be compromised due to the associated chemical pollution, and mitigation in the form of an equivalent amount of newlycreated wetlands elsewhere on the company’s property 
should be required.   *   As well as Inks Lake and Wallender Lake there are several small unnamed lakes and ephemeral wetlands in the area that will be impacted.  They are virtual oases in an otherwise very 
dry area and are probably locally significant to many species as permanent or seasonal habitat.  Those areas should be identified and before any  permits are issued, actions agreed on to either avoid them or to 
mitigate or compensate elsewhere for their loss.   *  The footprint of the entire mine operation will cover approximately eight kilometers (5 miles) from the Coquihalla Highway (Hwy. 5) in the west to almost the 
Long Lake Road in the east.  As such, it will form an almost impenetrable east to west barrier to north-south movement by non-avian wildlife.   Highway 5 has a 7foot wildlife fence and will prevent movement 
around the western end of the mine property.  The only oth er north-south corridor is the narrow strip along the Lac Le Jeune Road between Wallender and Inks Lakes.  That could prove to be very hazardous 
for both wildlife and motorists.    IMPACTS TO WATER COURSES *  Presumably a portion of Peterson Creek must be moved to accommodate the East Waste Management Facility.  While the new creek 
channel will probably reestablish its ecological functions relatively quickly naturally, what is the company proposing to do to speed up the process?  No permits should be issued until satisfactory remedial work 
on the creek channel has been agreed to.   *  A major concern that I have with Peterson Creek is the potential for run-off water leaching through the adjacent waste rock dump and carrying toxic substances into 
the creek.  There are people with ground water wells downstream of the waste dump and creek water is used for irrigation for agriculture.  It eventually enters the Thompson River in Kamloops.  The company 
tells us that based on preliminary studies, their overburden rock is “clean” and that no such toxic soup experienced elsewhere will be produced here.  I believe that this is another area where the company should 
be required to fund an independent consultant selected by federal and provincial environmental agencies to verify (or not) their original assessment.  The potential to do harm to human health and the fish runs 
of the Thompson River is too great not to do so.   *   The mine will be drawing most of its water from Kamloops Lake and presumably recycling as much of it as possible on-site.  For that (recycling) they are to 
be congratulated.  However, what is not known is the impact of the water drawn from the lake on the overall water quality of the Thompson River downstream during low warm-water periods.  There are many 
other prior demands on the river for water and what needs to be determined is the cumulative impact of the mine’s demand on top of all the others.  Perhaps DFO can provide that information?     

*  There is bound to be some leaching of liquid from the Tailings Storage Facility into the local ground water and with it chemicals from the mineral separation process.  It is all downhill from the facility to 
Kamloops Lake.  We need to know what are the chances of groundwater contamination downhill from, and to the west of, the tailings storage area and what might be the long-term prognosis for those 
substances reaching Kamloops Lake?  What, if any studies has the company done or plans to do, to answer those questions?  POWER LINES *  Construction of new power lines across open range country 
will impact wildlife habitat, potentially spread noxious weeds during the construction phase and potentially result in the destruction of wildlife such as raptors due to collisions with wires and pylons.   Clearly 
those potential impacts must be addressed.   SHIPPING OF CONCENTRATE Presumably, the preferred shipping route is by truck either south or north along the Lac Le Jeune Road to eventually access the 
Coquihalla Highway.   The Lac LeJeune Road is two-lane and winding.  The shortest route is to the north, about 8 km., from the mine, but that way is steep downhill and passes through  residential and 
industrial areas.   From the mine south to the Logan Lake interchange is about 21 km. of mostly uphill without passing lanes.  We are told that there will be about 30 to 40 ore trucks per day going to Vancouver 
which translates to 60 to 80 ore trucks in total on that road daily.  South of Jacko Lake, there are six lakes (McConnell, Stake, Lodgepole, Fred, Lac LeJeune and Walloper) that are destinations for anglers.  All 
but Fred are open to angling year round.  Fisheries biologists tell us that those lakes in total generate conservatively 24,000 angler days which translates to about $2,400,000 being injected into the provincial 
economy annually.  McConnell and Walloper lakes are also day-use provincial parks while Lac LeJeune has a major provincial park.  In winter, Stake Lake is also the site of a very popular cross country skiing 
facility.  All of the lakes named above must be accessed via the Lac LeJeune Road.  Clearly, in its present state, that road is not designed to simultaneously accommodate several slow moving industrial vehicles 
per hour and recreational vehicles bound for fishing or skiing destinations.  Nor is it engineered for such heavy–duty traffic as ore trucks and surely major upgrades would be needed.  If the mine were to go 
ahead, clearly, the most logical option would be to construct a dedicated road for ore trucks on mine property to tie into the Coquihalla Highway at the current Inks Lake Interchange near the proposed tailings 
facility.  As an avid angler, I fish most of those lakes year round and my (and othersrecreational experience would be negatively impacted by not only being stuck behind the slow moving trucks but once on the 
lakes, by the noise of the trucks as they grind up the hills.  In addition, the Lac Le Jeune Road traverses good deer habitat its entire length south to the Logan Lake Interchange.   MITIGATION AND 
COMPENSATION *  A major failing of the documents we have received so far from the company is the dearth of references to remedial action proposed for any negative environmental or social impacts caused 
by the mine if it is given permission to proceed.  Those intentions must be provided for public scrutiny. 
*  Impacts will potentially range from minor to major on fish and wildlife habitats.  Some of the minor impacts can perhaps be avoided via management procedures or be mitigated or compensated satisfactorily 
by remedial action nearby or elsewhere.  However, to date we have not been told in any detail what is the fate of the mountains of waste rock at the end of the mine’s life.  It is highly unlikely the grasslands can 
be put back the way they were. Those waste dumps and the tailings facility will obliterate large tracts of native grasslands and forest and many of the wildlife species associated with them. For other, more 
mobile species, the carrying capacity of their habitat will be greatly reduced, in effect reducing the populations of those species as surely as if they had been killed outright.  Does the company propose to 
compensate for those losses by improving carrying capacity elsewhere and if so, where and how?    *  Clearly, there should be a substantial deposit of money provided by the company before any work ever 
begins on the mine to compensate for any clean-up in case the mine closes or suspends activities mid-operation.   *   If the mine is given permission to proceed and there are known impacts that cannot be 
mitigated, a compensation fund similar to, but much larger than, the existing Highland Valley Enhancement Fund must be established.  Those monies would be held in trust and used to enhance fish and wildlife 
habitat and improve public access to fish and wildlife resources within a to be decided radius of the mine.   An enhancement fund committee composed of representatives of public stakeholder groups would 

 administer the fund.     I await the opportunity to assess the company’s Environmental Impact Statement in response to Public Comment Period #1.  

Most of my concerns about the proposed Ajax mine have been voiced in the comments of others. Still, I would like to emphasize two questions that I would like answered in a clear and concise manner by an 
independent consultant:

1.   What would be the environmental impacts of the mine?
2.   What would be the overall economic and social benefits and costs of the mine to the Kamloops community?
As to the first question, the potential effects identified in the early results of surveys cited in The Ajax Project Description, Revision 3, prepared by Knight Piesold, as of July 6, 2011 are already of concern.
As to the second question, we need to consider what economic and social potential of Kamloops could be lost if it further develops a reputation as an industrial town.
Presently, according to Venture Kamloops, the city’s biggest employers are in health care and education. With 400 employees, the Ajax Mine would be quite far down the list of major employers and might well 
have an impact on potential recruitment in other sectors, including innovative ones that will help us prosper in the changing economy.
Finally, the writers of the final Project Description may wish to clarify the following statement (page 39 of The Ajax Project Description, Revision 3, prepared by Knight Piesold, as of July 6, 2011). “Project 
impacts will be restricted primarily to sites previously disturbed by historical mining activities.” Their Project Area Land Management map would suggest that the tailing and rock management sites would be 
located on land not previously disturbed by historical mining activities.
I look forward to reading later reports that address in full the public’s concerns. Thank you.
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152 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1

153 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1

154 11-Jul-11 Grasslands 
Conservation Council 
of British Columbia

- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

155 11-Jul-11 Don Ferguson Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

156 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1

159 11-Jul-11 City of Kamloops Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.  Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                            • Project Description – location description is misleading / are storage areas fully defined and designed for winter conditions?
• Direct Impact on Neighbourhoods – What are the impacts to public health / What will dust levels be in existing neighbourhoods / Is there potential for acid-rock drainage and vaporization of chemicals? / 
What will the impacts on sunlight/shadowing / dark sky effects from facilities be? / What will noise levels be? / How often will blasting occur and what effect will blasting have on the Coal Hill water reservoir?
• Impact on City Infrastructure and Operations – Concerns regarding stability of existing groundwater systems including recharge zones from blasting and general operations / Clarification needed on fire 
protection, response times and mine rescue plans / more details on haul routes needed, Lac Le Jeune Road does not seem the best option for a haul route / Suggest the proponent complete a Traffic Impact 
Assessment / What is the plan for solid waste management, including recycling?
• Impact on Future Planning (Transportation, Growth, Sustainability and Airshed) – City has developed ‘TravelSmart’ transportation plan, how does mine impact local neighbourhoods from an 
environmental and aesthetic perspective? / Aberdeen neighbourhood is a significant growth area, how will mine impact this? / how does mining operation abide by the Sustainable Kamloops Plan? / Identify air 
quality impacts and provide information for the City’s Airshed Management Plan.
• Socio-Economic Impacts – How will recreation in Jacko Lake, Inks Lake and surroundings be impacted? / better description of employment generation projections needed / what are  the long-term 
socioeconomic impacts and quality of life?
• Impacts on Habitat, Fish and Wildlife – how will wildlife and grasslands be impacted by re-routing Peterson Creek / What are wildlife/fish impacts to Jacko/Kamloops/Inks Lakes? / describe mitigation 
measures for grassland protection and total area impacted
• Aesthetics – What are the health/aesthetic/property impacts from power lines? / 3D modeling or artist rendering of viewscapes requested
• Mitigative Measures – outline aesthetic mitigation measures / will tailings pile be progressively closed? / is alternative waste rock location possible? / describe alternatives

I would like to voice my opposition to the proposed Ajax Mine development within the Kamloops city limits.  It would be negligent to allow such a massive industrial  development in such close proximity to 
elementary schools, residential housing and outdoor recreation sites. This project will have deleterious effects on the public health of Kamloops residents and a devastating effect on a huge area of grasslands, 
two drainage basins, a large nature park and turn a valuable local wetland into an industrial cesspool. The project description is deceptive and minimizes several important factors that need to be considered in 
the review of this proposal.  While the proposal states that the project would be located 10 km from the city of Kamloops, it is apparent that the project would be located within a couple of thousand meters of 
thousands of residential dwellings, primary schools, churches, soccer fields, ball diamonds, a children's waterpark, businesses etc. The proponent has not shown any inclination to acknowledge this fact in their 
proposal.

Kamloops is frequently subject to very strong winds blowing from a southerly direction as we have experienced almost every day for the past several weeks now. These, dry,
strong southerly winds will blow the exposed silicates and heavy metal-laden slag dusts directly onto the residents of Kamloops and add to our already severely-compromised airshed. There is no way for the 
proponent to prevent this dust from blanketing the residents of Kamloops despite the assurances of the proponent. It is simply not possible to guarantee that the hundreds of hectares of slag and pit can be 
perpetually watered down.  Something as simple as a mechanical breakdown of the proposed water
pumping system from Kamloops Lake would allow for the site's slag to dry out within minutes in our hot, dry, windy environment. With very limited natural water supply available at the open pit site, it would be 
impossible for the company to take action to prevent massive clouds of dust to spread across our neighborhoods. If this site was, in fact 10 km away from the City, perhaps this would not be a problem, but this 
site is within a few thousand meters of neighborhoods filled with young families.

The proposal situates the mine site directly over Peterson Creek. There is no mention in the proposal of the vast Peterson Creek Nature Park that is located immediately downstream of this mine site.  Peterson 
Creek Nature Park is a natural area composed of hundreds of hectares within the city of Kamloops. There are over 10km of priceless riparian zone within Peterson Creek Nature Park that will be impacted by 
such a development. The proposal states on page 32 that "The majority of Peterson Creek within Kamloops city limits is now contained in culverts and channelled in concrete waterways". This is clearly untrue 
as one can easily see by looking at a map of the area. In fact, the majority of Peterson Creek within Kamloops city limits runs through the vast Peterson Creek Nature Park.

The proponent assures the residents of Kamloops that noise will be within allowable city limits.  There will be a constant din emanating from this site as it operates 24 hours per day,  7 day per week, 365 days of 
the year. It is simply not appropriate to subject the thousands of residents living within a few thousand meters to constant, unrelenting noise and vibration. Maybe the noise will be below legislated levels but there 
will be a lot of noise and it will NEVER stop.  Mines are busy, noisy, dusty operations that have no place in the bedroom communities of our City.  Please consider my concerns when you render your decision on 
this project.

July 05, 2011

To Whom it may concern: Re: Ajax Mine Proposal The Provincial and Federal government ministries held an open house at Kamloops Towne Lodge Ballroom A, on June 16th on behalf of the Ajax Mine 
proposed mine reopening. On that occasion I addressed the crowd and now will restate the points made and ask for feedback and a response to our requests.  1 Both of the Federal and Provincial 
environmental studies quite rightly include water and air quality readings. I asked if they would add to these concerns the quality of darkness of the night skies when doing an environmental appraisal. Darkness 
is important to both the vegetation and wildlife of an area. This scientific field of study is called Scotobiology and we can provide a presentation if you wish. We want darkness measurements at Stake Lake 
Observatory recorded before and after the mine operates.

2 Our astronomy club, the Kamloops Astronomical Society (KAS), was given a small observatory. We searched many sites adjacent to Kamloops and chose the plateau directly south of the Ajax Mine site at 
Stake Lake because of the exceptionally dark sky and because it was in a protected recreation area used by skiers, bikers, and hikers. Here we felt the dome would be relatively safe from vandalism and we 
would be able to share our passion for astronomy and dark skies with local communities such as Kamloops and Lac Le Jeune at minimal cost. We share this site with the Overlander Cross-country Ski Club 
which has used this area for many years. Over the past year volunteers have spent time and money to make the observatory operational for our club and the public. Lighting alternatives to minimize light pollution 
are inexpensive and we ask that this be enforced at the mine. Moreover, during the planning stages, we want to be consulted about the selection of light fixtures planned for the mine site. It would be a shame to 
have this ignored and the mine bare a needless expense of unnecessary lighting.
3 A Dark Sky committee was formed within KAS this year to work towards having a 'Dark Sky Preserve' designation for the Stake Lake area. This is granted by the Royal Astronomical Society after many 
stipulations have been met. This is not a legal designation but rather a cooperative agreement between neighbouring communities, companies and individuals to minimize light pollution in an area. Such 
cooperative agreements are good examples of how people can work together to come up with viable solutions to issues. We ask that if Ajax Mines becomes our neighbour that it plans for lighting as 
recommended by the Royal Astronomical Society Dark Sky guidelines. A mine representative at the open house was aware of special lighting considerations used in Chile and he stated that world class 
observatories there successfully share areas with mining operations. We encourage the same considerations be given to lighting for all mines in BC. Locally, light pollution minimization has been worked out 
between
astronomy enthusiasts and other organizations for areas such as the Pyman Road Gravel Pit, and the Overlander Ski Club at Stake Lake which shuts lights off early on occasional winter evenings so that KAS 
members and the public can enjoy the stars. In conclusion, we want this development to consider environmentally compliant lighting for the mine site as a minimum mitigation effort. However, should the Ajax 
mine lighting system prove to irreparably damage the quality of darkness at Stake Lake, the Kamloops Astronomical Society with this letter formally requests that the Ajax mine be directed to provide adequate 
mitigation and that this mitigation be enforced, for the light pollution affects not only our enjoyment of Stake Lake, but also deleteriously affects countless wildlife and insect species. Thank you for the courtesy of 
asking for community response to the Ajax mine proposal. We await your response to our concerns and requests.

Yours respectfully

From what I’ve read and understand, open pit mines are one of the most environmentally destructive methods of mining, basically involving the blasting away of massive amounts of the earth and creating a large 
open pit. Water in these open pits will be contaminated with toxins such as arsenic, sulphuric acid, cadmium, and other acids
and minerals. This will eventually contaminate the surrounding areas. It seems that some of these mines are left open and contaminated forever after all the gold/copper is gone.  I've learned that the process of 
mining the actual gold drudges up many harmful chemicals that contaminate the area. Apparently, the process uses lead, arsenic and cyanide, which adversely affects ground water, livestock in the area and 
agricultural practices. According to my research, for every 37 tons of actual gold taken out of an open pit mine, 3,700 tons of arsenic is unearthed and exposed. Any major storm (Knutsford is known for being a 
very windy area) is capable of spreading the arsenic to where it can directly leach into various sources of water.  The Zortman-Landusky gold mine is a case study of the environmental risks of cyanide heap-
leach gold mining and the impacts that these operations can have on communities, water and cultural resources. The Zortman-Landusky mine illustrates how modern mine operations continue to impact 
landscapes and leave behind massive environmental problems and liabilities. The mine experienced many problems, such as cyanide spills, and surface and groundwater contamination from acid mine 
drainage. This was one of the first massive cyanide heap-leach operations to open, as well as one of the first to close, leaving behind significant pollution and cleanup problems In 1982, 2,953 litres of cyanide-
tainted solution leaked from a containment pond and a section of piping used in the mine's cyanide sprinkling system ruptured and released 196, 841 litres of cyanide solution onto lands and creeks. The tap 
water revealed cyanide concentration levels above drinking water standards and the community's local water system was shutdown. Over the next two years, eight separate cyanide spills occurred. Without a 
permit, in September 1986, 75 million litres of treated cyanide solution was released onto 7 hectares of land when a solution pond was at risk of overflowing after a heavy rainstorm. Following one of the major 
spills, cyanide appeared in tap water in a mineworker's housing unit, just south of the mine, animals were found dead, and acid mine drainage contaminates nearly every stream drainage that emanates from the 
mine. Even though there were major environmental problems from the mining, the mining company, Pegasus, received only one fine for $15,000 in its first 16 years of operation. After years of unsuccessfully 
trying to address the environmental problems at Zortman-Landusky, local citizens and environmental groups sued Pegasus under the Clean Water Act, resulting in a 36 million settlement in 1996. Even with this 
settlement, cleanup funds for the mine were inadequate and citizens in the state were left with cleanup liability of tens of millions of dollars. In 1998, Pegasus went bankrupt. Water contamination is not my only 
concern when it comes to this project. The natural landscape will be stripped and blasted away. This means everything – the destruction of plant and animal life. I would like to know exactly what types of toxins 
will be produced from this proposed open- pit copper/gold mine – cyanide, mercury and other heavy elements? Does KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. have a method or preventing these toxins from entering the food 
chain?

Does KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. have a method of preventing these toxins from harming the surrounding area?

What about radon gas – will we all be dangerously exposed to this with the 24/7 mining operation and blasting of rock. Just another concern, because radon is absolutely known as a cancer-causing agent. 
The noise from the 24/7 mining operation consisting of blasting, crushing, trucking, etc. is also of major concern.  This is going to have a tremendous, negative, impact on the quality of life for people residing in 
the immediate areas, as well as those living on the other side of Knutsford, and in the neighbouring areas of Aberdeen, Dufferin, Pineview Valley and Sahali. It seems that all methods of mining effect air quality.  
I have major concerns about the effects of particulate emission, not just on the environment, but how it will effect human health.  Kamloops is a windy city, and the amount of particulate matter currently in the air 
is alarming enough, and no doubt about it, is harmful to our health (lungs, lymphatic system, breast tissue, etc.). What will the particulate matter produced from this open-pit mine be composed of? From what I 
understand, it can contain contaminates such as arsenic, cadmium and lead. Can KGHM Ajax Mining Inc. guarantee and prove that there will not be any harmful particulates created by this project? I am terribly 
concerned about this matter, as toxic particulates not only effect human health adversely by contributing to illnesses relating to respiratory tract, but they can also be absorbed into the skin.  I do not understand 
how the Agricultural Land Reserve can allow this land to be destroyed and contaminated, when the very ranchers who own the land are not even allowed to subdivide it, in an effort to sell off smaller parcels? I 
thought that the ALR protected this land, and deemed it too precious to even allow it to be divided up for resale, for people to have smaller acreages and hobby farms.  This project will cause long-term, 
irreversible, environmental damage! Not to mention the harmful effects that this project will have on our health, both in the short and long term. I am not satisfied in any way, that this can be a safe venture. The 
only ones who think positively about this project going ahead are of course the ones who stand to make money from it.  However, I worry that those who are in favour are either in denial, or simply too ignorant 
and greedy to see the real price that we all will all have to pay with the destruction, poisoning and devastation to not just the surrounding environment, but also to everyone’s health

We attended the introductory meeting of the environmental assessment process for KGHM Ajax Mining Inc.’s proposed Ajax Copper Gold Open Pit Mine and were surprised to learn from Jim Whittaker, that 
the mine plans to use the existing Lac le Jeune Road as their main transportation route for hauling heavy copper and gold concentrate in large “B” train trucks. As well as heavy concentrate trucks, 400 new 
employees, freight and product shipments, in addition to continuing existing traffic, will corridor through the middle of their mine site, to and from Kamloops and points south.
The Coquihalla Highway
The Coquihalla Highway was built to high freeway design and alignment standards in the late 1980’s. It is the main highway between Kamloops and Hope and Vancouver. It has an extra passing lane for trucks 
on hills. It is a well constructed, well maintained, all weather highway, unaffected by spring thaw conditions and has recently been designated a “Long Combination Vehicle Route”.  It is an ideal road to use for 
hauling concentrate to Vancouver. It is also an ideal road for employees and delivery trucks traveling to and from Kamloops and the Ajax Mine with a designated break check stop above the long hill down into 
Kamloops.  It is only 2.5 kilometers from the Inks Lake Overpass (on the Coquihalla Highway) to the Lac le Jeune Road, along the existing Inks Lake Road, which leads directly to the adjacent Ajax Mine/mill 
operation.

The Lac le Jeune Road
The Lac le Jeune Road is a secondary road, which evolved over the years from a dirt wagon road from Kamloops to Lac le Jeune. Near Lac le Jeune, the road connected with the Meadow Creek Road, a dirt 
road that ran to a point west of Guichon Creek west of North end of the Highland Valley then down the south side of the Thompson Valley to Spences Bridge. In the early 70’s, during construction of the Lornex 
Copper Mine in the Highland Valley, the road was paved to Lac le Jeune with minimal improvements
in alignment, drainage and subgrade. A couple of years later the Meadow Creek Road was paved from Lac le Jeune to Logan Lake without making much in the way of improvements to alignment or subgrade.  
The Lac le Jeune Road, between Kamloops and Lac le Jeune, is winding and undulating and in areas of poor drainage, wash boarding. It has no passing lanes and very few places where one can pass safely.   
It has no break check pullouts at the top of hills for trucks to check their breaks before descending steep hills, nor any run away lanes. The pavement, which was installed in the early 1970’s, is in various states 
of breaking up. There are steep stretches on the Iron Mask hill portion of the road, with sharp corners where numerous vehicles have run off the road, near the top of the hill and near the bottom of the hill, below 
the intersection with Bowers Place. Black ice occurs regularly during the winter on the portion of the road in the shade above the Iron Mask Trailer Court. There are weight restrictions on the road each spring 
while the frost comes out of the subgrade. The road is a school bus route.  In KGHM Ajax’s proposal, all the additional traffic to and from the mine from Kamloops, will travel through a congested and busy 
intersection, without traffic lights, between Copper Head Drive and Versatile Drive (near the Versatile Petro Canada Truck Stop) then proceed up the Lac le Jeune Road to the mine site.

Industrial Accident Lac le Jeune Road November 15, 2010
Approximately 8:00 am November 15, 2010, on a clear and sunny day with dry and clear road conditions, we were driving towards Lac le Jeune on the Lac le Jeune Road. A “ B Train” logging truck  (fully 
loaded) approached driving in the opposite direction from Walloper Lake on the Meadow Creek Road. As the truck traveled around a shallow curve its rear trailer whip lashed into our lane, tipped onto two 
wheels, throwing its logs and rolled over on its side.  When the rear trailer rolled, it pulled the other trailer then the tractor unit of the logging truck over and the whole “train” slid (approx 100 m) in an uncontrolled 
manner on its side, like a freight train coming towards us, in our lane. We drove off the road into the ditch in our Subaru Outback, to try to avoid an accident. The truck was on us in seconds, hitting our car and 
pushing us along the ditch with him, until he stopped - the grill inches from the drivers face.  A picture of the accident with story, was headlined in the November 16, 2010 edition of Kamloops Daily News and is 
available for viewing on their website titled “Three Injured in Logging Truck Crash”.  Having survived this accident on what appeared to be a relatively innocuous section of the Lac Le Jeune Road, one doesn’t 
need to create the circumstances that will cause other accidents like this one with the additional traffic to and from the Ajax mine and we ask that you reconsider using the Lac le Jeune Road, in its’ present 
condition, as the main access route to the Ajax Mine.
Other Options to Consider:
1.  Major upgrade to the Lac Le Jeune/Meadow Creek road from Copperhead drive in Kamloops to the Lac Le Jeune/Coquihalla interchange.  This road is approx 28.7 km long and could be upgraded to be a 
similar standard as the Coquihalla Highway.  These roads run virtually parallel to each other.  This road is maintained both by the City of  Kamloops (within city limits) and the Province of BC (outside city limits).
2.  Upgrade the level, dirt, Inks Lake Road, between the Lac le Jeune Rd and the Coquihalla Highway and route industrial truck traffic, to and from the mine on this road.  This road leads directly from the Mine 
operations to the Coquihalla Highway where there is proper access to the highway via a tunnel and lighted on and off ramps.
3.  Upgrade the level, dirt, Inks Lake Road, between the Lac le Jeune Rd and the Coquihalla Highway and close the Lac le Jeune Rd. between the Kamloops Shotgun Sports access road and the Inks Lake 
Road that travels through the mine property. There are a variety of reasons, safety, environmental, security, cost of crossings, restrictions to design layout, for not having the Lac le Jeune Road continue as a 
public corridor through the center of the mining operation.  In looking at the layout of the facilities proposed for the Ajax Mine, the Lac le Jeune Road corridor, the Coquihalla Highway Corridor and the two fields 
at the lower end of the Jacko Creek Ranch, appear to force the design and layout of the tailings and reclaim water facilities into the configuration that was presented in the meeting with a high risk high visibility 
tailings pond adjacent to and parallel with the Coquihalla Highway.

If the Lac le Jeune Road were closed after the Kamloops Shotgun Sports Access Road at the east end of KGHM Property and the Afton Haul Road Overpass at the west end of the KGHM Property and a new 
road constructed to provide public access and mine access to the Coquihalla Highway west of the mine from Inks Lake interchange along the west side of the Sugar Loaf property connecting to the Lac le Jeune 
Road, the Lac le Jeune Road corridor through the mine site would cease to be a design restriction and operational liability. It may be possible to relocate the tailings facility further south and rotate it so that it is 
wider and slopes to the north reducing the visual impact and potential dusting on the Coquihalla Highway. The tailings thickeners could be located immediately north of the waste dumps shortening the tailings 
pipelines from the mill.

Respectfully submitted for consideration.

This mine is a bad idea. Its too close to town and would affect air, water and soil stability. You can't seriously think that the people of Kamloops will accept this project in their city. With an inversion prone air 
shed that already struggles with the pollutants from the pulp mill as well as the dust from the dry hills, we can't afford to load the air with any more particles. I also can't see how you are going to keep the water 
levels as well as the water quality down stream acceptable. It's bad enough the pulp mill dumps their treated water in the Thompson River. For the sake of the Kamloops people, go dig a hole somewhere else 
where the population is not as dense and further away. Your company is based in Poland. It's a country built on industrial processes including a lot of coal mining. I'm sure many of these under ground mines 
and industrial complexes are close to towns. I would think that the health of all those folks is negatively affected. The livelihood of many of those polish people depends on these jobs and locations. Luckily, in 
Canada the situation is different; let's keep it that way.

Hello, We are the Upton family and have lived at Lac Le Jeune for almost 20 years We are solidly opposed to the Ajax Mine developement The planned location of this mine had too much affect on too many 
people and the environment I am sure you are well aware of the implications of such a mine on our area...and they are NOT POSITIVE!! The small amount of jobs vs. the impact is not negotiable WE ARE 
AGAINST THIS MINE! STOP NOW!

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table. Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                             • Ecological and Economic Impacts – 2500 hectares of valuable, sensitive native grasslands will be affected including wildlife species that use the land / development potential in 
the Aberdeen area will be compromised due to mine proximity and aesthetics / ranchers rely on interconnected network of grasslands for livelihood and culture.
• Public Consultation – lack of  background information regarding ecological and economic impacts / inadequate mapping and modeling (include 3D modeling)
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11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC

11-Jul-11 Michael (Dal) & 
Jeanette Scott

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1
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160 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1

161 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

- 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

162 11-Jul-11 Frances Vyse Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

164 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Aberdeen, BC 1 1 1 1

165 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC

166 11-Jul-11 Anne Grube Kamloops, BC 1 1

167 11-Jul-11 Aberdeen Highlands 
Development Corp

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

168 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1

There was an earlier "comment" to the effect that homeowners insurance would not cover damage that might be caused to our homes as a result of the mining operation. I have checked with my own insurance 
co. & find that is most certainly true. (This will apply to everyone) Its hard to believe that our government could allow an off- shore company to come to our country, destroy our way of life, our environment, our 
valuable & endangered grasslands, devalue our property, & there is not even any compensation for any damage they may cause us--then pack up, take their profits & leave us & future generations with a huge 
irreparable mess to take care of into eternity--what a great deal!

I am opposed to the Ajax Mine. I participated in a tour of the area and was astounded at the sheer magnitude of the project, and especially the proximity of its various components to Jacko Lake, Inks Lake, and 
the City of Kamloops itself.  The mine would have a detrimental impact on both the City and the natural environment. Grasslands such as those that would be destroyed can never be replicated. Regarding the 
argument that we need jobs, yes, people need gainful employment. But at some point we must realize that we live in a finite environment, and we cannot simply continue to extract resources from the earth to 
provide jobs and to manufacture more and more "stuff".  See www.thestoryofstuff.com I wish to go on record as opposing the Ajax Mine Project.

I question if and/or how much of what people write is actually read in entirety.
I am a TOTALLY OPPOSED to this MINING MONSTROSITY. This is the wrong place to build a mine of this magnitude.  It is an environmental disaster waiting to happen!  The OIL PIPELINE is something no 
one has spoken out on. If they did, I missed it. It is a critical issue.  It has potential of causing an unbelievable amount of damage. KGHM Abacus Ajax has made light of it; saying they’ll move it.   Not! The 
pipeline runs directly through the mine’s planned pit. They act like it’s no big deal as though moving it resolves  everything.  It is a big deal and it does not resolve anything other than it puts it out of their way and 
opens a whole world of possible environmental damage. I have numerous questions about this as feel it has potential for major damage and consequence.  As far as I know, there is no known precedent of a 
large pipeline in such close proximity to a mine of this magnitude.  The first maps that went around did not even show the pipeline. Previously known as “Trans Canada Pipeline”, the Kinder Morgan line is not a 
small line, it is under pressure, and it is old.  Apparently KGHM’s intent is to swing it around the west side of the intended pit area - between the pit and Jacko/Jocko Lake, with virtually no clearance between 
either.

How much pressure is in these lines? How much oil will be spilled in relocation? How much lost oil will leach into Jocko Lake, surrounding area and ultimately its tributaries
– Pedersen Creek?  How long will it be before ground vibration and movement from blasting, digging, hauling, and crushing, etc. disturbs or ruptures this line? Is there precedent regarding close proximity of 
pipelines of this sort? I think not.  To ‘humanize’ this, take your home washing machine. If it is pushed up against the clothes dryer, even when in ‘perfect’ balance, vibrations from the washer spinning will, over 
time, wear the enamel surface off the dryer. The vibrations can also cause electrical, water and drain lines to move, separate, or break over time.  With this mine, there is also an issue of ground compaction 
after/during relocation of the pipeline. According to their map, it is very close to shoreline, which means water, which means poor compaction, which means ground movement, which means more potential for 
rupture or separation.  This company is far from having made consideration of too many issues. They are uneducated about the local geology and natural diversity. At the public meeting they knew nothing of the 
ground instability and underground water issues in the Aberdeen area. Pipelines are quite easily moved on paper, but not in reality. This is a true concern which must be addressed in full.

When I moved to Kamloops 30+ years ago, I worked as a Civil Engineering Technician for one of the larger engineering firms in Kamloops. Being new to Kamloops and area, when we were required to go off-
site or to another site, the man I worked with took a different route so I could learn my way around. We were stationed in Upper Sahali for the most part, but also worked all over the City from time to time. As we 
drove, he would stop and point, “See that?”.  He would then explain why they could NOT build on the area. Today, I can’t think of one of those places where they haven’t built. Several of them have had problems 
already.  Aberdeen Hillside was one of the areas he pointed out, saying there were stability and underground water issues. Lo and behold, and surprise, surprise when the basements of homes on the ridge 
cracked and flooded. At considerable expense, the City now operates over 100 wells and drainage lines to deal with the underground water from this unplanned consequence. The Aberdeen developments were 
supposed to have had thorough research and studies done prior to approval and construction.

Another personal incident took place when I was working for another company. The head engineer insisted my partner and I do the survey and design for a property subdivision despite the fact the area was 
unstable. Perhaps needless to say, I left this company for ethical reasons. With 20 years experience in engineering, I can honestly say this mine is a disaster waiting to happen. Even if slight, there is potential 
for damage to Knutsford, Aberdeen and Pineview communities and there will be countless repercussions if this project goes ahead.  When the Afton/Tech conglomerate was doing core samples of this area 
some years ago, they operated 24/7.  They were only taking cores, not moving 60,000 tonnes of earth per day/night all through the year. Drilling kept me awake many nights. It was akin to contantly being 
subjected to a dentist drill. Ear plugs were useless because the ‘sound’ came from underground.  Ear plugs cannot cut out underground vibrations because they are felt more than they are heard (depending on 
the source).

This mine would affect the physical and mental health of all the people who live near it.  I include mental health because poor and disrupted sleep can cause serious mental illness and physical problems.  This 
is not “white noise” we’d be dealing with, and it would not be a small amount of residents. There are thousands of people living on the hillside alone. Many of them have several children. The lives and health of 
these children are at risk. These problems also become SOCIAL PROBLEMS.  Afton’s old main pit disrupted the sleep of some of the people in these areas. I can hear New Gold underground at night. Myself 
and others near the proposed mine will be much closer than we are to Afton.  After aforementioned samples were assayed, I was told there wasn’t enough ore to mine. This was prior to KGHM purchasing the 
property. Enter KGHM a global company with perhaps questionable ethics. In my opinion, their ‘screw you’ attitude toward some of the attendees of the public evening and several local groups lead me to think 
they really don’t care about any thing, person or creature that is in their way and leaves me feeling their ethics are questionable.  I’ve made mistakes in my life. I can’t go back and redo things. No one will be able 
to fix the problems caused by this mine. The City of Kamloops, Province of B.C. and Canada will have to live with its consequences forever. An oil spill could damage the entire ecosphere. There could be 
damage to thousands of homes in Aberdeen and Pineview. Agricultural lands will be lost. Native grasslands will be lost.   Wildlife habitat will be lost. Native plants will be lost. Calochortus macrocarpus, a.k.a. 
Mariposa Lily is an endangered species and grows throughout the area in question. Dust will not be completely controllable.  Air quality will deteriorate, and medical costs will rise. Disrupted sleep patterns will 
have mental, physical, social and financial costs of untold proportions. Why are we so ignorant that we should give a company who isn’t even located in Canada full rights to do as they please? They don’t get 
my vote in any way shape or form. There is nothing they could do that would make me feel this project would be of any value to anyone but themselves.

I could go on at length about lost wildlife and bird habitat, lost native grasslands, lost economy of local ranchers, poor health of the people that live in this area, but am sure others have covered it.  I am 
concerned for all of those things. the same as others have pointed out.  KGHM seems to be confusing the issue by mixing measurements. Their stats talk about metric tonnes, pounds and ounces. Mixing 
measurements makes it harder to calculate the results of the super low grade ore deposits. I roughly calculate it to work out at approx. 2% ore … or is that .02%?  As I attempt to bring this letter to a close, the 
questions don’t seem to end. Perhaps this is a question for the City of Kamloops but, if they are planning to use Lac Le Jeune Road as the main access road, who is going to pay for the rebuilding of it? The 
lower portion is in poor condition.  Even if it’s only used by daily workers and not equipment and hauling, it will have to be redone.  They patch it every year. Six months later it’s crumbling somewhere else.  It is 
structurally questionable.

Reference: Ajax Mine Project- Canadian Environmental Assessment Registry file number 11-

03-62225I am writing to express my significant concern about the potential development of the Ajax Mine in Kamloops, BC.
My concerns include the following:
1. Proximity of the mine to the fastest growing residential area in Kamloops, which means that any environmental or health impact will be multiplied by the significant growth that
is occurring just over the hill in the Aberdeen area.
 2. Air quality. Our family specifically chose to live in Aberdeen as three of us have asthma, and two of the three have required the use of prednisone to control our lung disease. Kamloops air quality is already at 
risk, and air quality changes in a neighbourhood that is known for decent air quality may significantly impact people who have lung disease or are at risk for developing it. Again proximity to the mine is a major 
concern.
3. Impact on land and water table. Our upper Aberdeen neighborhood, established in the mid 90's on the Guerin Creek area, is currently experiencing unusual shifts like large cracks in driveways, as well as 
massive shifting and water issue under 2 of our neighbours homes. Aberdeen is a heavily managed area and shifting and water table issues have been an issue. The impact of blasting and water table changes 
could impact many homes in the Aberdeen area.
4. Kamloops Lake water levels and relocation of Peterson Creek- what will the impact be given the impact on these natural waterways?

Overall- mines are not for cities- please consider the potential impact on our health and homes.

I am writing to express distress re the proposed Ajax copper/ gold mine within and on the boundary of my city, Kamloops.  My major concerns are as follows:
1) Destruction of sensitive grasslands that provide habitat for a number of species
2) Destruction of wildlife habitat and migratory corridors
3) Noise pollution due to the blasting, crushing and use of heavy trucks hauling the product to market
4) Airborne environmental pollution due to the dust and toxins inherent in the tailings/waste rock dumps within our city limits with resulting health issues
5) The destruction of Inks, Jacko, Kamloops Lake and Peterson Creek in one form or another as we know them today
6) The incredible volume of water needed for the operation of this mine and the concomitant waste water with it's risk of contamination to our community
7) The residential areas in close proximity to this proposed mine ie. Pineview/ Aberdeen who will be subjected to 24/7 noise pollution
8) The long term economic effects to our beautiful City due to the impact on our tourist and service sector
9) The track record of this company and it's subsidiaries world wide ( see specifically New Gold @ San Pedro, Mexico) which leaves much to be desired as corporate citizens
I know that these issues have been voiced by many other concerned citizens of Kamloops. I hope that these concerns will be given due consideration during this assessment process.

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.   Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented: 
Attached are my comments on the Ajax Mine proposal in the south side of Kamloops. I submitted through the website, but am not sure I trust that my actual file went through!
As I was writing another note to my local MP, I remembered a point I had forgotten to add in my submission: All maps and diagrams of the proposed mine MUST include the boundary of the City of Kamloops 
and the Goose Lake Road. Many Kamloops residents don't realise just how close the mine will be to Aberdeen and Pineview, and few realise how far south of those two communities the City boundary actually 
is. Goose Lake Road is familiar to a lot of residents, but not the upper reaches of Peterson Creek. Hence both are needed to put the proposal in it's complete context.        Thanks.                                                   
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    • 
Grassland Ecosystems – commitment needed for a thorough study of native species 
• Waste Rock Piles – proponent needs to address leaching concerns on Peterson Creek habitat, species and irrigation water supply / are saline-lake values protected on Wallender Lake?
• Tailings Facilities – more information needed on tailings management, aesthetics, dust control
• Inks Lake – more details required on drainage management to Inks Lake
• Artist Sketches – sketches will help community visualize Project components
• Air, light and noise impacts – What are impacts to ranchers, sky watchers
• Public Use of Lac Le Jeune Road – Access and recreational concerns

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.   Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                            • What are the impacts to current/future residents and wildlife from noise, dust and light pollution?
• What form of blasting will be used?
• What is the hydrology at the mine site and further north of the mine (including groundwater regime , disaster plan, compensation)
• How will tailings storage facility be designed and managed and have pilot plant tests been done?
• How much water will be extracted from Kamloops Lake and how will this affect fish, wildlife and water levels?
• What will the impacts be to Makao Lake and Guerin Creek?
• How will mine facilities affect aesthetics to current and future residential areas?
• What are the environmental and wildlife impacts in grassland areas?
• How will land and property values be impacted?

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.    Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                           • Existing pollution in the valley bottom in Kamloops is poor due to Domtar mill operations, diesel fumes, wood and smoke, vehicle exhaust, tree sprays and dust.
• Ajax Mine will disturb fish habitat and local watercourses, use lots of energy, destroy grasslands and wildlife habitat, emit dust and contribute to health problems.

I believe that if we were able to put a dollar figure on quality of life and understood the true value of our natural ecosystems (flora and fauna) and finite resources (fresh water) a cost/benefit analysis that took all 
factors into consideration would show that the development of this proposal will do little but create short term financial gain for a very few at a cost that ultimately cannot be measured.   I apologize if the following 
article has been already posted - but I think it is something people need to consider. Thank you for the opportunity to voice my concern.  Province failing in inspections and enforcement to protect environment 
By Calvin Sandborn and Maya Stano, Times Colonist July 2, 2011

The current mining boom is sparking controversy across British Columbia. On Vancouver Island, a debate rages over a proposed Fanny Bay coal mine. First Nations have sued to suspend northeast coal 
exploration that threatens caribou. The plan to drain and kill Fish Lake triggered massive public resistance. Reasonable people can disagree on the merits of particular mine projects. But most British 
Columbians would be shocked to discover just how weak our mine regulatory system has become.  There is an urgent need to reform this environmentalprotection regime. A recent Environmental Law Centre 
study found: 
- The legal rules set out in Environmental Assessment certificates are often actually drafted by the mining company, can be vague and unenforceable and are not monitored over the life of the mine.
- The number of government mine inspections in 2008 was only half the number of inspections carried out in 2001.
- The number of provincial staff dedicated to mine reclamation issues has dropped by more than 50 per cent.
- Since 1998, Ministry of Environment staff have been reduced by more than 25 per cent.
- From 2006 until 2010, MOE took only six enforcement actions for coal and metal mine violations. Five of those penalties amounted to less than $600 each.
- The province's chief inspector of mines failed to file the legally required 2009 and

2010 annual reports on enforcement and other issues - and cited lack of staff as a reason. This ramshackle enforcement regime is not good enough for an industry that can
create environmental and financial catastrophes. Acid mine drainage can release toxins for centuries. Taxpayers paid $69 million to clean up the Britannia mine that killed Britannia Creek and affected millions of 
salmon in the Squamish estuary.  After the Mount Washington mine destroyed the Tsolum River fishery, taxpayers paid $6 million to restore the river. It can get far worse - taxpayers paid $436 million to clean 
up the Yukon's Faro Mine and $399 million to clean up the Giant Mine in the Northwest Territories. Yet the system to ensure that companies pay for their own mess is broken. In 2003, the province's auditor 
general pointed out that financial security being taken under the Mines Act is inadequate to remediate the known mines sites in B.C. where contamination exists. Some action has been taken since then, but not 
enough. In 2010, the government's public accounts acknowledged almost $600 million in net liability for B.C. mines. Yet tens of millions of that amount remains unsecured. Some B.C. mines have posted 
security for less than $5 million - when a water treatment system alone can cost over $25 million.  Lack of security is a problem for such a volatile industry. It leaves taxpayers at risk to pay for massive cleanups - 
 or to not pay, and endure serious environmental damage. Security rules must be revamped to ensure that companies, not taxpayers, clean up their own mess. In addition, the B.C. regime needs to be reformed 
to provide compensation for victims of mine pollution. Under the current system, if a mine pollutes and then goes broke, neighbours and others (shellfish growers, fishers, tourism operators) are likely out of luck 
- and out of pocket.  Government should require the mining industry to fund a program to protect such innocent third parties.  The provincial and federal governments have both endorsed the polluter-pays 
principle. Now they need to actually implement it.  A mining boom is sweeping the province. But before any more mines are approved, there needs to be comprehensive law reform. We need to ensure that 
mining provides long-term benefits to communities - and also protects the ecosystems we depend on. At a minimum, we need to enact laws to provide the highest level of environmental protection; ensure 
government has enough staff to actually enforce those laws; and ensure that companies - not taxpayers and Mother Nature - pay for the environmental and financial damage caused by a mine.  We must act to 
protect the wild salmon and trout, eagles and bears. We must act to protect our pristine streams and sparkling lakes. Finally, we must act to protect  mine neighbours, the provincial treasury and taxpayers.

Calvin Sandborn is legal director and Maya Stano a geological engineer and graduating law student at the University of Victoria Environmental Law Centre.
© Copyright (c) The Victoria Times Colonist

I am writing to express my significant concern about the potential development of the Ajax Mine in Kamloops, BC. My concerns include the following:

1. Proximity of the mine to the fastest growing residential area in Kamloops, which means that any environmental or health impact will be multiplied by the significant growth that
is occurring just over the hill in the Aberdeen area.
2. Air quality. Our family friends specifically chose to live in Aberdeen as three of them have asthma, and two of the three have required the use of prednisone to control our lung disease. Kamloops air quality is 
already at risk, and air quality changes in a neighbourhood that is known for decent air quality may significantly impact people who have lung disease or are at risk for developing it. Again proximity to the mine is 
a major concern.
3. Impact on land and water table. Our upper Aberdeen neighborhood, established in the mid 90's on the Guerin Creek area, is currently experiencing unusual shifts like large cracks in driveways, as well as 
massive shifting and water issue under 2 of our friends' neighbours' homes. Aberdeen is a heavily managed area and shifting and water table
issues have been an issue. The impact of blasting and water table changes could impact many homes in the Aberdeen area. 
4. Kamloops Lake water levels and relocation of Peterson Creek- what will the impact be given the impact on these natural waterways?

Overall- mines are not for cities- please consider the potential impact on our health and homes.  I sincerely hope that the upcoming federal environmental assessment will look seriously and hard at the risks, the 
track record of the company in question which is proposing this mine(which is quite shoddy), and make the health of our citizens a priority over other possible economic benefits.

I concur with the opinions of others who have spoken out against this project. My property value has taken a severe hit. At this point I think I’d be lucky if I could pay someone to take it off my hands. No one in 
their right mind would want to live where I do. I see absolutely NO good coming out of a project of this size and magnitude. It would forever change the landscape and culture of Kamloops, making “Beautiful 
British Columbia” far less beautiful.  If this mine goes in, we can say good bye to our town that has tried to set itself as a clean, welcoming city.

Please do NOT approve this project.

169

163

11-Jul-11 Kimberley Goodall Kamloops, BC

11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 11 1 1 1 1

1 1 1

1 1 1
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171 11-Jul-11 Kamloops Naturalists 
Club

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

172 11-Jul-11 Terry Shandruk Knutsford, BC 1 1 1 1

173 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

174 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

175 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1

176 11-Jul-11 Kevin Beeton Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

177 11-Jul-11 Nancy Flood Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

178 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

179 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Knutsford, BC 1

180 11-Jul-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

181 25-Jun-11 Personal Information 
Withheld

Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

182 25-Jun-11 John Schleiermacher Kamloops, BC 1 1 1

106 63 30 9 32 65 39 32 30 51 56 35 76 29 37 30 92 19 33

Thank Thank you for the opportunity to make public comment on the proposed Ajax Mine Development. I am pleased to contribute on behalf of the Kamloops Voters Society.
We are an incoporated society in Kamloops. The purposes of the Kamloops Voters Society are: To protect and enhance the quality of life in Kamloops and improve the well being of citizens through promoting 
civic engagement and awareness about issues and their implications for the public good, and To Advocate for earlier and more effective participation by the public in development and planning processes so that 
citizens have meaningful opportunity to contribute and affect outcomes. In accord with our purposes, we wish to make the following points:
The City of Kamloops has a population of just over 87,000 and is the second largest City in the interior of British Columbia. The Ajax mine site will be partly located within the boundaries of the City of Kamloops 
and is immediately adjacent to the neighbourhoods of Aberdeen and Mt. Dufferin (including Pineview) with a collective neighbourhood population of 11,160 in 2009. Brisk housing construction in this area has 
noticeably increased this number in the past two years. In fact, according to a representative from Knight Piesold Consulting who is working for KGHM Mining Inc. on the Ajax mine project, he is unaware of any 
other open pit mine opening in such close proximity to existing residential neighbourhoods anywhere in North America.  The large size of the community and the close proximity to populated neighbourhoods 
appears to have been lost on the Federal and Provincial Environmental Assessment staff as they prepared a room for their June 16 public meeting that had seating for approximately 100, while an estimated 300 
attended. The meeting was scheduled to begin at 7:00; however, by as early as 6:15 it was apparent that the seating available would not accommodate those in attendance, yet the Provincial and Federal staff 
made no attempt to address this obvious shortcoming. While the Federal Environmental Assessment presenter spoke of respect,  hundreds of Kamloops residents were forced to stand, many of these being 
elderly citizens. In addition, it was apparent that many in attendance could not stand for the entire presentation and question period and were observed leaving early in frustration.  

Part of the format allowed public discussion with the consulting firm on project particulars prior to the presentation and question period; however, here again it appears the consulting firm and the mining 
company did not anticipate the response from the large number of attendees that arrived beginning around 6:00. Again, residents with
specific questions did not all have an opportunity to discuss their specific concerns, or they had to conduct discussions in large groups which was not ideal for information
exchange. Clearly, more consulting and mine staff being present would have increased the opportunity to engage those concerned citizens who attended with their questions at this critical period before the 7:00 
presentation time. During the presentation portion of the event, the format was structured with prearranged speakers, leaving little time for open questions from the audience. In particular, the Federal and 
Provincial Environmental Office staff talked at length about their offices and the process periods. This included the Provincial Environmental staff getting into details on their staffing numbers. This preamble 
resulted in the company being introduced shortly before 8:00 to talk about the project. The company talked briefly about the project and by about 8:25 questions from the audience were allowed. Open questions 
were terminated at 9:00 sharp by the Federal and Provincial environmental offices.

It is frustrating that the Environmental and Federal Environmental offices did not take the opportunity to create a forum and provide a venue that allowed the public in the Kamloops area and mining company to 
communicate their views for the project and vision for the area. Instead it looked suspiciously like the environmental offices of both the federal and provincial governments seemed more interested in checking a 
box in a process so that they could move on to so many other projects in the Environmental Process in British Columbia. On the BC Environmental Assessment Office website there has been considerable 
correspondence submitted from residents raising questions and outlining concerns.  However, given the proximity of the Project to the City of Kamloops and the close proximity to two of Kamloops’ fastest 
growing neighbourhoods, the Provincial and Federal Environmental Offices have only one person identified in representing the City of Kamloops in their initial working group meeting of April 27. While the City 
had one representative, other agencies and organizations had multiple participants in attendance. Overall, this is reflected in the meeting summary as there is limited reference to the many issues that have been 
voiced by the residents of the City of Kamloops.  The Kamloops Voters Society is requesting two outcomes to improve process, and to improve the quality of the participation by Kamloops residents. First, we 
are requesting a stronger presence of our City representatives at the working group meetings,
especially planning and engineering. Secondly, we believe the Environmental Assessment office should admit that the June 16 public meeting was poorly handled, and repeat the session as soon as possible, in 
a larger venue, with better and more effective attention paid to answering resident questions.

Due to the length of the comment, it is not possible to include the text in its entirety  in this issues tracking table.    Please refer to the EAO website 
(http://a100.gov.bc.ca/appsdata/epic/html/deploy/epic_project_doc_list_362_p_pub.html) for the complete comment submitted on July 11, 2011.  The following provides a summary of concerns presented:            
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
                                            • Grassland Values – significance of grassland ecosystems and habitat value not adequately recognized (including species at risk and birds of prey).
• Watercourses, Wetlands and Riparian Habitats – importance of water resources in dry environments to local ecology not adequately recognized.
• Travel Safety on Public Roadways – Concurrent use of roadways for heavy commercial traffic and extensive recreational use is problematic from a safety and recreational-perspective.
• Mitigation Potential – significance of the loss of grassland ecosystems is not adequately recognized / aesthetic and health effects will be jeopardized.

I have several concerns with this matter going forward as I would like to know how the Province can allow such a large area of prestine grass lands for an open pit mine. A large portion of our Province is in the 
ALR for a reason. I find it very difficult that we as the Province are so concerned about what we have left for agriculture in the future and now we want to turn it over to an open pit mine. I also have concerns with 
the noise from blasting the toxic chemicals floating around in the air as I live near by not to mention, that I enjoy seeing the wildlife and to learn that the mine will take over the wintering range for the mule deer.

An area on my property is home to Sharp-tailed Grouse, a 'blue-listed' (at risk) species.  The obvious disturbance of their habitat thru mining operations would do irreparable damage to their existence. The 
grouse have proven 'dancing grounds' where you propose the east waste rock pit location, but these birds are extremely vulnerable to any disturbance to their habitat, making  a waste rock pit totally 
incompatible. What would be your remedy to this situation?

Developing a mine too close to Kamloops city boundary will have an impact on the Kamloops’ city environments, economic, and the family value of its residents.  Processing 60,000 tones of ore per day will 
require a huge amount of water. To where this industrious water will be discharged .How this water will be treated before the water is discharged to Kamloops water system. No matter how well the water is 
treated, it will have an impact on the water quality and quantity of Aberdeen watershed. The heavy traffic and daily operation created by Ajax mine also will have an impact on the air quality, as well as to the 
safety of the Pacific Way elementary school students. These two resources: air
and water, are vital to the Kamloops residents’ health and its economical development. Building a mine too close to a populated area and school is not a good proposal.  Kamloops is not only a Mining and 
Forestry industry city any more. Recreation industry has been flourished in the last few years. More people are moving from mainland to Kamloops to retire. How this mine affects these two major new 
economical developments. Should this land be reserved for future residential development?

Before the Provincial and Federal Governments make the determination, the impact on the Kamloops‘environments, economic and the family value of it’ residents should be carefully analyzed.

170

TOTAL:

I have read with interest many of the comments already posted and agree with the overall thrust of most of them. I note that most are well written and many include citations to the scientific literature and/or 
technical reports--a further indication of houghtful discourse. As a Ph.D. level ecologist, I too am very concerned about the obvious and
direct loss of grassland, riparian and aquatic habitats. In addition, I think there will me many less obvious effects on an extremely wide area; that is, that there will be
substantial damage to remaining habitats. Although this damage may be initially "invisible," the increased particulate matter in the air, noise, etc., will cause significant harm to the plants, animals, and other 
organisms in a huge area--and thus will less directly destroy significant amounts of apparently "untouched" habitats.

I quite simply do not feel the potential economic benefits to Kamloops outweigh the negative effects on both the ecology AND the economy of the area. Many have
already provided insightful and well thought-out comments on this, with which I agree. Let me just add that as a member of the Overlander Ski Club, I am involved every winter with the organization and running 
of races (e.g., B.C. Cup Series races, B.C. Championships,  the Overlander Marathon) that bring hundreds of visitors to town each year--visitors who stay in our hotels, eat in our restaurants, shop in our stores, 
etc. I predict that the increase in traffic on the Lac La Jeune Rd., as well as dust in the air, and noise in the environment would seriously compromise our ability to hold these races and/or reduce the number of 
people interested in coming to them. I am sure there will be a similar impact on many other events, and thus an overall erosion of Kamloops "Tournament Capital" status.
 
the many types of costs associated with it. The world can live without the minerals that would be obtained from this mine, and moreover, will be a lesser place as a result of
the activities associated with obtaining them. I have lived in Kamloops for over 20 years and have always extolled its virtues to friends and family elsewhere--despite the
negative impacts of the pulp mill, etc. This mine, however, would be the tipping point. I would no longer be particularly proud of where I live. I would have a hard time encouraging my children to brng their 
training back to Kamloops when their educations are complete and my husband and I would not retire here, as we had been thinking of doing when that
time comes.

There appears to be very little info available on the matter of blasting pertaining to this project. Mr. Whittaker told us a single test was done with 30 drill holes, whereas an actual blast would be 4 or 5 times 
greater. Why would a total test blast not be done? It would be appropriate to have a number of test blasts at the actual rate, at various pre- determined, well advertised times, so residents may have the 
opportunity to be at their homes to see if vibration does occur & how it might affect their property. Blasting effects in various locations of the City should be well documented. I understand there can be an 'oil 
residue' fall-out as well as dust from the blasts--if this occurs how would you deal with the problem, given that the prevailing winds from south to north could carry it a considerable distance into the residential 
areas? How many times per day would blasting occur? During what hours would blasting occur? Where would the warning signal be located?

A project of the size and impact of the proposed Ajax Mine requires management with the skills and the experience the carry out such a project and the integrity to meet
its commitments. The mine will affect the lives of thousands of residents of Kamloops from issues such as clean air, home values and general quality of life. The mine will also have a huge impact on wildlife 
habitat, quality of water, and the local ranching community.  These are just a few of many instances that questions the integrity and ability of the management team to carry out a project of such great magnitude.
1. During the Public Open House Jim Whittaker, the mine’s project manager, was asked why all the projects literature indicates that the mine is located 10 kms for Kamloops when in fact approximately half of 
its footprint falls within the City of Kamloops boundary. “Was it to mislead residents of the city of Kamloops, investors or Both?"   He did not reply to the question.  To date none of the mine’s literature has not 
been changed to present a more accurate picture of its actual location in respect to proximity to the residential areas.
2. The aerial photos used for the mapping of the proposed mine,the waste rock facilities and the tailings storage facility are outdated and do not show recent development in southern Aberdeen The photo does 
also not show Goose Lake Road or many of the homes and ranches impacted by the mine in that area. In particular the Explosives Storage Facility and its proximity to homes.
3. In the Kamloops Daily News article of March 10, Jim Whittaker was quoted as saying that Jocko Lake would not be altered by the operation of the mine. On page 41 of the Project Summary completed by 
Knight Piesold Consulting for the proponent of the mine, however, states that there will be impact to northeast section of Jacko Lake and fish habitat will be lost. 
4.Andrew Pooler, the Executive Vice President and Operating Officer was not on hand June 16th to answer questions, such as his ability to manage a project of this magnitude. The public would have like to 
know the details of experience as Vice-President of Greenstone Resources Ltd. Where he served from 1998 to 2000, according to
Bloomberg Businessweek. According to Silicon Investor, in July 1999 Greenstone Resources experienced substantial financial, legal and production problems. The public would have liked to be advised how he 
would react if similar challenges present themselves at the Ajax Mine. The public would have also have liked to have known why his tenure with Greenstone was conveniently omitted from his resume on the 
Project Summary 

It is of the utmost importance that the management of Ajax Mine be highest level of skill, integrity and  transparency. Is the above an example of what we can expect from them over the next quarter of a century?

The proximity of this mine to residential areas is far to close. The long term effects of the project have not been considered. Once the project is complete, there will be contaminants in the soils etc. The 
disturbances of the blast throughout the residential areas is not acceptable. Noise, vibration, water tables, house foundations, dust, toxins carried by winds are all unacceptable. It will disturb the habitat and the 
wildlife. Do not build this mine, it will be a serious detriment to our community.

Hello Lyle,

I am a new resident to Kamloops and live in Pineview Valley. I chose the small residential community because of its location and peaceful surroundings. I am totally opposed to the Ajax Mine Development. To 
me, it’s unconscionable that this type of development would be permitted SO close to a residential community. The proposed site is two kilometres (as the crow flies and toxic dust) from my home. There is a 
new seniors/retirement complex/housing in the community – a population that will be greatly affected by the air particulates.  Aside from the air quality issue, I lived close to a highway expansion years ago and 
the daily blasting were not only an irritant, but caused damage to our home including cracks in the ceiling. Homes closer experienced broken dishes, and pictures even fell off the wall. Daily explosions are 
necessary for this type of mining, so what will be the impact and will the residents be compensated for damage. My home cost nearly half a million dollars. Property values will be impacted, will the company pay 
for home appraisals and be compensated for a loss of value?

Last, but certainly not least, is the environmental impact. Cyanide is needed for this development. How will this impact the aquifers in the area and the loss of Jocko Lake. Wildlife in the area (and there’s lots) 
will be displaced as their habitat and surrounding area will be destroyed.  This development is different from Highland Valley Copper because of its proximity to the City of Kamloops. Highland Valley Copper is 
several kilometres from the residential community of Logan Lake. Those supporting the development are only thinking about the jobs, but the impacts are too great in this situation.  Scenario planning teaches us 
to view the decisions we make today and all the plausible impacts of those decisions 10,20,30,40 and 50 years out. In my opinion, a decision today to permit this development will not produce the desirable 
future that we in the Kamloops area would aspire to.  I would be very disappointed if more thought is not taken into both the short and long term impacts into this development. If you live in Vancouver, can you 
imagine an open pit mine operating near Lost Lagoon in Stanley Park, and you live at the corner of West Georgia St and Jervis St. That seems too close to me and given that perspective you might also agree.  I 
appreciate your dedication and expertise to completing your environmental assessment.

I live close to the proposed development, in fact just over the hill. My concerns are the noise from blasting 24 hrs a day, and the vibration of the ground affecting the whole Aberdeen area. This could have 
serious effects on the housing developments foundations. The dust, the toxic chemicals that will blow south and the fact that I walk my dog and hike in the immediate area. I also have serious concerns with 
respect to the potential hazards and contamination of the ground water in the area.  The upper area of Aberdeen is known for its beautiful landscape, quiet area, and natural surroundings. A project of this size 
will upset the wildlife in the area, disturb the natural habitat, and affect ranching around the area. This will not be a good development for the area.

11-Jul-11 Chris Ortner - 
Kamloops Voters 

Society

Kamloops, BC

The proposed Ajax Mine will be pumping a significant amount of water from Kamloops Lake. After reviewing the Project Summary prepared by Knight Piesold Consulting the proponent has absolutely no idea 
how much water will be withdrawn from Kamloops Lake. The New Gold mine will also be withdrawing an undetermined amount of water from Kamloops Lake when in full operation. The withdrawal of water from 
Kamloops Lake will have a negative effect in water levels and water temperatures in both Kamloops Lake and downstream Thompson River a well as the Fraser River. The Thompson River hosts a numerous 
amount of salmon runs, the most notable being the Adams River run which has its spawning grounds approximately 70 kms upstream of the proposed pump station for the Ajax Mine. The Adams River Sockeye 
run alone hosts between 2 million and 6 million returning spawning salmon each year. The Adams River run and the majority of the runs to the North Thompson and South Thompson occur during late summer 
and early fall when river levels are generally low and sensitive to the increase in water temperature. The unrestricted use of water by both Ajax Mine and New Gold Mine has the potential of lowering water levels 
and increasing water temperatures of both Kamloops Lake and the Thompson River resulting in the destruction of numerous salmon runs which would be an enormous environmental disaster

My family and I live in Aberdeen, above Pacific Way Elementary. We are extremely concerned about the potential for having such a large mining operation virtually next door to us. From the information that we 
have reviewed, it looks like the proposed Ajax mine will dwarf the old mine, and as such have operations much closer to the newer developments in Aberdeen. 
Due to the instability of the ground in Aberdeen, there have been a number of issues with homes and water in the area. We are currently restricted on how much water we can use as it could adversely affect 
those lower on the hill than us. I can only imagine that setting off large explosions, and introducing large amounts of water (to control dust and process ore) only a few kilometers away would have a greater 
effect than a little extra watering. 
I am surprised that the city of Kamloops would even consider allowing such a development within city limits. In my experience it is difficult to get permission to run a larger home based business in a residential 
area, so I am baffled that a huge open pit mine could potentially be opened next door. I can’t imagine that any other city of our size or larger would even consider allowing such a thing to happen. If this was 
proposed in Kelowna, or larger cities such as Victoria and Vancouver it would be laughed out of the city. Why is it that in Kamloops this is even considered? 
Aberdeen is also a very windy area of the city as any locals up here can attest. The winds predominantly blow from the South or SouthWest. With all the difficulties that mines are experiencing with dust control I 
would expect that Ajax mine will be no different and that large amounts of dust will blow over the hill and pollute our air. There are numerous people in the neighbourhood with respiratory difficulties who could 
potentially be forced to move. Kamloops has been bad enough in recent years due to smoke from fires. There is no need to make it even more difficult to breathe the air. 
Please look very closely at the environmental impacts of the proposed mine. The rerouting of Peterson Creek, air pollution from dust, effects of blasting, and the potential for polluting Jacko Lake are not worth 
400 jobs for 23 years.
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