01/25/2010 14:43 FAX 887 537 3302 SELKIRKEN g s v
4 vy

Selkirk First Nation

P.O. Box 40, Pelly Crossing, Yukon Territory YOB 1PO
Phone: (867) 537-3331 Fax: (867) 537-3902

January 25,2010

Yukon Water Board - {:

Whitehorse, YT - =

Y1A 3Vl 2 ~

Re: Water Use Application QZ08-084, Carmacks Copper Ltd : w7
L fiom =

Selkirk First Nation has traditional interests in the area of this project, This undertaking
will affect our interests in the land, the water and the environment both during its
proposed active life and for the decades and centuries after mining and processing have
ceased. We have only recently begun to review this project, but have watched our
neighbors, the Liftle Salmon Carmacks First Nation (LSCFENY, as they have worked on
the assessment of this project. We support their efforts and cdncerns and know that as
adjacent First Nation communities and particularly as a downstream neighbor, their
concerns must also be ours.

SFN has reviewed portions of the submitted documents and those of the reviewers that
have followed this project through the Environmental Assessment phase that preceded
this license application. We believe that the Water Board, thrpugh its public review
process, must thoroughly and if necessary, iteratively consider the application, and then,
if it is deemed appropriate, carefully and diligently regulate this project with detailed and
enforceable license conditions.

We believe that the Board should have the following in ordet for it adequately consider
and properly regulate or authorize this project:

1/ documentation of the proposed project which allows for ﬂ{e detailed review of the
proposal and plans adequate t0 detail how it will be construc ed, together with Quality
Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols to Jocument and ensure compliance with
the project that the Board is considering for approval.
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Selkirk First Nation would like the proponent to put up adequdte amount of financial
security for decommissioning at any stage of the project to cover the costs of any
unforeseen events that may arise. The amount should go up if|the project goes along,

At present, it is SFN’s opinion, that this project does not have the level of certainty of
success, or the detail of plans that should exist prior to licensing approvals.

We thank the Board for the opportunity to provide comment oh this process and we urge
the Board to diligently undertake its responsibilities.

Yours truly, ‘
24

“Dean Gill
YESAA Officer




