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AGNICO EAGLE

September 24, 2026

Ali Shaikh

Nunavut Water Board
PO Box 119

Gjoa Haven, NU X0B 1JO

Re: Response to 2AM-DOH1335 Water Licence Amendment — Operational Update - Final Written
Submissions

Dear Mr. Shaikh,

Agnico Eagle thanks the Nunavut Water Board (NWB) for the opportunity to respond to the 2AM-
DOH1335 Water Licence Amendment — Operational Update —Final Written Submissions. Our responses
to final written submissions are provided in the enclosed.

As we reported at the end of the Technical Meeting in July, Agnico Eagle has resolved all issues relating to
the Amendment with the Kitikmeot Inuit Association (KitlA), Environment and Climate Change Canada
(ECCC), and Fisheries and Oceans Canada (DFO).

Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada (CIRNAC) has indicated in their Final Written
Submissions that they have some issues that remain outstanding. These issues can be sorted into main
categories as follows.

e First, CIRNAC has requested a specific term relating to dry stack tailings that is duplicative of
existing terms and conditions of the Water Licence that already serve the same purpose. CIRNAC
also continues to request information (such as Agnico Eagle’s internal analysis) which is not
relevant to considerations under the Nunavut Waters and Nunavut Surface Rights Tribunal Act
(NWNSRTA) relating to tailings deposition methodology. In the enclosed submissions, Agnico
Eagle explains why the existing Licence terms and conditions are a mechanism that ensures that
NWB approval of plans will be required before the transition to dry stack tailings occurs while
avoiding the confusion and inconsistencies that would result from CIRNAC’s preferred wording.

e Second, several of CIRNAC’s outstanding requests relate to information from the 2017 Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that are not relevant to the determinations that must be
made by the NWB in relation to the Amendment Application.
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In addition, Agnico Eagle has compiled all comments/edits from parties in response to the draft Water
Licence Framework issued on July 31, 2026 by Agnico Eagle and provided responses in Attachment A.
Agnico Eagle reminds the NWB and reviewers that additional explanations for revisions were provided in
the July 31, 2026 version to help further facilitate a fulsome review. As Agnico Eagle has emphasized in
the past, the suggested amendments are focused on the changes that are triggered by the Amendment
Application, and ensuring consistency with the modernized language reflected in the licenses issued by
the NWB on other files in recent years. These changes enhance clarity and respect the approval role of
the NWB and maintain the high-level of protection and responsibility reflected in the current licence.

Of note with the draft Water Licence Framework, Agnico Eagle, the KitlA, and CIRNAC are collaborating
on language for inclusion in Schedule C of the Water Licence. Once agreement is in place, a copy will be
provided to the NWB prior to or at the Public Hearing.

Agnico Eagle looks forward to a successful Public Hearing in Cambridge Bay on October 15-16, 2026.

Regards,

Colleen Prather
colleen.prather@agnicoeagle.com
Superintendent, Permitting & Regulatory Affairs
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Interested Party: KitlA Rec No.: KitlIA-NWB-01 to KitlA-NWB-21
Re: Technical Review Comments

Request Made by Interested Party:
n/a

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks KitlA for their comments during the technical review process and confirms that all

twenty-one technical comments were resolved, as presented and communicated by the KitlA at the
Technical Meeting in July.
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Interested Party: KitlA Rec No.: KitlIA-FWS-01 to KitlIA-FWS-05
Re: Draft Water Licence Framework

Request Made by Interested Party:
KIA has, in coordination with our water quality consultant, provided five technical comments on Agnico

Eagle’s proposed draft Water Licence. These comments are provided below.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle has compiled comments from all parties on the Draft Water Licence Framework and provided

responses in Attachment A.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-01
Re: Quality Of Water Sources

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended that the proponent provide updated and consolidated seasonal baseline water

quality and water source capacity information for Doris, Patch, and Windy Lakes, as well as long-term
monitoring throughout the life of the mine. Agnico Eagle responded that sufficient baseline information
already exists on the NWB registry and that the existing AEMP provides ongoing long-term monitoring,
making additional information unnecessary for the amendment application.

This TRC is resolved as the NWB indicated that the proponent did not have to provide the information in
the requested format.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-02
Re: Discharge Criteria

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended updating discharge criteria to include the full suite of current CCME freshwater

quality guidelines. Agnico Eagle disagreed, stating that CCME guidelines are not intended to serve as
direct discharge limits and that the existing licensed criteria remain protective and appropriate.

This TRC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-03
Re: Summary Table of Expected Quality and Quantity of Water and Adaptative

Management Criteria

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested a consolidated summary of predicted water quality, water quantities, adaptive

management triggers, and response actions throughout the site. Presenting water quality and quantity
estimates, adaptive management criteria and water quality criteria, would allow detection of early
warning signs of water management issues. In case of unplanned discharge or spill, this would decrease
risk to the receiving environment. Agnico Eagle responded that this information is already contained
within the Water and Load Balance Model and existing management plans, and that additional
summary tables are not required.

This TRC is unresolved as the requested information was not provided and is not contained in the
documents referenced by the proponent.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC’s position that information has not been provided.

In CIRNAC's technical comment submitted on June 19, 2026, CIRNAC requested Agnico Eagle provide:

e A summary table of expected water quantity and quality of water over time in all sumps and
monitoring stations:
i.  If applicable, adaptive management criteria to benchmark if mitigation/contingency are
to be implemented;
ii. If applicable, water quality criteria; and
iii. Management action.

In the July 3, 2026 submission, Agnico Eagle responded by referencing documents submitted in this
Amendment Application, such as the Water and Load Balance Report (Appendix 4-F) and the Water
Management Plan (Appendix 6-P) that provide technical evidence required to appropriately evaluate the
Amendment Application.

Licence Amendment Review Process

A key issue from a water licensing perspective is confirmation that the surrounding Nunavut waters will
be protected through appropriate management of water and waste within that same general area
proposed in the Amendment.

As it pertains to impacts to water (the subject of this technical comment) a water and load balance model
was developed (Appendix 4-F) that incorporates contaminant loading from industrial and domestic
sources within the project boundaries. In this Application, as previously indicated, Agnico Eagle provided
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documentation that demonstrates end-of-pipe MDMER criteria will be readily achieved (Appendix 4-F),
favorable mixing in Roberts Bay will create a minimal mixing zone (Appendix 4-G), even during periods of
high discharge, and receiving environmental water quality criteria will be achieved. This information is
sufficient to demonstrate positive performance of the project from a water impact standpoint.

Annual Report Review Process

As it pertains to nodes within the boundaries of the mine site, such as sumps and ponds, Agnico Eagle
provides results in the annual report, which is provided to intervenors and reviewers, such as CIRNAC, for
comment. Summary tables are presented using analytical data collected from monitoring stations, and a
comparative analysis is completed against model forecasts, regulated benchmarks, and/or internal
benchmarks. Any issues or deviations are discussed in the annual report, and a description of mitigative
measures is provided as needed. As a mature mine site, Hope Bay has now gone through over a decade
of annual reports, all of which have been reviewed and commented on by CIRNAC.

Hope Bay mine site has well-established management plans such as the Spill Contingency Plan
(Appendix 6-M), Water Management Plan (Appendix 6-P), and Groundwater Management Plan
(Appendix 6-E). These plans all contain descriptions of how Agnico Eagle manages water on a day-to-day
basis, including:

e Description of the Mine as it pertains to the relevant subject (i.e., spills, quarries, groundwater
etc.);

e Applicable benchmarks or criteria;

e Applicable mitigations; and

e Actions plans.

Conclusion

The conclusion of the Water and Load Balance Report (Appendix 4-F) remains that Hope Bay will be able
to manage expected water quantity and quality from industrial and domestic sources. The predicted
discharge forecast demonstrated that a limited number of parameters will require treatment, and that
those parameters will be well within the treatable range.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-04
Re: Method(s) Of Extraction And Operating Of Pump(s)

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested information regarding water extraction methods and pump operating capacities to

assess potential effects of increased water withdrawals. CIRNAC requested the information in a
consolidated format, to ensure all information was up to date and reflective of the current site conditions
and ensure that the present and planned capacity was sufficient for the proponent’s requested
withdrawal increase and that there were no obvious concerns related to drawdown at the identified
water bodies. Agnico Eagle stated that existing water intake infrastructure is unchanged and previously
approved, and that details for any future intake infrastructure would be provided through the normal
design review process.

This TRC is considered resolved as the NWB indicated that the proponent did not have to provide the
information in the requested format. On June 23, 2026, Agnico submitted the design report for an
additional freshwater intake at Windy lake in order to have enough capacity for the planned increase in
freshwater withdrawal, which was after the June 19 deadline for written submission by interveners for
the TM and PHC.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.

In addition, Agnico Eagle notes that CIRNAC provided comment on the Windy Lake North Intake Design
Report, as part of the Part D, Item 1 review process.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-05
Re: Water Management Infrastructure Information

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested updated consolidated information on reservoirs, crossings, diversions, and other water

management infrastructure to verify their suitability under the amended project, given the planned
increase in mine life, mining activity and age of the infrastructure. Agnico Eagle responded that these
facilities were previously reviewed and approved and continue to be inspected and monitored under
existing regulatory requirements.

This TRC is considered resolved as the NWB indicated that the proponent did not have to provide the
information in the requested format.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.

10
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-06
Re: Prediction Of Climate Trends

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended that the proponent produce climate change assessment using the higher-

emissions SSP5-8.5 scenario to evaluate long-term project risks. The proponent responded that sensitivity
analysis demonstrated minimal differences between SSP2-4.5 and SSP5-8.5 during the operational period
and therefore maintained that SSP2-4.5 was appropriate for the amendment assessment.

This TRC is considered resolved based on the proponent’s commitment WLA-189.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved and reiterates the commitment made as
discussed at the Technical Meeting, as follows:

2026 WLA

c it ¢! Part 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
ommitmen
v TCID ! (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number
CIRNAC-TRC- |Prediction Of Climate

Agnico Eagle will consider climate change in closure related studies.

WLA-19 ‘ CIRNAC

As applicable ‘

06 Trends through the ICRP

11
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-07
Re: Ice Road

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested information on anticipated water use, construction methods, monitoring, and safety

measures associated with ice roads. Agnico Eagle responded that ice-road water use was approved
under the 2018 licence amendment and remains unchanged, with activities continuing under existing

licence conditions and DFO protocols.

This TRC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.

12
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-08
Re: Management Plans

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended that the proponent correct inconsistencies in management plans and update

water management, spill contingency, dam emergency, and emergency response plans covering all
project phases. The proponent committed to updating the plans after licence approval and noted that
management plans are routinely revised throughout the life of the project.

This recommendation is considered resolved based on the proponent’s commitment WLA-01.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved and reiterates the commitment made as

discussed at the Technical Meeting, as follows:

CZUZB-tWLAt Part 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
ommitmen:

v TCID ! (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number

Agnico Eagle will update the Water Management Plan to incorporate applicable updates |60 days from
reflecting the Water Licence Amendment, as shown in Table 1 to response to CIRNAC-  [Minister approval of
TRC-8. WL Amendment

Water Management

WLA-01 CIRNAC | CIRNAC-TRC-8 ol
an

13
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-09
Re: Outstanding Information Requests With Commitment From Proponent

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested clarification regarding several information requests ( IR-08c, IR-14, IR-25, IR-37a, IR-

37b), for which the proponent had previously committed to provide follow-up information. Agnico Eagle
responded that the requested information had been provided directly to CIRNAC on June 18, 2026, and
was included as an attachment to its submission.

This TRC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.

14
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-10
Re: Tailing Volume Comparison and Reconciliation to FEIS

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested a reconciliation between proposed tailings quantities and volumes assessed during

previous approvals, including the FEIS and that the proponent demonstrate that the approximately 90%
increase in tailings production remains within the previously assessed environmental impact assessment
envelope. The proponent responded that the amendment focuses on maximizing use of the existing TIA
and maintained that sufficient storage capacity exists to accommodate the proposed tailings
management strategy.

This does not answer CIRNAC's request for a numerical reconciliation of previously assessed or
authorized mined and tailings quantities against the amended quantities. Nor does it provide the
technical analysis requested to demonstrate that the approximately 90% increase in tailings inventory
remains within the previously assessed environmental impact envelope.

This TRC is unresolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC's position that this comment is unresolved. This is a request that is

not relevant to the Amendment Application. CIRNAC does not have any particular specialized jurisdiction
over TIAs, which likely forms some of the reason they are asking such questions.

Agnico Eagle provided responses to CIRNAC and KitlA on July 3, 2026 that confirms the adequacy of the
TIA to store tailings for the proposed increase in production.

Numeral reconciliation of the estimated tailings volumes in the FEIS as compared to the current proposed
tailings strategies would introduce irrelevant information into this Licence Amendment process. Agnico
Eagle prefers to focus on including information in the process that directly matters to the items that the
NWB is being called upon to consider in its decision making.

The NIRB environmental assessment process focuses on design concepts, at a high level. The conversion
of Tail Lake into a TIA has been a key feature of the mine since it was proposed in the early 2000s. The
environmental assessment question mainly focused on whether converting Tail Lake into a TIA would
cause significant environmental effects. The NIRB concluded it would not. As would be expected, there is
no term and condition of the Project Certificate that limits the number of tailings that can be put in the
TIA, nor does it specify any particular tailings deposition methodology. Non-significant modifications to
the project are permitted after an initial assessment, and the Amendment Application has already been
deemed a non-significant modification. The fact that the mine overall remains within the same footprint
and that all tailings would continue to be managed by deposition to the TIA was a factor in that
determination.

15
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The 2017 FEIS examined potential environmental impacts from mining related activities in a specific area.
As noted previously, the overall area of the Hope Bay Mine has not materially changed - Agnico Eagle has
worked to refine and optimize the operation of Hope Bay to ensure it is economical while remaining
protective of the environment. Part of this optimization requires processing the previously assessed
underground mines at a higher tonnage rate, meaning generating more tailings material. Agnico Eagle has
been transparent that this will result in the generation of more tailings — and that all of these tailings will
continue to be contained in the TIA.

The water licensing process is meant to focus on the detailed design issues, such as tailings volumes. That
is why Agnico Eagle shared the estimated tailings volume going forward to be managed in the TIA as part
of this Amendment Application. Obviously, the generation of more tailings and waste rock as a result of
the Amendment Application is a change that triggers an amendment to the Water Licence. But the key
issue from a water licensing perspective is not how many tonnes of tailings are deposited to the TIA (a
licensed and approved facility) compared to original estimates, it is confirmation that the surrounding
Nunavut waters will be protected through appropriate management of water and waste within that same
general area proposed in the Amendment.

The overarching goal in this Licence Amendment is to use existing infrastructure where possible to ensure
itis used to its fullest design capacity, which will help Hope Bay to continue to operate in a way that aligns
with the original proponent commitments, within a minimized footprint, and reduce potential for negative
environmental effects. Agnico Eagle provided in its Amendment Application, the conceptual deposition
plan which describes the deposition of slurry, and a transition to filtered tailings (Appendix 3-A). Agnico
Eagle has demonstrated that the proposed tailings deposition strategy remains within the existing Tail
Lake catchment and utilizes the storage capacity of the already assessed and approved TIA. Figure 2-1 of
Appendix 3-A clearly shows that the increased tailings quantity will remain within the previously assessed
Tail Lake catchment area. Further details of dry stack tailings will be provided to the NWB for approval in
the form of updated plans and designs that address the optimization at a later date post issuance of the
amended Water Licence.

Agnico Eagle has provided the Board with what it needs to confirm our assumptions, including
consideration of all of the actual relevant components in its tailings deposition plan and validated its
assertion that the tailings will all fit in the TIA with evidence, as presented in Appendix 3-A.

Accordingly, Agnico Eagle maintains that CIRNAC's information requests are irrelevant to the issues before
the NWB at his time and should not be introduced into this process. The appropriate information has been
provided to demonstrate that the proposed Amendment remains within the approved TIA catchment area
and achieves the fundamental goal of optimization of tailings management that is protective of Nunavut
waters.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.

16
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-11
Re: Waste Rock Quantities and Mining Area Reconciliation to FEIS

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested that the proponent reconcile mined tonnes and waste rock volumes with FEIS

assumptions, confirm spatial limits or quantify expansions, identify increased total mining versus
sequencing/throughput change only and demonstrate that geochemical and water-management effects
remain within prior bounds.

The proponent responded that geochemical and water management effects remain generally consistent
with previous assessments and that future facilities will continue to be governed by existing plans and
design review requirements. The requested material-quantity reconciliation remains absent and the
geochemical comparability conclusion materially understates the change identified in the proponent's
data.

This TRC is unresolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC’s position that this comment is unresolved. Similar to the detailed

reasons included in our response to CIRNAC-TRC-10 above; the Amendment Application has already been
deemed a non-significant modification from the environmental assessment perspective, and was referred
to the NWB for consideration as an amendment (Appendix 2-A from the Application) — which is the
process we are in now.

As stated in Agnico Eagle’s response to technical comments on July 3, 2026, future Waste Rock Storage
Facilities (WRSFs) will be designed and operated to minimize the impact on the environment in accordance
with the stringent terms and conditions established by the NWB, and waste rock will be managed as per
the Waste Rock, Ore, and Mine Backfill Management Plan (Appendix 6-O from the Application), for
example:

e Waste rock brought to surface is stored in designated surface stockpiles.

e Prior to closure, the majority of this material is planned to be transported underground for use as
backfill. The final quantity of waste rock placed underground will depend on the extent to which
paste tailings are utilized for backfilling, as they may replace a portion of the waste rock in
underground voids.

e At closure, some waste rock characterized as suitable will be utilized for construction of surface
infrastructure.

The request to compare mined tonnes and waste rock volumes from an environmental assessment versus
management plans that are updated annually, or as required, would not provide useful information in this

17
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Amendment process because ultimately the WRSFs need to be designed, constructed, and managed to
the engineering and environmental design criteria, and runoff needs to be captured and managed.

As stated in Agnico Eagle’s response to technical comments on July 3, 2026, geochemistry of the rock
remains consistent comparing 2017 to 2024 datasets. This is detailed in Section 4.1.1 of the Main
Application Document. CIRNAC suggests that an increase in material quantity directly relates to an
increase in contaminant transport. This is incorrect. As presented in the water and load balance report
(Appendix 4-F), the increase in mined tonnes and waste rock volume is consistent with the previous water
quality predictions. Untreated water quality predictions in the report indicate predicted water quality can
be managed through water treatment as required, as previously approved.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.

18
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-12
Re: Life of Mine (LOM) Reconciliation with Increased Throughput

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested clarification of mine life, total mined tonnes, and implications for cumulative water

withdrawals and discharges. Agnico Eagle confirmed a 14-year operational mine life consistent with
previous assessments and advised that water use projections were incorporated into the amendment
modelling.

e R-12(a)— CIRNAC requested clarification regarding the remaining future Life Of Mine, which has
been clarified as a 14-year future operating period by the proponent. This sub-recommendation
is resolved.

e *R-12(b),(c) and (d) — CIRNAC requested clarification regarding the total revised project
duration, tonnes and cumulative water implications comparison between the original FEIS,
actual operations to date and the proposed remaining operating period. These sub-
recommendations remain unresolved due to the proponent declining to provide a clarifying table
containing the requested information, which was proposed by CIRNAC during the TM and PHC.

As a result, this TRC is only partially resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Similar to the detailed reasons included in our response to CIRNAC-TRC-10 and CIRNAC-TRC-11 above,

Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC's position that this comment is unresolved. The Amendment
Application has already been deemed a non-significant modification from the environmental assessment
perspective (see Appendix 2-A of the Application), and was referred to the NWB for consideration as an
amendment — which is the process we are in now. In addition, and as mentioned previously, the
Operational Update is best understood as an optimization and refinement of the approved Hope Bay
Mine, rather than a new project or a new type of activity.

Response to bullet b,c, and d
Agnico Eagle disagrees that these comments are unresolved. The key for a water licence application is not

comparison to the FEIS, but comparison to previous water licence applications. CIRNAC is asking for high-
level environmental assessment conceptual considerations, when what matters for an amendment

application is consideration of detailed technical matters and design.

In the technical comment responses provided on July 3, 2026, Agnico Eagle confirmed that the life of mine
would be approximately 14 years (the same number of operational years as was presented in the 2017
FEIS), and confirmed that water use implications have been considered for this Application. See response
to comments KIA-NWB-06, KIA-NWB-08, KIA-NWB-09, KIA-NWB-19, KIA-NWB-20, DFO-TRC-02, and DFO-
TRC-05 in the July 3, 2026 submission.
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It is unclear how a table with summarized information may further resolve this information request, or
more importantly provide any useful information to the NWB, given that the information has been
previously provided in the application, and that mine plans naturally evolve through time.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.

20
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-13
Re: Multiple-Accounts Analysis (MAA) — Tailings Management Strategy Selection

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested the Multiple-Accounts Analysis supporting the selection of filtered tailings over

alternative tailings management approaches. Agnico Eagle provided a short list of alternatives and a
brief qualitative statement indicating that filtered tailings were preferred because they reduce water
inventories, seepage potential, dam raising requirements, and support progressive reclamation. The
response does not show how the alternatives performed against the relevant technical, environmental,
closure, geotechnical and economic considerations; does not show the relative importance of those
considerations; and does not present scores, rankings or sensitivity.

This TRC is unresolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle reminds CIRNAC that its information request on this topic was either for Agnico Eagle to

produce its internal Multiple Accounts Analysis (MAA; which includes internal considerations that are not
relevant to the decision the NWB would need to make to approve Agnico Eagle to proceed with dry stack),
or to share a summary of its MAA. As invited by CIRNAC, Agnico Eagle produced a summary. It is clear that
Agnico Eagle has already produced information in its responses that gave CIRNAC the information it was
asking for — CIRNAC should not be allowed to continually shift its information requests.

As per responses to the information request (CIRNAC-IR-27; April 9), technical comment (CIRNAC-TRC-13;
July 3), as well as discussions at the Technical Meeting (July 16-17), Agnico Eagle does not agree that the
requested internal Agnico Eagle MAA is necessary or proportionate to the scope of the Amendment.

The request appears to treat the use of filtered tailings as though Agnico Eagle is seeking approval for a
new tailings management facility, a new disposal location, or a fundamentally different project activity.
That is not the case. Tailings generation and management are already authorized components of the Hope
Bay Mine, and the proposed approach would continue to manage tailings within the existing TIA
catchment (also see response to CIRNAC-TRC-10). The Amendment optimizes how the tailings are
dewatered and deposited within the approved tailings management system. It does not introduce a new
waste stream, a new receiving environment, or a new tailings management location.

As noted in response to KitlA-NWB-05 (July 3, 2026 submission), the overarching goal in this amendment
is to use existing infrastructure where possible to ensure it is used to its fullest design capacity, which will
help Hope Bay to continue to operate within a minimized footprint, limit incremental environmental
disturbance, and reduce potential for negative environmental effects. As the KitlA have noted that their
technical comment on the TIA is resolved (KitlA-NWB-05), and that they support deposition of dry stack
tailings under this licence (see KitlA comment on the scope of the draft Water Licence; item 3a in
Attachment A), it is interpreted that the KitlA have no remaining technical concerns regarding the method
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of tailings disposal, but rather will continue to monitor the site and provide ongoing oversight for usage
of this approved tailings area.

The relevant regulatory question is therefore whether the proposed deposition approach can be
implemented safely to protect Nunavut Waters and whether its potential impacts on Nunavut waters are
adequately characterized and managed. The Amendment materials address this question through
evidence (i.e., the conceptual design [Appendix 3-A of the Application], water and load balance modelling
[Appendix 4-F of the Application]). Providing criteria weightings, numerical scores, economic rankings,
and sensitivity testing would not provide information necessary to determine whether the proposed
activity is technically feasible, environmentally acceptable, or consistent with the purposes of the water
licence.

Agnico Eagle has not suggested that the selected approach was arbitrary or unsupported. The phased
transition to filtered tailings was selected based on identifiable technical and environmental
considerations. As noted in the July 3 Technical Comment responses, alternative tailings management
approaches have also already been considered through the project’s assessment and approval history.
Dry stack tailings was evaluated during the 2017 FEIS and subsequent NIRB assessment process, and Tail
Lake was selected as the tailings management location. Project Certificate No. 003, Term and Condition
6, expressly recognizes that modifications to the TIA may occur as project development proceeds. The
proposed amendment is consistent with that contemplated adaptive and phased approach.

The deposition approach has received support from the KitlA, as well as other participating parties, and
no information has been identified demonstrating that conventional slurry deposition would produce
superior water-related or environmental outcomes within the existing TIA.

CIRNAC's request also extends beyond the matters necessary to evaluate the proposed amendment.
Economic scoring and corporate decision weightings may influence project planning, but they do not
determine whether filtered tailings can be safely managed under the water licence.

Accordingly, Agnico Eagle maintains that the information already submitted is sufficient for the Board to
evaluate the proposed tailings management approach. The requested detailed MAA is neither necessary
nor proportionate to the nature of the Amendment. Agnico Eagle therefore respectfully submits that
requiring a detailed MAA would be disproportionate and unnecessary for the Board’s decision. Agnico
Eagle did the work in its MAA, as well as through many years of internal evaluation of Hope Bay operations
strategies to narrow the options down to those being presented to the Board in the Amendment
Application. At the end of the day, how the selected alternatives will perform is the key question for this
application, not whether CIRNAC agrees with process Agnico Eagle used to choose the strategies it is
putting forward to the Board for approval.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-14
Re: Dry Stack Tailings Closure Strategy

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested additional details regarding closure design, performance predictions, and closure costs

for the dry-stack tailings facility. Agnico Eagle responded that closure planning remains conceptual at
this stage and will be refined through future ICRP updates, while noting that modelling considered
geomembrane cover scenarios and predicted achievement of closure objectives.

e R-14(a)— CIRNAC requested that the proponent provide a conceptual dry-stack closure design.
The proponent initially confirmed that the dry-stack closure concept remains preliminary and no
defined dry-stack cover, infiltration control system or closure water-management approach was
provided. At the TM and PHC, the proponent committed to add a statement for inclusion to the
Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan of the conceptual closure concept of the dry-stack facility.
(WLA-15). CIRNAC has reviewed the proponent’s response to that commitment distributed by the
NWB on August 7, 2026, which is contained in Annex B. Given that the information submitted as
part of the proponent’s response to commitments WLA-15 was found to not answer CIRNAC’s
concerns, the sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-14(b) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent confirm the use of a geomembrane assumption
in source-term/WLB modelling. This sub-recommendation is resolved.

e R-14(c) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent provide incremental geomembrane closure cost.
This sub-request is being addressed through a parallel security process.

e R-14(d)— CIRNAC requested that the proponent model post-closure seepage under baseline and
climate-change conditions. It is CIRNAC’s position that this information should be provided for
review prior to approval for transition to dry-stack tailing by the NWB. This sub-recommendation
is in discussion as part of WLA-13 with the proponent and the NWB, with CIRNAC’s position on
the matter contained in Annex A. This sub-recommendation is currently unresolved.

e R-14(e) — CIRNAC requested the proponent demonstrate that closure objectives can be achieved
without long-term active treatment. It is CIRNAC’s position that this information should be
provided for review prior to approval for transition to dry-stack tailing by the NWB. This sub-
recommendation is in discussion as part of WLA-13 with the proponent and the NWB, with
CIRNAC's position on the matter contained in Annex A. This sub-recommendation is currently
unresolved.

As a result, this TRC is only partially resolved.
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Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Response to bullet a)
As discussed and agreed upon at the Technical Meeting, commitment WLA-15 was “Agnico Eagle will add

a statement for inclusion to the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan of the conceptual closure concept
of the dry-stack facility” .

Draft text to be included in the next version of the ICRP was submitted to the Board on August 6, 2026.
The draft text is consistent with the text currently in the ICRP for conceptual closure of slurry deposition
only in the approved TIA.

The information as agreed upon has been provided, and therefore Agnico Eagle does not agree that this
technical comment remains unresolved.

Response to bullet b)
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.

Response to bullet c)
As confirmed to the Board on September 23, 2026 by Agnico Eagle on behalf of CIRNAC and KitlA, CIRNAC

has agreed to the Global Security Quantum, which includes tranches to support the tailings cover, as was

previously documented in the submission the technical comment responses on July 3, 2026:

e Tranche 1includes a 0.3 m erosion cover on current 176 ha TIA footprint as per the current slurry
tailings design. This tranche also includes TIA shoreline protection, 0.5 m, and associated
geomembrane for the final shoreline area of 45 ha.

e Tranche 2 includes 0.3 m erosion cover on final 191.1 ha TIA footprint as per the current slurry
tailings design.

¢ Tranche 3includes the final 191.1 ha footprint lined with geomembrane, should an isolation cover
be required.

Response to bullet d, e)

Agnico Eagle feels strongly that our submitted commitment (initially provided on July 20, 2026, and
repasted below) meets the requirements of the Licence and is directly related to this file. In addition, KitIA
agrees with this commitment based on their review of the file.

WLA-13 - Commitment

Prior to proceeding with transition to dry stack tailings, Agnico Eagle will follow the existing Water
Licence terms and conditions as follows, which will provide an opportunity for review of technical
details of dry stack before it is implemented.

In addition to the 60 day notice required under the Type A Water Licence, Agnico Eagle has
committed to share the draft its (a)-(c) below with CIRNAC and KIA at least 30 days prior to
submission to the Board, which will provide for a pre-application consultation period. 30 days will
be reasonable, and this will include sign off by Agnico Eagles EOR, etc.
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3k 3k 3k %k 3k 3k %k 5k 3k %k k k ok ok

As per the existing Part B, Item 9 prior to transitioning to dry stack tailings or any other tailings
management methodologies, Agnico Eagle will submit notice of such change in operating plans
to the Board.

Prior to transition, Agnico Eagle will also submit the following items to the Board:

(a) A Tailings Deposition Plan per Part B, Item 13 for Board review and approval, which
will include:

(i) a description of the rationale for the transition,
(ii) an update to the water quality and water quantity predictions;

(b) All relevant final design and Construction drawings in accordance with Part D, Item 1
for Board review and approval; and

(c) Any relevant modification notice required with respect to the Tailings Impoundment
Area under Part G, “Conditions Applying to Modifications.

The Part B, Item 9 notice shall include notice of any applicable tranches in Schedule C to the
security related to the transition and written confirmation to the Board that Agnico Eagle has
shared items (a) —(b) with KitlA and CIRNAC at least 30 days prior to submission to the Board.

As per Agnico Eagle’s commitment WLA-13 above, an update to the water quality and water quantity
predictions will be provided as part of the submission of an updated Tailings Deposition Plan for approval
to the NWB prior to transitioning to dry stack tailings or any other tailings management methodology. The
predictions can include the post-closure period.

Agnico Eagle provided a response on July 3, 2026 to CIRNAC-TRC-14d,e regarding achievement of closure
water quality objectives. Those statements are still valid.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle maintains that the information already submitted, in combination with
commitment WLA-13, addresses this technical comment.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-15
Re: Fugitive Dust and Air Quality — Dry Stack Tailings (Operational Phase)

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested assessment of dust generation, contaminant composition, mitigation measures, and

potential impacts on water quality. The proponent responded that dust management is already
addressed through approved air quality and operational management programs and that dry-stack
tailings are not expected to cause measurable adverse environmental effects.

e R-15(a) — CIRNAC requested the quantitative dry-stack dust assessment. The proponent declined
to provide a quantitative dry-stack dust assessment because the design remains conceptual and
implementation is planned later in the mine life. This sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-15(b) — CIRNAC requested characterization of the expected dust composition, including key
parameters such as arsenic. The proponent provided the bulk tailings chemistry, however bulk
tailings chemistry does not characterize the wind-transportable particulate fraction and does not
address the composition of material that may actually be dispersed and deposited to surface
water. This sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-15(c) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent describe dry-stack-specific mitigation and
monitoring. The proponent relies on the existing Doris TIA dust-control approach developed for
subaerial slurry tailings. It does not provide a dry-stack-specific dust management approach
addressing filtered-tailings handling, placement, haul traffic, compaction, exposed lift surfaces,
inactive placement areas or progressive stabilization. This sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-15(d) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent demonstrate no measurable adverse
environmental effects from fugitive dust associated with dry stack tailings. The proponent relies
on predictions for the unbuilt Boston dry-stack facility rather than operating performance
evidence. It does not address the directly relevant operating analogue at the proponent's
Meliadine Mine, where dry-stack dust dispersion is known to be contributing to significant
water-quality impacts. Reliance on an unbuilt facility while ignoring the proponent's own
operating dry-stack experience does not resolve the concern. This sub-recommendation is
unresolved.

In commitment WLA-14, the proponent committed that “At least 60 days prior to transitioning to dry
stack tailings or any other tailings management strategies, Agnico Eagle will submit a fugitive dust
modelling report.” However, CIRNAC maintains that the information should be provided prior to approval
to transition to dry stack or another method of tailings management from the currently approved
method, which is slurry tailings.

This TRC is unresolved.
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Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle does not agree that the technical comment should remain unresolved as it appears CIRNAC

has added or expanded several expectations, as described in detail below. Furthermore, the Water
Licence process does not have jurisdiction over air quality matters and the Water Licence properly does
not include any terms and conditions that regulate dust. However, Agnico Eagle made commitment WLA-
14 to provide fugitive dust modelling results to the NWB.

Agnico Eagle has reviewed CIRNAC’'s comment and the request is not simply a restatement of the
Technical Comment raised in the original request; which is how commitment WLA-14 was derived at the
Technical Meeting, reviewed at the Technical Meeting round-table, and agreed to by Parties at that time.

Of particular importance, as outlined in the NWB'’s Pre-hearing Conference Decision (NWB Registry; page
22 of 42)

“On the morning of July 17, 2026, a draft of the List of Commitments made by the parties during
the TM and prepared by Agnico Eagle, was also shared and discussed, and the Board included
parties input when commitments proposed weren’t fully satisfying expectations and asked parties
whether the commitments were sufficient to resolve any outstanding technical issues or not, and
received parties’ positive confirmation on this matter.”

Agnico Eagle agreed to provide the following 60-days prior to the transition.

2026 WLA
Commitment
Number

2026 WLA

Subject
TCID

Part
arty (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline

Commitment Commitment

Transition to Dry-
stack Tailings
Deposition

60 days prior to
transitioning to dry
stack tailings

CIRNAC-TRC-
15a-d

At least 60 days prior to transitioning to dry stack tailings or any other tailings

WLA-14
management strategies, Agnico Eagle will submit a fugitive dust modelling report.

CIRNAC

Now, it appears CIRNAC has added or expanded several expectations. The time for making new
information requests in this process has long since passed. The general issue was previously raised, but
CIRNAC's new request expands the required technical scope, prescribes additional evidence, and changes
the timing of the deliverable. Below is Agnico Eagle’s evaluation of the additional requests from CIRNAC.
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Topic Original Request New Information or Expectation Added Evaluation
No major change to the technical
. o deliverable itself.
Provide a quantitative CIRNAC records that the assessment was .
R-15(a): Note: Agnico Eagle agreed to

Quantitative
dust
assessment

assessment of fugitive
dust generation from
dry-stack tailings during
operations.

declined because the design remains
conceptual and implementation is
planned later in the mine life. CIRNAC
then declares the item unresolved.

provide this information as part of
the future submission to the NWB
as related to “transition to dry
stack tailings or any other tailings
management strategy”.

R-15(b): Dust
composition

Characterize expected
dust composition,
including arsenic.

CIRNAC now specifies that bulk tailings
chemistry is insufficient because it does
not characterize the wind-transportable
particulate fraction or the material that
could actually be dispersed and
deposited to surface water.

Expanded technical expectation.
The original request did not
expressly require size-fraction-
specific or transportable-
particulate characterization.

Describe dust mitigation
and monitoring

CIRNAC now identifies particular sources
and conditions that a dry-stack-specific

Substantially more prescriptive.

R-15(c): . I "
Miti (a)tion measures. The approach must address: filtered-tailings Dry-stack-specific controls were
andg supporting text also handling, placement, haul traffic, already requested, but the
monitorin requested operational compaction, exposed lift surfaces, detailed activity-by-activity scope
J dust controls specific to inactive placement areas, and is new.
the dry stack. progressive stabilization.
Confirm that dust . o
- . CIRNAC rejects use of predictions for the

deposition will not result . . . .

. unbuilt Boston dry-stack facility and calls | Expanded evidentiary

in measurable adverse . . . . L

effects on environmental for consideration of operating- expectation. The original request
R-15(d): performance evidence. It identifies asked for confirmation of effects,

Environmental
effects

quality, including surface
water. The original
request also referred to
deposition to nearby
water bodies and
snowpack.

Meliadine as the directly relevant
operating analogue and states that dry-
stack dust dispersion there is
contributing to significant water-quality
impacts.

but did not expressly require
operating-performance evidence
or prescribe Meliadine as the
analogue that must be addressed.

Timing of
modelling
report

No explicit submission
deadline or approval-
stage requirement
appears in the original
request; but was
discussed at the
Technical Meeting.

CIRNAC cites commitment WLA-14,
under which the modelling report would
be submitted at least 60 days before
transitioning to dry stack or another
tailings strategy. CIRNAC now maintains
that the information must be provided
before approval to transition from slurry
tailings.

Clear new procedural request.
This changes the regulatory
decision point for providing the
modelling.

Accordingly, Agnico Eagle maintains that the technical comment is resolved by:

1. the commitment as is presented in WLA-14 (above)

2. the commitment and discussion as reviewed at the Technical Meeting

3. the Pre-hearing Decision Report
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-16
Re: Updated Tailings Facility Design and Operation

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested clarification regarding references to future tailings remaining within the existing TIA

footprint. Agnico Eagle clarified that the amended tailings facility would remain within the existing Tail
Lake TIA catchment area and would not involve a new tailings disposal site or receiving environment.

This TC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-17
Re: Justification of Maximum Water Withdrawal Rates (Dry Stack Transition)

Request Made by Interested Party:

CIRNAC requested justification for proposed freshwater withdrawal limits in light of increased water
recovery associated with filtered tailings. Agnico Eagle responded that the proposed limits include a 20%
contingency for operational flexibility and represent maximum possible requirements rather than
expected annual withdrawals.

This TC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-18
Re: Water Balance Stress Test (Non-Average Conditions)

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested stress testing of the water balance model under drought and extreme inflow

conditions. Agnico Eagle responded that climate variability and extreme events were incorporated into
its modelling and infrastructure design, and concluded that storage, pumping, and treatment systems
are adequately sized.

This TRC was withdrawn as the subject was covered by other TRCs and IRs.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is withdrawn.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-19
Re: No Freshwater Discharge Commitment

Request Made by Interested Party:

CIRNAC requested confirmation that no project-related discharges to freshwater would occur and
requested details on contingency measures. Agnico Eagle responded that contact water would generally
be routed to treatment and marine discharge, while existing authorized tundra discharges would
continue under existing licence conditions.

This TRC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-20
Re: Source Term Conservatism and Sensitivity

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested clarification of conservative modelling assumptions and sensitivity analyses for

geochemical source-term predictions. The Interim Source Term Report provided estimates of constituent
releases but the application does not identify whether these assumptions represent conservative
conditions, nor did it evaluate sensitivity to key parameters such as arsenic, sulphate and nitrogen
species. Geochemical source terms directly control predicted effluent quality and contaminant loading.
Without the requested information, it is not possible to confirm that predicted effluent quality and
associated loading remain within acceptable bounds under plausible conditions. Agnico Eagle responded
that both base-case and conservative upper-case scenarios were modelled and that sensitivity analyses
were completed for key parameters including arsenic and sulphate.

* R-20(a)— CIRNAC requested that the proponent identify conservative source-term assumptions.
The proponent identifies Base Case and Upper Case source-term methods using median and
95th-percentile weathering and solubility inputs. This is responsive only to parameter uncertainty
within a preselected project configuration and is not sufficient.

The integrated environmental assessment is not conservative with respect to the more
consequential configuration uncertainty. The WLB was run under a single Base Case
configuration that assumes the transition to filtered tailings and, at closure, takes credit for a
low-permeability geomembrane. The proponent has not committed to either the filtered-tailings
transition or the geomembrane. The model therefore evaluates the most optimistic tailings-
management and closure configuration among the configurations the proponent seeks to retain.

e R-20(b) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent provide sensitivity analysis for arsenic, sulphate
and nitrogen. The proponent identified Upper Case source terms, but did not propagate those
Upper Case source terms through the integrated WLB to assess end-of-pipe concentrations,
treatment requirements or receiving-environment loads. It also did not test continued slurry
deposition or closure without the geomembrane.

e R-20(c) — CIRNAC requested that the proponent demonstrate acceptable effluent quality under a
range of plausible conditions. The proponent's statement that predicted water quality is
acceptable and that treatment is available relies on the single favourable Base Case. It does not
demonstrate acceptable performance over the range of plausible source-term, tailings-
management and closure configurations.

To resolve this concern, the proponent committed during the TM and PHC to provide water and load
balance results for slurry only deposition with comparison of results to the already provided model
(Appendix 4-F; Commitment WLA-16). CIRNAC has reviewed the proponent’s response to that
commitment distributed by the NWB on August 7, 2026.
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As part of this submission, the proponent has only presented 4 years of predictions beyond the
operations period and has not provided the requested long-term post-closure water quality predictions
for the TIA closure scenarios they are now proposing to construct (i.e., 0.3 m Run Of Quarry (ROQ)
covers). Instead, the modelling provided is limited to the operational and closure phases which are not
representative of long-term closure conditions.

CIRNAC also notes that the predictions are compared against the MDMER criteria, which are not
appropriate performance benchmarks for closed sites. Similarly, the predictions only describe the
seepage quality from the TIA and predictions have not been provided to demonstrate that water quality
in the downstream receivers will protect aquatic life throughout the post-closure phase. On this basis,
the proponent has not demonstrated that the site's long-term post-closure water quality will be
acceptable and TRC-20 remains unresolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle disagrees that this comment is unresolved. Agnico Eagle has reviewed CIRNAC’'s comment

and the request is not simply a restatement of the Technical Comment raised in the original request; which
is how commitment WLA-16 was derived at the Technical Meeting, reviewed at the Technical Meeting
round-table, and agreed to by Parties at that time.

Of particular importance, as outlined in the NWB’s Pre-hearing Conference Decision (NWB Registry; page
22 of 42)

“On the morning of July 17, 2026, a draft of the List of Commitments made by the parties during
the TM and prepared by Agnico Eagle, was also shared and discussed, and the Board included
parties input when commitments proposed weren’t fully satisfying expectations and asked parties
whether the commitments were sufficient to resolve any outstanding technical issues or not, and
received parties’ positive confirmation on this matter.”

Agnico Eagle agreed to and fulfilled:

2026 WLA
Commitment | Party 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
TCID g (as of 17-1ul-26) Timeline
Number ~ - -
WLA-16 CIRNAC CIRNAC-TRC- |Water and Load Asnlco Eagle.wﬂl provide a water and load bala.nce results for slurr\,r only deposition August 6, 2026
0 Balance Summary with comparison of results to the already provided model (Appendix 4-F).

As it relates to the information provided for commitment WLA-16 on August 6, 2026, the agreed
commitment was to provide water and load balance results for slurry only deposition with comparison to
results already provided. Information provided in WLA-16 is consistent with the model horizon and
prediction nodes provided in the water and load balance report (Appendix 4-F of the Application).

However, CIRNAC now requests predictions for a longer model horizon than what has been provided.
Additionally, CIRNAC is also requesting predictions for downstream receivers. Neither requests were
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discussed as part of the original commitment, and CIRNAC is now changing the terms of the commitment.
Again, the time for new information requests in this process has long since passed.

Once these details in the cover design are available, Agnico Eagle will provide updated modelling through
updates to the ICRP, which will be submitted to the Board for approval as previously indicated. We
anticipate that CIRNAC would follow the established practice of asking questions and making reasonable
information requests in relation to those plan updates as part of the Board’s engagement on the draft at
that time. It would be premature to try to create such information in this process at this time.

Accordingly, Agnico Eagle maintains that the technical comment is resolved by:

the commitment as is presented in WLA-16 (above)
the commitment and discussion as reviewed at the Technical Meeting
the Pre-hearing Decision Report

A wnN e

the information provided for commitment WLA-16 on August 6, 2026
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-21
Re: Under-Ice/Seasonal Operations Constraint

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC requested clarification regarding operational constraints and water management under winter

and ice-covered conditions. Agnico Eagle responded that seasonal conditions are already incorporated
into infrastructure design and operational planning and that its experience operating in Nunavut
supports effective winter management.

This TRC is resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle confirms that the technical comment is resolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-22
Re: Uncertainty Register And Commitments

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended that the proponent produce a formal uncertainty register identifying risks,

mitigation measures, timelines, and commitments. The proponent declined the recommendation, stating
that the identified issues do not represent significant project uncertainties requiring a formal uncertainty
register. The current record contains multiple unresolved matters that the proponent proposes to
determine through future analysis or design, including whether filtered tailings will be implemented,
whether slurry deposition will continue, the final dry-stack configuration, the final closure cover, whether
a geomembrane is required, closure performance without the geomembrane, Upper Case source-term
implications and extreme-condition system performance. These are unresolved environmental-
performance and design uncertainties.

This TC is unresolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
No other proponent in Nunavut has been asked to maintain an “uncertainty register” under a Water

Licence, and as Agnico Eagle has demonstrated, there is nothing about the Amendment Application that
is outside the typical range of uncertainty. As indicated in response to the Technical Comments (July 3,
2026) Agnico Eagle maintains its position and does not agree that a separate uncertainty register is
necessary for this Application. All of the “uncertainties” CIRNAC has identified are typical operational
decision making points, which will be tracked and addressed in the relevant Board-approved plans that
address each of those specific topics. Creating a separate consolidated “uncertainty register” would be a
duplicative document that would require management by Agnico Eagle and review and comment by the
parties participating in the process, with no value from a water protection perspective. It would also
create an unfair public perception that the Hope Bay Mine has a higher level of uncertainty than the facts
support.

The matters cited by CIRNAC primarily reflect progressive engineering, operational, and closure-design
development. The fact that technical details may be refined through future design work, monitoring,
operational experience, or plan updates does not, by itself, constitute a material environmental
uncertainty. It is well known by the NWB and anticipated by the Nunavut Agreement and NWNSRTA that
technical details relating to water licensing can and do evolve over time based on the near constant
monitoring data and non-significant modifications that are inherent in developing a complex mine in the
Arctic environment. These matters can and will continue to be appropriately addressed through all of the
means that the NWB has already established - applicable management plans, monitoring programs,
design submissions, adaptive-management processes, reporting requirements, and Water Licence
conditions. A separate uncertainty register would duplicate these established mechanisms without
providing any environmental or regulatory benefit. Duplication for duplication’s sake adds cost and risk of
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confusion and inconsistency, particularly at the site level for the individuals that need to implement these
plans. That is why Agnico Eagle rejects that addition of unnecessary administrative items such as the
proposed “uncertainty register”.

Agnico Eagle maintains that a separate uncertainty register is neither necessary nor proportionate. There
is nothing special about the “uncertainties” that are included in this Amendment Application — they are
all better characterized as “known unknowns” that are all addressable using known technology and mining
practices and will be answered in due course as more monitoring data is collected and detailed design
advances. Any specific outstanding technical matter should be addressed (as it always has been)
individually through the applicable design, management-plan, monitoring, adaptive-management, or
licensing process.

For these reasons, Agnico Eagle does not agree that this technical comment remains unresolved.
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-TRC-23
Re: Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan (ICRP) And Security

Request Made by Interested Party:
CIRNAC recommended that the proponent produce a more detailed ICRP and an updated closure security

estimate reflecting the amended project scope. The proponent responded that an updated security
estimate had already been provided and committed to further updating the ICRP following approval of
the amendment.

* R-23(a)— CIRNAC requested that the proponent provide closure elements, activities, quantities
and schedules. The proponent acknowledges that the ICRP remains preliminary and states that it
will update the ICRP after Ministerial approval of the Water Licence Amendment. However,
closure assumptions are already embedded in the source terms and Water and Load Balance
Model used to support the amendment. In particular, the modelling assumes a low-permeability
geomembrane over the dry stack tailings even though the proponent has not selected or
committed to that tailings management or closure measure. The proponent cannot rely on
closure assumptions to obtain favourable predictive water-quality results and then defer the
actual closure strategy until after licence approval. Commitment WLA-15 by the proponent
indicates that the proponent will add a statement for inclusion to the Interim Closure and
Reclamation Plan of the conceptual closure concept of the dry-stack facility. CIRNAC has
reviewed the proponent’s response to that commitment distributed by the NWB on August 7,
2026, which is contained in Annex B. Given that the information submitted as part of the
proponent’s response to commitments WLA-15 was found to not answer CIRNAC’s concerns, the
sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-23(b) — CIRNAC recommended that the proponent provide technical support for selected
closure approaches. However, the proponent cannot provide technical support for the selected
dry-stack closure approach because no closure approach has been selected. The geomembrane is
characterized as one option and further analysis is proposed to determine whether mitigation is
required. This sub-recommendation is in discussion as part of WLA-13 with the proponent and
the NWB, with CIRNAC’s position contained in Annex A. This sub-recommendation is currently
unresolved.

® R-23(c)— CIRNAC recommended that the proponent provide performance objectives and
measurable acceptance criteria. The proponent response did not provide that information.
Commitment WLA-15 by the proponent indicates that the proponent will add a statement for
inclusion to the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan of the conceptual closure concept of the
dry-stack facility. CIRNAC has reviewed the proponent’s response to that commitment
distributed by the NWB on August 7, 2026, which is contained in Annex B. Given that the
information submitted as part of the proponent’s response to commitments WLA-15 was found
to not answer CIRNAC’s concerns, the sub-recommendation is unresolved.

e R-23(d)— CIRNAC recommended that the proponent provide closure security including the dry-
stack. This sub-recommendation is being worked through during the parallel security process. As
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part of WLA-2, the proponent committed to updating Section 7 of the Interim Closure and
Reclamation Plan to reflect the agreed upon global security number, once an agreement is
reached.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle maintains that with the agreement on Global Security Quantum (see response to CIRNAC-

TRC-14c of this response package), fulfillment of commitments WLA-02 (following Minister approval),
WLA-13, WLA-15, and WLA-16, and ongoing updates to the Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan through
the next 20 years of operation, these technical comments are resolved.

Response to bullet a), b), and c)
Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC’s assertion that it is deferring actual closure strategy. Agnico Eagle’s

Water Licence Amendment Application is in line with standard practice for an early operational update
whereby many closure concepts remain conceptual. Closure of the Doris TIA is not scheduled for nearly
two decades, so Agnico Eagle has provided a menu of potential mitigations post-closure. As evident in
Agnico Eagles response to CIRNAC-TRC-20 of this response package, the level of detail provided in the
water and load balance for this application, and in response to commitment WLA-16, is in line with many
other similar applications, most importantly the approved application submitted for Hope Bay in 2017.

Agnico Eagle also disagrees with CIRNAC'’s assertion that a closure strategy has not been determined by
Agnico Eagle. The closure strategy proposed by Agnico Eagle is one that requires flexibility to implement
various mitigative measures once more detailed technical information is available. The technical rationale
for the geomembrane mitigation includes layered conservative assumptions, such as active layer depth,
hydrogeologic behavior/permeability of materials, and long-term geochemical equilibrium. The
conservative assumptions are clearly described in the application documents, namely Appendix 4-E. The
geomembrane mitigation has been identified as the highest degree of engineered mitigation that may be
required, whereas the ROQ cover is the lowest degree of engineered mitigation. In full transparency,
Agnico Eagle has presented this menu of options and their corresponding costs in security tranches.

Response to bullet d)
Agnico Eagle, CIRNAC, and the KitlA have been reviewing security for many months to come to agreement

on the Global Security Quantum, which includes tranches for the tailings cover.

As presented in the table below and confirmed to the Board on September 23, 2026, the Global Quantum
and tranches, has been agreed to by CIRNAC, the KitlA, and Agnico Eagle.
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2026 Water Licence Amendment +
1 Security already held $72,907,727 $25,163,867 $98,071,594
2 TIA Erosion Cover full footprint $203,883 $98,275,477
3 TIA Geomembrane $5,277,769 $103,553,246
4 :AII-we.ather Rof'id Madrld-Bo.ston, $1.875.000 $105,428.246
including quarries and crossings
5 Future Accommodation $375,000 $105,803,246
6 Wind Turbine Pad 1, 3,4, 5, 6 $1,837,805 $107,641,051
7 Carge Dock $525,274 $108,166,325

$108,166,325
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Interested Party: CIRNAC Rec No.: CIRNAC-FWS-24
Re: Draft Water Licence Framework

Request Made by Interested Party:
The proponent submitted the Draft Amendment Licence Framework to the Board on July 31, 2026, in

fulfillment of the commitment made by Agnico Eagle Mines Ltd. during the Technical Meeting and Pre-
Hearing Conference held in Cambridge Bay on July 16 and 17, 2026. CIRNAC has reviewed the draft
framework and provided its comments to the board on September 10.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle has compiled comments from all parties on the Draft Water Licence Framework and provided

responses in Attachment A.
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ENVIRONMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE
CANANDA (ECCC)
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Interested Party: ECCC Rec No.: ECCC-TRC-01 to ECCC-TRC-10
Re: Technical Review Comments

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
On July 3, 2026, Agnico Eagle Mines (‘the Proponent’) provided responses that resolved or partially

resolved eight of ten ECCC technical comments.

During the technical session in Cambridge Bay July 15 to 16, the remaining partially resolved ECCC
comments pertaining to Water Quality were addressed through three commitments from the Proponent
(WLA -03, 04, and 06). WLA -03, 04 and 06 committed the Proponent to review and evaluate the newest
versions of FEQG and CCME guidelines and to update the appropriate plans with any required changes.
The remaining partially resolved comments were fully resolved through discussions and commitments
(WLA -05, 07, 08, 09) during the technical session.

During the technical session, ECCC TC #3, regarding AEMP benchmarks, was resolved by two
commitments from the Proponent (WLA -03 and 04) which aligned with ECCC’s recommendations. The
final outstanding technical comment, ECCC TC #5 regarding Updates to Water Licence and Water
Management Location and Monitoring, was resolved by ECCC review of the Draft Licence in Aug 2026.

ECCC therefore considers all its outstanding technical comments to be resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks ECCC for their comments and reiterates the commitments made as discussed at the

Technical Meeting, as follows:

CZOZS-:VLA ¢! Part 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
ommitmen Y TCID ) (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number |~ Ej - = =
Agnico Eagle will update Table 3-1 of the AEMP to include hydrological monitoring 60 davs f
. . . . . ays from
Aquatic Effects stations at Roberts Lake and Patch Lake. Agnico Eagle will evaluate the addition of an L v
WLA-03 ECCC ECCC-TRC-02 . L .. . 3 - Minister approval of
Monitoring Plan AEMP monitoring station in the southern portion of Patch Lake to monitor for indirect
. . . L WL Amendment
impacts due to proximity with Patch 7 activities
Acuatic Effects Agnico Eagle will review and evaluate any new FEQG and CCME guidelines for inclusion |60 days from
WLA-04 ECCC ECCC-TRC-03 q with the AEMP. Where the updated guidelines are not adopted, rationale will be Minister approval of

Monitoring Plan
g provided. WL Amendment

Monitoring Station Agnico Eagle will provide a sample station figure depicting monitoring stations in

WLA-05 ECCC ECCC-TRC-05 . . K i March 31, 2027
Locations relation to relevant infrastructure with the 2026 annual report.
Incineration and Agnico Eagle will update Section D1.2 of the Incineration and Composter Waste

WLA-06 ECCC ECCC-TRC-06 |Composter Waste Management Plan to reflect current practices at Boston (i.e., use of burn pan and March 31, 2027
Management Plan incineration).

Agnico Eagle will update Section 3.2 of the Plan to reflect the following text:
A level Two Emergency has the following characteristics:

* Can be handled by employees who respond with help from their managers or fellow
Emergency Response

WLA-07 ECCC ECCC-TRC-07 |and Crisis
Management Plan

60 days from
Minister approval of
WL Amendment

employees who have been called in before normal operations can resume; and

o [C will alert Manager on Duty to Activate the Emergency Management Team.
Generally, will require a site wide shutdown until the situation is under control.
Notification: General Manager same day as event & Corporate office shall be notified
in the normal reporting.
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CZOZG_INLA t| Part 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
ommitmen ¥ TCID ! (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number |~ 5 - S =
60 days from
. . Agnico Eagle will update the citation for the E Ri Guidebook to th
WLA-08 ECCC | ECCCTRC-08 |Spill Contingency Plan |- 6o —oB'¢ Wil upcate the citation for the Emergency Response GUIdebook tothe e s ter approval of
2024 version in the Spill Contingency Plan.
WL Amendment
Hydrocarbon Agnico Eagle will add within Section 7 of the Hydrocarbon Contaminated Material
Contaminated Management Plan, the following sentence: Some alternative remediation options could
WLA-09 ECCC ECCC-TRC-10 . . - . . . . March 31, 2027
Material Management|include biopiles, low-temperature thermal desportion, soil vapour extraction, and soil
Plan amendments.
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Interested Party: ECCC Rec No.: ECCC-FWS-11
Re: Draft Water Licence Framework

Request Made by Interested Party:
ECCC has reviewed this file in accordance with our mandate and has no comments at this time.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks ECCC for their review of the draft Water Licence and acknowledge there are no

comments.
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FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA (DFO)
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Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-TRC-01
Re: Response Framework / Action Levels for Water Quantity

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
Resolved with Commitment WLA-10:

Agnico Eagle will update the AEMP to include action levels (Low, Medium, and High) for water quantity
thresholds for waterbodies where water withdrawals are proposed for the Operational Update (Patch,
Windy, Doris).

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks DFO for their comments and reiterates the commitment made as discussed at the

Technical Meeting, as follows:

c:r?_lz:i:’:_:';t Party 2026 WLA Subject Commitment ‘ Commitment ‘
TCID (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number |~ -
Aquatic Effects Agnico Eagle.will update the AEMP to inrjlude action levels (.Low, Medium, and High) for Gq d.avs from
WLA-10 DFO DFO-TRC-01 Monitoring Plan water quantity thresholds for waterbodies where water withdrawals are proposed for |Minister approval of
the Operational Update (Patch, Windy, Doris). WL Amendment
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Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-TRC-02
Re: Additional Hydrology Modelling and Water Withdrawal Information Required for
Review

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
Part One: Agnico Eagle to provide additional hydrology modelling described above in their Fisheries Act
Authorization Application submission to DFO.

Part Two: Resolved with Commitment WLA-17:
Should a proximal source be used, Agnico Eagle will include within the annual report the location of the

proximal sources, lake volumes of these sources, confirmation of adherence to DFO guidelines for water
withdrawal (i.e., intake screens, under ice, and flow thresholds), and reporting of the monthly and annual
volumes.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Response to Part 1)

Agnico Eagle will provide hydrology modelling in the submission of the Fisheries Act Authorization
Application to DFO.

Response to Part 2)

Agnico Eagle thanks DFO for their comments and reiterates the commitment made as discussed at the
Technical Meeting, as follows:

2026 WLA
Commitment | Part 2026 WLA subject Commitment Commitment
v TCID ! (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline

Number [~ - - - -
Should a proximal source be used, Agnico Eagle will include within the annual report the

WLA17 DFO DFO-TRC-02 | Proximal Sources location of the proxm.]al s.ources, lake VD|l..ImeS of thn?se s.ources, confirmation ?f Annually,
adherence to DFO guidelines for water withdrawal (i.e., intake screens, under ice, and |March 31
flow thresholds), and reporting of the monthly and annual volumes.
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Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-TRC-03
Re: Freshwater Withdrawal Monitoring

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
Resolved with Commitment WLA-18:
Agnico Eagle will install continuous monitoring stations on Patch and Windy lakes in coordination with

water withdrawal activities and will be evaluated through updates to the AEMP.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks DFO for their comments and reiterates the commitment made as discussed at the

Technical Meeting, as follows:

C:izn?i:::-;t Party 2026 WLA ‘ Subject Commitment ‘ Commitment
TCID (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number [~ -
Freshwater Agnico Eagle will install continuous monitoring stations on Patch and Windy lakes in
WLA-18 DFO DFO-TRC-03 |Withdrawal coordination with water withdrawal activities and will be evaluated through updates to |March 31, 2027
Monitoring the AEMP.

50



\

2AM-DOH1335 Water Licence Amendment — Operational Update

AGNICO EAGLE Response to Final Written Submissions
September 24, 2026
Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-TRC-04
Re: Request for Blast Vibration Monitoring Plan

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
Resolved with Commitment WLA-11:

Agnico Eagle will provide a Blast Monitoring Report as an appendix to the full annual report. The report
will be in accordance with NIRB Project Certificate No.003 Condition 29, and NIRB Project Certificate
No.009 Condition 14, confirm compliance with the Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or Near
Canadian Waters (Wright and Hopky, 1998) as modified by DFO for use in the North, and adhere to
guidance provided in Monitoring Explosive Based Winter Seismic Exploration in Waterbodies (Cott and
Hanna, 2005), specifically adherence to the lower instantaneous pressure change threshold of 50 kPA.
The first Blast Monitoring Report will be provided with the 2026 Annual Report, and will continue
annually thereafter.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle thanks DFO for their comments and reiterates the commitment made as discussed at the

Technical Meeting, as follows:

2026 WLA
Commitment | Part 2026 WLA Subject Commitment Commitment
¥ CID ! (as of 17-Jul-26) Timeline
Number [~ - - = -

Agnico Eagle will provide a Blast Monitoring Report as an appendix to the full annual
report. The report will be in accordance with NIRB Project Certificate No.003 Condition
29, and NIRB Project Certificate No.009 Condition 14. Confirm compliance with the

. ) Guidelines for the Use of Explosives In or Near Canadian Waters (Wright and Hopky,
WLA-11 DFO DFO-TRC-04 Blast.V|b.rat|on 1998) as modified by DFO for use in the North, and adhere to guidance provided in March 31, 2027
Monitoring Report Monitoring Explosive Based Winter Seismic Exploration in Waterbodies (Cott and
Hanna, 2005), specifically adherence to the lower instantaneous pressure change
threshold of 50 kPA. The first Blast Monitoring Report will be provided with the 2026
Annual Report, and will continue annually thereafter.
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Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-TRC-05
Re: DFO Offsetting Requirement

Resolution / Request Made by Interested Party:
DFO-TRC-05 will be resolved through the DFO Fisheries Act Authorization process which is outside of the

scope of the NWB water license amendment process. As such, DFO considers this comment resolved.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle acknowledges the comment and confirms the appropriate details for an application of a

Fisheries Act Authorization will be provided to DFO following the Water Licence Amendment process.
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Interested Party: DFO Rec No.: DFO-FWS-06
Re: Draft Water Licence — Part E Withdrawal Volumes

Request Made by Interested Party:
DFO has provided one comment on Agnico Eagle’s proposed draft Water Licence. The comments are

provided below.

Agnico Eagle’s Response to Request:
Agnico Eagle has compiled comments from all parties on the Draft Water Licence Framework and provided

responses in Attachment A.
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ATTACHMENT A: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
ON THE DRAFT WATER LICENCE FRAMEWORK
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Table 1: Response to Comments on the Draft Water Licence Framework

To facilitate review, Agnico Eagle has included the revisions presented in the July 31, 2026 submission of the Draft Water Licence Amendment Framework. Green text represents proposed additions, while orange text with strikeout represents

proposed removals.

Item Party / FWS f’ar'f, Item Agnico Eagle Proposed Edit Provided on July 31, 2026 Parties Comment Agnico Eagle Response
No.# in Licence
Agnico Eagle disagrees with the recommendation, as lake names
Part A e Withdrawal and use of Water . allowed for withdrawal are specifically listed within Part E, Item 1
1 CIRNAC o ) o ) Should remain . . .
Scope for mining and associated activities and domestic purposes; of the Licence and general language presented regarding scope is
more consistent with recent licenses issued by the NWB.
Agnico Eagle disagrees with the recommendation, as approved
Part A . . . quarry locations are included within the Quarry Management Plan
2 CIRNAC e Quarrying of materials A From approved locations . . .
Scope and general language presented regarding scope is more consistent
with recent licenses issued by the NWB.
AEM has proposed inclusion of the following text under the description of project scope:
“Deposition of tailings (slurry and/or dry stack or other methods) into the Tailings Impoundment
Area”.
3 KitIA-FWS-01 Agnico Eagle agrees with the KitlA comments and continues to
Understanding CIRNAC has expressed a desire for additional detail regarding the transition to recommend this addition to the scope details.
deposition of dry stack tailings under the licence, and barring that detail excluding the option from
the licence, KIA wishes to expressly support the inclusion of this tailings deposition method into
the language of the water licence to codify this option for the project.
Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment, and is supportive of the
KitlA comment to maintain inclusion of deposition of tailings into
the Tailings Impoundment Area in this licence.
As per commitment WLA-13, Agnico Eagle is not proposing to rely
on the inclusion of dry stack within the scope of the licence alone
Part A e Deposition of tailings (slurry and/or dry stack or other methods) into the before it proceeds with dry stack. The CIRNAC reviewer does not
Scope Tailings Impoundment Area; appear to understand the role of the “scope” section of the licence.
As we have stated repeatedly, approval of dry stack tailings or
CIRNAC is of the position that the proposed wording of 'slurry and/or dry stacks or other methods' | alternative methodologies will only be complete after Agnico Eagle
is overly broad and is placed in the section of the licence outlining authorized activity. This is also provides the required details in the form of an updated plan
3b CIRNAC presented as authorizing tailings deposition methods that have not been assessed through this and updated drawings for Board review and approval prior to a
licensing proceeding. CIRNAC does not consider sufficient information has been provided to change in deposition method. This approach builds on the
support approval of dry-stack tailings or any other alternative tailings disposal method at this time. | information on dry stack that has already been shared through this
Amendment process. Dry stack has been considered at a
conceptual basis as an included component in the Amendment
Application. It is not appropriate for CIRNAC to suggest this change
to the scope of the licence, which appears to be effectively aimed
at amending Agnico Eagle’s Application. Just because additional
steps will be required before Agnico Eagle proceeds with a change
to tailings deposition methodology, does not mean that it was not
considered during this Amendment process.
During post-closure, Effluent from the TIA will be discharged to inland fresh Water (Doris Creek). Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment. As per Licence
4 CIRNAC :ca;tp,:, No comment was made from Agnico Eagle on this item. Condition Part F, Item 18 (as in DWLF), discharge criteria will be
CIRNAC suggests to add “subject to meeting associated discharge criteria”. determined in advance of the final closure and reclamation plan.
. “ - . CIRNAC notes that removing details of the scope of the Licence has the potential to complicate Agnico Eagle disagrees with the recommendation. The introduction
Part A, Agnico Eagle proposed to remove “Scope of Existing Type A Water Licence . . . . . . . .
5 CIRNAC ” . tracking what was actually assessed and authorized given the history of the Project. CIRNAC paragraph (Item 1a) outlines the history of Amendments; in
Scope No.2AM-DOH1323 Amendment No. 1, Amendment No. 2” from the Licence. L - . . . . e L . . . . . .
recommends retaining sufficient details to identify currently authorized facilities and activities. addition, this approach is consistent with other licenses.
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Item Party / FWS f’art., Item Agnico Eagle Proposed Edit Provided on July 31, 2026 Parties Comment Agnico Eagle Response
No.# in Licence
Manager of Field Operations Agnico Eagle agrees with CIRNAC’s proposed approach for this
Nunavut District, condition revision. This is a broader devolution issue that the NWB
Nunavut Region . . o . . ) will need to consider for all Water Licenses, but we are confident a
6 CIRNAC Part B, Item P.O. Box 100 Following April 12,2027 th|s will cha.nge a.nd there should be a provision for updating of the license simple administrative fix will be identified.
5 to reflect the new governing authority, without the need for an amendment process. o
Igaluit, NU X0A OHO For clarity in this licence a sentence could be added to the effect
Telephone:(867) 975-4295 “or any such entity that assumes the role and responsibility of
Fax: (867) 979-6445 CIRNAC currently outlined in the NWNSRTA.”
While KIA appreciates AEM’s expressed rationale that “they should be able to proceed with
implementation of amended plans in order to ensure site is operated using most up to date Agnico Eagle agrees with the KitlA comment and maintains the 90-
protocols for operational efficiency and environmental protection”, KIA maintains that a degree of day review period. The current wording of the term and condition
minimum oversight should still be codified in the licence. does not provide an expected timeline for review. Agnico Eagle
7 KitIA-FWS-02 proposed a 90-day public comment period which is a reasonable
° "t KIA recommends that the Board maintain their capacity to approve plans prior to implementation. | length of time, and provides certainty on regulatory timelines.
To provide certainty to the proponent, we suggest that language surrounding a 90-day timeline be | The current approach has the undesirable effect of requiring the
retained, putting the onus for compliance with that timeline on the Board. KIA views three months | Proponent to operate under out-of-date plans, which is not optimal
The Licensee shall, for all Plans submitted under this Licence, include a proposed | 55 a reasonable period for the Board to receive and approve/provide feedback on plan from an environmental standpoint.
timetable for implementation. Plans submitted cannot be undertaken without modifications.
subsequent written Board approval and direction, subject to the following - - - - - —
et | Sl Uit ey e o, s st mayte | G v s e postle et o huna s ot st
11 ! undertaken without further Board approval and direction after a ninety (90) day : " :
period has elapsed following submission to the Board by the Proponent. The approval without review.
Board may alter or modify a Plan if necessary to achieve the legislative objectives (CIRNAC Reviewer 2) CIRNAC believes that this constitutes a fundamental change to the
and will notify the Licensee in writing of acceptance, rejection, or alteration of management plan approval process. This change would undermine the Board's, the relevant Agnico Eagle disagrees with the CIRNAC comments. As noted in the
the Plan. Minister’s and the Land Owners authority over the co-management of water and waste in the draft licence provided by Agnico Eagle, the addition to Part B, [tem
7b CIRNAC project area. 15 (now 16) is consistent with recent standard licence terms and
This is of particular concern in the context of a changing regulatory and application review conditions (see for example Meliadine licence). CIRNAC'’s authority
landscape, with devolution taking place on April 1, which will affect the processes of both the is only undermined if CIRNAC does not follow the established 90-
Board and the interveners. Therefore, significant changes to management plans should not be day review timeline, which we expect is well within their abilities.
approved automatically without review, outside of existing licence conditions.
In addition, due to Part B, item 15, this change could signify that changes in plans that were
neither reviewed nor approved by the NWB could become part of the terms and conditions of this
licence.
e The Licensee shall, for all plans submitted under this Licence, implement the . . . .
plan as approved by the Board in writing. Any changes to the plans deemed CIRNAC is concerned that the proposed change is a fundamental change that could allow ?f;:;i;iile;';?cg;i? ;leiItlhercj\(/)ir:;]ae;(t:\/-is\,/i\gahHaiZtyoflatr;ble and
signifii:ant s'hall be reviewed by the Board to determine the process for. the signifi;ant amendn;e.!:ts to approved :1:.nagement P|3n§ to PFOCQEdeith;)l:r a fo‘rma‘l “CENCCie identify wh;er(agchangei have l:een made. This will prov\i/de clarity to
Part B, Item Board’s review and approval of the amendment to the plan(s). Reflecting the amepd.me.nt ormo |h|cat|on plrocess. |hs r.nay prjvent)lnftervzne.rs. rom TPy rdeV|eW|ng an the Board to determine the process for review and approval of a
8 CIRNAC 13 scale and scope of the proposed changes to an approved plan, the Bio-ard- may | Providinginput on changes relevant to their mandate before decisions are made. plan update. It is normal course that often, plans can be updated
process the changes gs solely an amendment to the plan, ‘as a Modification without also triggering an amendment or modification.
under Part G of the Licence, or as an Amendment to the Licence. While the Board has the final decision-making authority, it relies on the various expertise and This is standard language that has been included in many Tvpe A
mandates of interveners when making such decisions. r 15 15 stan guag o v vP
icenses approved by CIRNAC’s minister.
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AEM has suggested the following language be included in the licence pertaining to adaptive
management: “The Licensee is encouraged to adopt an Adaptive Management approach to the
management of uncertainty regarding potential for effects associated with the Undertaking,
including identifying mitigation, monitoring or management actions.”
9a KitlA-FWS-03 The Licensee is encouraged to adopt an Adaptive Management approach to the
Part B, ltem | management of uncertainty regarding potential for effects associated with the KIA suggests that the phrase “encouraged” does not provide regulatory certainty that an adaptive . . . . .
19 Undertaking, including identifying mitigation, monitoring or management management approach will be undertaken. Agnico Eagle agrees with the KitlA’s revised wording.
actions.
KIA recommends the draft language be amended to “The Licenses will adopt an Adaptive
Management approach...”
CIRNAC supports this process with the development of triggers and approved escalations
9b CIRNAC . . .
measures to be included in such plans. Subject to approval of the board.
The Licensee shall submit, within the updated Interim Closure and Reclamation Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comments. It has become clear in
Plan as per Part J, Items 2 and 6, an updated reclamation cost estimate of the discussions relating to the recent proposed update to RECLAIM
Part C. Item total mine closure restoration liability based on the requirements of the Act and that the NWB confirms it does not currently follow an approach
10 CIRNAC 7 ! Regulations CIRNAC opposes removing references to RECLAIM and the Mine Site Reclamation Policy in that automatically requires RECLAIM and that the NWB is open to
Nunavut as established guidance for preparing reclamation cost estimates. other models that achieve the requirements of the Act and
Regulations. The Act and Regulations do not require proponents to
Reclaim is the established benchmark for full-cost, third-party security estimates in Nunavut. “justify” departures from R_ECLAIM_' and so nor should the Licence.
Removing these references would reduce clarity regarding expectations for closure liability As an example, the Mary River Project does not follow RECLAIM
estimates while providing no clear benefit, particularly as the current licence already allows and that has been accepted for many years.
The Licensee shall submit, within the Final Closure and Reclamation Plan as per alternative approaches where justified if the proponent does not wishes to use the RECLAIM tool. | Agnico Eagle has taken comments into account and suggests the
Part J, Items 3 and 6, an updated reclamation cost estimate of the total mine Further, the current Policy is set to be devolved and adopted / mirrored by the GN as stated by following:
Part C. Item closure restoration liability, based on the requirements of the Act and the GN. Variations to this process at the last minute would throw a measure of uncertainty as to The Licensee shall submit, within the updated Interim Closure
11 CIRNAC 3 ! Regulations. the process to be followed. If in future the GN or the Proponent would like to consider changes on and Reclamation Plan as per Part J, Items 2 and 6, an updated
such policy that can happen post devolution or at the next amendment application and will solely reclamation cost estimate of the total mine closure restoration
then be the decision of the Government of Nunavut. liability based on the requirements of the Act and Regulations
and a reasonable reclamation estimate model (for example
RECLAIM 7.0) or another method applied or developed by a
qualified professional
Upon the Board receiving notice under Part C, Item 49, or upon receiving an . . . .
. . . Agnico Eagle disagrees with these comments, as outlined below.
updated reclamation cost estimate as required under Part C, Items 712-and 5.2, CIRNAC is concerned that the proposed changes allowing revisions to closure security outside of a ; ; ; ;
the Board may, on its own initiative, or upon application by the Licensee, the formal licence conditions amendment process would make the process unclear. There is no © A p.rowde.d " o_ur rat_lonale.for rempval inthe -JUIY 31, 2026
Minister and/or the Kitikmeot Inuit Association, conduct a periodic review of the indication in the revised licence condition as to whether the proponent would r;eed to seek ver5|on,.th|s e ConSISFent Wllth the Meliadine Type A
12 CIRNAC Part C, Item | outstanding reclamation liability associated with the Undertaking and may, as approval from the Board prior to instituting the amendment or if notification with justifyin Water Llcen'ce anc.i tljerefore.|§ not premature .to changet such
9 the Board considers appropriate, amend the amount of security held under Part PP . Pr g o - Justitying an expectation prior”. In addition, through multiple meetings
C. Item 1. Any submission requesting an amendment to the security provisions of eV|c.ienc.e would .sufflce. This would reduce trans;.)arerjcy.:?\r?d limit opportunities for interveners 'Eo with CIRNAC through this Amendment process, CIRNAC agreed
the Licence shall include supporting evidence to justify the amendment review |nformat|9n necessary to assess reclamation liabilities and the adequacy of closure security to the Schedule C approach.
and fully engage in the process. e The edits proposed by Agnico Eagle do not remove the
opportunity for any party to conduct a review of security.
. . . ] . Further, security is a matter of significant public concern as was expressed many times over the e An amendment to security does not automatically mean an
The Licensee, the Minister, or the Kitikmeot Inuit Association may apply to . . . . - - -
. . . last 27 years and it would be premature to change such an expectation prior to the Devolution amendment to other licence terms and having the security
amend the amount of security required to be held under the Licence. Any . . . L . . . lue in Schedule C allows for those discussions without an
13 CIRNAC Part C, Item submission requesting a review of the security provisions of the Licence shall Agreem.ent taking effect. This treatment of issues of significant public concern is also echoed in the va .
10 . . . T Regulations under the ACT. unnecessary full licence amendment.
include supporting evidence to justify the amendment e Thisis why there is a tranche approach in Schedule C.

57




\

AGNICO EAGLE

2AM-DOH1335 Water Licence Amendment — Operational Update

Response to Final Written Submissions
September 24, 2026

Item Party / FWS f’art., Item Agnico Eagle Proposed Edit Provided on July 31, 2026 Parties Comment Agnico Eagle Response
No.# in Licence
Agnico Eagle agrees with further development of a Progressive
Reclamation Framework. Agnico Eagle has also suggested tranche
language to be added to Schedule C of the Licence to support
timely reduction of security for progressive reclamation.
As per existing Licence conditions, changes can be made to
(CIRNAC Reviewer 1) CIRNAC recommends that this clarification clearly contain which processes Schedules without an Amendment process, thus including
will be used to determine the completion of progressive reclamation activities, such as evidence, development of the Framework can be updated periodically and
The security referred to in Part C, Item 1, shall be maintained until such time as inspection, as-built records, performance monitoring, landowner interests and Minister input. discussions are outside of the Hope Bay Water Licence Amendment
the M/n/ste.r is satisfied tf‘mt the Licensee has compl/efi W'th alf pr‘owsmns of the CIRNAC supports progressive reclamation, however clear benchmarks need to be established to process.
approved. F.lnal Reclamation and‘Closure Plan and as it /.sfu/ly orin part refunded ensure that the reduction of reclamation liability is reflective of fully achieved progressive The language that Agnico Eagle has proposed in Part C, Item 11 s
by the Minister pursuant to Section 76(5) of the Act. This clause shall survive the reclamation objectives. simply a statement of applicable law and existing practice, in order
Part C expiry of the Licence or renewals thereof and until full and final reclamation has to avoid leaving the project oversecured under the NWNSRTA and
14 CIRNAC ltems ’11 been completed to the satisfaction of the Minister. For greater clarity, the Board ) ) o ) ) ] its Regulations. Further details can be added via policy, as CIRNAC
will reduce security referred to in Part C, Item 1 upon completion of progressive (CIRNAC Reviewer 2) A Framework on Progressive reclamation is currently under discussion with suggests, but this fundamental statement as suggested for Part C
reclamation activities, in amounts that reflect the proportionate reduction of the Chamber of mines to develop a policy for the territory and eventual approval by the Board. It Item 11 should not be controversial. Agnico Eagle is of the view its
reclamation liability under the Act and Regulations, and full completion of the is not likely to be completed prior to the license being drafted. It is recommended that further suggested language should be included in the Water Licence, as it
approved Final Reclamation and Closure Plan shall not be required in order to discussions take place on how, in its absence, progressive reclamation and performance may be aligns with NWNRTA and supports the public policy objective of
return security amounts for progressive reclamation. validated prior to that framework being approved. CIRNAC recommends that the board, the encouraging progressive reclamation (rather than leaving all
proponent and regulators work to develop a condition where the Framework, once approved can reclamation to the end of the mine life), which should be
be adopted to the license as a schedule versus develop something permanent now. something that all participants in this process can support.
In summary, if CIRNAC is taking the view that security can be
required that exceeds the requirements of the Act and Regulations,
or that no progressive reclamation should be reimbursed until after
final closure at the end of the mine life that would be a real
disconnect.
Agnico Eagle disagrees with these comments, as outlined below.
e |n modern water licenses, it is common for the NWB to add
The Licensee shall submit to the Board for review, at least sixty (60) days priorto | ¢ CIRNAC is concerned that the addition of variations of "unless otherwise approved by the sg{;:ts:i:metr::éﬁ ?:\z:,:,/:i 2{,?&:::;:,@222 io:;g:glsmally
Construction (unless otherwise approved by the Board), final design and for- Board" to multiple licence conditions could allow deviations from approved licence appropriate for items that fall below the threshold of things
Construction drawings accompanied with a detailed report requirements without a formal licence amendment process. This may prevent interveners from that should trigger a full expensive, lengthy and complex
in accordance with and for the following items and fully reviewing and providing input on changes relevant to their mandate before decisions are amendment process '
including information stated within the Schedule D, Item 1. made. While the Board has the final decision-making authority, it also relies on the various e Schedule D. Part 1 OL.JtIines the requirements to support the
expertise and mandates of interveners when making such decisions. This comment could be requiremer;ts of the design report, which includes “Be signed
Part D, a .Engineered Water works, i.e., Water Intake and causeway water control repeated in many licence items in this Water Licence Draft, this is simply an example of one and sealed by the appropriate qualified Engineer”. Agnico Eagle
15 CIRNAC ltem 1 structures (dikes, berms, jetties, channels) and Water crossings (culverts, such case. is not suggesting otherwise. The point here is to remove
bridges) ; e CIRNAC does not support removing the requirement for the final design, construction drawings duplication and unnecessary length to the licence.
b. Engineered Waste disposal facilities i.e., all Treatment Plants, Discharge and detailed report to be prepared by an engineer. This is a standard licence requirements and | e Agnico Eagle disagrees with keeping all-weather roads. Water
Diffusers, Waste Rock Storage Facilities, overburden stockpiles, Tailings no justification has been provided for departing from established practice. Licence mandate is to regulate water and waste. Roads are not
Impoundment Area, Landfill, Landfarm; and e CIRNAC supports retaining all-weather roads within these requirements (Report pre and post water or waste facilities. Where applicable, designs are
c. Bulk Fuel Storage and Containment Facilitie construction) given their potential influence on drainage, erosion, groundwater movement, provided for culverts and crossings which relate to NWBs
and other water management considerations outside of culvert and bridges. mandate over water and waste. Again, this removal is also
consistent with other Type A licenses. The focus is on the
structures under Board jurisdiction, not structures like roads
that are not.

58




\

AGNICO EAGLE

2AM-DOH1335 Water Licence Amendment — Operational Update

Response to Final Written Submissions
September 24, 2026

Item Party / FWS f’art., Item Agnico Eagle Proposed Edit Provided on July 31, 2026 Parties Comment Agnico Eagle Response
No.# in Licence
The Licensee shall submit to the Board for review, within ninety (90) days of
completion of each facility referred to in Part D, Item 1, a Construction Summary
Report prepared by a qualified Engineer that includes as-built plans and Due to the changes to Part D, item 1, all-weather roads would no longer be required that a
drawings, documentation of field decisions that deviate from original plans and Construction Summary Report be prepared.
16 CIRNAC PartD, any data used to support these decisions in accordance with Schedule D, Item 2 Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment and refers to the above
ltem 11 CIRNAC supports retaining all-weather roads within these requirements given their potential rationale on all-weather roads.
influence on drainage, erosion, groundwater movement, and other water management
considerations outside of culvert and bridges.
The Licensee shall construct and operate the Bulk Fuel Storage and Containment
Facility in accordance with all applicable legislation and industry standards, Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment that it “introduces more
including: CIRNAC notes that no technical justification is proposed to change the reference to a specific uncertainty to the licence”, as this condition is reflective of other
Part D, a. Environmental Code of Practice for Aboveground and Underground Storage standard (CCME), to a mention of «relevant standards of the [...] CSA». This change would NWB licenses (e.g., 2AM-MEL1631 and 2AM-BRP1831).
17 CIRNAC .. . . . . . . e . . " . .
Item 19b Tank Systems Containing Petroleum and Allied Petroleum Products, 2003 introduce more uncertainty into the licence, without a technical justification as to why this change | Further, the condition is specific to the construction and operation
(Updated in 2013) or most recent; is appropriate. of fuel storage and containment where CSA is the appropriate
b. Relevant standards of the Canadian Standards Association (CSA); ; and standard, not CCME.
¢. National Fire Code, 20159 or most recent.
We are concerned AEM’s proposal reduces clarity as to the specific withdrawal limits from each
source, instead posing a project wide water withdrawal limit. The lake specific limits are required
to help ensure withdrawals from each water body do not exceed the proposed volume, resulting in
18a KitIA-FWS-04 excessive drawdown that may impact the aquatic environment.
KIA recommends the licence maintain lake specific water withdrawal limits within the body of the | Agnico Eagle acknowledges the comments from parties and agrees
The Licensee shall obtain fresh Water from Doris Lake, Windy Lake, and Patch licence. These lake specific limits may be provided in tabular form for ease of interpretation. with !’gcommendations. Agnico Eagle suggests the following
Lake for domestic camp use, mining, milling, and associated industrial uses. The draft license provided by the Proponent removes set volumes for each lake and includes only COhdItIO!’\. ) ) )
the total volume permitted for all three lakes combined (i.e., 2,916,855 m3/year). This number The Licensee shall obtain fresh Waterfrom DO”_S Fake, V.V/.ndy
does not reflect volumes that adhere to DFO guidance nor protection of fish and fish habitat. Lake, gnd Pgtch La.ke for domestic camp use, mining, milling, and
associated industrial uses. The total volume of Water use from
all sources and for all purposes shall not exceed two million nine
DFO recommends that the License retain the specific volumes to be withdrawn from each lake hundred sixteen thousand eight hundred fifty-five (2,916,855)
18b DFO-FWS-01 | PartE, Item (i.e., 2,637,125 m3/year from Doris, 59,860 m3/year from Patch, 159,870 m3/year from Windy cubic metres per year. The following limits will be respected,
! Drill Water may also be obtained from locations proximal to the Lake, and 60,000 m*/year from proximal sources) within Part E. 1. unless approved by the Board
drilling targets. Water for winter ice road construction may be obtained from e 2,637,125 m3/year from Doris Lake
proximal sources Inclusion of these values ensures that the License clearly reflects that which has been proposed for e 59,860 m3/year from Patch Lake
The total volume of Water use from all sources and for all purposes shall withdrawal volumes of each lake to ensure DFO guidelines are followed, and fish and fish habitat e 159,870 m3/yearfrom Windy Lake
not exceed two million nine hundred sixteen thousand eight hundred fifty-five are protected. Drill Water may also be obtained from locations proximal to the
(2,916,855) cubic CIRNAC recommends retaining source-specific and purpose-specific caps, intake stations, and drilling targets. Water for winter ice road construction may be
metres per year. seasonal limits in the Licence for clarity purposes, as source-specific limits are present in the obtained from proximal sources.
application and no technical justification was proposed for the removal of these from the Water e 60,000 m3/year from proximal sources
Licence.
18c CIRNAC
CIRNAC notes that the purpose of removing the freshwater use limit from proximal sources is
unclear, as the proponent has expressed the intention to retain this authorization as part of their
licence.
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Unless otherwise approved by the Board, Fthe Licensee shall provide at least ten
(10) days’ notice to the Inspector prior to any planned discharges from any For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
19 CIRNAC Part F, Item | Waste Disposal Facilities. The notice shall include the estimated volume proposed | CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
2 for discharge and location. The Inspector and the Licensee may agree in writing provided. administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
to alternate notification requirements for ongoing, frequent, or regularly their discretion.
scheduled discharges.
The Licensee shall operate the Sewage Treatment Plant in accordance with the
following:
a. Al-Unless otherwise approved by the Board, all Sewage from the Doris and
Madrid Properties shall be directed to and treated in a Sewage Treatment
Plant;
b. Unless otherwise approved by the Board, allAl-Effluent from the Sewage
Treatment Plant may be discharged to the Doris Tailings Impoundment Area For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
20 CIRNAC Part F, Item | or to the tundra. The discharge of Doris Sewage Treatment Plant Effluent CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
4 onto tundra at Monitoring Program Station ST-8 shall not exceed the following provided. administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
effluent quality limits: their discretion. .
c. All Effluent discharged from the Sewage Treatment Plant onto tundra shall be
discharged to a location approved by an linspector;
d. Unless otherwise approved by the Board, the Licensee shall provide at
least ten (10) days written notice to the Inspector prior to any planned discharge
from the Sewage Treatment Plant to the tundra. The notice shall include the
volume proposed for discharge and the discharge location.
Agnico Eagle disagrees with this recommendation. The Non-
hazardous Waste Management Plan did not include details on
landfill management, prior to the version submitted in 2025. The
term has been fulfilled as it was intended when the licence was
) ) ) . . . initially drafted.
1 CIRNAC Part F, Item This s_hould be kept |n.the license |.n ex.pectatlon tha?t the_ prop(_)nent will construct more than one Should Agnico Eagle construct an additional landfill during
8 landfill over the duration of the mine life of the project, including at closure. .
operations, the Non-hazardous Waste Management Plan would be
updated accordingly and reviewed per Part B Licence conditions.
Landfill management at closure will be addressed through the
Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan, and ultimately the Final
Closure and Reclamation Plan.
Agnico Eagle disagrees with the recommendation. The discharge
water noted in Part F, Item 16 is for discharge to land and not
Part E. Item CIRNAC recommends that the effluent quality criteria be updated to reflect current MDMER water, the MDMER do not apply. MDMER falls under the Fisheries
22 CIRNAC 16 ! No comment was made from Agnico Eagle on this item. requirements. Maintaining outdated limits, such as for Arsenic and Lead, may create Act; therefore, if you are not discharging to a waterbody you are

not affecting fish. In addition, ECCC has not identified sumps as a
final discharge point; therefore, applicable criteria is as described
under the Licence.
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Unless otherwise approved by the Board in writing, tFhe Licensee shall operate For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
23 CIRNAC Part F, Item | and maintain the Tailings Impoundment Area to engineering standards as CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
17 described in the Operations, Maintenance, and Surveillance Manual: Doris provided. administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
Tailings Impoundment Area. their discretion.
As alternative tailings strategies were included in the Amendment
CIRNAC is concerned that replacing specific licence conditions with plan-level requirements could Application and considered through this process at a concep.tual
L . . level, amendments to the Water Licence should not be required to
allow significant changes to tailings management to occur through revisions to management plans d with f ‘es includine d K
. ) rather than through a licence amendment process. proceed with future strategies including dry stack.
24 CIRNAC Part F, Old Agnico Eagle suggested removal of all terms as the detail may be better placed As Agnico Eagle has confirmed repeatedly dry stack will not
Item 20-31 | within the approve Plan Thisi icul . h d modificati B. i 13 of the hich proceed without additional Board approvals in any event — Board
is |ts) a parélcu ar ckonc:rn, given the propose rr|10 i |c.a;|on tlo part B, |ter; ! o btI e |cen'ce w IZ approval will be required over the updated designs as well as any
may be use tﬁ ma ic anges to management plans without Interveners being able to review an updated plans. Both would be subject to a robust process of review
comment on those changes. and comment before any approval directed by the NWB, which
CIRNAC and/or GN would no doubt participate in.
. - CIRNAC notes that the proposed change removes both specific commitments regarding post-
Discharge from the Tailings Impoundment Area . . . . . . . . - .
. . . . closure effluent quality and the requirement to conduct consultation with the Board and Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment. As indicated in Item 4 of
Part F, Item during post-closure, will be determined in . . I . o . . . ; . L . .
25 CIRNAC ) . interested parties for the determination of discharge criteria. CIRNAC is concerned this could limit this table, discharge criteria will be determined in advance of the
18 advance of the final closure and reclamation plan . i . . L . .
regulatory oversight and opportunities for interested parties to assess potential impacts of post- final closure and reclamation plan.
closure discharge on water quality and the aquatic environment.
CIRNAC hat th d di h . q h Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment. The licence term clearly
The Licensee shall demonstrate that Effluent discharged, from notes that the proposed wording appears to remove the requirement to demonstrate that |, o reference to Part I, Item 14 which states:
26 CIRNAC Part F, Item the TIA pumphouse and/or saline pumphouse is non effluent discharged from the TIA end-of-pipe location is non-acutely toxic. There is no technical The Li hall conduct A Lethality Testing i
19 . p i pump justification as to why this change is proposed, nor is there justification to remove these sampling € ticensee S, all conauct c'ute etha /ty esting in )
acutely toxic in accordance with PART |, Item 14 sites accordance with and as required by the “Metal and Diamond
' Mining Effluent Regulations”.
] ) ] This requested change was simply a removal to be consistent with
The 'T'_Cen?ee may, YV'thOUt written Cor‘_s_e“t_from the Boérd: carry out CIRNAC notes that it was established during the Technical Meeting and Pre-Hearing Conference, a recent change made in the Meliadine Licence Amendment, and
MF)dlflcatlons provided tha.t such Mod|f|cat|ons are consistent with the terms of | that Part G is not appropriate to be used to assume approval of the transition from slurry tailing to Agnico Eagle proposed the change to be consistent with that
this Licence and the following requirements are met: another tailing management strategy. licence.
The Licensee has notified the Board in writing of such proposed Modifications at | However, given the written submission from the proponent, following the TM and PHC, which To respond to the additional comments which do not seem
least sixty (60) days prior to beginning the Modifications; indicated that Part G, item 1 could be used to simply notify the Board of the change instead of relevant to this change, Part G is designed specifically to address
Part & Such Modifications do not place the Licensee in contravention of the Licence or seeking approval, CIRNAC has proposed a new licence condition explicitly outlining that the situations like this. Agnico Eagle disagrees with CIRNAC’s
27 CIRNAC | art 1’ the Act; proponent must seek approval prior to making the switch in tailing management strategy and suggestion that “it was established” that Part G is not appropriate.
tem what information must be provided as part of that process. More information can be found in Approval is not “assumed”. Approval and implementation of a
Annex A. transition to dry stack would only occur after Board approval of the
The Board has not, within sixty (60) days following notification of the proposed plan and designs. It is very clear there is no “assumed approval” as
Modifications, informed the Licensee that review of the proposal will require CIRNAC objects to the removal of the Project Certificate consistency test, as no technical suggested by CIRNAC.
more than sixty (60) days; and justification for this change is presented. Modifications must be consistent with the applicable Agnico Eagle strongly disagrees with the new licence condition that
The Board has not rejected the proposed Modifications. NIRB Project Certificate. is described in the CIRNAC comments, as our commitment is
aligned with the Licence conditions.
Applications for modifications shall contain:
a. A description of the facilities and/or works to be constructed;
b. The proposed location of the structure(s); Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment regarding the edit to
c. Identification of any potential impacts to the rReceiving eEnvironment; > | f—th f i .
Part G d. A descripti ; ve o P ired. includi & ling | . CIRNAC notes that adding «where applicable» to this licence conditions without technical 3;;;;2? ?neetr(se) ?seaelcrl*e;); d;a\;vclz}ig:ariiplfz::ts’;tlcterr)rzelpa'lr:jsbtﬁias
28 CIRNAC ’ - A description of any monitoring re_qwre ,Inc U ing sampling locations, justification or benchmark to make this determination. This change would add uncertainty to the g . & . v sp . - '
Item 3 parameters measured, and frequencies of sampling; Water Licence edit would not add uncertainty to the licence. It is well understood
e. A proposed schedule for cConstruction; ’ not every désign heeds an engir]eer stamp —that is a matter that is
f. Drawings of Engineered Structures stamped by an Engineer where left to the discretion of the Engineer.
applicable; and
g. Proposed sediment and erosion control measures.
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CIRNAC notes that according to the modified licence conditions, the proponent would be required | Agnico Eagle disagrees with this comment and believes the
to inspect 'bulk fuel storage and containment facilities'. These are facilities designed for bulk proposed addition is acceptable. Per definitions in Schedule A:
storage, as described in the Spill Contingency Plan. “Bulk Fuel Storage and Containment Facility” means the
The Licensee shall perform weekly inspections of facilities designed for the bulk storage of fuel as described in the
Bulk Fuel Storage and However, there is no formal definition of 'bulk fuel storage or containment facilities' in the Spill Spill Contingency Plan;
Part H, . . . . . . . . .
29 CIRNAC ltem 5 Containment Facilities, for leaks and settlement and shall keep a written log of Contingency Plan. In the absence of a formal list of facilities or a definition, it may be unclear which | The Spill Contingency Plan (section 4.1.1) states:
inspections to be made available to an Inspector upon request. More frequent facilities need to be inspected weekly. All bulk fuel facilities are located in secondary containment
inspections may be requested by an Inspector. (i.e., tank farms which have containment designed to contain
The authority for an activity should rest within the act and be actioned or required by the volumes equivalent or greater than 110% of the aggregate or
regulations and set out in the license. The shifting of the onus to conduct activities to an total volume of the largest container in the containment —
operational plan prepared by the proponent is not consistent with current or regulatory practice. whichever is greater).
. . . . CIRNAC notes that th i t that the A tic Effects Monitoring Plan b d by th . . .
Part |, ltem | The Licensee shall implement the Aquatic Effects Monitoring notes that the requiremen .a . .e gua Ic Ertects or‘1| orng ?” € approve y. € Agnico Eagle agrees with CIRNAC’s recommendation to leave “as
30 CIRNAC Board has been remove, however no justification has been provided for this change. CIRNAC is "
1 Plan (AEMP) . approved by the Board”.
unclear why this change would be necessary
Unless otherwise approved by the Board, the Licensee shall measure and record
the following on a Monthly basis in cubic metres or as otherwise stated:
a. The volume and use of fresh Water obtained from Doris Lake, Windy Lake, and
Patch Lake ; ) ) )
For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
] ) - CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
c. The volume of-+Reclaim w\Water obtained from Tailings Impoundment Area . heir di :
provided. their discretion.
for process water;
Part |, Item
31 CIRNAC e. Tonnes of Waste Rock stored on the Temporary Waste Rock Pad and at other . . L . . . , . )

5 . L ) - . Consistent with WLA-17, CIRNAC recommends that monthly water use reporting include proximal | Agnico Eagle agrees with CIRNAC’s recommendation to include
locations approved by the Board in writing, during Construction, Operations and . . . - . .

Closure: water sources to ensure a complete accounting of freshwater withdrawals associated with the proximal sources in 5a as part of the monthly measurements and
g ! ‘ ‘ dund d by b g project. recording. The condition for Part I, Item 5a would read:

. Tonnes of Waste-+Rock returned underground on a mont asis durin

. . . u grou y basis during e The volume and use of fresh Water obtained from Doris
Construction, Operation and Closure; and . )
Lake, Windy Lake, Patch Lake, and proximal sources;
e. The volume of sewage sludge removed from the Wastewater Treatment Plant
and the locations or method of sewage sludge disposal during Construction,
Operation and Closure;
f. Report the data in accordance to Schedule B.
Unless otherwise approved by the Board, Fthe Licensee shall measure and
record in tonnes (unless otherwise stated)_including the location of disposal For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
32 CIRNAC Part|, Item | (temporary and permanent) for the following: CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
6 The daily dry tonnes of tailings placed in the Tailings Impoundment Area; provided. administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
The daily dry tonnes of detoxified tailings placed underground; and their discretion.
The monthly quantity of ore processed.
Agnico Eagle agrees with CIRNAC’s recommendation and proposes
The Licensee shall undertake an annual geotechnical inspection of all surface the following Licence condition:
infrastructure and earthworks described in Part D Item 1, annually CIRNAC notes that given the modification of Part D, Item 1, the proposed change would exclude The Licensee shall undertake an annual geotechnical
33 CIRNAC Part|, Item during snow-free conditions by an Engineer. The all-weather roads from annual geotechnical inspections. CIRNAC is concerned this could reduce inspection of all surface infrastructure and earthworks,

9 inspection shall be conducted in accordance with applicable best practices oversight of infrastructure capable of affecting drainage patterns, erosion, and water annually during snow-free conditions by an Engineer. The
including the Canadian Dam Safety Guidelines for water and waste management. inspection shall be conducted in accordance with applicable
containment facilities best practices including the Canadian Dam Safety Guidelines

for water and waste containment facilities
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No.# in Licence
The Licensee shall submit to the Board, as part of the Annual Report required Agnico Eagle disagrees with these comments.
under Part B, Item 2, an Englneer’s.lr?spectl.on Report. The Report shall |n.clude a e With respect to reporting timelines: The current Licence
cover Iette.r frotn the Licensee o.utlmlng an implementation plan addressing each conditions say [emphasis added] “..shall submit to the Board
of the Engineer’s recommendations. for review, ninety (90) days of competition the geotechnical
The proposed changes would remove the reporting timelines of 90 days, the requirement for the inspection, a report in accordance with Part I Item 9 and/or
inspection to be performed by a geotechnical engineer and reduce the scope of information the Annual Report.”. Therefore, Agnico Eagle is already
Part |. Item required in geotechnical inspection reports. authorized to submit geotechnical inspection reports with the
34 CIRNAC 10 ! Annual Report, has been the current practice, and would be
CIRNAC is concerned this would limit information available to assess infrastructure performance respecting an already approved aspect in the Licence.
and identify potential risks requiring corrective action. The technical justification for this change is e Requirements for geotechnical inspections are still outlined as
unclear. a condition of the licence (Part I, Item 9). As outlined in item
33, Agnico Eagle has agreed to a revision to encompass all
surface infrastructure and earthworks.
e The revisions were made for consistency in other licenses
(e.g., 2AM-MEL1631).
For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
. . . . administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
Unless otherwise approved by the Board, Fthe Licensee shall visually monitor their discretion
and record volume levels, to be made available to an Inspector Agnico Eagle di ith th t ing fuel
upon request, during periods of discharge onto the tundra from: CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment gnico _a_g € disagrees wi e commer? of‘ removing fuel sumps
) ] ] provided and clarifies, we have not removed monitoring of the Roberts Bay
Landfill Sump (on a daily basis); ’ Fuel facility. As outlined in Schedule A Definitions of the Licence,
35 CIRNAC Part |, Iltem Landfarm Sump (on a daily basis); ) _ ) o ) Roberts Bay fuel farm would be included in “Bulk Fuel Storage and
11 Bulk Fuel Storage and Containment Facility Sumps (on a daily basis); The technical reasoning for reducing monitoring frequencies at the contact water ponds and Containment Facility”, which means the facilities designed for the
removing the Roberts Bay Fuel Storage and Containment Facility sumps from monitoring bulk storage of fuel as described in the Spill Contingency Plan.
requirements has not been demonstrated. CIRNAC is concerned these changes may reduce i i i i
Sewage Treatment Plant {on a weekly basis); quire . . . ‘ g y Further details are provided in response to item 29.
operational oversight and the early detection of site management issues. Agnico Eagle acknowledges the comment with respect to the
Reagent and Cyanide Storage Facility Sumps (on a daily basis); and g e g 8 p
monitoring frequency of Contact Water Ponds and proposed the
Contact Water Ponds ( every two weeks). . .. . . . .
following revision, which would be consistent with other Licenses,
f. Contact Water Ponds (daily basis as long as water is
present).
The Licensee shall, within thirty (30) days following the month being reported, Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment and has not suggested
submit to the Board a monthly monitoring report in an electronic form. The removal of monthly reporting, in fact the Licence condition still
Report shall include the following: states [emphasis added]:
All data and information required by this Part and generated by the Monitoring . . “The Licensee shall, within thirty (30) days following the month
Program in the Tables of Schedule I; CIRNAC does not support removing monthly repgrtlng on. \{vater ba?Ia.nce perfgrm.an.ce, water being reported, submit to the Board a monthly monitoring
Part |, Iltem | An assessment of data to identify areas of non-compliance with regulated qual|'Fy model Perfc?rmancef ?nd extreme operating cond.|t|.ons. This |.nforr.najc|on 's important for report in an electronic form. The Report shall include the
36 CIRNAC . . tracking changing site conditions, evaluating model predictions, and identifying potential issues P
12 discharge parameters referred to in Part F; , g S . : following
before they result in adverse environmental effects. The technical justification for this change is
unclear As part of the Annual Report process, the water balance and water
quality model is revisited and submitted. The monthly monitoring
is used to inform the model.
Monthly monitoring and reporting to the NWB will continue as
outlined in the Licence.
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CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment
provided. . o » .
Agnico Eagle agrees to maintain the original condition. The
Part | Item Unless otherwise approved by the Board or an Inspector, Fthe Licensee shall N . . o ‘ . . condition would read as follows:
37 CRINAC s , keep a digital photographic record of all the Project’s relevant watercourse The addition of thg term "relevant" watercourse cros§|ng introduces uncertainty regardmg which The Licensee shall keep a digital photographic record of all the
crossings before, during, and after Construction has been completed. watercourse crossings must be documented and monitored. CIRNAC does not support this change, Project’s watercourse crossings before, during, and after
as no clearly defined criteria to determine relevance are presented and no indication is made of .
. . - o - . - ; Construction has been completed.
which entity will make that determination. This leaves uncertainty regarding which watercourse
crossing the proponent will have a requirement to report on.
The Llcensee.z shall submit to the Board for approval in writing, every flye (5) In response to these comments, Agnico Eagle suggests the
years following approval of thean Amended Licence, an updated Interim Closure . .
: following edit:
and Reclamation Plan, . . . . . . . . . .
CIRNAC opposes removing references to applicable reclamation planning guidance and policy The Licensee shall submit to the Board for approval in writing,
Part . ltem documents. Removing these references would reduce clarity regarding the standards and every five (5) years following approval of thean Amended
38 CIRNAC 5 ! expectations applicable to closure and reclamation planning. As the Guidelines and policies Licence, an updated Interim Closure and Reclamation Plan,
outlined for reclamation planning are not legislative obligations, removing them from the water taking into account applicable NWB policies or NWB-adopted
. . . licence would leave no guidelines Closure and Reclamation planning must follow. policies, including an updated reclamation cost estimate of the
including an updated reclamation cost | . ; on liabili dtoi
estimate of the total mine closure restoration liability referred to in total mine closure restoration liability referred to in
Schedule C
Schedule C
The Licensee shall submit to the Board for approval at least twelve (12) months Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comments. “Reflecting” or “taking
prior to the expected end of planned mining, a Final Closure and Reclamation into consideration”, would be used when and if SQRO are
Plan. The Final Closure and Reclamation Plan shall incorporate revisions, which appropriate for the site or the location. This would be defined in
reflect the pending closed status of the mine, and include: CIRNAC notes that the proposed wording changes from “reflecting” to “taking into consideration” | the Final Closure and Reclamation Plan.
Soil Quality Remediation Objectives (SQRO) taking into consideration the CCME and Government of Nunavut Environmental Guideline for Site Remediation changes the | To suggest that Agnico Eagle has indicated that disposal of
the applicable CCME Guidelines and the Government of Nunavut Environmental | licence condition from an obligation into a discretionary consideration of those objectives. The contaminated soil underground is no longer relevant to closure is
39 CIRNAC :art J,ltem | Guideline for Site Remediation; proponent has not presented technical justification as to why this change is necessary. inaccurate. The purpose of the edit is to remove the need for a
Environmental Site Assessment plans in accordance with the applicable “protocol” to be included in the Final Closure and Reclamation
Canadian Standards Association (CSA) criteria; and CIRNAC is unclear what the technical justification for the proposed change and why disposing of Plan. Contaminated soil “may be” disposed of in the underground
An evaluation of the human health and ecological risks associated with the contaminated soil into the underground mine at closure is no longer relevant to closure planning. and the method to confirm the surface has been reclaimed will be
Closure options proposed determine through the SQRO, ESA, and/or HHERA.
In addition, Agnico Eagle reiterates that the terms of this condition
would be consistent with other licenses.
CIRNAC opposes removing references to RECLAIM and the Mine Site Reclamation Policy in
Nunavut as established guidance for preparing reclamation cost estimates.
The Licensee shall include, with the Plans submitted under PART J, Items 1, 2, 3 Reclaim is the established benchmark for full-cost, third-party security estimates in Nunavut.
and 6 an updated estimate of the total mine closure restoration liability based Removing these references would reduce clarity regarding expectations for closure liability
0 CIRNAC Part), Iltem | on the requirements of the Act and Regulations. estimates while providing no clear benefit, particularly as the current licence already allows Refer to items 10, 11, and 38 in response to comment
7 alternative approaches where justified if the proponent does not wishes to use the RECLAIM tool.
Further, the current Policy is set to be devolved and adopted / mirrored by the GN as stated by
the GN. Variations to this process at the last minute would throw a measure of uncertainty as to
the process to be followed. If in future the GN or the Proponent would like to consider changes on
such policy that can happen post devolution or at the next amendment application and will solely
then be the decision of the Government of Nunavut.
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Agnico Eagle maintains its position on the duplication with Part J,
CIRNAC notes that the proponent justifies the removal of this licence condition by mentioning that Item 3.
this would be included in the Final Closure and Reclamation Plan. However, there are no Agnico Fagle disagrees V‘{'th the corT\ment and maintains the
conditions in the licence outlining what must be contained in the FCRP. suggestion to remove existing condition Part J, Item 10.
Further to address CIRNAC’s comment on “eliminating an
PartJ, Item . . . " . . . . i igation” i
41 CIRNAC ! CIRNAC is concerned that removing this condition without incorporating the requirement important cIosure. o.bllgaFlon : !\lowhere has Agnico I.Eagle
10 . . . . - TR ; suggested that this item is not important nor would it be
elsewhere in the licence may eliminate an important closure planning obligation, including looked. H h Iread diti ol .
information needed to assess long-term tailings closure performance. overlooked. However, there are already con 'tlor,]s in place (i.e.,
Part J, Item 3; Part D, Item 1) that would have to incorporate such
details, like a tailings cover system.
In addition, this would remove the required timeline of 12 months. In addition, to suggest removal of the 12 month timeline is not
accurate, as 12 months is clearly outlined in Part J, Item 3.
Unless otherwise approved by the Board, Aareas that have been contaminated
i CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment
by hydrqcarpons from r.10rm_al fuel transfer procedures shall be rgclalmed to : g8 pp Y For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
meet objectives as outlined in the Government of Nunavut’s Environmental provided. e . .
AR ; o . o the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
Guideline for Site Remediation, (2010 version or current version in place at the administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
2 CIRNAC PartJ, Iltem | time of Reclamation). Materials such as soil and rock that have been CIRNAC notes that the proposed change would remove the need to consult and seek approval for | their discretion.

14 contaminated by hydrocarbons may be disposed of in the underground mine to | the use of reclaimed soils for back fill or site grading purpose from the GN department of The edit specifies that areas contaminated shall be reclaimed; and
remain frozen with permafrost. [The use of reclaimed soils for the purpose of environment and the inspector. However, the proponent has not demonstrated why approval . . « ” '
back fill or general site grading may be carried out only upon hority for th f reclaimed soils should b f df h isti I this material may be used upon “approval by the Board™. The

au:hor!? otr tt: uBse odrec aimed soils should be transferred from the existing regulatory comment by CIRNAC is unclear.
authorities to the Board.
approved by the Board in writing.]
Part ). Item For the reasons described at item 15 above, Agnico Eagle requests
43 CIRNAC 12 1?: 16 Agnico Eagle had added Unless otherwise approved by the Board, to the CIRNAC suggested “unless otherwise approved by the Board” not be included but no comment the Board retain its power to approve adjustments to this
17’ T beginning of each Item. provided. administrative requirement where it is appropriate to do so, using
their discretion.
CIRNAC is concerned that the revised definition constitute a fundamental change that would allow Agnico Eagl intain th il dition. Th
W . o ) amendments to be approved outside the established application process. This may limit gn(;c.o. agle algdrees;o mfallr;taln.t e original condition. The
.—Amendment means a change to any terms and conditions .o.f this opportunities for interveners to review and comment on proposed licence amendments and condition would read as follows:
a4 CIRNAC Schedule A | Licence approved by the NWB, requiring a provide information relevant to Board decision-making. “Amendment” means a change to any terms and conditions of
change, addition, or deletion of specific terms and conditions of the this Licence through application to the NWB, requiring a
Licence not considered as a Mmodification; While the Board has the final decisi i hority. it al ’ o ) ) d change, addition, or deletion of specific terms and conditions of
ile the Of:\r as the fina euspn—ma .|r1g authority, it also relies on the various expertise an the Licence not considered as a Modification;
mandates of interveners when making decisions to approve or deny an amendment request.
The adjusted definition places the burden of proof when determining if water is “contact” or not
on demonstrating that it has been affected by the Project. Further, it limits the definition to only
apply to surface water, a particularly problematic change as the project impacts groundwater
which is subsequently brought to the surface and managed.
“Contact Water” means surface water or runoff that is physically or Agnico Eagle acknowledges the comments and proposes revised
a5 KItA-FWS-05 | Schedule A chemically affected by the Project mine development areas and KIA recommends the verbiage “may be” be maintained within the definition of contact water to wording as follows:
activities; help ensure all water that has intersected the project and may be affected is managed as contact “Contact Water” means any Water that may be physically or
water. Further, we recommend the Board not accept AEM’s proposed change from the term “any chemically affected by mining activities;
water” to “surface water” to ensure the definition encompasses groundwater that has been
brought to the surface and subsequently managed to limit impacts to the aquatic environment.
The other proposed alterations to the definition are accepted.
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Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comments. As per the wording
proposed by Agnico Eagle in Commitment WLA-13, prior to
— Y ) - CIRNAC notes that given the uncertainty in the present application around the futur[e] tailing transition to dry stack tailings or any other tailings management
Tailings Impoundment Area” means the engineered facility deposition method, a definition that rely on a management plan is not appropriate. methodologies, reports will be submitted to the Board for Board
designated to receive slurry and/or dry stack tailings as described in the Waste .
review and approval.
46 CIRNAC Schedule A Rock, Ore and Mine Backfill Management Plan and/or the Operations, initi iling i ithi i ifti Agnico Eagle proposes revised wording as follows:
Maintenance, and Surveillance Manual: Doris Tailings Impoundment Area; A definition for Tailing impoundment Area should rest within the license. The shifting of the g gle prop g :
definition to an operational plan prepared by the proponent is not consistent with current “Tailings Impoundment Area” means the engineered facility
practice, especially given other proposed changes in the licence that could lead to modification of designated to receive tailings as described in the Waste Rock,
plans without the input of Interveners. Ore and Mine Backfill Management Plan and/or the
Operations, Maintenance, and Surveillance Manual: Doris
Tailings Impoundment Area and/or Tailings Deposition Plan
Agnico Eagle acknowledges that the milestones submitted with the
Draft July 31, 2026 Water Licence Framework were indeed draft
CIRNAC does not support inclusion of proposed security milestones that have not been agreed to and were presented with a note of alignment with KitlA. Since the
47 CIRNAC Schedule C | Agnico Eagle incorporated proposed security schedule milestone. by all parties involved in establishing them. Inclusion of these milestones is premature pending July 31, 2026 submission, KitlA, CIRNAC, and Agnico Eagle have
resolution of security discussions. agreed on the Global Quantum as discussed in responses to final
written statements; and confirmed to the Board on September 23,
2026.
The Construction Summary Report referred to in Part D Items 11 shall include: Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment. Agnico Eagle’s proposed
e. Documentation of field decisions that CIRNAC notes that the proposed change would make unclear what «relevant» data the proponent | wording suggests that depending on the nature of the activity,
deviate from original plans, and would have to produce in the construction summary report. No technical reasoning for this change | there are various data that could be used when supporting a
relevant data used is proposed. deviation (it is not one size fits all). Agnico Eagle has not suggested
to support these decisions; deviations be excluded from the Construction Report.
i Monitorin for CIRNAC notes that evaluating the performance of erosion control measures is important for Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment and as noted in the July
L & . determining whether licences and best practices are being adhered to during construction. The 31, 2026 version, these revisions were made to be consistent with
sediment release from construction areas; . . . . .
technical reasoning for this change is not presented. other Licenses.
48 CIRNAC Schedule D,
Item 2
CIRNAC notes that the proposed changes would substantially reduce the information required in . . . .
. prop . g . . Y . q Agnico Eagle disagrees with the comment and as noted in the July
Construction Summary Reports, including information used to assess environmental performance . . . .
. . . e e . X 31, 2026 version, these revisions were made to be consistent with
during construction, such as erosion control measures. No technical justification has been provided other Licenses
for reducing these reporting requirements. ’
Scheule I, General note : CIRNAC notes that the proponent has marked several stations as inactive, so no
Table 3 frequency has been established for monitoring purposes. However, the activity or infrastructure ) ) ) )
(Monitoring remains authorised under the Water Licence. Agnico Eagle dlsagree§ with the recommendatlf)n. Per Part B{ Item
18, Schedules to the Licence can be updated without Amending the
49 CIRNAC Program . . . .
o ) ) ) Licence; therefore, if an infrastructure becomes active, the
and CIRNAC r.eco.mmends that., should the actl\.nt.y or infrastructure remain au-thorlsed, a cle.ar pa.t.hwa.y associated monitoring station can be updated accordingly.
Thermal for reactivating those stations and determining the frequency of monitoring should be identified in
Monitoring) the licence.
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