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KivlA Role
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KivlA represents Inuit, administers and
monitors certain provisions of the Nunavut
Final Agreement in the Kivallig Region.

KivIA's mission is to represent Inuit in a
fair and democratic manner in the
development, protection, administration
and advancement of their rights and
benefits; and to promote economic, social,
political and cultural well-being.

The aim of Inuit Owned Land management
is to administer IOL’s so as to promote
self-reliance and the cultural and social
well-being of Inuit now and in the future.

Inuit Owned Lands must be managed in
such a way as to sustain and enhance the
value of the lands.
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Water Licence Review
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« The purpose of our technical « SPIPob®IJe A U< ®

review was to ensure the project
can operate in line with the
potential impacts and benefits
described through the
concurrent impact assessment;
and

« To ensure Inuit
Qaujimajatugangit (IQ) values
and Traditional Knowledge (TK)
were incorporated into impact
determination, mitigation, project
design and monitoring.
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Submission to Nunavut Water Board e
Do PN oa 2l ALSIC bNLr.OC
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* We also raised several concerns
pertaining to water management
and mitigation



Outstanding Issues
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9 of 21 issues are currently outstanding
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KivIA-WL-TC#2 /
Removal of pit walls from water quality model predictions™>="
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AEM has removed interactions with pit walls
from the water quality model thereby
excluding a potentially significant source of
arsenic and phosphorus. Insufficient rationale
was provided to justify the removal of pit
walls from the water quality model.

AEM clarified during a meeting with the KivlA
that the model outlined in the EIS can be
considered an upﬁer bound of potential
concentrations while the revised water
licence model can be considered a lower
bound for expected concentrations.

AEM asserted that concentrations can be
managed throughout the range of
concentrations. We are still concerned
whether this is feasible.

This issue would be resolved if AEM provided
a water management decision tree as per
KIA-WL-TC#6 for review prior to receipt of
the water license.

This information is required to determine
whether enriched effluent streams can be
segregated to ensure treatment is feasible
during the mine life.
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KivIA-WL-TC# 3 -
Cryo-concentration in water quality model assumptions
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AEM committed to update the water quality
model to include cryo-concentration durin
the NIRB technical hearings in June 2019. The
model accompanying the water licence
submission had not been updated. This
update was required to increase confidence
in arsenic and phosphorus concentrations
within the receiving environment.

AEM has now provided an updated model
including cryo-concentration.

We consider our concern with respect to
arsenic modelling resolved in light of the
modeled concentrations and the potential for
adaptive management. However, we refer to
KiviIA-WL-TC#6 which must be addressed to
provide confidence that treatment is a viable
option if arsenic concentrations are elevated.

We also request additional detail as to how
the upper and lower bounds of the
phosphorus uptake ratios were derived in the
new model. AEM made reference to
literature values. More detail is required on
how those formulae were derived and the
associated literature references.
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KivIA-WL-TC#4
Uncertainty in Waste Rock Seepage Estimates
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We were concerned with how excess water
associated with a greater than 1:100-year flood
event will be dealt with.

AEM has indicated that sufficient storage water
capacity will exist during most stages of the project
aside from 2020.

A potential for overflow in 2020 exists, particularly
under conditions exhibiting greater than average
year (1:2 return) precipitation and during freshet
when melt rates approach the 1:1000 return level

Given AEM plans on building additional storage
capacity over the life of the project, we recommend
AEM provide options for stakeholder consideration
to better manage excess water quantity in 2020 at
least 30 days prior to the final hearing, and
implement the selected strategy to mitigate the risk
(z)(f)ggtential contact water over%ow prior to freshet

A potential option may include an accelerated
construction schedule to make additional water
management infrastructure (e.g. the GSPs) available in
2020.

These concerns are exacerbated under wet weather
model conditions outlined in response to KivIA-WL-
TC#7 and ECCC-TCA4.
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KivIA-WL-TCH6

Climatic inputs for water quality model
7 ¢ D>/ ALDS “boA*c™L.oC

* AEM'’s water balance was based on monthly mean
values. Given the uncertainties associated with the
modelling exercise and use of an average climate year,
the predicted concentrations are consi
of-magnitude estimates.

* We therefore asked for a water management decision

tree to provide confidence that water volumes exceeding

average conditions could be adequately managed. The
decision tree was also required to provide confidence
arsenic rich water sources could be segregated for
treatment.

* AEM committed to providing this quantitative decision
tree during the EIS hearings in June 2019. The delivery
date committed to was during the Water Licence
technical review period.

* This decision tree has not yet been provided.
* AEM has indicated they will update the Water

Management Plan with the requested decision tree and

action items for water quantity 60 days following the
reception of the amended water licence.

* This is not acceptable nor in keeping with their EIS
commitment. We remain unsure whether key contact
water streams can be effectively segregated tor
treatment.

* We recommend AEM provide a Quantitative Water

Management Decision Tree to show how water volumes

exceeding average conditions would be managed for
review and approval at least 30 days prior to the final
hearings.
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Climate Change and Project Timeline .
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* We requested AEM provide the water balance results for
the wet weather scenario to determine whether water
management infrastructure was sufficiently
conservative.

* AEM calculated water balance results for two wet
weather scenarios (10-year and 100-year return periods)
and found that water quantit¥ exceedances are expected
to occur during 2020 freshet from the Whale Tail
Attenuation Pond.

* AEM states that the Expansion Project has contingency
water management storage (e.g., in the Groundwater
Storage Ponds) to handle such upset conditions.
However, these GSPs will not be built until after 2020.

* Given recent trends for increased annual precipitation
for the area, AEM should plan for additional water
management options early on in the project (i.e., for
2020; see KivIA-WL-TC#4).

* Given AEM plans on building additional storage capacity
over the life of the project, we recommend AEM provide
options for stakeholder consideration to better manage
excess water quantity in 2020 at least 30 days prior to
the final hearing, and implement the selected strategy to
mitigate the risk of potential contact water overflow
prior to freshet 2020.

A Eotential option may include an accelerated construction
SC

edule to make additional water management
infrastructure (e.g. the GSPs) available in 2020.
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Arsenic and ARD mitigation on Whale Tail Pit Wall >
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* Arsenic release from exposed Whale Tail and o NAGZAC N®°POC NS Lo D< Ardo <L IVR

IVR Pit walls is a source of uncertainty in the A RIS NgGn 70 a oa PCHI™
prediction of the long-term water quality of %E'Zicc;gﬁjgcdf _gzbéslli IJDL:.%(';?de ALD<
the flooded pit lake and Whale Tail Lake CIALDIIC QU 5 Ao Alda CHT
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may be, for the pits intended to prevent NNGPYLYa® Ab<XCPa<)g® .
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Arsenic and ARD mitigation on Whale Tail Pit Wat>*
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 AEM has indicated that an increased fill rate dbad AJPdS D>Sbe[ € AL Se<LESo /| b<C ALSb

would require water to be pumped from [ Ob®C>YNbGyeD%® Lo <M< C/T;

another large lake; Nemo, Lake D1 and Lake Nemo, Lake D1 <'L> Lake 5 A/LMYD>ILLC

D5 are provided as potential sources. AEM <D®C>a YoM o tod AdedC

has further indicated that these alternatives QA AS/LLC CLbd<d AALPYD>ILSC

will be assessed as an adaptive management SH>ALSPC>a<IC <I>c_CNAD>LEa Sb/sd< ¢

option as part of the final closure plan. Ac_DSbCD_ 5NC PxJe—b<lodC | Db<C <Sq >NPdC.
* We are concerned that a quantitative e AL 5NSBRDJC ANTL.OC SN AG®

evaluation has not been conducted to A <UZL=MLLC a ya AL CN<5d< ] CLea

provide confidence that this adaptive A>c_ SN IS GI®IpN® AL ADT>L. oS ALS

management option is viable should water SHIrea L®<C gAY BLCJC

exceed the predicted concentrations.
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* We t.herefore recqmmend AE|V_| commit to SHANAGTHSI< 3] ACDISTC 5%GC ATSCSAD> RO
providing a qluantltatlvF analysis grom at least a 50 ALAGS 1€ TINHSLSL L,
one potential source of water to demonstrate C—SbM5h o SIaG o~ LG C < ~C
the %asibility of an increased pit flood rate at %@QJQGCCE%SC%E%CQZDZC %%E%quqﬂb

least 30 days prior to the final hearing.
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* We also reference KivlIA-WL-TC#6. The water
quantity management decision tree is ALP< AN Lot b o ] Arl.cben
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required to demonstrate whether arsenic rich : . . ;
water can be effectively isolated for ONH%Id ACPd® bLIMY BT 7 L S

treatment.
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Implications of rock fracturing on groundwater volumes ™ »
D%/ g Py PLehC Jd<N®<C oa < “b*uo

ALSINMZD><PdC

* The site and hydrogeological conditions
are summarized in this section, including
current, operational and post-closure
conditions. Hydraulic conductivities and
seepage are described for the
development timeline in the different
subsurface strata to provide context for
the monitoring program.

* We requested AEM provide a quantity
estimate of relative groundwater
contributions from rock fracturing.

* AEM has not provided the requested
estimate but indicated that blast damage
is less than one metre and the modelling
assumes no freeze back to control flow.

* While we appreciate this will limit the
overall flow, we still request the estimate
to provide certainty sufficient storage
capacity is available. This should be

rovided at least 30 days prior to the final
earings.
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KivIA-WL-TCHH18
Water Quality Contingencies
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AEM states that it would consider using the O-WTP
as a primary contingency option to treat water
during the flooding sequence. However, this
contingency would require treatment of large water
volumes of low concentration water and may not
achieve CWQG water quality guidelines for pit
water. Isolation of high arsenic loadings from pit
walls would allow efficient treatment of the source
term and increase the feasibility of mitigation.

We are concerned whether water quality that does
not meet appropriate concentrations can be treated
ic_? meet a concentration that is protective of aquatic
ife

We therefore reiterate KivIA-WL-TC#6 and #9. We
recommend that AEM demonstrate the feasibility of
segregating arsenic from pit walls or of the water
mass in the pit itself to show the feasibility of the
proposed water treatment option. This information
should be provided at least 30 days prior to the final
hearings.

Ac_P<IPCD_Ho <ePP<PNedc

AAL HNB®IJC ALDS b oA*c™*U

L™ MDA n<b"g™L.o¢ )
Ay <b®eC* " *gb bLPYD<LYQ QY SL*LC
A DCbP*Q d<HONC N >*a<PNbNg®
ALTD>CoC.

CALALLE NNSEN<In<sdLL 5> e
KiVIAWL-TCHE <5 #9, ~<I3cSiue <od
AJedC bl sd<SPe S o ACSHELSL™
GLgd A
ANy

c o

€ CdNN<*q "d< ¢
SOCCYUNL <. _Cl%a
@9 DN\ D>a %)% 3)-
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Waste Rock Storage Facility Design
<D CPCOC P Agb"A\*LC ®°PP>Lon.o<"*C*L

* The proponent will be a using a 4.7
metre thick NPAG / NML cap to host
the thawed layer and prevent liquids
from contacting the centre of the
waste rock pile. The rationale for this
is based on results to date on thermal
modelling that considers thermistor
readings at the Portage waste rock
facility.

* The KivIA agree with AEM’s response
on the outcomes that will result from
thermistor strings in the expanded
WRST.

* However, the KivlA requests that AEM
provide an accurate plan map that
shows the planned locations of the
drill holes that will contain the
thermistor strings. This plan map
needs to be provided prior to the 60-
day construction notice for the WRSF.

DEGro ]I nrbdt AD%ad%)C 4.7 [Co®
ARo 6% NPAG/NML sdeN*ge<bdc
bLo<"oa PP/ AN e QLo
A>cn7*1C PPN CCACLONC
Db ot 1D%°CP>"5"C ) 0 bNCP>/LL 0%
CALA%*Q A*OC SbDpl/LY* 1 Lebofe
D<ol ¢ gltca"c™Loc bbrh'odiod
Portage-I' DG %b%\°d¢

N<Lo*CP><*a ‘o<"L*UC.

PRcT AoAC bI7rbNrede

<M bNb®IC qtod AdPd*o®

PP RCP>ALLPdC NP> q®I o¢
otca o ™LdC Ac%/L<Pdc WRST-dC.

Pldoc, PRcT AAC bI7»bMNMede
b/GeC Jbgd AJbdC
<DA*QP®NENF<HMNC QLLcN®eI®
<SaPNl* oa *™J<edc CdNNoNe

<@ PCPH% o Ped* L™ *LC
AJCAD>o®Iag?r sbD>prNPCP>a%IredC
olca‘o™LJC CL*a <“aPNnede
0a."U]® DA P*NCPYN.c® 60
>< ¢ D*Lo NayPr<dseb®N*aJ WRSF.
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Summary of Requests and Recommendations
Q A~/ LLbdC D/ SR 1D "dYPR" o

* We request that AEM commit to o Db/G®DJC Qtod AJbdC

provide a Quantitative Water DA% P®NENI<ONe ANc*LJC ALDS
Management Decision Tree to show  <P>c ‘No51 AALDSA® ACbd<HJ
how water volumes exceeding CINN<N*aSo<SLC Sbo® ALD< ANa™L
average conditions would be D>LC>" LGy SLLC
effectively managed at least 30 P> NP S0 30
days prior to the final hearings >< 5= 5%g¢ D*Lo AOAC
* This must include evidence that bMNLNCP>bsaNe.

e_ffLu.ent streams, pabrtic]chfIaréy tflmse « Do Ac DSbCBNNYA<cb

ricn in arsenic, Can oe errective i

segregated for water treatmentyto ngqo;.A'ZDﬂo-b dcc’ /\_qub??da c

safe concentrations. € oL7 DM ™™ 0

* AEM should provide additional eI GRd oM

detail as to hFc))w the upper and » <bord AJedE DA% P®N M7 LCC>
lower bounds of the phosphorus QO A7PB g™ oo™
uptake ratios were derived in the "JN*T PRI AN oD
new water quality model, and phosphorus-c a > A™CHAL*L*LC
associated literature references. OCI" AL®NPZD><ET, Lo 4PI<oce
This should be provided at least 30 NNS™PLLC oA <PNPNE Cl*a
days prior to the final hearings. DA P®NCP>a®I%® 30-5%0¢ P< o

Lo PYJCb<bdC A og
bALNNo <N MC,
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Summary of Requests and Recommendations
QAT PLLedC D/ SR 1D "dYPR" o

AEM should commit to providing options to
manage excess water quantity in 2020 at
least 30 days prior to the final hearings for
stakeholder consideration.

* The NWB should include a condition in the
water licence that the agreed upon option for
additional water storage shoul(fbe constructed
and available prior to freshet 2020 to mitigate
the risk of potential contact water overflow.

AEM should commit to providing a
guantitative analysis from at least one

otential source of water to demonstrate the
easibility of an increased pit flood rate at
least 30 days prior to the final hearing.

AEM should commit to provide a quantity
estimate of relative groundwater
contributions from rock fracturing

AEM provide an accurate plan map that
shows the planned locations of the drill holes
that will contain the thermistor strings. This
plan map needs to be provided prior to the
60-day construction notice for the WRSF.

dbad AJedE IDA%Q PPN N <o GSYLC
4D*CD>Y*a *Ig® > NG breITbGLe<C
2020 30 D<5°5%¢< D*Lo~ ADAC
bNLNC>*b%a N a I g5bTHC>C
APLPN®P>PNHP%Q Sd< N,
+ 002 ALSC bNLAC Ac DBCPNNabSLC
ALSIS CAN®PodE IAPPCH>
b OACPNPN® ALSIC /5 5<PNeb e
SNa LDl d5bia™ Lot 4 <DA*a P oo
L5dbCbeN*a.J <>N°d"> ALL%b®N*aJ
2020-T <PP<IPC>Y*a So<ILE
> 5o ®Dre BN L%

'od AJedC DA% P*NNo <o GSYLC “bo™
ANG*LoC B>rNPNM JCHATV H*GC ALb\edC
BD>rNPT QI ONC APb oG LM
ADP®N®CPHALLI® 30 D<o 5*G¢ D*La ADAC
bALNCD>bsaNe.

<'od AJPdC <DATaP®*NNo<daqq,LC
ANc™LJC ac PCCPCPHALIT® oa D b*LJ©
ALSBSAD>REdC PLebe JSg<NTe/Lg™MCMJC.

<lod AJPdC <DA*QP™NNALoNe aHLeDM®
<SaPCPPLPIC o ™JT? CdN“NaP>o*®Ir®
o AJCPo<®Io* “dd*Jo™LJ¢

QO AMChad®Io®. Pa <ol oa™JJ®
DA Pyndc® 60 ><o¢ D*o
~a7Po<io™Lot DN®NCN®ba Nt WRSF-T®.



Resolved Issues
JPPCPHYLLC A<M BPCH P

Tracking Issues and their Resolutions

CaNsore Ao<*NcD>PCRE L5 Sbo J%pPeC>g™ ¢
12 of 21 issues are now resolved

12-%J<C 21-Jc D>*Da® Ao N >PC>C ®PeC>IL®IC



Nu"l

T TUy, & )
vg\’ Ve Ai\ 5,7'/

KivIA-WL-TC#1 @ /@

Mercury concentrations in fish
Mercury-"bScP><¢ Ab o™o™®

« D5%/G DGC DPPIAPNENeb*oa® P>dd

* We requested additional detail to bl L >Sg< 5 C:
addr:SS: odol o d ) ¢ QA ATRCHC DFDI
* the m_et odology used to etermine the AcC_Re—<"<IC>a L)% A 55 LD><Ig®
eak-increase-factor (PIF) for lake trout <o o
ipn the project area, séeci?ically, why the on D7D ALNZD<F, Ao<™0r,
value of 2.67 was used in contradiction A*LC ANPN 2.67 <DO®°CPc DL
of the stated methods which gave a LJdL* Mg eND><HNb DSbDYDYLL®
range of 3.6-4.4 for PIFs, and Sh.oACDPNEN o SN>NNJC
* how any impacts from greater than Jsope/ | c P 36-4.4-["
anticipated mercury concentrations Ac_Qe—<"<C>a L®IbdC <L 5
resulting from the project can be ’ .
adequately mitigated. ¢ bo"™ dbDﬁ:HR'CDO_&ZquC [b>°°CLJCJC
* AEM has now clarified how the PIF g%i[:?j\cn;f;iﬂgbd? %_gqb
Wwas Ca|CU|atEd. quprD%QO_ql7q|_%bc
* AEM has also clarified the .U bAC b S\C Sk ~cb
communication based strategy that Zggcé‘ég%%_ff é\;%rc\— dcj b0
will be used to ensure residents of OL oD L L
Baker Lake are not exposed to ‘
elevated mercury risks associated o <bod AJPDC @ ha A®YLMNC
with the project. ONPLIBCCP>No®de D™ LMD

<LD®CP>o<®I%® bLo DT >CE
<I*CP>da M AR c<a>*<C mercury-
bigP>E% D> ona *IedC CYSa

A n.<*J<bde,
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KivIA-WL-TCHb5

. vQ_Sc _)m\'e;
Thermal Modelling of Permafrost
o, %[ =2
oltca‘ol ‘dd*JoLJ"
 KivlA were concerned that the thermal e PR AAC bD7ASHNMede AL 5NSbe >eDc
modeIIin% did not consider the effects of olcaSo™Lo® bLab®N“HNC AlLo b >**HLC
climate change on permafrost degradation Jc D Q< <lona<eC*lo® oaq <

* We were concerned permafrost degradation AL
will affect groundwater dynamics and ground e AL SNSbe >®DUC 0a < sd<d)a*L

stability in the vicinity of the pits. Climate D%/ gbSa<lSLE oa P>< ALSIN*L.oC <Ll >
change will exacerbate thawing of the 0a>< D*LASbN<Sa<sa*L_ ot
permafrost caused by flooding the pits after AD®NC>IL LIS, o < AP pse<lc—<a™L
the mine is closed. AR-<INNeb> g g <P (Pv<L<<* oal
e AEM had not incorporated climate change GBI NBPACHALLT® bl < °de
into the post cllosurpe thermalI analysis. ¢ ADPNBCALST BZG o e LIorLe<E,
* AEM has clarified how estimates of + dod AJedE DN PRLC Ao b
ermafrost degradation are conservative IR dono Lo L
H.e., fast rate of degradation), which reflect otcato™*Lde “b>riePMed.
expected climate change patterns. . Qod AP a 5a ABIILCFICh 0% 0a <
* We accept AEM’s response with respect to "I Lde o LJ* 0oL CALAM o ®/L L MLC
near surface groundwater reporting to the (>*ONPod AP c<a™LC Ab*a™L), CL*a

pits. I A% g DY >LGE Je <
izati : 7L cdo™Lot boA DT Lo
* Thermal characterization of the ground in ¢ NO Lo DOATIO LD

proximity to the WRSF is outstanding and o QLLPS®>C Qtgd AdPdC P <N ARNN<oJ
addressed separately as part of KiviIA-WL- 0a P>< b*U.ot ba*o®hedt ALSINML><
TCH21 Do<bc<*Jo™*L ADD®N®CP>HLbC,

s glca“‘c™C boA*c™*L oa < baoMr*LJC
WRSF QLN L5 bLMYD>YLE Ac_bd¢
Ac DbCP><HJ KivlIA-WL-TC#21-d¢.
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KivIA-WL-TC#8
Addressing a Changing Climate in Project Design
bLa " Jc P< /7 r < cda™Lo® A< <°P>Lo™LJS

~0
~<>Q Ac -Dm\F-

We requested AEM demonstrate the long-
term feasibility of the current closure plan
under climate change (i.e., beyond 2085),
especially with respect to permafrost
{:I/\ylllgglgnics beneath water bodies and in the

AEM presented thermal assessment
modelling under two climate change
scenarios: representative concentration
pathway (RCP) 6 and RCP 8.5 for the WRSF.

Results suggest that the depth of the active
layer will increase. Net infiltration, however,
will decrease, resulting in a low probability of
moEiIization of ML/ARD products from waste
rock.

The rate of permafrost degradation below
pits will be influenced mainly by the pit lake
water temperature.

However, we request CIRNAC clarify whether
their concerns regarding interflow through
the WRSF have been adequately addressed:
CIRNAC-TRC#1.

/G PeDJC dtad AJPdC aba AYd< (¢
DL ¢ P20 PN C L a DY LOJL o™ Lot
<o PN ARNM<OJ cb< 4P7pe<cdao™L
(>*ONMod, 2085-19), A<l ARNN<oJ
oa P ddJo*LJdC AL PR dCo <L
WRSF-d<.

<bord AJPdC NPNENCP*IC gtca "o P>Red¢
B>ANPATa® L0 D QY7p<cdo™LJC |
D>eDMe Lol Latod Abcbio™LJe aP>bdié\e
6 Lo Lcbod Abcb'o™Lde aPediée 8.5
WRSF-dNJe.

NPPALLC ana ALY ANG™L A\«
Ac R codLe. bN“oc ATP®INE, PPdoc
PR o ®IC, N*®P Ha I N*a*hed¢©

O <N T®N>I* ‘g°dC ML\ARD-d® \PcOC
<LD®CPH*CDa® Dr%bo®.

Lo PRI AP o™l ADD®N®CPI L
<CJC <PI*CPo b/ Lol AH]L®I
ADCD®N®CPHA/LPdC CPedC ALPD< Sbo
oltcaso*LJ¢ Paso*ULJC.

Prdoc, D°/G®YLLJC Aocn,Ibed*o®
QOQA®IADLL<OC AALDN*C ARNM<ONC
A><]0¢ 3°<“c<<¢ WRSF-d¢

bLM >N /L*L*LC: CIRNAC-TRCH1.



KivIA-WL-TCH11

Alternative effluent discharge locations

Qo °b*o"® dACGY LML

* KivlA were concerned AEM had
proposed alternative discharge
locations without fully assessing
them.

* AEM explained that discharge to
D1 and D5 lakes is not part of
the current water management
strategy. Further details will be
included in the Water
Management Plan following
amendment of the Water
Licence. Full evaluation of these
discharge locations will be
conducted for D1 and D5 lakes if
their use is required.

¢« PR AOAC bI7psbN[edC

AFL SN PO Qtad Aded©
/G| g o¢ JPb oMo
dA\®C N> 7™ Ia®
BP>RNTCCCT /L™ o1

<tod AdedC DP/M]*NN/LLC
da\"®°Csg® DI-_1¢ J-L > D5-_I¢

Ac DBCPH™LLE 2 DN ALST™®
P> N b oI
IDPAAPMPRE A DbCPc o)<
ALT® D> SNolc <" P>ede
LPRLPCPGO<E AL IS AN,
ADASIPIC bD>phPM Cda ™"
dA\®C "8\°~\°d“ bLM,D>o]%®I¢ D1-d¢
<L > D5-d¢ C/ed¢
<LO®CPr N b *<C.
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Early warning trigger development
>7rs )PMNE AR o< "c™L.o"

* \We were concerned that mine

operations began this year (2019) but
trig%ers and thresholds for
implementing adaptive management
had yet to be developed.

* These are required to provide
confidence AEM will follow
procedures and protocols laid out in
the CREMP that depend on them.

AEM has stated that the new
area-specific trigger and threshold
values for Whale Tail will be
incorporated into the formal
statistical analysis conducted as part
of the 2019 CREMP report.

AEM has clarified that these will be
submitted by AEM as part of the 2019
Whale Tail Project Annual Report.

* KivlA will review that submission as part
of our Annual Report review

AFLDNB PPIJC DLSH a5\
LOA®N=5d PPP>* (2019) PP<o
LI ®N<NC PNt C
ARTINCHAL™ M oNe A

CALACNAEE <tad AdPd©
DPANY PR IO L NQodo™ Mo
LCPrndc™o® N°PNCPH>ALYo® CREMP-
dNJec CLedd CR ID™ULACE AM o

<'od AJPDC Db/ LLC oC® ANPN
AL D>a 7D ASd*LoPD< A/<oC
<D eO®CCHagd®I% o NN <N IC
PbP>rNPNPdE A <*J/LE®

Ac P>bCP><od 2019-I1 CREMP
Do<bc<*ULJC.

Qord AJPDC @ Ha A%IYLIC CLed<
L*PNCP>o<SLC dbod Aded™.of
AcD>SHC>_oJ 20197 ASI*LaD< AA<IC
Ac<ULedS SSICLS/>NT >o<be<sT,
¢ PR ADACS b7 edC
SPrpg<IC C< ML Do<be<sT
Ac_DBCD> 5J SGICL>NedC
>a<bc<PdC SPIPa>bECIedC
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IVR High Pit Walls As Mitigation .
IVR dcMPIC A DM/ JbdC NaGn P DRIC 5P AeC D>/ 5P

The waterguality modelling has
determined that, due to arsenic leaching
from the lithologies in the IVR Pit high
walls, rehabilitation of the exposed walls is
needed to meet the water quality criteria.
AEM indicated that the IVR exposed walls
above the final water level will be mined
at a flatter angle so that they can be
covered with overburden after closure.
Erosion protection will be placed over the
cover. However, the feasibility of this
mitigation needed to be demonstrated.

AEM has clarified that the overburden will
be covered / armoured with a stable
thermal cap. Details were also provided on
the cap thickness as well as the
constructed setback from the sloping and
potentially less stable weathered pit walls.

« ALD< SboA*cUL %Pe eC>/LN" 5

QOQA®YZLL®, NAGZAC N®ePIbCC®NHMC
ADCO®N®CHILRIC NaGn 7PN,
LEPPLBCPL N DILE NPPY ‘o F>LI%®
NoGnyDRPdC LacP*a“d<od ALP<
BOoA*c*UJC LceCOR™ Jbod AJdC
QOQAT/LL® NBPLSe)Te A 5CH%M%®/| gt
No G DALCUC P <bde ALSNMYDRC
ANc L PYSrodCP>oLE

Q. Mg ®hP><PdC b eI "d<HOJ
DL b ot LOPLc<c. bl “daJ
Ac/SADALao%®D% b*ude. PPdoc,
CALA®Q 7% %P *°C>yN Qb 'o™Lo®
CdNCP>ALYN.5b™DJC,

d'od AJPdC aba A®/P/LNC
Soc®IPC>o LS/ Sb®C> oo @ LoDl
gtcaSoPlt. aHaAZPCHN®/ L DD
bo%™ ANNMa 7 L*E <L “b.o™

~aYPDa 'o*lot Z/I%b e dHL o

™LA DB N o7 LJC PP {*a "d<oJ
ADED®N®ILIC NaG™ L.



KivIA-WL-TC#14
Fate of Equipment
b OoACPo < cg™Mc AdNC

* We requested AEM include removal
of equipment and machinery from
the underground and transport to
secure disposal off site in the
RECLAIM cost estimate, affording the
KivlA with the option to reuvisit
underground storage of equipment
and heavy machinery at closure
should security be tapped prior to the
completion of planned mining
activities.

* AEM clarified in discussions held in
Winnipeg on September 20, 2019
that the RECLAIM costing will include
sufficient funds to ensure equipment
and machinery left underground does
not pose a residual risk.

* KivlA will confirm that the associated
security values adequately mitigate
the risk of equipment and machinery
left in the underground.

o D/GP*IJC dtod AJCdC

AcP>BCPNN <N AF*C>oo™M* o
ASINE Na"PNLCA D oaP< ACa™ L™
Lo %% CPH NP PLSr oD« Y CoC
B oA A Lo

PP BCJC PN®NCH>L*ad<oM¢

Q. PCC®CPALLEIS, AQNTB®N" DM PR
AoAC bI7rbNrede CdMdP*a ol oa P«
<JCoC ASdNa® D%deN®CP>/LJo® <L
AN N<o® LOYDc*<C [donYD>N"ofc
Ao ®b®N*aC <Sa Ao It DYSroa*
b oACPPCPo %I,

<tod AJPDC @ Ha A®YNC Db bNMy><oNe
AT AT /NAn 20, 2019-7 DN®NCNoeIC
PPy P®Da® PaPyNJdso<d™®Ic ASdNC©
Sa PNLCAT D oa < ACTeIC

> o< ™I NcNdac.

PR AOAC bI7rbMNedc

QA OQA®/TgPIC PIJogc?
N>Co°CP>9d< oM AL DNCP>LC
LBPNL/JCP>*LC ASINE ~Na"PNULC A
D> onda ™Il *a o™ 0o¢ oal< dCo.



KivIA-WL-TC#15
Inuit Input into Closure Objectives
AOAC DB/ MC [ D %<¢

e While AEM committed to water o Ibad AJPdC Acn/LLoO™N oM

quality in the open pits being AL® qqtg—(%)q%%PCDQO—qd<—7d
“non-toxic to fish” it was not A CDILST -

: > Hn.da *I"bdad Ab o™ o¢
clear what water quality P c D% Sh.oAGE Al bdC
objectives were proposed for Sb.oA™<C>a L* G
the pits prior to breaching the DI MLC AN %/ LLedC
dikes post-closure LDP®bGNe DLSrasé\e LI

* AEM confirmed that water » dord AJ°d a0 AL ALDS

e : : B OoA*T*UL ADCO®N®ILL
quality in the pits will meet L —a-<LC CCME-dCS

CCME criteria for the Protection L P<5b %/ G -CoC™ e g

of Aquatic Life or site-specific F<on 5 D>CN<APa 5d< 5 ALST>CC
water quality objectives prior to >R _5%FC ALbJC
dike breaching in the expansion SHoA™MCD*Q Sd<HNC

roject as per the existing Water ~ “00AcD>PNPdC LOYD>%ba o
II?icejnce forpthe approvedg "oriredf Ac < CPMN"od Lol

. <O®CPHL ALIC c AN
project. LM CPo oo AcnUNLL™,
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High TSS Concentrations during Construction
°deMeoede TSS-b'o™L Na 7 PREc<N~HJ

* We were concerned with TSS limits
AEM had proposed during
construction within waterbodies.

* While a resolution has not been
reached for the proposed TSS
concentration for construction in a
waterbody, AEM has confirmed
they are not planning to build any
dikes or dams within waterbodies
under the amendment application,
so no generation of high TSS
concentrations is expected.

* If this situation changes or AEM
proposes additional construction in
a waterbody, we reiterate the need
to apply a short term TSS limit that
meets either CCME or MDMER
guidelines

« AFLONSb D>*DJC TSS -d¢ PLcbia™L

<'od AJbdC <DcdrL7*LJC
Na 7P RIN“oJ ALHW\".

PPN S

NPD>NZL™Meb oM~ oMC TSS-
b'ona7C*LJC @ <<*MNn.o*d¢
ALSBSADRT, <tad Adéd©

Q@ OQA®//LLC bl CAcJNo™®

Na M oGt oMNe ALTHAD><PdC
L od QPPMCDALL% Je/GDN,
CALALLE 5d¢MeIede TSS-bSY oL
a DD,

CL%a A/7p<E DR S* g <Lad
AJPdC DYSr oD npbd™ 1 c

P/ GPNeb*g<C I/ o
P/ JNaP ALTB><PdE,
>bPb* o IJC BeOPN BN IbGHLC
QASDPdC TSS-dC PtcbeIrdc

Lt NSy Io®t CCME-d¢ BRS¢
MDMER-d< <O<]L** o,



KivIA-WL-TC#17
Overburden for Closure
>Lepc ANAT S Lo Hd PYS o< é\°

 AEM stated that most of the o Jbgd AJPIC Db/ dC DL

overburden arisin§ from the project
will be disposed of in the WRSF
instead of being used for
revegetation of mine and road
footprint areas, because it will
come from bed lake sediments
which are not considered
“adequate for revegetation”
purposes.

It was not clear why lake bed
sediments are not adequate for
revegetation

AEM has now clarified that the lake
sediments lack appropriate
geotechnical properties for
revegetation during closure. They
consist of water saturated soft soils
which could cause instability and
erosion into surface waters.

ANAT S NP Acndid<bde
Ac7D>o %I WRSF-dNJ*©
<LD°CP= ML oM AP®NNoo ¢
0a°dt DS\ o
LSNP/, CPC
aN*Lo™L'o°LC .
“DPI Q™M g e AP®Y g,

« DPac DL A C CJC
aN*Lo™L5DC @t L LC
ARSI g5 I

« Jl'od AJPAC @b ASYYL™IC
C/D>< aN*Lo® AL o™ H]oLE
QLI de AP/ 7o C
AP®/Lc *a® LIR AN od
PSSR o\, ADc"b"LC ALT®
PN s AT
QL J*G NN eI
ALSdNMSD_1edC,
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KivIA-WL-TC#19 @ /@

Testing of used oil/waste fuel
SOD>ANATE DBCPALN DAL M /D ATV 5 D%/ [P

* AEM indicated that samples of used ~ * <“c"J AJPdC DSpYLLC DeONLJ%®

- - DY DA 5edC /Do Aoge
oil/waste fuel will be tested to DAL BT APCHLq 5L LC

ensure they meet standards for APNCE 5NP. APNCD<eq = cC
disposal through incineration. Any D> <15I<dc P> SeNC>a y5eDC,
batches not meeting standards will e DPYac DPNO%® SHANATPE
be shipped offsite. LceCPNe PPDMPdC “b.o A Do <L™LE.
* |t was not clear what the + dtod AJ®d® a da A%Pc BTO*
itori hedule for feedstock LD <SLC DAL e/ DA
moni orlng schedule 1or reedstocC APCD<bNedC | —bCoN g
samples will be. Q@ Ha AY®eCD>ILYo® 0Q ¢
. e LRLE I ot <tod AdddC
* AEM clarified that it will use bbgngqbgﬂc 4C[>3_q|_b BRI
oil/waste fuel guidelines identified SGJCLLIE <HL5> APENR 5N
by the Nunavut Government. AEM DA M/ DA QD75 Do
<DA*a P>cq*LC.

tests one sample per year and
burns used oil/waste fuel as it
becomes available.
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* KivlA requested details on the Fish Habitat
Offsetting Plan, including overall approach,
timeline, monitoring, complementary
measures and contingency options.

We note that this information can be
provided during the regulatory phase of
the project; we recommend the NWB
include this requirement as a condition of
the water licence and include appropriate
time for review by the KivlA and other
intervenors as appropriate.

Updates on several proposed components
of the offsetting plan (i.e., offsetting
measures, monitoring plans, contingency
options) were provided during the
teleconference between KivlA, AEM and
DFO on September 30, 2019. We look
forward to further involvement as the plan
develops.

aOHaAY>No® AbOHAC Ao NReCH* ™ o¢
acdhcP*ad<oNc <albnre, AcpbbCroJ
ADACDPIC b oAcNIPNE, PLcb "D,
B>rNPNE AbYNE PPOGDN 0t <>
b_o®IPMPNb*G €,

B>rLLJC CLd] DPYNIPMPRE
<DA*arP®NCP>Y*a'LC Lcbena®d®

AN LY<PdS D "drNdC 0 20 ALSC
bALrdE AcD>SBCPNCN™LC CLOMT™ U
AUy LaeCDYynJtberde
ALIC . AN*PPdC <HL 5 Ac DbCPNN<oHo
QtLoD°dC AAPKALYDRPIC PTPo I PR
AOAC bI7rbNedNJC Qo ™ eNJ©
ADBCPrNb®Iede A7 b *<C.

S oAU SL*LC Sb<Pbec_€ De/S>C>PLC
acINc®NNLLoSIC <Sa >Nede (BONMHJ
acIPc®NNLL oS BPIGHN, Sb>ANATSIC
<5 PNC, Sbo®IPNPNeb G )

ADA>Q PPNC>c PP Db 5 ede
bOLN“ N PR AOAC bI7asbNMedc,
<'od AJPdC <HLH LLRLDSbedC
ASboOanred™Nc ALSTDConrbd™Nc YNAN
30, 2019-I". Acn.SbNbeb*oPLYJC <“a PN
ALRc<ogb™®N“J.
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