12 Month Review of the Mineral Claims Consultation Framework
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Figure 19: British Columbia Mineral Titles Online users plotted by the number of claims staked and average area
of those claims for the periods from a) March 25, 2023, to March 24, 2024, and b) March 25, 2025, to March 24, 2026.

Discussion

Impact of the MCCF on Staking Activity

The months preceding the implementation of the MCCF saw an unprecedented staking rush (Figure 11). Claims
staked per month were in the third quartile for three consecutive months in January, February, and March 2025,
which is the only instance of this in the dataset. This staking rush was followed by four months in which claim
staking was within the first quartile, and six months in which it was below the median. Since December 2025, the
number of claims staked per month has rebounded and is routinely in or near the third quartile.

The pre-MCCF staking rush also followed an opposite pattern to most staking rushes. Usually, staking rushes
start with a sharp increase and slowly taper off. In contrast, the pre-MCCF staking rush featured a steady increase
over three months followed by a sharp decrease on March 25 and 26, 2025. At the same time, the price of gold
continued to increase during the sharp decline in staking. This trend suggests that anxiety surrounding the MCCF,
not general market conditions, was the reason for the staking rush.
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The MCCF has severely impacted mineral claim staking. Placer claims have increased in both quantity and size
relative to the baseline (Table 3) and the number of placer claims staked has been above the median most
months since the MCCF was implemented (Figure 13). In contrast, the number of mineral applications submitted
remained in the first quartile for four months and below the median for eight months during the same period.
The area of mineral claims staked has also not rebounded. The average area staked per week overall is 47.2%
smaller than the pre-MCCF baseline, and only one month (February 2026) since the implementation of the MCCF
has been above the first quartile.

Taken together with the increase in correlation between the price of gold and claim staking, these trends indicate
that the MCCF has fundamentally changed the way people stake claims in BC. Although the number of claims
staked has rebounded, there may be less appetite for large, serious projects than for small-scale speculation
tied to commodity cycles

Spatial Distribution

The locations of mineral and placer applications and approved claims since the MCCF generally coincide with
the known mining and exploration districts of BC. Figure 20 shows the location of approved mineral and placer
claims.

The distribution of approval timelines is relatively homogenous across the Province. Figures 21 and 22 show
the locations of pending applications younger than 120 days and older than 120 days, respectively. No specific
regions are subject to uniquely long or short timelines.
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Figure 20: Locations of approved mineral and placer claims in British Columbia from March 25,
2025 to March 24, 2026.
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Figure 21: Locations of pending Mineral and Placer applications in British
Columbia that are younger than 120 days as of March 24, 2026.
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Figure 22: Locations of pending Mineral and Placer claim applications in
British Columbia that are older than 120 days as of March 24, 2026.
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Impact of Delayed Applications on Explorers

The impact of delayed application decisions on early stage explorers is substantial. Overall, there has been a
79% reduction in the mean number of mineral claims issued per week since the implementation of the MCCF
compared to the pre-MCCF baseline.

Mineral claims are critical to early-stage exploration. Only a handful of exploration projects will advance past
the early stage (Stevens, 2010), and such a large reduction in the number of new claims will eventually reduce
the number of advanced exploration projects and potential mines, thus impacting the entire mining project
pipeline. As well as the overall reduction, unpredictable timelines can cause explorers to miss weather windows,
financing opportunities, and other deadlines, delaying projects by a full year or longer. In effect, the delay of
claim approvals by the MCCF had resulted in a ‘lost year' of discoveries in BC.

Another concern for explorers is the lack of protection granted by claim applications. For high-value, low-volume
commodities such as nuggety placer gold or gemstones, an individual person can extract a significant value of
material by hand relatively quickly. Prior to the MCCF staking a claim revealed the location of a discovery, but also
provided immediate legal protection from “claim jumpers” stealing material. Since the implementation of the
MCCF, staking a claim application still publicly reveals the location, but does not provide legal protection until it
is approved. With approval timelines sometimes exceeding a year, this creates a long window when people other
than the applicant can easily locate the site and legally remove material, potentially reducing the value of the
claim once it is approved.

Another concern for explorers is the lack of protection granted by claim applications. For high-value, low-volume
commodities such as nuggety placer gold or gemstones, an individual person can extract a significant value of
material by hand relatively quickly. Prior to the MCCF, staking a claim revealed the location of a discovery, but also
provided immediate legal protection from theft by ‘claim jumpers. Under the MCCF, staking a claim application
still publicly reveals the location, but does not provide legal protection until the application is approved. With
approval timelines sometimes exceeding a year, this creates a long window during which people other than the
applicant can easily locate the site and legally remove material.

Beyond the operational consequences, delayed claim applications also incur direct costs to explorers. Because
application fees are collected at the time an application is submitted, explorers can end up with capital locked
behind claim applications. The total area of pending mineral applications is 655,610.19 ha and 72,163.87 ha for
placer applications. At an application cost of $1.75/ha and $5.00/ha, respectively, this corresponds to $1,508,137
in capital directly sequestered by pending claim applications, excluding tax.

Estimated Economic Impact

Using the 2024 and 2025 EY Surveys (EY Canada, 2025, EY Canada, 2026), grassroots mineral exploration accounted
for 35% of the $552M spent in 2024 on general mineral exploration. In 2025, grassroots exploration accounted
for 27% of $751M total spend. In 2024, the province saw ~7000 new mineral claims, providing an estimate of
$552M x 35% + ~7000 = ~$27,500 per new claim. Adjusted for 2025 exploration spending, the same number of
claims would have corresponded to $771M x 27% + ~7000 = ~$29,500 per new claim in 2025. This metric is a proxy.
It does not account for the reality that existing claims also attract significant exploration, but it does provide a
simple way of estimating the economic activity associated with new claims over the same time period.

Accounting for the ~42% drop in claim size, the current backlog of ~3000 claims corresponds to 3000 x $29,500
(100 - 42)% =

$51.3M of economic activity is held back by the current MCCF approval backlog.

Turning to claims that were ‘lost’ by MCCF, weekly claims granted averaged 131.76 pre-MCCF and dropped to 27.73,
or annualized to 6850 and 1442 respectively. (6850 — 1442) x $29,500 =

~5$160M of economic activity lost per year due to MCCF implementation.
Itis important to emphasize that the figure $27,500 per new claim is a proxy, and should be framed with significant

uncertainty in both directions. The historic rise in the price of gold is not accounted for here, indicating a
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potentially higher opportunity cost. Given the 79% decrease in the number of new claims actually issued since
the MCCF was implemented, it is likely that the distribution of exploration spend in 2025 heavily favoured existing
claims; therefore, the actual impact may be greater than estimated.

Impact on Government

The impact on government must also be considered. With smaller claims being staked, the application fees
collected are decreasing, and the subsequent fees for assessment work or cash-in-lieu would also decrease.
Some AME members have already reported having to cancel or delay exploration programs due to delayed claim
applications (). Middleton, personal communication, 2025) The trend towards smaller claims (and thus smaller
projects) also affects the amount of fees collected from exploration permits.

Given the importance of mineral exploration to many communities in British Columbia, the shortage of mineral
exploration work caused by less claims staked could directly affect the province income tax revenue, and the
stability of the spending in local economies that rely on mineral exploration.

In the long term, with less early exploration projects being added to the mining pipeline, there will be fewer
operating mines in 15-25 years, thus significantly impacting the mining sector, which contributes billions annually
in GDP, wages and government revenue (Mining Association of BC, 2025). The BC critical minerals strategy is also
at risk without this upstream influx of new potential projects.

In addition, the Fraser Institute’s annual survey on Investment Attractiveness Index showed British Columbia to
drop from 13th place in 2024 to 20th place in 2025, despite policy factors and mineral potential factors remaining
relatively stable (Fraser Institute, 2024, 2025). Given that the 2025 survey reflects survey results from August
to November 2024, the industry uncertainty about incoming policy changes drastically affected the sentiment
around the mineral exploration industry in British Columbia. Time will tell how this sentiment changes.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The MCCF has had a profoundly negative impact on claim staking in British Columbia and is not meeting its
stated targets. The median number and area of applications submitted per week has decreased substantially
compared to the pre-MCCF baseline. This change is driven entirely by a reduction in mineral claims, in spite of
strong placer claim performance. The most drastic change is the number of new claims issued. Overall, the mean
number of claims issued per week has decreased by 79% since the MCCF was implemented. Although this number
has improved slightly since the beginning of 2026, the rate of decisions is still outpaced by the rate of new
claim applications. This difference has created a large and growing backlog of claim applications that threatens
to further increase delays. The median time for claims to be approved (excluding administrative decisions) is
currently 149 days and trending upward in line with the backlog. Currently, only 14.8% of claim applications
receive a decision within the stated 120-day target timeline.

Above-average staking activity in recent months and record grassroots exploration spend in 2025 indicates
that demand for mineral claims in BC is still strong; however, if explorers cannot obtain the claims they need,
the global mineral exploration industry will look elsewhere. Unless immediate action is taken to improve the
performance of the MCCF, the status quo will have a severe negative impact on BC's mineral exploration sector.
AME has proposed practical solutions to improve the MCCF, including

+ quick deployment of the $2M allocated for the MCCF to hire, train, and have staff actioning files
immediately;

+ escalation of claim applications to a more senior level, or emergency process after reaching certain
timing gates;

+ recognition that “approval delayed is approval declined” - the global mineral exploration industry
will pursue other opportunities if approvals for BC claim applications cannot be obtained promptly
within the 120-day timeline;

+ given the long delay in decisions, allowing work done on claim applications during processing to
count toward the value of work on that claim, or block of claims to help companies bridge the gap
caused by the seasonality of exploration;
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+ allowing for companies to apply for a claim and voluntarily pause the process to allow for them to
engage with Nations themselves resulting in protecting “firstin line status” and allowing for voluntary
early engagement;

« introduction of more transparent statuses in the MCCF, such as indicating the time applications spent
with each party;

« improvements in the transparency of public application data by adding details such as application
stage, and the application date for approved claims to public geospatial datasets and publishing
more detailed historical data that includes start and end dates for tenures, and the ‘demised-to’
tenure ID for changed tenures;

« opportunity for claims that have been approved but are dropped to not be subject to further
consultation as they have already been reviewed;

+ protection of applicant names until claims are approved; and
+ capacity funding for First Nations to allow for timely processing of claims.

AME recommends that these items be immediately adopted to mitigate issues caused by the current long
timelines and low approval rates of the MCCF.

Disclaimers and Disclosures

Purple Rock Inc. is a consulting firm specializing in geoscience information management. Its clients include or
have included the Province of BC, First Nations organizations, industry associations, public geoscience bodies,
and mineral exploration and mining companies. Our role in preparing this report was to provide objective, data-
driven analysis. Our expertise lies in geoscience data analysis, not in legal matters. Purple Rock Inc. is a regulated
firm with Engineers and Geoscientists BC (permit to practice #1002030). Purple Rock Inc. is a corporate member
of the Association for Mineral Exploration; this report was funded and commissioned by AME. Purple Rock Inc
acknowledges the ancestral and unceded territories of Indigenous Nations throughout Canada, including those of
the Coast Salish, x"mafk“ayam (Musqueam), Skwxwi7mesh (Squamish), salilwatat (Tsleil-Waututh) and Ktunaxa
Peoples on whose territory we work.

Purple Rock Inc. and its directors hold no mineral titles or other claims in BC. Lindsay Richards, an employee of
Purple Rock Inc., holds some mineral claims in BC in his personal capacity, including claims or claim applications
whose status may be affected by MCCF.

All data used in preparing this report was publicly released data obtained at various times from the Government
of BC or other public sources.
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